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The origins, develorment, and effectiveness of Action

Television (ACT) are examined in this pamphlet. The

strategies used by ACT to obtain charnge at the congressional level
and within television stations and networks include the following: a
“tuneout" day when peorle are urged to turn off their televisicn
sets, a boycctt of certain advertised goods, the "Bent Antenna" award
for the pcorest taste in chiidren's television programing, an@
lckbying and the consolidation of public pressure. Special attenticn
is given to ACI's successful attempt to alter government agency
"standards for the advertising of certain food items and toys during
children's prime televisicn-watching times. (KS)
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‘FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REPORT NO. 364

EDUEATION POSITION OR POLICY

ACTION FOR CHILDREN’S TELEVISION

This report was written hy Donald P. Raaly. Associate
Professor at the University of Missouri School of Journal-
ism, as part of his doctorai dissertation, The Challengers:
Social Pressures on the Priss 1965-1975. .

Introduction

Some of the many pressure groups concerned with the
media that arose out of the sixties died quietly in the early
seventies—some even hefore the scventies. But some of
them have been unusually successful in what they set out
to do. An.1if they have not heen successful. they have at
Jzast heen persistent.

Action for Children’'s Television deserves  detailed
treatment hecause it is an example of middle-class activism
working within the system, using many of the technigues
and approaches employed hy what some would call more
"rud_ical" groups. Almost from the heginning, ACT knew

. how to use the news media to puhlicize what it was doing. -

2Second. it came’to know the law and the governmental
agencics and how to “get 107 them. Third. it used tactics
designed 1o giin aitention: it “tuncout.”” a day when people
were urged to turn off their television sets:, a hoycott of
certain advertised goods: annual “rallies’™; the "Bent An-
tenna’ awards for the poorest taste in children’s television:
a game called “Switch.” ‘which was to teach children and
their parents now to enjoy turning off their television sets.

Most of all. ACT deserves atiention hecause the group
is lavger, better organized and financed, and prohably more
determined than ever to add to the improvements it thinks
1t has made in programing for the voung viewing audicence.
Origins _

“Like many groups, ACT began unpretentiously. and
for various reuasons, hro.xduslcrs first C\pcru.nccd some
difficulty in taking the group seriously. :

As Lepnard Gross:wrote in 7V Guide, the origins of
ACT “are like a demoeratic dream.”™ After all, Gross
said. in 2 democracy. when someone is disturhed by some-
thing in society, he or she should he able to do something

“about Fit.-. -

“In this cuase, the perturhed person was Peggy Charren,

Missachusetts, @t suhurh OF Boston
with her hushand, o plastics manutacturer. and their two
daughters. Mrs. Charren had worked in commercial tele-
vision in New York. She had also owned and operated
print gallery in.Providence, Rhode Istand. started o com-
pany that organized children’s hook fairs in Boston and
served as chairman of the Newton Creative Arts Council.

One day while Mrs. Charren was watching her 3-year-
old ahsorbed in front ot a TV set. she deciled television
programing for children could he improved. More specific:
ally. she came 1o helieve that in the eight vears since her
older daughter hud watched the same kinds of pragrams.
the incidence of violence had significantly -increased.

One day when she noticed that a “very violent movie™
had heen aired during Christmas vacation, she called a
local station to ask why it had been scheduled at a tinwe .
when children were very likely to he at home watching. A
station officia) replicd that the movie had-heen selected
precisely hecause children would he at home watching .1
that time. “That they didn't even think to question it in-
dicated that not enough people were paving attention.”
Mrs. Charren said, (Waoll Streer Journal. 8-5-74).

Mrs. Charren spoke to seme of her friends about her
concerns, and finally got a group of them together to dis-
cuss the suhject. “"We asked ourselves 'the hinds of ques-
tions a group of cilizens should ask when they decide o
change something in the system that isn't working right.”*

~ Fifteen friends, neighhors. teachers and pediatricians were
at that first meeting. all concerned. hut with little knowl-
vdge of how to procced. Al we had were gut geactions,” -
Mrs, Charren said. (Wall Journal. 8-5-74). “And there’s
no hetter way to make people pay no .mcmmn to you xh.m
to spcak from no knowlv.du. :

But four people whom .Mrs. (h.xrn.n contacted also -
wunted to change something in the \y\lv.m badly enough
1o hegin ‘doing something ahout it. Thev had at least one

who lived in Newton,

thing in common—they werc all mothers,
o . . i 8
Mrs. Evelyn Surson. a native of England. formerly

cmployved hy the Reuters News Ageney in Paris and the
Guardian in Manchester, England. wife of a producer.
‘also British, for puhlic TV's WGBH in Bosion, mother of

“a nonworkmg-working housewife™ in her middle 307, two, served as the first president of the group.
' \
. |
Summary. The author pl()\u](-s det: ulcd information on the origins .m(l developinent
I of ACT—one of the most successtul citizen pressure groips to emer ge from’”
- / ——— the sixties. This ls}thv sceond paper published by the Freedom of Infotma-
paper |
. I tionr Center. on th'ls group. The carlier report, “Action for Children’s Tele-
—— vision (ACT).” No. 265. by Melinda Elledge. was published in An;_\ust
- 1971, ! . L
Additionol copies: 2% ooch. ; ) | 2 |
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My Jadah € h‘xltcn(_ sraduate of Smh College. pre-
viowslv emploved in hath commercial ind educanionad
televisien, Tounder of Exervmuan’s, Thestre, the first ex-
perurental” theater vroup n the Boston area. wate ot
building contractor. mother ot thiee. werved as treasue e

Mrs Joann Speros wradiate of fine arts from Bosion
Eoneraits, tree Lince designer. wids of aosunplice of arcti-

wartural and Cranhic m.ucrml\, movher of two, Served s

aorescdarch assistant
Mes Bilan Amibresino,
(B A and ot Harvarnd

producer ot educational

Cornell Univer
(M EJD . former
newspaper
teacher wife of an
cmplovee of Boston's publie television statior. mother o
three, served as an exccurive comnuttee member,

The women (hd help. Mros Sarson wrote in
carly 1971 that tour mep were servine as advisers 1o ACT:
Dro AMilton T Ak, evecutive director. Fdueation of
Young Children, Washimgton, D.C 2 Dy Richard Galdston.
chief. m-patient psvehiatric consultant service, Children’s
Hospital Medical Center, Boston: Dr.
associate professor of communications, Boston Universits
School of Public Communications: Richard lLewis, poat
and editor director of Touchstone Center for Children.
New York ¢ ’

The growp first became involved in o Jocal issue.
WHDH-TV in Boston had expanded it CBS morning
news and reduced Captain Kang from un hour 1o
a one-hal? hour proadeasi. The group demanded. through
4 Jettrwrinng campargn and pickets, that the Caprain
regain his full hour. Their first battle ended in victory. and
the group had received the encouragement to continae its
crusade for children’s television.

For ar Teast i vear, beginning in 1968, thev 'hd ther
homework- reading the mugazines of the broadcastine in-
dustrs. monitoring  televsion programs. talking to local
broadeasters. After they thought they knew what they were
talking about, thev traveled to New York to speak swith thz
network! executives. _ ' : '

Ruuhm, that visit 1o New York, Mrs,
in I'V (:uu/v' SR

viadiiaie ("('
University

programs,
and communications researche.

AN
radio re-

Doricer.

receive

aroe’

for the answer to why television
was like it was, It was the hroadeasters who, in
answering that dquestion. ¢stablished ACT's poals.
What the broadeasters said was children's television
is Iike it is because it existg only to meet the needs
of /the 2-to-11-year-old miirket. When you gel a
program format that's succgssiul, you keep employ-
iné it necause you want thes lergest part of the 2-
tosd Iyear-okt market 1o see the commercil

We /“gru loukm

Wihat the New York executives were telling the “Boston
mothérs.” a5 thev soon came to be known, was that chil-
Jren !m that age group had been identificd as a separate,

muﬂu nrarket and therefore “as an independent profit
cendgr-that could be appealed to. .
ACT Joes to Washington

f : .

Not fong after the New York visit, Mis, Sarson was
lL\l!L\lnL hefore (the subcommittee on communications ur
the Senate Commeree Committee, saying shat the FCC

unithle to cope “with-an industry that has expanded trc,-

¢

Himan H, Goldin,

Charren said

-t the IFCC on Fv.hruury 13,

»

mendodsh

Ihe subcommitiee hearigs Sende
2004 which amend the Communications Adt 1o
establish orderly procedures for the consideration of apoli-
catton tor renewal of broadeast licenses. Mres. Sarson op-
posed SO 20040 eaplaining that the FCC “does not hove
anv definitive criteria by which 1o judee o station. other
than the nebuloas “sersing the public interest. convenience
adding: “The FOCvhas raely found any
broadeaster guidty ot pot meetmg this requirement ™ Wit
the FOC “standards und gurdelnes™ by which
it conld evatuate She then offered
as onvaniples AC TS proposed aurdiies for children's iele-
VINION Programing,

two decades™

Bl S

coneermed
wonld

and necessin

necded were

a4 station’s performance

Whereas: The interests of the pubtic aie bed senved
when children dre constdered s o special sudience

and not as potential consumers.,
Pherefore: The following rules should govern
b programing for children: g

"t There shall be no sponsorship and no com-
mererals on childien’s programs,
2. No performer shall be permitied ta use or
rention products, services or stofes by brand name
during children’s programs, nor sha'l such names
he included in any way during vhildren's programs:
3. Each station shall pruvuh it minimum  of

I4 hours of programing per ‘week for children s
part of its public service requirement Provi-
sions shall he made for programing in cach of
tne followin arcas within the tines \pulhud

A. Preschool: Ages 2 10 507 am. 0 6 pm.
duily: 7 aom. 10 6 p.m. weckends,

B. Primary: Ages 6 10 974 p.m. to 8 p.m. dailv
R.am. o8 p.m. weekends. .

C. Elementary: Ages 10 to 12:3
didy: 9 ame to 9 p.m. weckends.

These rules shali be enforced by the
Communications Commission. Infraction shall
grounds, for révocation of heense.
th next step for ACT was a logical and slmplg one.

pomota Y pom.

Federal
be

b \Ll\n Suarson sent the guidehines 1o-the FCC. In her letter
1970, she wrote:

a

We ull know lh:n television is important in the
formulation of a pattern of values. attitudes and
social philosophy that, once lcdrmd can be difticult
to change.

The purpose ot Action for Children's Television
Inc. 15 1o transform this powerful medium into a
creative foree, . .. .

Mrs. Sarson also poted in the letier that ACT s guide-
nes for children's television were now a “part of
congressional Record,”™ thus makine it difficult for
FFCC to ignore )

Although the FCC had rurely ventured into the sensi-
nve areas of content and program caiegories,® it gave
public notice .that it had aceepted ACT's guidelines .as a
petition for issuance of a4 aotice of proposed rule making
and that'it had assigned it file. No. 15697 This meant that
under the provisions of Section 1.405 of the Commission’s
rules "inlcrc\lcd partics™ could file statements through.
July 1, 1971, in support of or in oppasition to the Com-
mission’s actiop,. )

The FCC's Joe Ryuan. who wrote the notice of inquiry

3
tne

“the
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and proposed rule makeog. recalled inoan interview: "W
thought they were o gioup of httic women frony Massa-
chusetts petitoning for their rights. Hell (hcy'\c zot the
best legal taient in thes-part of the country.™ By that time
the group’s attorney was Earl K. Moore. the communica-
tions lawver who had tong heen active in helping groups
deal with the FCC™

The “little wormen from Muassachusetts” received o lot
of support. The FCC received 100000 replies. i response
without precedent: 99 percent of which favored ACT™
proposals.”

Suddeniy the group had 1o hc taken \umu\l\ As Bob
\ldd\nnzac of the Oukland Tribune wrote (3-31-70):

When fisi proposed. that iden \oundul Luu\nd\
idealistic, 1T not downrnight un-American. No one
had even suggested that television networks and sta-
tions, profit-miking corporations that they arc.
ought to operats at a dead loss. even the puhlic
service programs required by the FCC guidelines
are allowed to have sponsors, if theyv can find any.

Accerding to The Wall Street Journal (10-22-70),
ACTs proposal for no ads on children's TV would have
cost the three major networks some $26.4 miflion anntally
in ads for games. ‘toys and hobby craft, products and
another $57.1 million in revenues from breakfast cercal

ads.

The FCC had split 4 to 3 in its decision to adopt the
notice of inquiry and proposed rule making™ but FCC
Chairman Decan Burch began making his views Known
concerning pr(‘:gmminﬁ for childrep. and he sounded sym-
pathetic to ACT's views. In March of 1970 he was quoled
in The New York Times as saying (4-9-70). It is. i he-
lieve, fair to ask whether broadcasters operating on public
channels as public trustees have fully met their responsi-
bility to chifdren .

In Scp(émhcr, 1970, speaking to the International
Radio and Television Sociery, in New York, Chairman
Burch mentioned ACT's proposals and said: “Problems
musi he considered, weighed and solved, and the solution
riust often -be implemented regardless of whether cercal
or toy saes reach new heights—or not.”

Support:!or ACT's Proposals

Chairman Burch had good reason to be coneerned.
Few could have predicted so much discontent with chil-

dren's television The FCC quickly accumulated 15 vol-

“umes of public sentimeat,

Perhaps the biggest compinint voiced h\ plrcnl\ in-
\OMLI the appe. iy made to their children to buy expensive
IV toes which the parents could not afford. Another
nuaror concern ol those \\.h; wrote involved advertisements
tor <hildien's vitamins, or vitamin supplements, ‘The ipdi-
vidal progran that perhaps received the most attachs was
a senies cabied e “Romper Room,™ on which, said the
the teecher rennnded her young audieace that

parciis. !
“reat Ramper Room toyvs can fully

only children wih
participate m the ok activities,

ACTs proposal to Torked pulnrmcn from doing the
advertising themselves was met with wide approv: al, Jeft
R. Spalsburg. dhrectar of audio-visuat services, Instruction-

al Systems, Inc. wrote 1o Chairman Burch: - .

1 do not believe that the strong impact these per-
formers have on children can he understated,

2
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wvertooked  or Chuldren  aecept  these
people not only as tricads of the family, buat in

as seeond parents.”

ignored.

SOME Cises,

Some p?nrcm\ were worricd about the effects ot iele-
vision commercials i generab. Some were oppaosed to the
sheer number of commcraids on children’s  television.
pointing out that the Nutional Assoctation of Broadeaster's
Code of Good Practices permits 16 minutes of commor-
ctals per program hour on children’s programs. compared
to cight during prime-time adult shows.

