



































































































































DRAFT

IN-SCHOOL INTEREST SUBSIDY ELIMINATED FOR 4 MILLION
STUDENTS: The current subsidy is for four million students who need assistance
paying for college: nearly two-thirds of those who benefit are from families that earn
less than $30,000, and nearly one-third are from families earning under $11,000. These
four million students do not have to pay interest on their federal student loans while
enrolled in school and during the grace period (six months) between leaving school and
entering repayment.

« House Republicans propose eliminating the in-school interest exemption. This
proposal will save $21 billion over 7 years, but could have a severe impact on
college access.

* For a four-year undergraduate who borrowed the maximum amount ($17,125) at the
maximum statutory interest rate (8.25%), the Republican proposal would increase
costs by $3,150--or 18 percent. :

PELL GRANTS CUT BY $250 EACH FOR 4 MILLION STUDENTS. Domenici’s
plan specifically states that he will maintain current law funding for the Pell Grant
program-- i.e., providing the same amount as under the 1995 budget. Currently, Pell
Grants receive $6 billion. The President proposes an increase in Pell Grant funding for
1996 of about $1 billion, including an increase in the maximum award from $2,340 to
$2,620. Because of the Domenici budget as compared to the President’s request:

* 4 million students will see their Pell Grants cut by about $250 in 1996. Note that
$250 equals approximately 25% of tuition and fees at community colleges.

THREE MAJOR STUDENT AID PROGRAMS ELIMINATED: While the Clinton
Administration has proposed eliminating certain duplicative student aid programs this
year and in the past, proposed cuts have always been offset by major expansions in aid
through the basic programs like Pell Grants and direct loans. By contrast, Republicans
have proposed zeroing out these programs without making any offsetting increases, thus
reducing the net level of college aid:

» The House budget simply eliminates funding for State Student Incentive Grants
(SSIGs), which provide need-based grants to 212,000 students; funding is $63
million in 1996 and $440 million over 7 years.

* The House eliminates the federal contribution to the Perkins loan revolving loan
fund ($158 million in 1995 and $1.1 billion over 7 years), which provides need-
based, low-interest loans to more than 683,000 college students in over 1,000
projects around the country.

» The House budget eliminates funding for TRIO programs, which provide academic
assistance and support to 700,000 disadvantaged students each year in 1,000 projects
around the country, enabling them to apply to and succeed in college. Funding for
TRIO is $463 million in FY95 and FY96 and $3.2 billion over 7 years.



II. WELFARE D‘?‘qFr

See the attached analysis from the Children’s Defense Fund. All figures marked "HHS" are
drawn directly from analysis by HHS. One other note: perhaps the most powerful fact
concerning school lunches is that had the Republican plan been in place starting in 1989,
funding would have been 17 percent below its actual level in 1994, and over 1 million
children who were added to the school lunch rolls over that period could not have been
served.

1. MEDICAID

The House budget cuts Medicaid by $187 billion and the Senate budget cuts Medicaid by
$175 billion over 7 years.

* As shown in the chart, the per capita rate of growth in Medicaid would be held close to
zero by Republicans--and a rate over 10 times below than the per capita rate of growth
in private health care. This means a drastic reduction in the quality of care for the
millions of children covered only by Medicaid.

» If distributed evenly between eliminating eligibility for the elderly and disabled,
eliminating eligibility for children, cutting services, and cutting provider payments,
Republican cuts in 2002 alone would mean:

-- 5-7 million children would lose coverage--a clear step backward, adding to the ranks
of the uninsured and increasing cost-shifting.

-- Millions more children would lose important services like preventive screening--
policy that is penny-wise but pound-foolish.







































The
. Enquirer 1s

sponsoring
a commu-
nity fair to
help link
people who
want to help
children
with agen-
cies and
groups
involved in
foster care,
child advo-
cacy and
volunteering
on

behalf of
children.
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continued from page 3

In April, ABC News broadcast an hour-long
prime time special report on children’s issues
hosted by ABC News Anchor Peter Jennings
with reporting by ABC News “American
Agenda” correspondents Bill Blakemore,
Carole Simpson and Rebecca Chase. “Putting
Children First: How To Save Our Future”
explored early childhood care and develop-
ment, parent involvement and school reform,
and teen pregnancy and other risks of adoles-
cence, with an emphasis on how communities

across the country are working to solve
problems confronting children and families.

The Bradenton (Fla.) Herald has embarked
on a year-long reporting project on child

sexual abuse, which was touched off late last
year with a computer-assisted reporting project
on child abuse statistics at the state and local
level. The “public journalism” project also
involves a public awareness campaign to get
the community involved in identifying prob-
lems and possible solutions. The Herald has
hosted two community forums on child sexual
abuse with the goal of stimulating community
solutions. *“Our goal was to start the commu-
nity—people like yourselves—thinking
together about solutions to the pervasive and
growing problem of child sexual abuse,” wrote
Bradenton Herald Executive Editor Wayne

Poston.

The"E"hquife'fs Children’s Index

Wen The Cincinnati Enquirer set out to
provide readers a broader picture of how
children are doing in the region, it ended up
creating a new statistical index to measure the
well-being of children.