The Statiens and the Networks React

Obviously. not evervore agreed with ACT's proposas,

feast of all-the networks and individul station managers.
The biggest concern. right from the beginring and up to
the preseat.has been, who is going W pay for the programg
ine? CBS_sdid that ACT and other orzanizations had de-
cided that commercial tefevision should assame o role in

" educdarion made necessary by the “alleged failings of the

multibillion-doilar educational system in the United Stares.

The National Association of Broadcasters' filing with
the FCC was devoted principally to what it said was the
vialue of self-regulation through the NAB code and to
“significant improvements in programing and advertising
content”.
levels.'® The NAB warned that the criticism stimulated by
ACTs proposals might obscure thc improvements “that
have taken place.

A press release from the NAB dated October 1. 1971,
discussed an official comment it had filed with the FCC.
stating that the NABR

firmly believed that the voung puhlu in best served
by o system of television which is unafraid to inno-
vate and eaxperiment. which proceeds to improve its
hroadcaster matter through regulation which is vol-
antarily carried out. not government enforced as
ACT. NCCB, and others arc urging. These parties
have painted a picture of American Television
which is both unfair and maccuraté and cannot go
unchallenged if any useful or hanest resolution of
the issues in the docket is 10 emerge.

The NAB listed what it considered 10 be inaccuinie
statements and untenable umnlusmn\ in the petitions of
ACT. and insisted, that:

- ~Requiring stations 1 -ofter 14 hours of children’s
programing and, to eliminate associated commerciat -2
matter would not produce uniformhwiescellent chil- o
dren’s ture. - ) . L
- faken 10 its fogical conclusion what /\Ql and’
others are seehing is a government awaoed, hn.mcf‘d
<and managed broadeast opegation like those found

i many other ’ :

SJelevision has noi been insensitive 1o public
preference whin it comes to chunging s program-
ing offerings.

- Flimination of commercinl hmnig.ntms_ would
surmuxly diminish quality caliber programing.
--Every other country which presents children's
television on @ non-commercial hasis has come up
with a suhstitute means of finandial support-—yet

countrics.

that had occurred at both actwork and locul

o

.
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Tlaken-seriausiy.’

*in a letter dated \Dec
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the petitioners expect American broadcasting to
present such programing at its own expense. “Such
a proposal s unworkable. inequitabie and without
precedent.”

One of the most significant poinss to be stressed ahout
American television, NAB said, was that it is “totally selt-
sustaining and genuinely frec to s ‘public.”

Then the NAB predicted that elimination of adver-

tising tram children's programs in the United States “would

sound the death knell for quality children’s program fare.”

An editorial entitled. “Child's play.” in Broudcasting
magazine on Jonuary 25, 1971, said that the vear before,
five housewives from Bosion were given
the FCC “to advocate nothiig less than total federal con-
trol over television programing aimed at children.” The
editorial 1then reviewed a couple of ACT proposals “and.
oh. half u dozen other propositions oo outlandish 10 ke
" The writer said he could not believe that
the commissioners “had sat through the pitch with a
straight face.” ard colled the proposed rulemaking “the
deepest federal incursion yet inta broadcast programing.™'!

ACT Attacks Toy Commercials

After filing their proposals with the FCC, ACT direc-
tors mailed letters on February 23, 1470, ta ail members
of Congress asking for support.

In_October of 1970, ACT joined the Boston University
School of Public Communication and the Kennedy Mem-
orial Hospital for Children in sponsoring a national sym-
posium on children and television in Baston for “hundreds
of professionals from medicine, social work. education,
TV, broadcasting and advertising.”™'*

After the symposium, ACT announced it would zero
in on “toy marketers for their hard-sell yuletide cam-
paigns.” ¥ ACT said it would dlslnbulq a four-page news-
letter {“Christmas Survival Kit") and collect signatures
on pumon\ to be sent td Toy Manufacturers of America.
The petitioners’ would ask that toy makers improve the
quality of thcnj products and cease aiming their com-
mercials solely at children. The: Christmas drive was to
focus on schools, community groups and shopping centers
in Boston, New York Washington, San Francisco .and
Chicago.- :

ACT also asked (Christian Science Monuor 12-14.
70) most of the country's leading television stations to run
spot ads advising viewers of deceptive advertising of toys.
The Federal Trade Commission had prepared charges
against three well known tov manufacturers. Only a dozen
or so stations hid replied and most indicated- that they
would await the IFTC's formal complaint -against the toy
manufacturers béfore making a decision. But, said the
editorial, the stauons were beginning to look closely, at
those ads because! 'they could foresee a battle similar to the
onc waged over q‘g..rettc ads.

Actually, the lgrOﬂp had done more than ask “most
of the major stations™ to run spot ads advising viewers of
deceptive advertising o{ toys. ACT had requested the FCC

mber 10. 1970, to issuc a public
cvision licensces broadcasting toy
commercials “lhat the) would make substantial time avail-
able for prescntatxon bf the view that these commercials
are misleading. . . ." JACT based its request on -the fair-

notice advising all . te

an audience by.

S

noess dectrine, saving “that i is hot in the public interast
tor broadeasting stations 1o contmnue 1o presant commereidl
annauncements which hsve been identified by responsibie
public authorities as deceptive. . . 5V

The FCC refused (Christiun Suwru Monitor, 11-10-
711 10 rule on ACT's com plaint. But on December 22,
1970, the FTC issued a joint statement with the FCC Lhdl
the two groups had met te discuss possible joint hearmgs
on television advertising.'*

The FCC !ssues Its “Notice™

Then on January 20; 1971 the FCC issued its notice
af inquiry and proposed rule making. The Commission
cited objections that had been ruised to ACT's proposul.
but said there were “high public interest considerations in-

~volved in the use of television, perhaps the most powertul

communications medium ever deviséd. in relation to a
farge und important segmient of the audience. the nation's
children.™ % The FCGC also said it did not have information
on children’s programing 10 decide whether it was good
as it was ar whether it need:d improvement.

FCC Commissioner Nicholas Johnson said he appréted
of the FCC request for additional information. but he was
disturbed that so little had been done uhout the ACT
petition:

In reality, this (the Notice of Inquiry and Proposed
Rule Making) is simply another case of “Duc
Processing them to death.” It s Kafkaesque that
after 10 months. after 15 volumes of comments.
this commission has to tell concerned parents that
“...we . .. have reached no conclusion, tentative
or final, on the desirability of a rule™ _ . 1 belicve
that we should at the very least be recady by now
to adopt specific proposals—those proposed by
ACT or whatever our own ingenuity <ould devise
—as a proposed rule making.'¥

To gain the information it said it needed. the FCC
asked that stations submit a sample 6f programs for a
“vomposite week™: Sunday. September 13, 1970: Monday.
February 16, 1970; Tuesday. June 23. 1970: Wednesday,
April 8. 1970: Thursday, October 2, 1969. The Commis-
sion asked for the names, dates, time and lengths of such
programs, along with descriptive summaries of them. Tt
also ashed whether the programs were entertainment or
educational, original showings or reruns, who the sources
and sponsors ‘were, the products, stores_or services ad-
vertised and the commercial time involved. )

The president of ACT. Mrs. Sarson. said the Com:
mission eould get the muterial it wanted from reading the
network program schedules. and from watching television:
“We could give the Commission a subscription to TV
Guide. At lcast half of the questionis they're asking ar¢
answered in jt"1s

In February, 1970, ACT moved again, this time with
three other groups—the Council on Children, Media and
Merchandising: - the National Citizens Committee for
Broadeasting: and the Office of Communication of the -
United Church of Christ—asking the FCC to require net-
werks to make available at least one film or video tape of
all programmg and advertising during the *‘composite
week.” The Commission said ACT should go directly to
the networks with its request, -adding that it would recon-
sider the requests if the networks turned them down

In March, ACT and thc same three groups sent a let-
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ter 129 deleviston stations requesting that they broag.
wart e feecond spot which <atd. in part:

The Federal Communications Commission would
ke to know - what vou would like to see on TV
tor children: whit vou feel about commercials
atmed at children In Januvary the Comnussion pub-
ished i notice of inquiry asking questions about
MdS TV Unnd Mas 3 fthe original closing date—
the tme was exteinded several times. finally 10 Oc-
tober FoLO7 10 they will aceept replies from hroad-
vasters, advertisers and the public.™

Also. o call attentien 1o the orginal Mav ¥ deadhine.
ACT mitited o Ttuneout compaign”™ for May 10 asking
that the nation’™s TV sets be turned off for the dav.=v
ACT’s Influence Spreads

Two stadies comnussioned by ACT. “Programing anid
Advertising Priectices in Television Directed to Children.™
bvi Ralph M. Jennings. and “Mether's Auitudes Toward
Chiddren's Television Programs and Commercials.” by
Duniel Yankelovich, Inc.. appeared in 1970, The latter
said that_tovs and games seen to be large and exciting on
TV, often turn out 1o be “inferior.™ The misrepresentu-
tions, it satd, lead to frustration, disappointment and tears.

SOften thie child’s anger i vented upon the parent, not the

sponsor. thus making for o constant duel between children
ashing for things and mothers having 1o say ves or no. :
Although they denied that ACT was the rcason, all
three networks designated special executives for children’s
programing **  NBC  promoted  publiz affairs director
George Heinemunn to vice president in charge of “chil-
dren's program’™; CBS hired Peshody Award winner Allen
{Duke) Ducovny 1o oversee Saturday morning schedules,
“Captain Kangaroo™ and the “CBS Children’s Hoar™. ABC
appointed - Hollvwood  film director-producer  Charles
Martin Jones as firsl exccutive direeter of children’s pro-
aramine | - . ;
ACT was not smpresed by -the finsd “new  season™
under Dew  mhLaeement, ‘
: . i

Oalv three shows seem (o have made any effort to
broak ont of the cternal chose-and-fisht foutine:
“Hot Doe”™ (NBCH: “Tomfoolery™ (NBCY and a
seitcs froni Britan, “The Double-deckers™ (ABC).
The much puhiicized CBS “In The Know™ see- i
menis which were deseribed as four-minute néws '
tems taracd ot to he mainly commergials with o l
|

1

bt Bim dinsert Lasting Tess than two - minutes.
Fopics coverad have inctuded fellmg o tree giant
coabs vl blasmg amd hind?3 that fish. o Thev

Pachedt ke old travelogue exeerpts

up e children’s schedules, They hud begun hinng in-
dependent resegichors 1o Took dute the whole concept of]
children and teleyvivion, CRS committied more than S(\(N).-i
00 1o viofenve research studies, and NBC began a fivee.
v stirdy on the same \uhiccl._g\‘l)(" started two simibar;
pre ety and sponsored o workshop on children and tele-!
A on June 23 and 21 1971, in New York City, '
The neiworks and their advertisers (at least those who!
adveribed) could adwavs point fo the code of the National
wesociation of  Broadeasters. For éxample, in the oy
advertising Guidehnes, issued in 1964, the NAR stated
s gindehines: ’

The networkesand they were domg more’than "hccimg!
i
i
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—Seek to place a i9% in a framework of play en-
vironment, performing in a way which accurately
represents ihe toy. :

—Employ action and cncourage habits that are
generally recognized standard, of safety.

—Avoid dramatization of a toy in a realisuc war

atmosphere.
— Avoid dramatization that coald frighten or scuare
chitdren.

- ~Avoid appeals contending that, if o child has a
tov. he betters his peers or, lacking it will invife
their contempt or ridicale. ’
—Avoid presumption that a toy requiring a ma-
terial investment can be had for the asking.

In addition. the NAB code said about children's
broadecasting:

The education of children involves giving them g

sense of the world at farge. It is nof enough that

only those programs schich are intended for. viewing

hy children shall be syitable to the young and im-

mature. In addition, those programs which might

be reasonably expected to hold the attention of

chitdren . . . should be presehted with due regard -
for their effect on children,

Of course, this code. like others, is not strictly bind-
ing. and stations could always resign from the NAB code
tas Group W. Westinghouse Broadcasting did). Mrs,
Charren said in an interview in May, 1971, that ACT
would welcame voluntiey codes if they worked: “Theoreti-
cally. this coald have happened any time in the last -5
vears. But it hasn’t."=#

ACT Goes to the FIC

In November of 1971, ACT made its first attempt at
deuling with the Federal Trade*Commission. asking for o
ban of all drug and vitamin commercials directed at chil-
dren on television. Mrs. Sarson appearcd hefore the FTC's
hearings on the martter, carrying s <tatement by Dr.
Frederick H. Lovejoy, exccative secretary of the Boston
Poison Information Center. which siid that vitamin pills
are the second most commaonly ingested poison by children
under five.,

Too many vitamins, said Dr. Lovejoy (Christian Sci-
ence Monitor, 11-10-71), can be dangerous. and children
older than one year don't really need them anyway sinze
properly sefected foods provide enough “of them.

Mis. Sarson also included @ statemient from the direc-
tor of Duke Univérsity’s Poison Control Center, Dr. Jay
Arena, who warned (Christiun Scicnee Monitor, 11-10-71)
thut “vitamin pilis and other medicines should never be

advertised 1o small children.™ The two poison -enfers: in-

dicated that about 4,000 cases of vitamin poison were re-
ported cach vear, with symptoms “from diarrhea. to shock.

ACTS petition asked the FLC to file charges of false
and  misleading advertising  against  Miles  Laboratories
(maker of Bugs Bunny, Flintstones and Chocks vitaminsi,

-_Bri\ml—M_vcrs (maker of Pals vitamins) and Saater Lab-

oratorics (maker of Zestabs vitaminsY, ACT also asked
that the threee networks and their Boston affiliaies Le
indicted,

The petition noted that these three drug companies
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munutacture chocolate-coated vitarmins with iron an the
torm of chocolate chip cookies and thar children assoctate
the mediome with candy ond cookies. The companies aiso
were cited tor advertiang the pils s 0 means tor making
friends by beconuing & miember sclab” oot children
who tahe Vitaemins @

Mides Taboraton
(Woashmgton &
sirong medicmes drugs. merehy
Niany cheldrea’s diets i lack enough vitamins
nutntomists sapported the use.of the company’s vitamin
“The imphcation by ACT that the vitamens
are ponons and constitate . health hazard o children i
a disservice to the natritional
public.” Miles Laboratory

ot o

one ol the companmes mesbved sad
ant S:209.72 v vty products are not
natriional fouds.

and

or but

sad
suppicmenis.

srossiy misleading and does
weil-being ot the American
said

RBroudcaviing mag-

In an edional entitled, “Cop-oat.”™
f

azine sad:

In s pdxlmn ACT television ot causing
children 0 take ansaperyised doses of vitamins---
the principal object ot ity complaint. The connee-
tion Is never proved 1t is merely asserted. Nor s
there any' showing that an clinunation of drug ad-
vertising would reduce the incidence of drug in-
gestion by the very voung. The most conspicuous
omission in the complaint is any reference to parer-
tal - obhgations 1o kup drags out of childreir’s
reach.=*

SUCUNSS

Transenpts of the comaeraials were submitted 1o the
F1C. Althoagh most of them were broadeast nationally,
ACT was caretul n ity complunts to specify only the
bn\mn stations that it had monitored.

Mrs Sarson’s group did not wait for the FTC 1o ban
drug and vitamun commerctals hefore making new  de-
mands. This time ACT filed (St. Louis Pos-Dispatch,
12-16-71) a petition with the FIC urging @ ban on toy
ads in children’s programing, saying the ads were mis-
leading and took advantage of chuldren.

Children do not have (he maturity or the expericnes
to analyze what 1s called the “normal paffery™ claims of
commercials, ACT said Moreover, children have little
money and cannot buy most of the toys which are adver-
tised. This means they pressare their parents into buying
or refusing to bay, and this ofien creates a Jrain on the
parent-child relationship, ACT said.®

At the time of the petition to ban toy advertising, ACT
also announced at would submit a request to the ¥FTC in
Lanuary of 1972 that food advertisements be banned dur-
ing children’s programs As reported in Broudeasting mug-
arme, ACT said:

In the past few vears the amognt of TV advertising
directed 1o children has increased. Farlier, ads
tor children were for child-oriented products such
as tovs and cereal. Today vitamin pills, frozen din-
aers, bread, gasoline. sboos and snack foods are
Al being advertised directly 1o children with the
clear implication that they shoald pressure their
parents into buying the adult oriented products.”?

<

As ACT had promised, in Janaary it filed its formal re-
Guest with the FTC to ban food ads on children’s Fv.
The request contained a sammary report of a study done

By}

at Boston

tarle Barcas, protessor of convianications research
Barcus had momitored  children’s
iclevision programs dering the last hatt ot 1971 and toand
that commercials on Satarday morning had ncreased dar-
g that peniod. On the average. commercials interrupted
the programing every 21 minuvtes at the end of 1971,
compared with every 2.8 nunates six months pcr\mu\i_\._

Unversity .

ACT Gets Some Resulls

In spite ot the maction ol the 1O the FI1C,
ACT began 10 see some resudts of s campaign that were
moere than just words. O Toly 120 1972, Varen reported
that the Associanon of National Advertisers {ANA) had
tsued wonew set of guidelines tor children’s advertising on

and ot

IV dae to mounting pablic pressare, “mosthy trom Action
On (sic) Children’s Television.”™ and from the FTC and
the FCC, At a press conterence on Jaly 6, General Foods

marketing vice president . Kent Mitechel, Head ot the

ANAL said the new gardeimes are not “rigid and inflesinle
rales.” bat “principles.” The toar principlos listed i the
garde are that advertisers
by shoald be aware of the limated abiiity ot chal-
dren to ferret out the trath ot advertusing
and to take that responstbility on themsehves,
2y shodld recognize children’s betiet in fantasy
and not 10 use that o7 get them o expect “un-
ressonable: pertormance.”
31 should take special care that trath and taste
be used in commercials and,
4) should create advertising which would help

“develop social standards which are "cncr;ﬂl_\'
n.g.nrdv.d as positive and beneticial.”

advertisers

The A\A also \pL”Ld oat
should never vialate:

which

rales

—not icading a child to think that owning a prod-
uct will make him better than his fellows,

—not undermining tne child’s beliet in his parents,
of of others in a position to guide him, -
—avoiding ads which take advantage o the chikd’s
mability to separate reality trom fantasy, '
—barring program personalitics or churactersy from
sclling products in or adjucent 1o hiy appearance,
—not asking Kids to" pressure parents to buy,
—staying within the hoands of literal truth in ad
claims. =

The two members most responsible for drawing up the
ANA puidelines were Jerry Denko of General Mills and
Jerry Souers of Mattel, Ine, The lutier company iy i toy
manatacturer and responsible for "Romper Room.™ No
longer would the hostess on "Romper Room™ advertise
products, and the company agfeed to “cut down on™ plugs
that were not clearly marked as ads. V

ACT was not impressed with ANA'S uction. A group
statement called the guidelines “tilled with rhetoric which
does not protect our children, but rather prouch the
advertisers and broadcasters, ™

But within the month. ACT received some tetters that
pleased the group very much. The New Yoark Timey an-
nounced that three major drug cempuanics—Miles Lab-
oratories. Bristol-Myers and Hoffmann-LaRoche (Sauter
Lubs) —huad separately informed ACT that they would
discontinue  vitamin  advertising on  children’s, television
Programs. B '
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Robert Wadlace wce presndent tor consumer products

U Aes T aboratones, sard oNew York Tierey, T2y
i iclier 1t ACT
. T
We have hecome incfeaangdy convineed that con-

tunued sdvertising of our children’s vitamii sup-
plement products in the present tvpe of environ-

ment of children’™ relevision fiozrams haes become

may longer o oour anterests thiy relates especially to
~ome of the highlv questonable progroming as

ard nature of
aired o the Sararday

the number
heing

waoll as commearatals

Drosentl maorning tire

;*-cr-m!

ACT

iowonhd

sarnal. 7-21.72) that
with an appeal to the
“rooset rules imnfediately to eliminate
Al advertiving on children’s TV programe.™ Mrs. Charren

annaouncad o Providence
toffow up s vicrony

SRS

said that the drug compantes wathdréw the vitamin adver- °

tsing voluniarily and thuat
of coercion ™

There was no mmmediate indication how dropping the
ads would affect the sale of the chitdren's vitamins, “No-
hody seems wirried.™ aid Robert Kaufman. u spokesman
for Bristol-Myers,

On  January 4,
(New York Times,
children’s progiuming could be clininated “aver a five-to-
seven-year period without “cataclvsmic™ financial results.
The study that was undertaken for ACT by Dr. William
H, Melody, of the University of Peansylvania’s Annen-
berk School of Communications, said the networks could
replacy  commerctil spansarship of children’s programs
with  goyernment funding. institutionz! advertising and
private underwriting., ¢ o

The stedv, which was to become a part of ACT
petition to the FCC to ban all commercials from TV
programing for children, contradicted the Cammission’s
own repart released the previous spring by Dr. Alan
Pearce, an official of the agency. The Pearce studyv. Melody
satd, reeched its conclusion without :¢onsidering possible
changes in the existing broadcast structure for children’s
pragraming: ’

“certainiy . there wis no question

9732 an
1-5.7

ACT study was released

When it is recognized that institutional change does
not have to take place instantangously with cata-
clysmic ecanoniic consequences, it becomes clear
that policy makérs can phase in the new policy at
whatever rate they find most mmpmhh. with the
puhhc interest. ’

The Melody plan wauld have the FCC supervise the
restructuring  of children’s progriming  practices, which
would hegin by requiring cach network 1o carry one hour
a week of cniddren’s programing without commercials, as
wauld ull lecal stations. Melody said he  thought this
would cost the networks and stations “abaut $2 million
the first year.” Fventually, money would he. abtained for
children’s programing fram industry. the government and
institutians and “would be channeled to production units
free of network control. The netwarks -would distribute
and transmig the programs, while individual stations woutd
cantribute the free air=time. The five-to-seven year plan
would avert the sudden serious Jass of income hroadcasters
met when cigarette advertising was banned. Depending an
the .lv.llllhl]llV of autside financing, Melady said. the ob-
jective could be abtained in four years or cauld be

RIC
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A spohesman for NBC said (New York Times, 1-5-73)

“Dro Melody's view s amiply g surmise on his part ind
v wath which me dissgree.™ ATCBS spekesmen said, =W
dragree with Dr 2elody S general concept. but prefer to
deter turther comment unit! we have examined his full
studs
Advernisers reacted e
Neaa! l’{l.’\L\

also the Melody plan. James
president of Jumes Neal Harver, Inc. Ad-
voetnings wrote fNew York Jomess 11T that intall
the veurs Of controversy oler advertising on childron™s
television, “there has net been one shred of evidence pro--
duced that suggedts evposare 0 television commercials s
noany way harmful 1o chitdren.™ .

On the contrary, wrote Harmveyv, studies conducied by
hke Milton Bradlev. Gen-
cral Mils and Tdeal Tov, have indicated that “children
are a kot smartertaboat television_advertising thun many
people apparently think.”™ Children. even at preschool
ages. know ther a commercial is o commercial and that
its purpose s to try to sell a product. Harvey said. Chil-
dren. by and large, like TV commercials and they are not
fooled by them. Harvey quoted a Roper survey taken in
1972 that said that 78 percent of the parents polled
thought 1t wus all right to have commercials on children's
television. .

Harvey wrote that ACT's motives go a lot deeper than
“the ambition to repluce Bugs Bunny with Beethoven™:

I believe it is that o lat of people in this country
think that there is something fundamentally wrong
with trying to offer a product far sale to a child,
and that functions of our free enterprise system of
producing, promoting and selling goods ut a nrofit
are rather immaral facts of life from which chil-
dren should be shielded.

Harvey's article brought a number of protesting letters
to The New York 7imes, including a letter signed by
Peggy Charren and Evelyn Surson. A doctor from Scars-
dale. New York. Bernard L. Albert. wrote (New York
Times, 1-2R-73): ’ ’

Because of their personal experience in discovering
that .|dvo.rt|\m\ on TV does in fact. exaggerate,
misrepresent and overglamorize the products. my
/ children do not trust TV advertising and are wary
/ of any product so advertised. The efforts of adver-
tisers to “hard-self” to children is producing“a gen-
eration that will mistrust all advertising,

Another writer, Sam Lanfranco, assistant professor of
economics at MeMaster University in Hamiltan, Ontario.
took objection to Harvey's intimation that opponents of
children’s advertising were apainst the free enterprise svs.
tem. The letter concluded:

-Adam Smith was never a defender of institations
which pitted child against parent and one need not’
be engaged in i dark plot to averthrow American
free enterprise to suggest that the cexistence of
children’s advertising on television raises a legiti-
mate ethical issue.
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Anaother
sachuscerrs,

wtter-wrier, Claing Barrett. of Concord. M-
noted that time devoted o advertising during
chudren’™s programing was greater than during adult view-
g hours Wrote Miss Barrett, “Either children are ex-
ploitea by adverrisimg, or they are indeed as sophisticated

o Mo Harves savs and the industry is wasting ity mon-
. A . -
oy AME Harvey can’t huve 1t both wane,

Bur there vere somie sgns that the industry was nos
GINE sty 1ty mioney and wos begining to
Jitferent wavs, ACT. usuallv the critic of the advertisers,
hegan giving praise In February, 1973 ACT gave “special
commendation” 1o Sears. Rochuck Foundation. Xeroy Cor-

roeration, Mobib O Cornoration. General Foods, Quahker
Ouin Compuny and 1B for underwriting the cost of

cimbdren’s fare on pubhic TV without commerciab ¥

ACT also praised Miles Taboratories,
doaston Hoffmann T aRoche and Bristol-Myers for pullic -«'
their vitanun advertising out of children'’s progruming and
moving it grown-up TV periods. Praise abso went to the
companies that were underwriting new chiidren’s programs
such as “Sesamé Street” UElectric Company™ and "M
terrogers Newghborhood.” ACT dited 43 commercial sta-
tions that were hro;ldcu\ling “Sesame Street™ I"L‘-gllldrl_\'
without anv commercials, and mentioned specific pro-
grams that cach of the networks were now producing for
children. Also, praise went to “The Waltons.” the National
Geographic Society specials and Jucques Cousteau’s un-
dersea explorations, with ACT'S accompanying note that
alb of these shows had high ranngs, o faci that negated
clams previoush made by broadeasters that the top qual-
i tannhy programs were dithicult to sell to audiences.

But ACT'y comments were not hinuted 10 words of
prase “Brickbaiy™ went oo the networks for scheduling
seme chifdien’s specials when voung ones are ready for
confiminng Lot soap operas when many

trom school. A special “disservice
Gaton” owent to siatans which carry adult reminders
Saturday moriine Shildren’s howr, ACT said
recent Satarday moinine, public spots
Yorhouh Soctal Seaurity oftice
proteciion that the Armn nceded voung
e, that e Nonoral Albance of Businessmen wanted
1 cats should bhe

NP el

had, and tor

durning e
that! ¢ i Tervice
told N

conld mive then

i the the

almien workinge, sod that aogs and

<

AT

o the NAB Code Auwthority Ctror
a0V of the heantifuliy

aoviarchmallo.

bomnge tao sgushy 1o entorde

wordos reanle ons g Res oy pasang” N .
o marheaatiows e the Nadonad Advertising
Review Board for doing ~o bintde that tormer Gove
Cothing resigned trom the
{niey to the Asocatic v of Na-
Adveriners tor “L'.l.rlf'“”_\' sonage
advertising that vean’t affect a Sinele

crnor 1 oron aropp
muar-himdow

trontal design. g

dndelines on
commereal on theoar.”
b feakhy pay 1ank 1o Arco amd Shell for advertis-
e to children by means of tov premiums, “proving -
conclasively that you can sell gisolige to someone
without o car.” .
one vears dental lls to all makers of candy
and sracks adverted toochildren en televimion,

3

e

Cadvertise’ e

Sauter L :hs' i

Fater o the

S~ =

yvear, ACT anitidted (New York Tines,
2203 s fist annual ACT Bent Antenng Awards, Most
ofthe “awards™ made the sanie points as listed abave: for
caemples o Mickes Mouse Wintch to the networks for run-
ning .,hnldn n's specials in the evenings and aduls programs
m the afternoons. But there Wwere a few new ones, for
example. a carton of throat lozenges 1o all those noble
individuals who sat and Linghed so that animated car-
Avons on Saturdays could Rave hystericat faugh- tracks dur-
mg exglosions ard conflicia
In carfy Octeber. 1973 ACT enjorved the suceess of
the KTTV arrecment in Fos Angeles that bunned o nam-
her of childrens programs that ACT and severa! other
organizations had considered “violeni.” “That's going o
bit too fur.” Gene PO Mater. vice president of CBS broad-
cast group, said. "What Peggy and her friends are tryving
to dosis restructure the whole bloady industey
As the years went on. ACTS annual symposium on
chitdren’s television™ pecame more and more presigions,
Broadcasting magazine (which be gan its report by remind-
ing its readers that “in same circles”™ Mrs. Charren has the
nichname, “Wicked Witch of the Fast™) reported thar it

the Muarch 31 1974, meeting i Washington, D.C.. ACT
atiracted “some 1200 broadeusters. producers. educators
and parents. as well ay “government watchdogs, inclmhn;

FCC Chairman Richard E. Wiley."™ 5 ACT cume with
collage of children's television programs from sround IhL
world, hoping 10 prove “there is some TV worth
watching.”