The Enquirer's “Everybody’s Children”
project team met with Sally Lloyd, acting dean
of Miami University’s School of Education and
Allied Professions, to identify statistics to be
used. Data was organized into four categories:
economic status, health, safety and educational
attainment. Grades were assigned to data
collected in each category to show how local
conditions compared to national statistics. (See
next page.)

The index results provided information on the
percentage of children in poverty, median
household income, child support collection rates,
percent of children receiving AFDC, infant
mortality, rate of underweight newboms, percent
of women receiving early prenatal care, juvenile

- -violent crime rates, substantiated cases of abuse/
neglect, percent of children in foster care,
percent of ninth- and 12th-graders passing
Ohio's Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test, percent of
youth in 7th-12th grades dropping out of school
and number of the region’s 18-to-24-year-olds
without diplomas.

The index assigned a grade of “F” to juvenile
crime and “D” to school dropout rates. The
statistics showed that about 68 in 1,000 of the
region’s children under 18 have been arrested for
a violent crime compared to the national ratio of
44 in 1,000. On the dropout rate, 4.7 percent of
regional students in grades seven through 12 left
school in the 1992-93 school year, compared to
the national rate of 4.4 percent.

But “A” was awarded in five areas—lower-
than-average rates of child abuse and neglect,
children in foster care, strong high school

graduation rates, fewer children in poverty and
better-than-average child support collections.

“Overall, children here fare better than
children do on a national scale,” wrote Mark
Curnutte in the Jan. 29 story. “But, advocates for
children say, that's not good enough. In a region
where unemployment is low, the economy
diverse, the religious community strong and the
culture family oriented, advocates say, there
should be zero tolerance for childhood misery.”

Statistics were collected from four counties
in Ohio, three counties in Kentucky and one
county in Indiana. Enquirer reporters collected
the local and national statistics, while Ms. Lloyd
calculated the index.

Beyond the statistics and ratings, The
Enquirer also included interviews with local
experts about the problems and possible
solutions.

Meanwhile, The Enquirer’s children’s beat
reporter, Brian Gregg, and other reporters con-
tinue to produce stories under the logo “Every-
body’s Children.” The project, launched last
year, examined poverty, homelessness, violence,
education, health care and teen pregnancy.

The paper is also planning a major investiga-
tion looking at groups which work on behalf of
kids to find out who is actually helping children
and where the money goes.

In other areas, The Enquirer is sponsoring a
community fair to help link people who want to
help children with agencies and groups involved
in foster care, child advocacy and volunteering
on behalf of children. “We had so much response |
to the series and the index, but people don't
know how to get involved,” said Leach. The
paper also plans a second children’s health
hotline, which offers free phone lines to readers
to query doctors from the local children’s

hospital.

The Children’s Beat



Children and Family Journalism

Woman’s Day

1633 Broadway

New York, NY 10019

212/767-6000

oman’s Day magazine has always devoted significant coverage to

family matters, but on September 21, 1993, it dedicated its entire
issue to one subject: The American Family. The result struck such a chord
with readers that the magazine staff is planning a second single-subject
magazine on the American family for an issue in late September 1994.

Senior editor Maureen McFadden said that the first issue documented the
redefinition of family, and included multicultural, immigrant, gay and single-
parent families.

“The expression of family was still too nuclear-family oriented,” for how
readers were living their lives, she said. The upcoming issue, she said, “will
reflect the reality that people often don’t have family close to them, but still
have a strong need for family that is often answered by the community, the
workplace and friends. “Family now includes people not related,” McFadden
stated. -

Woman's Day, which boasts a circulation of 4.2 million and a readership of
22 million per issue, doesn’t confine its children and family coverage under
the bailiwick of one editor or one department. “That isn’t how our readers
read,” observed McFadden. Every month, a California pediatrician, Dr.
Maryanne Legato, writes a column about children’s health. Other articles on
parenting and child-related issues run according to editorial space. The tight
economy has caused Woman's Day to have fewer editorial pages, and its
primary service areas—food and home decorating—take priority.

McFadden said the recession and stringent ad budgets have also caused
more article ideas to be generated by the magazine staff, rather than by
freelance writers. Freelance writers today don’t have the luxury of spending
free time writing detailed story proposals and waiting months for replies, she
said, and the magazine has noticed a sizeable drop in freelance queries.

“Our goal is to get more real im our reporting and writing,” said
McFadden. “Women’s magazines in years past were known for writing about
how they pretended things were or wished they were. Readers don’t tolerate
that anymore.”

Sugary portrayals and unrealistic happy endings are looked at much more
skeptically, she said.

Stories that Woman's Day are likely to pursue in the future include looking
at children as they become adults, in the years between 20 and 25. This is an
evolving time in their relationship with their parents, McFadden said.
Although the magazine has millions of readers with small children, most
Woman'’s Day readers are Baby Boomers, now in their mid-40s, and the
issues of children approaching adulthood are of great interest to them.

McFadden expects to do more stories on adult family relationships gener-
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& 3%Pws Tonight's “American Agenda.” *]

'“"{: people want to know that there is
thing that can be done about these
very tough problems.”

But many spoke of the constant ten-
sion between daily demands and the
need for longer-range thinking. “The
big picture stories, the in-depth series,
thev are all luxuries o us. And when we
are chasing a big storv with dailv devel-
opments it is very hard to see out of the
menches,” said Leslie Baldacci, who
launched the Chicago Sun-Times’ fami-
lies beat three vears ago.

Many reporters said their organiza-
dons would simply never give them the
dme to do what Sister Geraldine said a
reporter from Time magazine did be-
fore wridng a storv on her center. “He
almost lived with us for nwvo months,”
she said.

Shrinking resources and leaner
saffs can limit coverage in other ways,
to0o. “We do not have a single reporter
in our city who exclusively covers juve-
nile court,” added Baldacdi, “and I bet
that is true in most of vour cides, too.”

Despite the common percepdon
that they're only after bad news, journal-

aid they are eager to write positve

about model programs and poli-
.at improve the lives of children

ilies. But they want to avoid en-
‘g“crends that may not pan out

At the same tme, the journalists
spoke about roadblocks that keep them
from wridng more complex stories
about the nadon's woubled child wel-
fare and juvenile jusdce systems.

Child welfare and juvenile court of-
fidals are often barred from divulging
informadon about children, but many
reporters think confidendality rules go
oo far. Child welfare officials “see us as
the enemy,” said Mary Loftus, assisant
citv editor of the Ledger in Lakeland.
Fiorida.

“I think there are a lot of people
protecting failures within the bureau-
cracy, and children are dving,” said
ABC's Chase. She added that there are
ways to protect privacy while opening
the system to0 “some sunshine.”

Randi Bjornstad. a reporter with
the Register-Guard in Eugene. Oregon.
noted that problems in her state’s child
welfare systemn led to an overhaul. in-
cluding less rigorous confidentiality

- and more oversight Steve Knick-

) the Arizona Republic’s depury
; tor for special projects. urged
j‘u to “be aggressive in fighting
ndalins abuses. I vou dunk they
exist. go after them. Hell. vou have all
got lawvers!”

~
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And though many journalists said
public response to their stories and pro-
jects has been positve, some described
problems with apathetc readers. Sara
Engram, editorial page director of Bala-
more’s Evening Sun, noted how difficult
it an be to get readers—and sodery as
a whole—to focus on children’s prob-
lems. She recalled wo stories that ran
in the Sun on the same day: One was
about the family of a child who had
been battered to death; the other was a
pet colurnn about wo abandoned kit-
tens. “We had 80 calls about the cas
and not a single call about the child’s
family,” she said.

BUST THROUGH STEREOTYPES
The political batde over family values
has been a hot story in recent vears as
journalists chronicled the debate about

the changing American family and what
it means for the healthy development of
children. Vice President Dan Quayle’s
negatve remarks last year about televi-
sion’s most famous single mother, Mur-
phy Brown, touched off an explosion of
stories about single-parent vs. two-parent
families.

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, research
assodate at the Insdrute for American
Values in New York City, criddized the
way the debate has typically been cov-
ered by reporters. (Whitehead's own At-
landc Monthly cover story last spring,
headlined “Dan Quayle Was Right,”
summarized the growing sodal science
evidence that, on average, in@act wo-
parent families are better for children.)

She cited wo “formulaic” stories fa-
vored by the media: Ozzie and Harmet
vs. Murphy Brown, which usually pits a

THE STATUS OF AMERICA’S CHILDREN

uring hours of policy discussions at

the Casey Journalism Conference
there was no argument about one fact
The well-being of Amerian children is
declining. William A. Galston, deputy
assisant to President Clinton for do-
mestc policy, described some causes of
this decline, including the fact that ed-
ucadon levels have dropped sharply
since the mid-1960s; violent crime and
homicide among youths has signifi-
cantly increased, as has the rate of
child poverty.

Several speakers noted that
roughly one-fourth of all births and
about two-thirds of Afrian American
births are out of wedlock. But the out-
of-wedlock birth rate is going down in
the African American populadon, while
it is rising sharply among the white
non-Hispanic populadon.

There are also rising reports of
child abuse and neglect Charles
Bruner, director of the Child and Fam-
ilv Policv Center in Des Moines, noted
there has been a 33 percent increase in
reported cases of child abuse and ne-
glect in the past decade, and about
one-half million children are now in
out-of-home placements.

But many experts said it is impor-
tant for journalists not to focus on sin-
gle issues or suadistics. Look at the
whole fabric of a child’s life in con-
text. thev urged. to avoid “the pardal-
1zauon of soiutions.” Look at causes
and not just effects.

There was less agreement about
how to solve problems facing children.

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead of the
Insdrute for American Values said
there is growing consensus that family
disrupton is harmful to children. But
there is contdnuing debate over how
much harm children suffer and how
long the damage lasts, and whether
it's best to cushion the effects on chil-
dren by building a sronger sodal
safery net, or by aving to change val-
ues and behavior.