But. s usual, crities of children’s television were in
attendance. Jona Gussow, a nutrition edaucator at Colum.-
hiae Eniversity Teachers € ollege, demanded that consumer
.!d\kru\mg messages must do nothing less than teach
rot to consumer anyvthing unless shaofutely neeessary.
Consumer esducation will necessaniv offend wome, she sind.
mcluding *

how

‘Most sponsors.”

Rilph Nader was aiso there  He congratutated ACT
tor sty cfforis i chidren's televicion and sad ACT serves
“prototvpe” dltustrative of how people “withou AN\
power™ have created o movemen that s Crising, sourm
The grestest Joree behind government v people. Noder
satdl and then he advised ACT 1o sue the FCC for non.
athion onats petition sahantted in 1470 betore the organt-
200 s renameaed CAction for (\‘f.lm!ghildrv:n\ Telovss

N

ston

» Broadeasting concluded its report:

What hegan sixoveers ago s o group ot mothers
~concerned chrdren's packed  the
Kennedy Center kst weeh for its panels and pro-.
srnming offerings. What's next? “Mavhe the moon ™
Mess Chirren said,

ahous Viewing,

M Charren bad some reaseon to be GpLIMIsC.
Luary of 19790 ACT and other
Counatl on Children. Nedia and Merchandismg, reprye-
sented by taonder and chairman Kohert B, Choate had
heen able o proesent thesr

Singe

groups (notably jhe

LoCase at oaosuceessiogne of (Cone-
aessionat heanings in Washingron, Alve, ACT noted | New
Yoik Jimes, 3-12-74) that West Germ: v had moved e
vurb hard- \k” advertising on chitdren’s television and the
Canadian Government would begin banning ol TV 4d.
sertising o childien on the state-owned Canadian RBrowsd-
cnting Corporation heginnin i Junuary of (975
Choate fostified
mittee that in

Senate Commeree, Com-
rescarch  houses

.

belore the
motivational across the



corgany. Jaddren cere being used in luboratory situations
to formulaie. analyze. nodish, compare and act in adver-
tisements that =ere destened 10 mahe other children sales-
men an the home 3

But government agencies were stll reluetans to make
anv rulings. FTC Chairman Lewis Engman said before the
( ammerce Commitlee that “our sgercy does have the
prime responsibility 10 move with respect to the content,
deespraeness and uniairness of children’s advertising.”

Nevertheless, Engman said:”

I hasve some concern as 10 whether or not we in fuct
Joohave the ursdwctionad authority 1o do such
things as say. rozulate the numbers of commercials
Ahich mav appeer oa a ziven program, Thit his-
taricallv hus heen the function of the FCC.

And in related testimony. Richurd Wiley, then newly
appotated chairman of the FCC, said (New York Times,
S-12-T74 :

et me say that 1 constder this
issue, These people. children, are not just little con-
sumurs, they are one of (the nation’s) greagest re-
sources. But [ think we have to be very careful
about the areas in which the FCC can and should
move.

a very important

Mrs."Churren responded to the testimony of the two
ch:‘rman by saving that “action and responsibility for the
1s ses posed by children’s tefevision will be relegated to
an-unfathomable abyss somewnere between the two regu-
latorv agencies.”

The agencies und the industry again seemed o think
that the real answer was n self-regulation. But Choate.
who uprcw.d concern that his four children were cynical,
disenchanted with private enterprise perhaps due to being
tricked or tied to by TV commercials. said that pinning
hopes for significant reform on the industry’s willingness
to regulate itself i< “like sending the goat out to mind
the garbage.” o F

Meanwhile. the FCC's Alan Pearze continued to Jook
into the feasibility of non-commercial children’s television
and in June. 1974, released a study that confirmed many
of the findings of Dr. William H. Meclody. Pearce said the
networks would lose littde advertising revenue from chil-
dretr , shows if. it simply cut back the number of adver-
tising minutes per show and raised the cost of the tine
slots. After all. there were so few advertisers competing
for the advertising slots during ch: ldren’s show times
(Kellogg. Mattel and General Mills alone accounted for
30 pereent of the revenues).

Pearce said a 25 per cent teduction _in commercial
content would reduce CBS's revenue by $6.3 million, but
CBS waould still net a $10 million profit from childien’s
tefevision programs. The same 28 per cent cut woulu re-
duce NBCZs profits from $3.7 million to $1 million. and
ABC's fram $7.2 to 3.5 million. Pearce concluded that
commercials could be reduced to 7% minutes from the
current average of 9 to 10 minutes per hour on Saturday; -
morpiRgs. and 12 to 14 minutes per hour on weckdays. "

~ The FCC had debated for a long time whether broad-
casters could affard to improve children’s prc:‘i‘uming_
while simultaneously reducing the number of comfncrcial
minutes per program. Pearce had provided some answers.
In May, 1974, in 4 speech in Atlanta, Chairman Wiley had

" warned that the Commission would adopt its own remedies

Q
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tor the orebfems it saw in children’s progruming and ad-
vertising unless the broadeasters acted voluntarily to deal
with those problems.

A month later the Nadgonal Association of Broad-
cavers began 1w act. It ratified recommendations of its
code review board resiricting hoth advertising time and
content of children’s programing. Advertising was (o be
reduced 10 10 minutes per hour in 1975 and to 9% nun-
utes 1 1976, On wedkday programing, noaprogram time
we diméted to 14 minutes per hour in 1975 and to 12
msrutes in 197657 The board 4o approved provisions
requiring that nrogram and adverlising content be sepa-
rated by an “appropriate Jevice,”

Three weeks later, the Association” of Independent
Television Stations (INTV) adopted similar guidelines.

And. finally, on October 24, 1974, after moie than
four yecars of testimony and debate, the FCC adopied
a policy statement regarding children’s television programs
that would set levels of advertising ip cecordance with
the limits establishec by the NAB und the INTV.

Other points made in the policy statement called on
broadcasters to:

—provide a “reasonable amount” of
for children—-a “significant portion™
tiona! in nature.”™

——meet the “special needs” of pre-school children.
—air children-oriented programing throughout the
week, and not only on weekends.

. ~—avoid "host sclling”™ and “other techniques that
confuse the distinction betweei progruming and ad-
vertising content.™
—provide for “clear separation” between program-
ing and advertising 9

programing
of it educa-

The Commission did not define cither “reasonable”
or “significant.” Mrs, Charren found_ the Commission’s
statement “disappointine and disturbing.™*

But ACT did not quit. Later in Novcmber. it an-
nounced (Los Angeles Times, 11-18-74) the marketing
of a new game called "Switch.” to be sold for $1.50. “10

let fumilies know there’s something clse to life than tele-

vision.”

Thc game starts with an’ imaginary TV set switched
" but after a player makes 56 moves, fewer if tuck
prevanl\ victory is won and the set is switched “off.” The
game has 10 draw cards that let the players make one to
30 commercials,,one technical difficulty, one station break
and 19 shows with names like “*The Braided Bunch™ and
“Tarred Wreks.” En route, players. get five “switch™ al-
ternatives, such as one switch to puhlic TV or a switch
“from buying a toy to making one * The players pick their
commercials from a stack of commercial cards for such
imuginary goodies as "Glop Top.” a saft drink. or "Capri-
Cavity Granales.”

move to new positions.

The game was t0 be sold onl) by ACT. not in stores,
and first-round printing was for 20.000 “Switch™ sheets.
Mrs. Charren said ACT would not make any money on the
game, and would lose even il it would sell them ali. “But

" we fclt the important thing about the game was its cduca-

tional aspect. We're not using this as a fund-raiser.”
ACT did not merely accept the FCC policy statemens.

10

They .have to get rid of the ‘cards to

@
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Accordeng 1o the December 2, 1973, edition of Browd-
tavting magazine, “the hittle band of Boston mothers who
first aroused the FCC'. interest in the subject. has filed
ngtice of s intention 10 appeal the FC{ < policy state-
men(.” . '
The editorial entsitled **Not Again™ warned that the
“courts could agree with ACT and remand the case for
the harsher actions that ACT onginally petitioned the FCC
10 tuks™ The editorial agdin urged “the healthy answer™
of Tindividual responsibitipn4#
ACT In 1275

¢

In 1975 ACT anngunced it had received 2 grant of

$165.000 from the Catnegie Corporation of New York.
The grant was.to be used for the development of local

chapte.s and for a national fund-raising campaign. ACT-

had come a long way from its first year when, operiting
out of Mrs. Charren’s home, the officers collectively con-
trihuted $3.000 toward cxpenses. In 1970, ACT received
a $6.000 grant, and in 197] received $164.000, which en-
abled it to rent office space and become self-supporting,
I May, 1974, ACT reccived (Wall Street Journal, 8-5-
74) two grants, one from the Ford Foundation totaling
$300,000 over two years, which enabled Mrs. Charren to
begin drawiag a $12,"00 <alary. Grants had come from
the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation, the Consumers
Union, the Center for Understanding Media, and the Na-
tional Citizens Commitiee for Broadcasting.

But the Curnegic grant was intended {New York
Times, 3.5-75) to necip the group become self-sufficient
through the development of “an active national member-
ship.” AMrs. Charren said the money would be used 10 in-
volve thousands of others in media reform at the local
level. .

Mrs. Charren said ( Christian Seience Moniior, 3-7-75)
local chapters were alresdy w work, An organization at
the U niversity of Mississippi had succeeded in placine an
cducational  program, “FunShop.” on WTWV.TV in
Tupcl. Mississippi. onze a month, without commericax.

he procram. designed for children from three to cight
Years oldowas deemed important by the Jocal group he-
catlse Mississippt has nay Rindergarien program.,

Arnother ACT assaciate, Julie (uincy Jones, ot Buf-
fado, Mew York, president of Copsemer Forum, In¢., and
her co-workers stopped o nutritienally deficient  cerzal
from bheing marketed in western New  York by General
Mills Mollic Miller of Putshurgh, with hes 10 active ACT
members, saw o 1t that putaie service nutrition announce -
Mmeats mecarr a sewular part of jocal programing, as wel
as apois adening on the wee ase of IV by child viewers
themseives  Amuanda Wallner ot Lansing, Michivan, and
her roup threatened o peiition to deny WIS license
id therear o the CBS afliliare met and consalivd regularhy
with parents. X

in addition to ewrghishing local chapters. ACT con-
tinued ity other activities. On Apnid Fool's Bay, 1975, AC T
again assued its "Bent Antepna” awards. this time 1o nine
“professivnaiy e the broadeasting fiehi who hive assigned
a higher priority to their own interests than to children’s
needs " A few examples: -

~- A sugar Clobbyvopop” (O the FTC for pretending
1t doesn’t know whether sugar causes cavities, 1o

Svord actien o ACTS three-yeur-old petition o
shounate the selling of highly sugared toeds on
chidren’s tzievision,

~—The “Waterpih™ award 1o M&M Mars tor push-
myg candy 10 hids and creating service anaounce-
Mmenis tor childrer “blaming caviiies on plague.”
-~The seltwserving citation of the veur to the NAB
Code Auvtherity for deciding bads are "oas vulner-
able daring the week thun on weekends, and cut-
tng hack commercial time on thé Guter. but not
the tormer

~A Lre extmguisher 10 WGN-TV, Chicago. tor
showing a movie promo sith o man being burned
dtthe stake duning the Kiddie program. “Bozo's

» Cireyn.”

A couple of weeks atter the awards. the FTC an-
nounced  (Louisvilie Courter-Journal, 4-12.75) it would
not ban advertising for food from childsen's television.
Instead, the FTC said it would continue 1o issue rules on -
ad techniques that are uafair or Geceptive regardiess of the
product and would continue 1o palice deczptive ads an a
cuse-hy-case hasis. FTC Chairmar Lewis Enmgman und
Commission member Elizabeth Hunford partly dissented,
saying they would liave opened rul :-making proceed-
ing about the fairness of advertising sugar-laden foods on
children’s television.

But in June, 1975. the NAB met (Washington Siar.
6-3-75) at the. Washington Hilton 1o examine “the emerg-
ing FTC and FCC regulations concerning children’s tele-
vision, and to find out what kind of shows local commun-
ities are doing.” ACT was not invited, but it wis “gen-
erully conceded™ that ACT, consumer advocate Robert
Choate and oiher eonsumer groups concerned with chil-
dren's televisior’.and advertising were the compelling rea-
son for tke conference, Dircetor of consumer protection
for the FTC. J. Thomas Rosch. noted that the National
Science Foundation had received a0 $100.000 grant to
conduct the first of a three-part resecarch project on the
impact of commercials on children's '.clcvis'ion.‘Gcncl.-llj.\
FCC and FTC officials praised the indusiry for its voiun-
tar self-regulation.

At one panel, Mrs. Charren ashed Jereme lLasner,
assistant director of NABS Code Authority, whether he

“was including sugar in o products dangerous to heelth.

" No.answered Rosch succinethy., 1o 4 round of laughter.™
A toy representative. speaking with Lasner after the punel.
said (Washington Star. 6-3-75) said, “Those ACT girls,
I hate them with a purple passion.”

In November, ACT was in Atlanta for its fitth annual
conferénee. According to reports by Judy Flander (Wash-
ington Srar. 11-5.75) little was accomplished except three
diss of griping. - :

SBeniator Trank Moss todd the convention:

ACT represents the most signiticam Brass roats of -
Lort at consumer protection that_exists fodin
ACT way born vt ol the dawning Of the msight
that the great promise of tefevision has been per.
verted into mind-rotting commereial evplogtaion
of our nation’s children,

Another speaker was Dr. Stephen P Sinickhband., co-
author with Douglass Cifter, of “Television Violence and
the Chiid.” Strickland said some impertant prople in the
industry gill thought, of ACT ‘merely as “the fadies from
Boston.™ wnd one network president not fong ugo refer-

-



ted 10 ACE and oy deaders s Cihe ey ok ieend
ontinuetd :

£oumphy sugeesing that ACT 8 aaitier tha
« i more thar .+ group of ladies and less than the
enemy . f opredict that ACT will be around a

feast as long us the current hierarchy of the tele-
von andusiny and longer than present members
of the Federel Coramunications Commission.