Marriage is becoming less cenual
in people’s lives, said Professor Norval
Glenn of the University of Texas. As a
result, many oadidonal family funcdons
“are simply not being performed as
well today as thev were 20 vears ago, 30
vears ago.” He sees evidence, however,
that negadve marriage wends are about
10 reverse.

Andrew Billingsley, chairman of
the University of Marvland's Depart-
ment of Familv Swudies, held out litde
hope that familv structural rends will
reverse course. “I believe that we are
not going to be able to go back to the
tdme when married couple families with
their own children are the dominant
form.” he said.

“So I think the way to go in the
fuwre is not to uv to put. as [Daniel
Parrick] Moynihan did in 1965. a man |
in every house.” He said institutions
and aiternative structures must be
built to help care for children. * ;




traditional 1950s family against a
single working mother and “opi-

lv overstates and exaggerates

me of the dramadc changes in
American family life.” She said
this storv usually includes “one of
the most common phony statistcs
in journalism"—that the madi-
donal Ozzie and Harrietswvle
family headed by an emploved fa-
ther and stay-at-home mother
“represents onlv 10 percent or 8
percent. or ['ve even seen 6 per-
cent. of all family households in
America.” In fact, it’s closer to 25
percent or 30 percent. she said.
The second story sets out “com-
peting explanadons for children’s
declining well-being” as economic
change vs. cultural change, she
said, when in fact “both play a
part in the storv.”

Whitehead urged reporters to fo-
cus on real evidence of family oends,
“rather than simply reflecting the polit-
ical fault lines in the family squcture
debate.”

Some speakers said the media can
actually play a role in changing the cul-

‘ral and moral values of Americans—a
don which makes some journalists

‘ “We want to be a

part of a journal-

ism that stands for
something. We

stand for children.”

—Heath J. Meriwether,
executive editor,
Detroit Free Press

uncomformable. Journalists can and
should work to bring about changes in
the atrirudes and values of readers
“that will make things much better for
children and American societv,” said
Norval D. Glenn, professor of sociology
at the University of Texas at Austin.
Indeed. Glenn believes the media
“aided and abetted” changes in values
in the 1960s and 1970s that were “de-
~tve to families.”
Jany speakers urged journalists to
at strengths in communities. not
'roblems. and get bevond “us vs.
" thinking by showing how every-
one in sociery has a stake in helping
children grow into healthy. productve
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ddzens. If journalism doesn’t explain
why problems are occurring, there is a
risk of people using racial and ethnic
stereotypes as explanations.

Hope Hill of Howard University
urged reporters not to go to neighbor-
hoods onlv in dmes of wouble. “The na-
don has never seen those communides
in any other ime and never knows
what...support systems exist there,” she
said. “Spend quality ime with children
and families who are making it despite
the odds, and report on their stories.”

At the same time, Hill called for a
parmership between the press and re-
searchers 10 communicate the devasat-
ing toll violence is making on the physi-
cal and menul resources of America’s
vouth. “I have seen a whole counay of
people become desensidzed to death,”
she said.

“The major power you have is to
make people feel uncomfortable,” she
told the journalists. “What you want to
make people undersand is there are
children in Southeast Washington who
witness 10 homicides a year. They have
to grow up and vour children are going
to come into conwact with them and it
might be in the Safeway. When you
bump up against them, they don’t urn
around and give you a nasty look, they
curn around and do something. Some-
how we have to tell people...that we are
all interconnected.”

NEW MODELS

The good news is that there is a surge
of interest in reporting on children’s
and familv issues all over the countrv. A
Casev Journalism Center survey of 61
newspapers and news services shows that
more than half have added children’s
and/or family beats in the last three

Left, the Detroit Free Press’ Jane Daugherty,
the Chicago Sun-Times’ Leslie Baldacci; right,
the University of Maryland’s Andrew
Billingsley and Barbara Dafoe Whitehead of
the Institute for American Values

vears, and these are cited as the newest,
front-burner issues to which editors are
tyving to devote more space and re-
sources. But many newsrooms stll give
the subject short shrift, and reporters
struggle for space and artendgon.

Joumalists at the conference
wanted to know how to convince their
newsrooms that children are a serious
subject, worthy of serious coverage.

There were other concerns. Should
there even be a specific “children’s
beat*” Should it focus just on atrisk
families, or the soruggles of middle class
families, too; What about the common
percepdon that the “children’s beat” is
a low-status beat compared with cover-
ing polidcs or economics? Do reporters
covering these issues have management
support and good story play? Or do theyv
fight turf wars everv day for the right to
space and stories?

And by the way, where are all the
men? (Only 26 of the 166 applicants for
fellowships to the conference were men:
five of the 30 journalists attending the
conference were men). The beat is
dominated by women. sparking concern
about marginalized status and pav. And
what about their own children? Many
journalists believe their jobs require
them to spend too much dme awayv
from their own families.

Albert R Hunt, execudve Wash-
ington editor of the Wall Street Jour-
nal. told conference pardcipants that
coverage of children’s and family issues
is “incredibly imporwant. It is going to
affect what kind of society we have 20
or 30 vears from now and it is everv bit
as imporant as writing about politics
or current affairs or economics. and
probably more so.” Eugene L. Roberts
Jr.. a Universicv of Marvland journalism
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What Parents Can Do

While most sdentists are convinced
that children can learn agressive
behavior from television, they also
point out that parents have tremen-
dous power to moderate that influence.

Because there is a great deal of
violence in both adult and children’s
programming, just limiting the number
of hours children watch TV will
probably reduce the amount of aggres-
sion they see.

In addition:

Parents should watch at least one
episode of the programs their children
watch. That way they’ll know what
their children are watching and be able
to talk about it with them.

When they see a violent incident,
parents can discuss with their child
what caused the character to actin a
violent way. They should also point out
that this kind of behavior is not
characteristic, not the way adults
usually solve their problems. They can
ask their children to talk about other
ways the character could have reacted,
or other nonviolent solutions to the
character’s problem.

Parents can outright ban any programs
that they find too violent or offensive.
They ean also restrict their children’s
viewing to shows that they feel are
more beneficial, such as documenta-
ries, educational shows and s0 on.

Parents can limit the amount of time
children spend watching television,
and encourage children to spend their
time on sports, hobbies, or with
friends; parents and kids can even
draw up a list of other enjoyable
activities to do instead of watching TV,

Parents can encourage their children
to watch programs that demonstrate
helping, caring and cooperation.
Studies show that these types of
programs can influence children to
become more kind and considerate.

For More Information

If you're interested in reading more
about the research and public issues
discussed in this brochure, you may
find the following books and articles
helpful:

Comatock, G. (1991). Television in
America. Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Publications.

" Huston, A.C., Donnerstein, E.,

Fairchild, H., Feshbach, N.D_, Katz,
P.A., Murray, J.P., Rubinstsin, EA.,
Wileox, B. & Zuckerman, D. (1992).
Big World, Small Screen: The Role of
Television in American Society.
Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska
Press.

Liebert, R.M. & Sprafkin, J. (1988).
The Early Window: Effects of Televi-
sion on Children and Youth. New
York: Pergamon.

Murray, J.P. & Salomon, G. (1984).
The Future of Children’s Television:
‘Results of the Markle Foundation / Boys
Town Conference. Boys Town, NE: The
Boys Town Center.

National Institute of Mental Health
(1982). Television and Behavior: Ten
Years of Scientific Progress and
Implications for the Eighties, Volume
1. Rockville, MD: U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services.

" Palmer, E.L. (1988). Television and

America’s Children: A Crisis of
Neglect. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Singer, D.G., Singer, J.L. & Zucker-
man, D.M. (1983). Teaching Television:
How to Use TV to Your Child’s Advan-
tage. New York: Dial Press.

Singer, D.G,, Singer, J.L. & Zucker-
man, D.M. (1983). Getting the Most
Out of Television: Lesson Plans for
Teachers and Children. Northbrook,
IL: Scott-Foresman.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release March 4, 1994

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 cynicism,
anxiety, and fear into their young lives.

On 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 1l4-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
Administration 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 questions:

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 hopé 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.

Oone 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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to bits on the movie screen.
The second danger of excessive coverage is that
children become numbed -- or, as social scientists say,
"desensitized" -- to violence. Children become so habituated

to seeing and hearing about violence that shootings,
beatings -- even death -- come to seem normal to them.

They develop an ironic detachment from life, a
fatalism that prevents them from trusting anyone or anything.
Recently I read a story about young children planning their
own funerals. These children were so sure they were going to
die violently that they had told their families what clothes
they wanted to wear at their funerals, what music they wanted
played, all with a casual detachment about what living and
dying really means.

The third danger of excessive coverage of violence
is that it exacerbates stereotypes. If African-American and
Latino youth are usually portrayed on the news committing
crimes, that stereotype is etched into the public
consciousness. The same is true for women, who are often
portrayed as victims.

Whether coverage of violence actually incites
violent acts is one question we have to answer, and I know
that researchers have debated it for years. Another equally
important question is whether such coverage leaves us -- and
particularly children -- with the impression that no one in
our society ever does anything good or anything right.

For example, if children hear story after story
about priests or clergy who molest children -- but never hear
about those priests and clergy members who help children --
they are not likely to grow up trusting their churches. And
yet, there are far more priests and ministers, and rabbis, in
this country helping children than hurting themn.

We need to ask ourselves whether some of our news
coverage contributes to this lack of trust and whether it
perpetuates a cynical detachment which, in turn, leads to
abnormal behavior, including violence. Of course, I’m not
suggesting that all news coverage of violence is bad or
wrong, or that the media’s treatment of violence alone
accounts for our social ills. As I said earlier, the public
has to be kept informed, including children.
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But I think there must be balance. Judgment must
be exercised, and when it comes to children, prudence is
certainly called for.

In past generations, children got most of their
information about the outside world from their parents, their
teachers, their church, their local youth organization, from
intermediary adults. Today, children get most of their
information from the media -- largely from television.