- AS 1972 went o sty final month, ACT was indeed
sfound On December 15, Mis. Charren annousnced

e New York City press conterence that 1two studies o
Jhodren’s progranung, which had heen commissioned by

. ACT, bad been completed by Dr. ¥, Earle Barcus of the
Bostun Universits Scheol of  Public Communications:
\\ru!und Comaeraiad Children’s felevision,” and “Tele-

. viston in the After-school Hours™ The studies showed
that commercial mecaages interrupt programs dirccted o

the undcrll.} audicnee “on an average of oace every 2.9
anutes.” and Cadmos hodf of ! conmerchd announce-

FOI REPORT No, 384 Pl
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menty were tor cerealse candies and sweeas, -
TN Charren said tne studies “negate the argument
at the FCC'S Poliey Statement on Childrens Television
thet self-repulation=is an adequate solutian o the problem
ot chitdeen’™s TV

Dr. Rarbus dbvo stressed that while network children's
progranr bad rediced “obvious portravais of violencel”
Ay study et independent stations found thar “nearly two-
thirds of andependent programs contained seme form of
violence and thiee in 1O were judged 1o he sturated i
violence. ™ Broudd asting magazine reporied that some of
the stutions” togs differed from the findings of Dr. Barcus.

As the year ended. ACT had not won all of its battles
hy any muuns. but it had made its work felt. With u sfaff
of i full-time and cight purt-time emplosees and more
than 5000 dues-paying members, ACT was pot about to
told up its tent and disappear.
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‘FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REPORT NO. 364

EDUEATION POSITION OR POLICY

ACTION FOR CHILDREN’S TELEVISION

This report was written hy Donald P. Raaly. Associate
Professor at the University of Missouri School of Journal-
ism, as part of his doctorai dissertation, The Challengers:
Social Pressures on the Priss 1965-1975. .

Introduction

Some of the many pressure groups concerned with the
media that arose out of the sixties died quietly in the early
seventies—some even hefore the scventies. But some of
them have been unusually successful in what they set out
to do. An.1if they have not heen successful. they have at
Jzast heen persistent.

Action for Children’'s Television deserves  detailed
treatment hecause it is an example of middle-class activism
working within the system, using many of the technigues
and approaches employed hy what some would call more
"rud_ical" groups. Almost from the heginning, ACT knew

. how to use the news media to puhlicize what it was doing. -

2Second. it came’to know the law and the governmental
agencics and how to “get 107 them. Third. it used tactics
designed 1o giin aitention: it “tuncout.”” a day when people
were urged to turn off their television sets:, a hoycott of
certain advertised goods: annual “rallies’™; the "Bent An-
tenna’ awards for the poorest taste in children’s television:
a game called “Switch.” ‘which was to teach children and
their parents now to enjoy turning off their television sets.

Most of all. ACT deserves atiention hecause the group
is lavger, better organized and financed, and prohably more
determined than ever to add to the improvements it thinks
1t has made in programing for the voung viewing audicence.
Origins _

“Like many groups, ACT began unpretentiously. and
for various reuasons, hro.xduslcrs first C\pcru.nccd some
difficulty in taking the group seriously. :

As Lepnard Gross:wrote in 7V Guide, the origins of
ACT “are like a demoeratic dream.”™ After all, Gross
said. in 2 democracy. when someone is disturhed by some-
thing in society, he or she should he able to do something

“about Fit.-. -

“In this cuase, the perturhed person was Peggy Charren,

Missachusetts, @t suhurh OF Boston
with her hushand, o plastics manutacturer. and their two
daughters. Mrs. Charren had worked in commercial tele-
vision in New York. She had also owned and operated
print gallery in.Providence, Rhode Istand. started o com-
pany that organized children’s hook fairs in Boston and
served as chairman of the Newton Creative Arts Council.

One day while Mrs. Charren was watching her 3-year-
old ahsorbed in front ot a TV set. she deciled television
programing for children could he improved. More specific:
ally. she came 1o helieve that in the eight vears since her
older daughter hud watched the same kinds of pragrams.
the incidence of violence had significantly -increased.

One day when she noticed that a “very violent movie™
had heen aired during Christmas vacation, she called a
local station to ask why it had been scheduled at a tinwe .
when children were very likely to he at home watching. A
station officia) replicd that the movie had-heen selected
precisely hecause children would he at home watching .1
that time. “That they didn't even think to question it in-
dicated that not enough people were paving attention.”
Mrs. Charren said, (Waoll Streer Journal. 8-5-74).

Mrs. Charren spoke to seme of her friends about her
concerns, and finally got a group of them together to dis-
cuss the suhject. “"We asked ourselves 'the hinds of ques-
tions a group of cilizens should ask when they decide o
change something in the system that isn't working right.”*

~ Fifteen friends, neighhors. teachers and pediatricians were
at that first meeting. all concerned. hut with little knowl-
vdge of how to procced. Al we had were gut geactions,” -
Mrs, Charren said. (Wall Journal. 8-5-74). “And there’s
no hetter way to make people pay no .mcmmn to you xh.m
to spcak from no knowlv.du. :

But four people whom .Mrs. (h.xrn.n contacted also -
wunted to change something in the \y\lv.m badly enough
1o hegin ‘doing something ahout it. Thev had at least one

who lived in Newton,

thing in common—they werc all mothers,
o . . i 8
Mrs. Evelyn Surson. a native of England. formerly

cmployved hy the Reuters News Ageney in Paris and the
Guardian in Manchester, England. wife of a producer.
‘also British, for puhlic TV's WGBH in Bosion, mother of

“a nonworkmg-working housewife™ in her middle 307, two, served as the first president of the group.
' \
. |
Summary. The author pl()\u](-s det: ulcd information on the origins .m(l developinent
I of ACT—one of the most successtul citizen pressure groips to emer ge from’”
- / ——— the sixties. This ls}thv sceond paper published by the Freedom of Infotma-
paper |
. I tionr Center. on th'ls group. The carlier report, “Action for Children’s Tele-
—— vision (ACT).” No. 265. by Melinda Elledge. was published in An;_\ust
- 1971, ! . L
Additionol copies: 2% ooch. ; ) | 2 |
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My Jadah € h‘xltcn(_ sraduate of Smh College. pre-
viowslv emploved in hath commercial ind educanionad
televisien, Tounder of Exervmuan’s, Thestre, the first ex-
perurental” theater vroup n the Boston area. wate ot
building contractor. mother ot thiee. werved as treasue e

Mrs Joann Speros wradiate of fine arts from Bosion
Eoneraits, tree Lince designer. wids of aosunplice of arcti-

wartural and Cranhic m.ucrml\, movher of two, Served s

aorescarch assistant

Mis Bilhven Ambresino,
(B A and ot Huarsard Umiversity
producer ot educattonal radio pragrams,
teacher and communications researche. wite of un
cmplovee of Boston's publie television statior. mother o
three, served as an exccurive comnuttee member,

The women (hd help. Mros Sarson wrote in
carly 1971 that tour mep were servine as advisers 1o ACT:
Dro AMilton T Akeis, exvecutive director. Fdueation of
Young Children, Washimgton, D.C 2 Dy Richard Galdston.
chief. m-patient psvehiatric consultant service, Children’s
Hospital Medical Center, Boston: Dr.
associate professor of communications, Boston Universits
School of Public Communications: Richard lLewis, poat
and editor director of Touchstone Center for Children.
New York ¢ ’

The growp first became involved in o Jocal issue.
WHDH-TV in Boston had expanded it CBS morning
news and reduced “Captain Kang from un hour 1o
a one-hal? hour proadeasi. The group demanded. through
4 Jettrwrinng campargn and pickets, that the Caprain
regain his full hour. Their first battle ended in victory. and
the group had received the encouragement to continae its
crusade for children’s television.

For ar Teast i vear, beginning in 1968, thev 'hd ther
homework- reading the mugazines of the broadcastine in-
dustrs. monitoring  televsion programs. talking to local
broadeasters. After they thought they knew what they were
talking about, thev traveled to New York to speak swith thz
network! executives. _ ' : '

Ruuhm, that visit 1o New York, Mrs,
in 'V (:uu/v' SR

Cornedl Univer-
(M EJD). former
newspaper

viadiie of
Sy
re-
Doricer.

receive

aroe’

for the answer to why television
was like it was, It was the hroadeasters who, in
answering that dquestion. ¢stablished ACT's poals.
What the broadeasters said was children's television
is Iike it is because it existg only to meet the needs
of /the 2-to-11-year-old miirket. When you gel a
program format that's succgssiul, you keep employ-
iné it necause you want thes lergest part of the 2-
tosd Iyear-okt market 1o see the commercil

We /“gru loukm

Wihat the New York executives were telling the “Boston
mothérs.” a5 thev soon came to be known, was that chil-
Jren !m that age group had been identificd as a separate,

muﬂu nrarket and therefore “as an independent profit
cendgr-that could be appealed to. .
ACT Joes to Washington

f : .

Not fong after the New York visit, Mis, Sarson was
lL\l!L\lnL hefore (the subcommittee on communications ur
the Senate Commeree Committee, saying shat the FCC

unithle to cope “with-an industry that has expanded trc,-

¢

Himan H, Goldin,

Charren said

-t the IFCC on Fv.hruury 13,

»
mendonsdy e wo decades”

Ihe ~ubcommittee hearmgs concerned Senate Bilt S
2004 which amend the Communications Adt 1o
establish orderly procedures for the consideration of apoli-
catton tor renewal of broadeast licenses. Mres. Sarson op-
posed SO 20040 eaplaining that the FCC “does not hove
anv detinitive criteria by which 1o judee o station. other
than the nebuloas “sersing the public interest. convenience
adding: “The FOCvhas raely found any
broadeaster guidty ot pot meetmg this requirement ™ Wit
the FOC “standards und gurdelnes™ by which
ocould evatuate o station’s pertonmance She then offered
as onvaniples AC TS proposed aurdiies for children's iele-
VINION Programing,

won'd

and necessin

necded were

Whereas: The interests of the pubiic are bea served
when children dre constdered s o special sudience
and not as potential consumers.,

Fheretore: The following rules should govern
Al programing for children: ) , .
"t There shall be no sponsorship and no com-
mererals on childien’s programs,
2. No performer shall be permitied ta use or
rention products, services or stofes by brand name
during children’s programs, nor sha'l such names
he included in any way during vhildren's programs:

3. Each station shall pruvuh it minimum  of

I4 hours of programing per ‘week for children s
part of its public service requirement Provi-
sions shall he made for programing in cach of
tne followin arcas within the tines \pulhud

A. Preschool: Ages 2 10 507 am. 0 6 pm.
duily: 7 aom. 10 6 p.m. weckends,

B. Primary: Ages 6 10 974 p.m. to 8 p.m. dailv
R.am. o8 p.m. weekends. .

C. Elementary: Ages 10 to 12:3
didy: 9 ame to 9 p.m. weckends.

These rules shali be enforced by the
Communications Commission. Infraction shall
grounds, for révocation of heense.
th next step for ACT was a logical and slmplg one.

pomota Y pom.

Federal
be

In her letter
she wrote:

b \Ll\n Suarson sent the guidehnes o-the FCC.
1970,

a

We ull know lh:n television is important in the
formulation of a pattern of values. attitudes and
social philosophy that, once lcdrmd can be difticult
to change.

The purpose ot Action for Children's Television
Inc. 15 1o transform this powerful medium into a
creative foree, . .. .

Mrs. Sarson also poted in the letier that ACT s guide-
nes for children's television now a “part of
¢ ongressional Record,™ dificult for
FFCC to ignore

Although the FCC had rurely ventured into the sensi-
nve areas of content and program caiegories,® it gave
public notice .that it had aceepted ACT's guidelines .as a
petition for issuance of a aotice of proposed rule making
and that'it had assigned it file. No. 15697 This meant that
under the provisions of Section 1.405 of the Commission’s
rules "inlcrc\lcd partics™ could file statements through.
July 1, 1971, in support of or in oppasition to the Com-
mission’s actiop,. )

The FCC's Joe Ryuan. who wrote the notice of inquiry

3
tne

“the

were
thus making it
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and proposed rule makeog. recalled inoan interview: "W
thought they were o gioup of httic women frony Massa-
chusetts petitoning for their rights. Hell (hcy'\c zot the
best legal taient in thes-part of the country.™ By that time
the group’s attorney was Earl K. Moore. the communica-
tions lawver who had tong heen active in helping groups
deal with the FCC™

The “little wormen from Muassachusetts” received o lot
of support. The FCC received 100000 replies. i response
without precedent: 99 percent of which favored ACT™
proposals.”

Suddeniy the group had 1o hc taken \umu\l\ As Bob
\ldd\nnzac of the Oukland Tribune wrote (3-31-70):

When fisi proposed. that iden \oundul Luu\nd\
idealistic, 1T not downrnight un-American. No one
had even suggested that television networks and sta-
tions, profit-miking corporations that they arc.
ought to operats at a dead loss. even the puhlic
service programs required by the FCC guidelines
are allowed to have sponsors, if theyv can find any.

Accerding to The Wall Street Journal (10-22-70),
ACTs proposal for no ads on children's TV would have
cost the three major networks some $26.4 miflion anntally
in ads for games. ‘toys and hobby craft, products and
another $57.1 million in revenues from breakfast cercal

ads.

The FCC had split 4 to 3 in its decision to adopt the
notice of inquiry and proposed rule making™ but FCC
Chairman Decan Burch began making his views Known
concerning pr(‘:gmminﬁ for childrep. and he sounded sym-
pathetic to ACT's views. In March of 1970 he was quoled
in The New York Times as saying (4-9-70). It is. i he-
lieve, fair to ask whether broadcasters operating on public
channels as public trustees have fully met their responsi-
bility to chifdren .

In Scp(émhcr, 1970, speaking to the International
Radio and Television Sociery, in New York, Chairman
Burch mentioned ACT's proposals and said: “Problems
musi he considered, weighed and solved, and the solution
riust often -be implemented regardless of whether cercal
or toy saes reach new heights—or not.”