And frankly, children can’t cope with much of what
they see. Watching indiscriminate violence and sex does not
strengthen a child’s emotional, social or psychological
development. Watching a daytime talk show about bestiality
is neither educational nor informative to a small child --
nor, for that matter, I would argue, to an adult.

I know that journalists need to treat their
subjects as objectively as they can. But I think that
sometimes subjectivity, remembering what it’s like to be a
child, or be a parent raising children, is probably okay,
too, as long as it’s subjectivity grounded in values.

After all, we all rely on our personal experiences
and feelings -- as mothers and fathers, as brothers and
sisters, as daughters and sons -- to inform our judgments as
professionals. And I think there are probably times when
journalists should too, especially when it comes to children.

We shouldn’t have to wait for the next national
survey -- some objective, quantitative analysis -- to become
aware of the fear that children feel when they are
chronically exposed to violence on television, at the movie
theater, or in their newspapers. Think about it. When you
or I see violent images or read about violent acts taking
place around us, we get scared. We get anxious. And we’re
supposedly adults. We could even put these events in
context. cChildren, particularly small children, cannot.

When violence is newsworthy enough to be reported,
it should be balanced with stories that provide children with
positive images of themselves and those around them,
particularly adults in authority. Journalists should work
extremely hard to avoid exacerbating negative stereotypes.
And they should work extremely hard not to contribute to what
social scientists call the "mean world syndrome," where
children become so self-critical that they take on the
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attributes of the negative world they see portrayed in the
media.

After all, good judgment and caution, or prudence,
do not violate the journalist’s First Amendment rights. They
do not deny the public their right to know. But good
judgment and caution, and prudence do and can make a
difference to children.

This is a debate that is long overdue. And perhaps
we are having it now, in our country, because we are
recognizing the unintended consequences of the explosion of
information, the competition among news media outlets to try
to get there first and be sensational enough to keep the
audience looking.

We know that as we drive down a road where there is
an accident, we can’t help but turn our head and watch, and
perhaps say to ourselves, thank goodness we’re not among
them. But a steady diet, every day, of that kind of
sensational violence is not how any of us were raised or live
our lives on a day-to-day basis.

And what we have to try to do is to create the sort
of balance that we know is difficult but imperative if we
expect our children to be given a fair shot at a childhood
that allows them to develop emotionally and psychologically
into adults that can be productive and deal with the world in
all of its good and bad, in a constructive way.

Thank you all very much.

A PARTICIPANT: Mrs. Clinton, you’ve been kind
enough to agree to stay for a while in the conversation, and
I know you’re used to cream-puff questions from journalists.
We have five very positive role models here of young students
who, in fact -- some of them are journalists =-- who want to
engage in a dialog with you, as well as asking some
questions.

What I want -- I think you have some brief bios on
them, but I’d like them each to introduce themselves and then

to have them ask you a question or make an observation that
might be helpful.

Luis, perhaps you could start.
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A PARTICIPANT: You want me to ask to ask the
questions?

A PARTICIPANT: I want you to tell who you are.
Introduce yourselves, and then we’ll come back with
questions.

MR. CRUZ: Okay. Hi. My name is Luis Cruz, and
I'm 18 years old. I’m a freshman at the University of
California, Berkeley, and I’m a reporter for Straight Talking
Teens. You might have heard of us from Mrs. Gore, who was
there, and so I just want to offer you an open invitation any
time you’re in town.

MRS. CLINTON: Thank you.

MS. BROWN: Hi. My name is Shawntee Brown I’m 10
years old.

MRS. CLINTON: Great.

MS. BEHR: Hi. My name is Madeleine Behr
(phonetic). I’m 11 years old. I go to Wood School in
Alameda, and I’'m a reporter at Children’s Express.

MRS. CLINTON: Great.

MS. STRASSBERG: Hi. My name is Suzanne Strassberg
(phonetic). I am 12 years old, and I attend the seventh
grade at California Junior High School, and I have won
several Young Authors awards.

MRS. CLINTON: Good for you.

MS. CHANG: Hello. My name is Lydia Chang
(phonetic). I’m the student body president of Leland
(phonetic) High School. 1I’m also the California State Junior
Miss. 1I’11 be representing California in the America’s
Junior Miss competition, and I am a correspondent for CNN’s
Real News for Kids.

MRS. CLINTON: Good.

A PARTICIPANT: Lydia, why don’t you start with the
first --

MS. CHANG: Okay. Mrs. Clinton, your talks about
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cynicism, how seeing all this violence in the news presents
stereotypes, negative stereotypes of a lot of people in
society, not just young people -- I’m concerned that because
these images are being presented, and they’re at least
distorted if not inaccurate images, that adults watching the
news are also garnering images that are false of young
people.

And I’m really concerned about people on Capitol
Hill -- legislators, Mr. President, yourself, who are all
policy makers -- and if you get these images and your
opinions from watching the news, then perhaps they’re
inaccurate. And so I’m just wondering, where do you get your
information about young people? Do you get them from the
news? Do you think -- does it ever occur to you that some of
those portrayals might be inaccurate?