Support:!or ACT's Proposals

Chairman Burch had good reason to be coneerned.
Few could have predicted so much discontent with chil-

dren's television The FCC quickly accumulated 15 vol-

“umes of public sentimeat,

Perhaps the biggest compinint voiced h\ plrcnl\ in-
\OMLI the appe. iy made to their children to buy expensive
IV toes which the parents could not afford. Another
nuaror concern ol those \\.h; wrote involved advertisements
tor <hildien's vitamins, or vitamin supplements, ‘The ipdi-
vidal progran that perhaps received the most attachs was
a senies cabied e “Romper Room,™ on which, said the
the teecher rennnded her young audieace that

parciis. !
“reat Ramper Room toyvs can fully

only children wih
participate m the ok activities,

ACTs proposal to Torked pulnrmcn from doing the
advertising themselves was met with wide approv: al, Jeft
R. Spalsburg. dhrectar of audio-visuat services, Instruction-

al Systems, Inc. wrote 1o Chairman Burch: - .

1 do not believe that the strong impact these per-
formers have on children can he understated,

2
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wvertooked  or Chuldren  aecept  these
people not only as tricads of the family, buat in

as seeond parents.”

ignored.

SOME Cises,

Some p?nrcm\ were worricd about the effects ot iele-
vision commercials i generab. Some were oppaosed to the
sheer number of commcraids on children’s  television.
pointing out that the Nutional Assoctation of Broadeaster's
Code of Good Practices permits 16 minutes of commor-
ctals per program hour on children’s programs. compared
to cight during prime-time adult shows.

The Statiens and the Networks React

Obviously. not evervore agreed with ACT's proposas,

feast of all-the networks and individul station managers.
The biggest concern. right from the beginring and up to
the preseat.has been, who is going W pay for the programg
ine? CBS_sdid that ACT and other orzanizations had de-
cided that commercial tefevision should assame o role in

" educdarion made necessary by the “alleged failings of the

multibillion-doilar educational system in the United Stares.

The National Association of Broadcasters' filing with
the FCC was devoted principally to what it said was the
vialue of self-regulation through the NAB code and to
“significant improvements in programing and advertising
content”.
levels.'® The NAB warned that the criticism stimulated by
ACTs proposals might obscure thc improvements “that
have taken place.

A press release from the NAB dated October 1. 1971,
discussed an official comment it had filed with the FCC.
stating that the NABR

firmly believed that the voung puhlu in best served
by o system of television which is unafraid to inno-
vate and eaxperiment. which proceeds to improve its
hroadcaster matter through regulation which is vol-
antarily carried out. not government enforced as
ACT. NCCB, and others arc urging. These parties
have painted a picture of American Television
which is both unfair and maccuraté and cannot go
unchallenged if any useful or hanest resolution of
the issues in the docket is 10 emerge.

The NAB listed what it considered 10 be inaccuinie
statements and untenable umnlusmn\ in the petitions of
ACT. and insisted, that:

- ~Requiring stations 1 -ofter 14 hours of children’s
programing and, to eliminate associated commerciat -2
matter would not produce uniformhwiescellent chil- o
dren’s ture. - ) . L
- faken 10 its fogical conclusion what /\Ql and’
others are seehing is a government awaoed, hn.mcf‘d
<and managed broadeast opegation like those found

i many other ’ :

SJelevision has noi been insensitive 1o public
preference whin it comes to chunging s program-
ing offerings.

- Flimination of commercinl hmnig.ntms_ would
surmuxly diminish quality caliber programing.
--Every other country which presents children's
television on @ non-commercial hasis has come up
with a suhstitute means of finandial support-—yet

countrics.

that had occurred at both actwork and locul

o

.
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Tlaken-seriausiy.’

*in a letter dated \Dec
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the petitioners expect American broadcasting to
present such programing at its own expense. “Such
a proposal s unworkable. inequitabie and without
precedent.”

One of the most significant poinss to be stressed ahout
American television, NAB said, was that it is “totally selt-
sustaining and genuinely frec to s ‘public.”

Then the NAB predicted that elimination of adver-

tising tram children's programs in the United States “would

sound the death knell for quality children’s program fare.”

An editorial entitled. “Child's play.” in Broudcasting
magazine on Jonuary 25, 1971, said that the vear before,
five housewives from Bosion were given
the FCC “to advocate nothiig less than total federal con-
trol over television programing aimed at children.” The
editorial 1then reviewed a couple of ACT proposals “and.
oh. half u dozen other propositions oo outlandish 10 ke
" The writer said he could not believe that
the commissioners “had sat through the pitch with a
straight face.” ard colled the proposed rulemaking “the
deepest federal incursion yet inta broadcast programing.™'!

ACT Attacks Toy Commercials

After filing their proposals with the FCC, ACT direc-
tors mailed letters on February 23, 1470, ta ail members
of Congress asking for support.

In_October of 1970, ACT joined the Boston University
School of Public Communication and the Kennedy Mem-
orial Hospital for Children in sponsoring a national sym-
posium on children and television in Baston for “hundreds
of professionals from medicine, social work. education,
TV, broadcasting and advertising.”™'*

After the symposium, ACT announced it would zero
in on “toy marketers for their hard-sell yuletide cam-
paigns.” ¥ ACT said it would dlslnbulq a four-page news-
letter {“Christmas Survival Kit") and collect signatures
on pumon\ to be sent td Toy Manufacturers of America.
The petitioners’ would ask that toy makers improve the
quality of thcnj products and cease aiming their com-
mercials solely at children. The: Christmas drive was to
focus on schools, community groups and shopping centers
in Boston, New York Washington, San Francisco .and
Chicago.- :

ACT also asked (Christian Science Monuor 12-14.
70) most of the country's leading television stations to run
spot ads advising viewers of deceptive advertising of toys.
The Federal Trade Commission had prepared charges
against three well known tov manufacturers. Only a dozen
or so stations hid replied and most indicated- that they
would await the IFTC's formal complaint -against the toy
manufacturers béfore making a decision. But, said the
editorial, the stauons were beginning to look closely, at
those ads because! 'they could foresee a battle similar to the
onc waged over q‘g..rettc ads.

Actually, the lgrOﬂp had done more than ask “most
of the major stations™ to run spot ads advising viewers of
deceptive advertising o{ toys. ACT had requested the FCC

mber 10. 1970, to issuc a public
cvision licensces broadcasting toy
commercials “lhat the) would make substantial time avail-
able for prescntatxon bf the view that these commercials
are misleading. . . ." JACT based its request on -the fair-

notice advising all . te

an audience by.

S

noess dectrine, saving “that i is hot in the public interast
tor broadeasting stations 1o contmnue 1o presant commereidl
annauncements which hsve been identified by responsibie
public authorities as deceptive. . . 5V

The FCC refused (Christiun Suwru Monitor, 11-10-
711 10 rule on ACT's com plaint. But on December 22,
1970, the FTC issued a joint statement with the FCC Lhdl
the two groups had met te discuss possible joint hearmgs
on television advertising.'*

The FCC !ssues Its “Notice™

Then on January 20; 1971 the FCC issued its notice
af inquiry and proposed rule making. The Commission
cited objections that had been ruised to ACT's proposul.
but said there were “high public interest considerations in-

~volved in the use of television, perhaps the most powertul

communications medium ever deviséd. in relation to a
farge und important segmient of the audience. the nation's
children.™ % The FCGC also said it did not have information
on children’s programing 10 decide whether it was good
as it was ar whether it need:d improvement.

FCC Commissioner Nicholas Johnson said he appréted
of the FCC request for additional information. but he was
disturbed that so little had been done uhout the ACT
petition:

In reality, this (the Notice of Inquiry and Proposed
Rule Making) is simply another case of “Duc
Processing them to death.” It s Kafkaesque that
after 10 months. after 15 volumes of comments.
this commission has to tell concerned parents that
“...we . .. have reached no conclusion, tentative
or final, on the desirability of a rule™ _ . 1 belicve
that we should at the very least be recady by now
to adopt specific proposals—those proposed by
ACT or whatever our own ingenuity <ould devise
—as a proposed rule making.'¥

To gain the information it said it needed. the FCC
asked that stations submit a sample 6f programs for a
“vomposite week™: Sunday. September 13, 1970: Monday.
February 16, 1970; Tuesday. June 23. 1970: Wednesday,
April 8. 1970: Thursday, October 2, 1969. The Commis-
sion asked for the names, dates, time and lengths of such
programs, along with descriptive summaries of them. Tt
also ashed whether the programs were entertainment or
educational, original showings or reruns, who the sources
and sponsors ‘were, the products, stores_or services ad-
vertised and the commercial time involved. )

The president of ACT. Mrs. Sarson. said the Com:
mission eould get the muterial it wanted from reading the
network program schedules. and from watching television:
“We could give the Commission a subscription to TV
Guide. At lcast half of the questionis they're asking ar¢
answered in jt"1s

In February, 1970, ACT moved again, this time with
three other groups—the Council on Children, Media and
Merchandising: - the National Citizens Committee for
Broadeasting: and the Office of Communication of the -
United Church of Christ—asking the FCC to require net-
werks to make available at least one film or video tape of
all programmg and advertising during the *‘composite
week.” The Commission said ACT should go directly to
the networks with its request, -adding that it would recon-
sider the requests if the networks turned them down

In March, ACT and thc same three groups sent a let-
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ter 129 deleviston stations requesting that they broag.
wart e feecond spot which <atd. in part:

The Federal Communications Commission would
ke to know - what vou would like to see on TV
tor children: whit vou feel about commercials
atmed at children In Januvary the Comnussion pub-
ished i notice of inquiry asking questions about
MdS TV Unnd Mas 3 fthe original closing date—
the tme was exteinded several times. finally 10 Oc-
tober FoLO7 10 they will aceept replies from hroad-
vasters, advertisers and the public.™

Also. o call attentien 1o the orginal Mav ¥ deadhine.
ACT mitited o Ttuneout compaign”™ for May 10 asking
that the nation’™s TV sets be turned off for the dav.=v
ACT’s Influence Spreads

Two stadies comnussioned by ACT. “Programing anid
Advertising Priectices in Television Directed to Children.™
bvi Ralph M. Jennings. and “Mether's Auitudes Toward
Chiddren's Television Programs and Commercials.” by
Duniel Yankelovich, Inc.. appeared in 1970, The latter
said that_tovs and games seen to be large and exciting on
TV, often turn out 1o be “inferior.™ The misrepresentu-
tions, it satd, lead to frustration, disappointment and tears.

SOften thie child’s anger i vented upon the parent, not the

sponsor. thus making for o constant duel between children
ashing for things and mothers having 1o say ves or no. :
Although they denied that ACT was the rcason, all
three networks designated special executives for children’s
programing **  NBC  promoted  publiz affairs director
George Heinemunn to vice president in charge of “chil-
dren's program’™; CBS hired Peshody Award winner Allen
{Duke) Ducovny 1o oversee Saturday morning schedules,
“Captain Kangaroo™ and the “CBS Children’s Hoar™. ABC
appointed - Hollvwood  film director-producer  Charles
Martin Jones as firsl exccutive direeter of children’s pro-
aramine | - . ;
ACT was not smpresed by -the finsd “new  season™
under Dew  mhLaeement, ‘
: . i

Oalv three shows seem (o have made any effort to
broak ont of the cternal chose-and-fisht foutine:
“Hot Doe”™ (NBCH: “Tomfoolery™ (NBCY and a
seitcs froni Britan, “The Double-deckers™ (ABC).
The much puhiicized CBS “In The Know™ see- i
menis which were deseribed as four-minute néws '
tems taracd ot to he mainly commergials with o l
|

1

bt Bim dinsert Lasting Tess than two - minutes.
Fopics coverad have inctuded fellmg o tree giant
coabs vl blasmg amd hind?3 that fish. o Thev

Pachedt ke old travelogue exeerpts

up e children’s schedules, They hud begun hinng in-
dependent resegichors 1o Took dute the whole concept of]
children and teleyvivion, CRS committied more than S(\(N).-i
00 1o viofenve research studies, and NBC began a fivee.
v stirdy on the same \uhiccl._g\‘l)(" started two simibar;
pre ety and sponsored o workshop on children and tele-!
A on June 23 and 21 1971, in New York City, '
The neiworks and their advertisers (at least those who!
adveribed) could adwavs point fo the code of the National
wesociation of  Broadeasters. For éxample, in the oy
advertising Guidehnes, issued in 1964, the NAR stated
s gindehines: ’

The networkesand they were domg more’than "hccimg!
i
i
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—Seek to place a i9% in a framework of play en-
vironment, performing in a way which accurately
represents ihe toy. :

—Employ action and cncourage habits that are
generally recognized standard, of safety.

—Avoid dramatization of a toy in a realisuc war

atmosphere.
— Avoid dramatization that coald frighten or scuare
chitdren.

- ~Avoid appeals contending that, if o child has a
tov. he betters his peers or, lacking it will invife
their contempt or ridicale. ’
—Avoid presumption that a toy requiring a ma-
terial investment can be had for the asking.

In addition. the NAB code said about children's
broadecasting:

The education of children involves giving them g

sense of the world at farge. It is nof enough that

only those programs schich are intended for. viewing

hy children shall be syitable to the young and im-

mature. In addition, those programs which might

be reasonably expected to hold the attention of

chitdren . . . should be presehted with due regard -
for their effect on children,

Of course, this code. like others, is not strictly bind-
ing. and stations could always resign from the NAB code
tas Group W. Westinghouse Broadcasting did). Mrs,
Charren said in an interview in May, 1971, that ACT
would welcame voluntiey codes if they worked: “Theoreti-
cally. this coald have happened any time in the last -5
vears. But it hasn’t."=#

ACT Goes to the FIC

In November of 1971, ACT made its first attempt at
deuling with the Federal Trade*Commission. asking for o
ban of all drug and vitamin commercials directed at chil-
dren on television. Mrs. Sarson appearcd hefore the FTC's
hearings on the martter, carrying s <tatement by Dr.
Frederick H. Lovejoy, exccative secretary of the Boston
Poison Information Center. which siid that vitamin pills
are the second most commaonly ingested poison by children
under five.,

Too many vitamins, said Dr. Lovejoy (Christian Sci-
ence Monitor, 11-10-71), can be dangerous. and children
older than one year don't really need them anyway sinze
properly sefected foods provide enough “of them.