MRS. CLINTON: Well, one thing that I can tell you
is that my husband and I never watch the news. We consider
that part of our mental health routine, and so we don’t get
our images about you or anybody from watching the news. We
do it from actually interacting with people.

And my husband likes to spend lots of time with
young people. We have many groups of young people coming
into the White House. He goes out and visits young people in
schools and other settings, and I do the same as often as
possible. I really like to look at people face to face. I
like to hear from them, like I’m hearing from you, because I
think that your point is well taken.

There is a lot of fear among adults about children,
particularly teenagers, because of the constant images of
teenagers being threatening, particularly young men,
particularly young black and Hispanic men. And I think that
it does present a distorted view and makes it very difficult
for individuals to be treated fairly and given the chance to
be whom they are trying to be.

So it is important that you and other young people
really keep insisting that you be seen as who you are and not
filtered through some media image that stereotypes you along
with other young people. And we’ll do our part the best we
can, in Washington, to try to make it clear that most
American children and teenagers are good kids. They are
working as hard as they can in school or on the job. They
are responsible, they don’t get in trouble, and they deserve
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to be treated with respect by the rest of us.
A PARTICIPANT: Suzanne?

MS. STRASSBERG: Okay. Well, my school is sort of
in an upper class neighborhood, and there was a random
shooting that occurred just recently, and -- sorry -- and it
was covered on every news station in Sacramento. But I’ve
noticed that if something like a random shooting happened in
a sort of poor neighborhood, it’s just counted as an everyday
thing, like it happens every day. And what can we do to help
people realize that shootings are an everyday thing
everywhere?

MRS. CLINTON: Well, I think that part of what we
have to do is recognize that violence is no respecter of
anybody, anymore. You find it throughout our country, in
rural areas as well as city areas.

And one of the things that the President has tried
to do in this crime bill that I mentioned in my remarks, is
to put more police on the streets, to try to come up with
alternative punishments, to try to get guns out of the hands
of criminals -- not just the Brady Bill, which actually went
into effect this week, but try to ban some of the assault
weapons and other things that kids get a hold of and use
against one another. So there is at least some willingness
now to recognize the problem.

It’s not just somebody else’s problem. It affects
all of us. And so I think that once we are willing to say
that, then we’ve got a chance to fix it. As long as it was
somebody else’s problem, you know, it only happened to a
certain kind of people who lived in certain kinds of
neighborhoods =-- unfortunately there were too many Americans
who were willing to ignore or deny what was happening.

Now, finally, we’ve got a President -- and I hope a
majority of congress and the majority of the country =-- who
want to try to help everybody stop this epidemic of violence.

MS. BEHR: The media often covers stuff about
adults without health coverage, but not usually do you hear
stuff about homeless kids without education or health care.
Do you think this is right? And what can we do to bring the
subject up to the public?
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MRS. CLINTON: Let me make sure I heard you: what
can we do to make sure that people know more about homeless
kids -- who are homeless and without education?

MS. BEHR: About how that affects the need for
health care -- health coverage, too.

MRS. CLINTON: Right. Well, that’s one of the
things we’re trying to do with health care reform, is to make
sure that every American and every child gets health
coverage. Right now, you’re right, that too many children
don’t have health insurance, either because their parents
don’t work for somebody who helps provide health care, or
because they’re not poor enough to qualify for government
health care, or because they just get lost in the systen,
like some of the homeless children in shelters that I have
visited or seen on the streets.

Under what the President is proposing, health care
will be available to every American. It will no longer
matter whether you work, or where you work, or if you’ve been
sick. Everybody will get health care. That’s particularly
important for children, especially children like the ones you
care about, who are in terrible situations right now without
health care, and they deserve to have the same kind of health
care I try to give to my daughter.

A PARTICIPANT: Were you asking the question, too,
Madeleine, if there was more coverage =-- about children and
the problems that they have with health care -- would that
help to affect the public debate on health care?

MRS. CLINTON: Oh, I think it would.

A PARTICIPANT: And how much of the coverage seems
to -- of course, you don’t watch the news, so you may not be
a good witness on this. (Laughter.)

MRS. CLINTON: People tell me about it, though.

A PARTICIPANT: How much of the coverage has
focused on children and their need for health care?

MRS. CLINTON: Well, you know, it’s -- this is
slightly, I guess, off the subject, but I think it’s related
in that part of what we need is a consistent discussion about
important issues like violence or like health care. And too
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often the news media thinks if they’ve done it once, then
they’ve done it, and they’ve got to move on to something
else, and particularly with the debate over health care.

Most Americans are only now beginning to focus on
health care, so they need constant information. And it may
be boring to people who follow this closely or watch the news
every night, but for most of the rest of us Americans, we
want to see something covered over and over again, so we
really do get information.

And her point about covering what happens to
children, particularly children who are falling between the
cracks, that are not getting health care, is something that I
think we should have a lot of coverage about, because we are
paying a very high price in both money terms and human terms
because we don’t take care of our children and give them
decent health care.