Mis. Sarson also included @ statemient from the direc-
tor of Duke Univérsity’s Poison Control Center, Dr. Jay
Arena, who warned (Christiun Scicnee Monitor, 11-10-71)
thut “vitamin pilis and other medicines should never be

advertised 1o small children.™ The two poison -enfers: in-

dicated that about 4,000 cases of vitamin poison were re-
ported cach vear, with symptoms “from diarrhea. to shock.

ACTS petition asked the FLC to file charges of false
and  misleading advertising  against  Miles  Laboratories
(maker of Bugs Bunny, Flintstones and Chocks vitaminsi,

-_Bri\ml—M_vcrs (maker of Pals vitamins) and Saater Lab-

oratorics (maker of Zestabs vitaminsY, ACT also asked
that the threee networks and their Boston affiliaies Le
indicted,

The petition noted that these three drug companies
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munutacture chocolate-coated vitarmins with iron an the
torm of chocolate chip cookies and thar children assoctate
the mediome with candy ond cookies. The companies aiso
were cited tor advertiang the pils s 0 means tor making
friends by beconuing & miember sclab” oot children
who tahe Vitaemins @

Mides Taboraton
(Woashmgton &
sirong medicmes drugs. merehy
Niany cheldrea’s diets i lack enough vitamins
nutntomists sapported the use.of the company’s vitamin
“The imphcation by ACT that the vitamens
are ponons and constitate . health hazard o children i
a disservice to the natritional
public.” Miles Laboratory

ot o

one ol the companmes mesbved sad
ant S:209.72 v vty products are not
natriional fouds.

and

or but

sad
suppicmenis.

srossiy misleading and does
weil-being ot the American
said

RBroudcaviing mag-

In an edional entitled, “Cop-oat.”™
f

azine sad:

In s pdxlmn ACT television ot causing
children 0 take ansaperyised doses of vitamins---
the principal object ot ity complaint. The connee-
tion Is never proved 1t is merely asserted. Nor s
there any' showing that an clinunation of drug ad-
vertising would reduce the incidence of drug in-
gestion by the very voung. The most conspicuous
omission in the complaint is any reference to parer-
tal - obhgations 1o kup drags out of childreir’s
reach.=*

SUCUNSS

Transenpts of the comaeraials were submitted 1o the
F1C. Althoagh most of them were broadeast nationally,
ACT was caretul n ity complunts to specify only the
bn\mn stations that it had monitored.

Mrs Sarson’s group did not wait for the FTC 1o ban
drug and vitamun commerctals hefore making new  de-
mands. This time ACT filed (St. Louis Pos-Dispatch,
12-16-71) a petition with the FIC urging @ ban on toy
ads in children’s programing, saying the ads were mis-
leading and took advantage of chuldren.

Children do not have (he maturity or the expericnes
to analyze what 1s called the “normal paffery™ claims of
commercials, ACT said Moreover, children have little
money and cannot buy most of the toys which are adver-
tised. This means they pressare their parents into buying
or refusing to bay, and this ofien creates a Jrain on the
parent-child relationship, ACT said.®

At the time of the petition to ban toy advertising, ACT
also announced at would submit a request to the ¥FTC in
Lanuary of 1972 that food advertisements be banned dur-
ing children’s programs As reported in Broudeasting mug-
arme, ACT said:

In the past few vears the amognt of TV advertising
directed 1o children has increased. Farlier, ads
tor children were for child-oriented products such
as tovs and cereal. Today vitamin pills, frozen din-
aers, bread, gasoline. sboos and snack foods are
Al being advertised directly 1o children with the
clear implication that they shoald pressure their
parents into buying the adult oriented products.”?

<

As ACT had promised, in Janaary it filed its formal re-
Guest with the FTC to ban food ads on children’s Fv.
The request contained a sammary report of a study done

By}

at Boston

tarle Barcas, protessor of convianications research
Barcus had momitored  children’s
iclevision programs dering the last hatt ot 1971 and toand
that commercials on Satarday morning had ncreased dar-
g that peniod. On the average. commercials interrupted
the programing every 21 minuvtes at the end of 1971,
compared with every 2.8 nunates six months pcr\mu\i_\._

Unversity .

ACT Gets Some Resulls

In spite ot the maction ol the 1O the FI1C,
ACT began 10 see some resudts of s campaign that were
moere than just words. O Toly 120 1972, Varen reported
that the Associanon of National Advertisers {ANA) had
tsued wonew set of guidelines tor children’s advertising on

and ot

IV dae to mounting pablic pressare, “mosthy trom Action
On (sic) Children’s Television.”™ and from the FTC and
the FCC, At a press conterence on Jaly 6, General Foods

marketing vice president . Kent Mitechel, Head ot the

ANAL said the new gardeimes are not “rigid and inflesinle
rales.” bat “principles.” The toar principlos listed i the
garde are that advertisers
by shoald be aware of the limated abiiity ot chal-
dren to ferret out the trath ot advertusing
and to take that responstbility on themsehves,
2y shodld recognize children’s betiet in fantasy
and not 10 use that o7 get them o expect “un-
ressonable: pertormance.”
31 should take special care that trath and taste
be used in commercials and,
4) should create advertising which would help

“develop social standards which are "cncr;ﬂl_\'
n.g.nrdv.d as positive and beneticial.”

advertisers

The A\A also \pL”Ld oat
should never vialate:

which

rales

—not icading a child to think that owning a prod-
uct will make him better than his fellows,

—not undermining tne child’s beliet in his parents,
of of others in a position to guide him, -
—avoiding ads which take advantage o the chikd’s
mability to separate reality trom fantasy, '
—barring program personalitics or churactersy from
sclling products in or adjucent 1o hiy appearance,
—not asking Kids to" pressure parents to buy,
—staying within the hoands of literal truth in ad
claims. =

The two members most responsible for drawing up the
ANA puidelines were Jerry Denko of General Mills and
Jerry Souers of Mattel, Ine, The lutier company iy i toy
manatacturer and responsible for "Romper Room.™ No
longer would the hostess on "Romper Room™ advertise
products, and the company agfeed to “cut down on™ plugs
that were not clearly marked as ads. V

ACT was not impressed with ANA'S uction. A group
statement called the guidelines “tilled with rhetoric which
does not protect our children, but rather prouch the
advertisers and broadcasters, ™

But within the month. ACT received some tetters that
pleased the group very much. The New Yoark Timey an-
nounced that three major drug cempuanics—Miles Lab-
oratories. Bristol-Myers and Hoffmann-LaRoche (Sauter
Lubs) —huad separately informed ACT that they would
discontinue  vitamin  advertising on  children’s, television
Programs. B '
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Robert Wadlace wce presndent tor consumer products

U Aes T aboratones, sard oNew York Tierey, T2y
i iclier 1t ACT
. T
We have hecome incfeaangdy convineed that con-

tunued sdvertising of our children’s vitamii sup-
plement products in the present tvpe of environ-

ment of children’™ relevision fiozrams haes become

may longer o oour anterests thiy relates especially to
~ome of the highlv questonable progroming as

ard nature of
aired o the Sararday

the number
heing

waoll as commearatals

Drosentl maorning tire

;*-cr-m!

ACT

iowonhd

sarnal. 7-21.72) that
with an appeal to the
“rooset rules imnfediately to eliminate
Al advertiving on children’s TV programe.™ Mrs. Charren

annaouncad o Providence
toffow up s vicrony

SRS

said that the drug compantes wathdréw the vitamin adver- °

tsing voluniarily and thuat
of coercion ™

There was no mmmediate indication how dropping the
ads would affect the sale of the chitdren's vitamins, “No-
hody seems wirried.™ aid Robert Kaufman. u spokesman
for Bristol-Myers,

On  January 4,
(New York Times,
children’s progiuming could be clininated “aver a five-to-
seven-year period without “cataclvsmic™ financial results.
The study that was undertaken for ACT by Dr. William
H, Melody, of the University of Peansylvania’s Annen-
berk School of Communications, said the networks could
replacy  commerctil spansarship of children’s programs
with  goyernment funding. institutionz! advertising and
private underwriting., ¢ o

The stedv, which was to become a part of ACT
petition to the FCC to ban all commercials from TV
programing for children, contradicted the Cammission’s
own repart released the previous spring by Dr. Alan
Pearce, an official of the agency. The Pearce studyv. Melody
satd, reeched its conclusion without :¢onsidering possible
changes in the existing broadcast structure for children’s
pragraming: ’

“certainiy . there wis no question

9732 an
1-5.7

ACT study was released

When it is recognized that institutional change does
not have to take place instantangously with cata-
clysmic ecanoniic consequences, it becomes clear
that policy makérs can phase in the new policy at
whatever rate they find most mmpmhh. with the
puhhc interest. ’

The Melody plan wauld have the FCC supervise the
restructuring  of children’s progriming  practices, which
would hegin by requiring cach network 1o carry one hour
a week of cniddren’s programing without commercials, as
wauld ull lecal stations. Melody said he  thought this
would cost the networks and stations “abaut $2 million
the first year.” Fventually, money would he. abtained for
children’s programing fram industry. the government and
institutians and “would be channeled to production units
free of network control. The netwarks -would distribute
and transmig the programs, while individual stations woutd
cantribute the free air=time. The five-to-seven year plan
would avert the sudden serious Jass of income hroadcasters
met when cigarette advertising was banned. Depending an
the .lv.llllhl]llV of autside financing, Melady said. the ob-
jective could be abtained in four years or cauld be
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A spohesman for NBC said (New York Times, 1-5-73)

“Dro Melody's view s amiply g surmise on his part ind
v wath which me dissgree.™ ATCBS spekesmen said, =W
dragree with Dr 2elody S general concept. but prefer to
deter turther comment unit! we have examined his full
studs
Advernisers reacted e
Neaa! l’{l.’\L\

also the Melody plan. James
president of Jumes Neal Harver, Inc. Ad-
voetnings wrote fNew York Jomess 11T that intall
the veurs Of controversy oler advertising on childron™s
television, “there has net been one shred of evidence pro--
duced that suggedts evposare 0 television commercials s
noany way harmful 1o chitdren.™ .

On the contrary, wrote Harmveyv, studies conducied by
hke Milton Bradlev. Gen-
cral Mils and Tdeal Tov, have indicated that “children
are a kot smartertaboat television_advertising thun many
people apparently think.”™ Children. even at preschool
ages. know ther a commercial is o commercial and that
its purpose s to try to sell a product. Harvey said. Chil-
dren. by and large, like TV commercials and they are not
fooled by them. Harvey quoted a Roper survey taken in
1972 that said that 78 percent of the parents polled
thought 1t wus all right to have commercials on children's
television. .

Harvey wrote that ACT's motives go a lot deeper than
“the ambition to repluce Bugs Bunny with Beethoven™:

I believe it is that o lat of people in this country
think that there is something fundamentally wrong
with trying to offer a product far sale to a child,
and that functions of our free enterprise system of
producing, promoting and selling goods ut a nrofit
are rather immaral facts of life from which chil-
dren should be shielded.

Harvey's article brought a number of protesting letters
to The New York 7imes, including a letter signed by
Peggy Charren and Evelyn Surson. A doctor from Scars-
dale. New York. Bernard L. Albert. wrote (New York
Times, 1-2R-73): ’ ’

Because of their personal experience in discovering
that .|dvo.rt|\m\ on TV does in fact. exaggerate,
misrepresent and overglamorize the products. my
/ children do not trust TV advertising and are wary
/ of any product so advertised. The efforts of adver-
tisers to “hard-self” to children is producing“a gen-
eration that will mistrust all advertising,

Another writer, Sam Lanfranco, assistant professor of
economics at MeMaster University in Hamiltan, Ontario.
took objection to Harvey's intimation that opponents of
children’s advertising were apainst the free enterprise svs.
tem. The letter concluded:

-Adam Smith was never a defender of institations
which pitted child against parent and one need not’
be engaged in i dark plot to averthrow American
free enterprise to suggest that the cexistence of
children’s advertising on television raises a legiti-
mate ethical issue.
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Anaother
sachuscerrs,

wtter-wrier, Claing Barrett. of Concord. M-
noted that time devoted o advertising during
chudren’™s programing was greater than during adult view-
g hours Wrote Miss Barrett, “Either children are ex-
ploitea by adverrisimg, or they are indeed as sophisticated

o Mo Harves savs and the industry is wasting ity mon-
. A . -
oy AME Harvey can’t huve 1t both wane,

Bur there vere somie sgns that the industry was nos
GINE sty 1ty mioney and wos begining to
Jitferent wavs, ACT. usuallv the critic of the advertisers,
hegan giving praise In February, 1973 ACT gave “special
commendation” 1o Sears. Rochuck Foundation. Xeroy Cor-

roeration, Mobib O Cornoration. General Foods, Quahker
Ouin Compuny and 1B for underwriting the cost of

cimbdren’s fare on pubhic TV without commerciab ¥

ACT also praised Miles Taboratories,
doaston Hoffmann T aRoche and Bristol-Myers for pullic -«'
their vitanun advertising out of children'’s progruming and
moving it grown-up TV periods. Praise abso went to the
companies that were underwriting new chiidren’s programs
such as “Sesamé Street” UElectric Company™ and "M
terrogers Newghborhood.” ACT dited 43 commercial sta-
tions that were hro;ldcu\ling “Sesame Street™ I"L‘-gllldrl_\'
without anv commercials, and mentioned specific pro-
grams that cach of the networks were now producing for
children. Also, praise went to “The Waltons.” the National
Geographic Society specials and Jucques Cousteau’s un-
dersea explorations, with ACT'S accompanying note that
alb of these shows had high ranngs, o faci that negated
clams previoush made by broadeasters that the top qual-
i tannhy programs were dithicult to sell to audiences.