A PARTICIPANT: Shontee, I know that much of what
the First Lady said in her opening remarks about violence on
television is part of what has concerned you. Do you want to
maybe talk a little about your own feelings as well as asking
her a question about it.

MS. BROWN: Okay. The way that I feel about
violence, that kids -- kids of color is being portrayed by
the media because if -- because if you go to (inaudible) to
shoot == to shoot up somebody, they won’t -- they won’t put
that on the news. They’ll put a white kid going on a rampage
(inaudible) just shooting everybody. I think they -- the
media -- is just judging on whites instead of blacks.

MRS. CLINTON: You know I think that the concerns
that you express are ones that I really share with you,
because we’ve got to get, in our country, to a point where we
see individuals as individuals, not as members of groups. If
someone does something wrong, that individual should be
punished, and that individual should be held accountable.

But whether a person is black or white, that
doesn’t make any comment on everybody else who is black or
white. We ought to just look at the individual behavior and
try as hard as we can to eliminate, you know, racial and
ethnic, and other kinds of stereotypes. And the news media
needs to help us do that as best it can, because it has such
influence over how people see the world. And I think you’re
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right to be concerned.
A PARTICIPANT: Luis?

MR. CRUZ: Mrs. Clinton, I’ve noticed that there
aren’t too many good stories in the media about public
education. How do you feel about that, and how do you feel
about the fact that you seem to contribute to this perception
by sending your kid to -- your daughter to a private school?

MRS. CLINTON: Well, I think that’s a fair
question, because all during the time that we lived in
Arkansas, when my husband was the governor there, Chelsea
always attended public school. And we worked very hard and
believed very strongly in public school. And if her father
were still the governor of Arkansas, or were not the
President of the United States, she would still be in public
school.

But we have, unfortunately, some special
considerations having to do with security and some other
things, that I wish we didn’t have. I mean, I wish that we
could still live like former presidents lived, who could walk
out their front door and go for a walk, who didn’t have to be
surrounded by secret service people all the time, who didn’t
have to have their daughter surrounded by secret service.

, But the world we’re living in doesn’t permit us to
do that. So we had to make a decision based as parents
because of her father’s position. But I don’t think you’ll
find any two people more committed to public education than
we are, because it works. Again, here is an unfair
characterization.

Most public education works for most kids. It
doesn’t work for every student, and we need to do better.
But it is unfair to dismiss public education the way too many
people do, when it is working. And you are a result, other
people are a result of good public schools, and I think we
ought to celebrate the successes.

We try to do something most other countries don’t
try to do, to educate all of our kids, no matter what
language they speak, no matter what background they come
from. And we ought to be proud of that.

A PARTICIPANT: If you have a couple of more
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minutes, I’d love to follow up with the students’ feelings
about some of the points you raised in your comments and
maybe give you a chance to ask a question or two of them, if
you’d like to.

MRS. CLINTON: They’re telling, me, Geoff, that
I’ve got about three or four more minutes, so I’d be glad to.

A PARTICIPANT: Okay. Madeleine, you told a story
this morning about your father and television news, that I
think might be interesting for the First Lady to hear.

MS. BEHR: Well, at my household my parents
sometimes watch the news. We don’t -- we don’t watch it,
like, daily, every night, but my dad usually doesn’t like me
watching the news because he knows that almost 100 of the
things on it is violence, and he doesn’t want me to go to
sleep with bad nightmares, that I’m going to be kidnapped
right out of my household or something like that. So he
doesn’t -- he doesn’t really like me watching the news.

MRS. CLINTON: I can understand that. You know,
one of the things that the news media cannot really deal with
is the range of its audience -- who turns on the TV, who sits
in front of it. But it is very clear to anyone who has
studied it that children of a certain age and below take very
literally what they see on the news. And there are just
countless stories of children becoming very anxious and
concerned about what they see, and thinking it was going to
happen to them.

And it used to be possible, in previous times, and
certainly before television was as pervasive as it is, to
protect children of a certain age from that kind of
information. You know, children -- when you’re growing up,
you have a lot of work to do. I mean, you know, babies have
to learn to walk and talk, and then you’ve got to learn about
how you write and you read, and you’ve got to figure out how
the world works around you, like how you relate to the people
in your family and everything.

I mean, I think a lot of adults forget what hard
work it is to be growing up and to deal with the problems any
child has to deal with. If you add on top of that a steady
diet of violence that makes children feel frightened and
scared, and anxious, it makes it more difficult for them to
deal with what they have to do just as a daily part of
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growing up. Then you are interfering with what is or should
be a kind of positive development in children’s lives.

So I think your father and mother make a very good
decision to try to at least act like the adults in your 1life,
and protect you from being unnecessarily exposed to stuff
that you can do nothing about, and that which only can make
you anxious and block out your doing other things you should
be doing and thinking about. So that’s one of the problems
we’ve got.

I mean, how do we let children be children, and
grow up to be able to cope with all these things? If you get
a steady diet of it too soon, it’s like eating too much of
anything. You get indigestion, and it interferes with your
being able to deal with other problems. And I think that’s
happening with too many of our children.


