But ACT'y comments were not hinuted 10 words of
prase “Brickbaiy™ went oo the networks for scheduling
seme chifdien’s specials when voung ones are ready for
confiminng Lot soap operas when many

trom school. A special “disservice
Gaton” owent to siatans which carry adult reminders
Saturday moriine Shildren’s howr, ACT said
recent Satarday moinine, public spots
Yorhouh Soctal Seaurity oftice
proteciion that the Armn nceded voung
e, that e Nonoral Albance of Businessmen wanted
1 cats should bhe

NP el

had, and tor

durning e
that! ¢ i Tervice
told N

conld mive then

i the the

almien workinge, sod that aogs and

<

AT

o the NAB Code Auwthority Ctror
a0V of the heantifuliy

aoviarchmallo.

bomnge tao sgushy 1o entorde

wordos reanle ons g Res oy pasang” N .
o marheaatiows e the Nadonad Advertising
Review Board for doing ~o bintde that tormer Gove
Cothing resigned trom the
{niey to the Asocatic v of Na-
Adveriners tor “L'.l.rlf'“”_\' sonage
advertising that vean’t affect a Sinele

crnor 1 oron aropp
muar-himdow

trontal design. g

dndelines on
commereal on theoar.”
b feakhy pay 1ank 1o Arco amd Shell for advertis-
e to children by means of tov premiums, “proving -
conclasively that you can sell gisolige to someone
without o car.” .
one vears dental lls to all makers of candy
and sracks adverted toochildren en televimion,

3

e

Cadvertise’ e

Sauter L :hs' i

Fater o the

S~ =

yvear, ACT anitidted (New York Tines,
2203 s fist annual ACT Bent Antenng Awards, Most
ofthe “awards™ made the sanie points as listed abave: for
caemples o Mickes Mouse Wintch to the networks for run-
ning .,hnldn n's specials in the evenings and aduls programs
m the afternoons. But there Wwere a few new ones, for
example. a carton of throat lozenges 1o all those noble
individuals who sat and Linghed so that animated car-
Avons on Saturdays could Rave hystericat faugh- tracks dur-
mg exglosions ard conflicia
In carfy Octeber. 1973 ACT enjorved the suceess of
the KTTV arrecment in Fos Angeles that bunned o nam-
her of childrens programs that ACT and severa! other
organizations had considered “violeni.” “That's going o
bit too fur.” Gene PO Mater. vice president of CBS broad-
cast group, said. "What Peggy and her friends are tryving
to dosis restructure the whole bloady industey
As the years went on. ACTS annual symposium on
chitdren’s television™ pecame more and more presigions,
Broadcasting magazine (which be gan its report by remind-
ing its readers that “in same circles”™ Mrs. Charren has the
nichname, “Wicked Witch of the Fast™) reported thar it

the Muarch 31 1974, meeting i Washington, D.C.. ACT
atiracted “some 1200 broadeusters. producers. educators
and parents. as well ay “government watchdogs, inclmhn;

FCC Chairman Richard E. Wiley."™ 5 ACT cume with
collage of children's television programs from sround IhL
world, hoping 10 prove “there is some TV worth
watching.”

But. s usual, crities of children’s television were in
attendance. Jona Gussow, a nutrition edaucator at Colum.-
hiae Eniversity Teachers € ollege, demanded that consumer
.!d\kru\mg messages must do nothing less than teach
rot to consumer anyvthing unless shaofutely neeessary.
Consumer esducation will necessaniv offend wome, she sind.
mcluding *

how

‘Most sponsors.”

Rilph Nader was aiso there  He congratutated ACT
tor sty cfforis i chidren's televicion and sad ACT serves
“prototvpe” dltustrative of how people “withou AN\
power™ have created o movemen that s Crising, sourm
The grestest Joree behind government v people. Noder
satdl and then he advised ACT 1o sue the FCC for non.
athion onats petition sahantted in 1470 betore the organt-
200 s renameaed CAction for (\‘f.lm!ghildrv:n\ Telovss

N

ston

» Broadeasting concluded its report:

What hegan sixoveers ago s o group ot mothers
~concerned chrdren's packed  the
Kennedy Center kst weeh for its panels and pro-.
srnming offerings. What's next? “Mavhe the moon ™
Mess Chirren said,

ahous Viewing,

M Charren bad some reaseon to be GpLIMIsC.
Luary of 19790 ACT and other
Counatl on Children. Nedia and Merchandismg, reprye-
sented by taonder and chairman Kohert B, Choate had
heen able o proesent thesr

Singe

groups (notably jhe

LoCase at oaosuceessiogne of (Cone-
aessionat heanings in Washingron, Alve, ACT noted | New
Yoik Jimes, 3-12-74) that West Germ: v had moved e
vurb hard- \k” advertising on chitdren’s television and the
Canadian Government would begin banning ol TV 4d.
sertising o childien on the state-owned Canadian RBrowsd-
cnting Corporation heginnin i Junuary of (975
Choate fostified
mittee that in

Senate Commeree, Com-
rescarch  houses

.

belore the
motivational across the



corgany. Jaddren cere being used in luboratory situations
to formulaie. analyze. nodish, compare and act in adver-
tisements that =ere destened 10 mahe other children sales-
men an the home 3

But government agencies were stll reluetans to make
anv rulings. FTC Chairman Lewis Engman said before the
( ammerce Commitlee that “our sgercy does have the
prime responsibility 10 move with respect to the content,
deespraeness and uniairness of children’s advertising.”

Nevertheless, Engman said:”

I hasve some concern as 10 whether or not we in fuct
Joohave the ursdwctionad authority 1o do such
things as say. rozulate the numbers of commercials
Ahich mav appeer oa a ziven program, Thit his-
taricallv hus heen the function of the FCC.

And in related testimony. Richurd Wiley, then newly
appotated chairman of the FCC, said (New York Times,
S-12-T74 :

et me say that 1 constder this
issue, These people. children, are not just little con-
sumurs, they are one of (the nation’s) greagest re-
sources. But [ think we have to be very careful
about the areas in which the FCC can and should
move.

a very important

Mrs."Churren responded to the testimony of the two
ch:‘rman by saving that “action and responsibility for the
1s ses posed by children’s tefevision will be relegated to
an-unfathomable abyss somewnere between the two regu-
latorv agencies.”

The agencies und the industry again seemed o think
that the real answer was n self-regulation. But Choate.
who uprcw.d concern that his four children were cynical,
disenchanted with private enterprise perhaps due to being
tricked or tied to by TV commercials. said that pinning
hopes for significant reform on the industry’s willingness
to regulate itself i< “like sending the goat out to mind
the garbage.” o F

Meanwhile. the FCC's Alan Pearze continued to Jook
into the feasibility of non-commercial children’s television
and in June. 1974, released a study that confirmed many
of the findings of Dr. William H. Meclody. Pearce said the
networks would lose littde advertising revenue from chil-
dretr , shows if. it simply cut back the number of adver-
tising minutes per show and raised the cost of the tine
slots. After all. there were so few advertisers competing
for the advertising slots during ch: ldren’s show times
(Kellogg. Mattel and General Mills alone accounted for
30 pereent of the revenues).

Pearce said a 25 per cent teduction _in commercial
content would reduce CBS's revenue by $6.3 million, but
CBS waould still net a $10 million profit from childien’s
tefevision programs. The same 28 per cent cut woulu re-
duce NBCZs profits from $3.7 million to $1 million. and
ABC's fram $7.2 to 3.5 million. Pearce concluded that
commercials could be reduced to 7% minutes from the
current average of 9 to 10 minutes per hour on Saturday; -
morpiRgs. and 12 to 14 minutes per hour on weckdays. "

~ The FCC had debated for a long time whether broad-
casters could affard to improve children’s prc:‘i‘uming_
while simultaneously reducing the number of comfncrcial
minutes per program. Pearce had provided some answers.
In May, 1974, in 4 speech in Atlanta, Chairman Wiley had

" warned that the Commission would adopt its own remedies

Q
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tor the orebfems it saw in children’s progruming and ad-
vertising unless the broadeasters acted voluntarily to deal
with those problems.

A month later the Nadgonal Association of Broad-
cavers began 1w act. It ratified recommendations of its
code review board resiricting hoth advertising time and
content of children’s programing. Advertising was (o be
reduced 10 10 minutes per hour in 1975 and to 9% nun-
utes 1 1976, On wedkday programing, noaprogram time
we diméted to 14 minutes per hour in 1975 and to 12
msrutes in 197657 The board 4o approved provisions
requiring that nrogram and adverlising content be sepa-
rated by an “appropriate Jevice,”

Three weeks later, the Association” of Independent
Television Stations (INTV) adopted similar guidelines.

And. finally, on October 24, 1974, after moie than
four yecars of testimony and debate, the FCC adopied
a policy statement regarding children’s television programs
that would set levels of advertising ip cecordance with
the limits establishec by the NAB und the INTV.

Other points made in the policy statement called on
broadcasters to:

—provide a “reasonable amount” of
for children—-a “significant portion™
tiona! in nature.”™

——meet the “special needs” of pre-school children.
—air children-oriented programing throughout the
week, and not only on weekends.

. ~—avoid "host sclling”™ and “other techniques that
confuse the distinction betweei progruming and ad-
vertising content.™
—provide for “clear separation” between program-
ing and advertising 9

programing
of it educa-

The Commission did not define cither “reasonable”
or “significant.” Mrs, Charren found_ the Commission’s
statement “disappointine and disturbing.™*

But ACT did not quit. Later in Novcmber. it an-
nounced (Los Angeles Times, 11-18-74) the marketing
of a new game called "Switch.” to be sold for $1.50. “10

let fumilies know there’s something clse to life than tele-

vision.”

Thc game starts with an’ imaginary TV set switched
" but after a player makes 56 moves, fewer if tuck
prevanl\ victory is won and the set is switched “off.” The
game has 10 draw cards that let the players make one to
30 commercials,,one technical difficulty, one station break
and 19 shows with names like “*The Braided Bunch™ and
“Tarred Wreks.” En route, players. get five “switch™ al-
ternatives, such as one switch to puhlic TV or a switch
“from buying a toy to making one * The players pick their
commercials from a stack of commercial cards for such
imuginary goodies as "Glop Top.” a saft drink. or "Capri-
Cavity Granales.”

move to new positions.

The game was t0 be sold onl) by ACT. not in stores,
and first-round printing was for 20.000 “Switch™ sheets.
Mrs. Charren said ACT would not make any money on the
game, and would lose even il it would sell them ali. “But

" we fclt the important thing about the game was its cduca-

tional aspect. We're not using this as a fund-raiser.”
ACT did not merely accept the FCC policy statemens.

10

They .have to get rid of the ‘cards to

@
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Accordeng 1o the December 2, 1973, edition of Browd-
tavting magazine, “the hittle band of Boston mothers who
first aroused the FCC'. interest in the subject. has filed
ngtice of s intention 10 appeal the FC{ < policy state-
men(.” . '
The editorial entsitled **Not Again™ warned that the
“courts could agree with ACT and remand the case for
the harsher actions that ACT onginally petitioned the FCC
10 tuks™ The editorial agdin urged “the healthy answer™
of Tindividual responsibitipn4#
ACT In 1275

¢

In 1975 ACT anngunced it had received 2 grant of

$165.000 from the Catnegie Corporation of New York.
The grant was.to be used for the development of local

chapte.s and for a national fund-raising campaign. ACT-

had come a long way from its first year when, operiting
out of Mrs. Charren’s home, the officers collectively con-
trihuted $3.000 toward cxpenses. In 1970, ACT received
a $6.000 grant, and in 197] received $164.000, which en-
abled it to rent office space and become self-supporting,
I May, 1974, ACT reccived (Wall Street Journal, 8-5-
74) two grants, one from the Ford Foundation totaling
$300,000 over two years, which enabled Mrs. Charren to
begin drawiag a $12,"00 <alary. Grants had come from
the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation, the Consumers
Union, the Center for Understanding Media, and the Na-
tional Citizens Commitiee for Broadcasting.

But the Curnegic grant was intended {New York
Times, 3.5-75) to necip the group become self-sufficient
through the development of “an active national member-
ship.” AMrs. Charren said the money would be used 10 in-
volve thousands of others in media reform at the local
level. .

Mrs. Charren said ( Christian Seience Moniior, 3-7-75)
local chapters were alresdy w work, An organization at
the U niversity of Mississippi had succeeded in placine an
cducational  program, “FunShop.” on WTWV.TV in
Tupcl. Mississippi. onze a month, without commericax.

he procram. designed for children from three to cight
Years oldowas deemed important by the Jocal group he-
catlse Mississippt has nay Rindergarien program.,

Arnother ACT assaciate, Julie (uincy Jones, ot Buf-
fado, Mew York, president of Copsemer Forum, In¢., and
her co-workers stopped o nutritienally deficient  cerzal
from bheing marketed in western New  York by General
Mills Mollic Miller of Putshurgh, with hes 10 active ACT
members, saw o 1t that putaie service nutrition announce -
Mmeats mecarr a sewular part of jocal programing, as wel
as apois adening on the wee ase of IV by child viewers
themseives  Amuanda Wallner ot Lansing, Michivan, and
her roup threatened o peiition to deny WIS license
id therear o the CBS afliliare met and consalivd regularhy
with parents. X

in addition to ewrghishing local chapters. ACT con-
tinued ity other activities. On Apnid Fool's Bay, 1975, AC T
again assued its "Bent Antepna” awards. this time 1o nine
“professivnaiy e the broadeasting fiehi who hive assigned
a higher priority to their own interests than to children’s
needs " A few examples: -

~- A sugar Clobbyvopop” (O the FTC for pretending
1t doesn’t know whether sugar causes cavities, 1o

Svord actien o ACTS three-yeur-old petition o
shounate the selling of highly sugared toeds on
chidren’s tzievision,

~—The “Waterpih™ award 1o M&M Mars tor push-
myg candy 10 hids and creating service anaounce-
Mmenis tor childrer “blaming caviiies on plague.”
-~The seltwserving citation of the veur to the NAB
Code Auvtherity for deciding bads are "oas vulner-
able daring the week thun on weekends, and cut-
tng hack commercial time on thé Guter. but not
the tormer

~A Lre extmguisher 10 WGN-TV, Chicago. tor
showing a movie promo sith o man being burned
dtthe stake duning the Kiddie program. “Bozo's

» Cireyn.”

A couple of weeks atter the awards. the FTC an-
nounced  (Louisvilie Courter-Journal, 4-12.75) it would
not ban advertising for food from childsen's television.
Instead, the FTC said it would continue 1o issue rules on -
ad techniques that are uafair or Geceptive regardiess of the
product and would continue 1o palice deczptive ads an a
cuse-hy-case hasis. FTC Chairmar Lewis Enmgman und
Commission member Elizabeth Hunford partly dissented,
saying they would liave opened rul :-making proceed-
ing about the fairness of advertising sugar-laden foods on
children’s television.

But in June, 1975. the NAB met (Washington Siar.
6-3-75) at the. Washington Hilton 1o examine “the emerg-
ing FTC and FCC regulations concerning children’s tele-
vision, and to find out what kind of shows local commun-
ities are doing.” ACT was not invited, but it wis “gen-
erully conceded™ that ACT, consumer advocate Robert
Choate and oiher eonsumer groups concerned with chil-
dren's televisior’.and advertising were the compelling rea-
son for tke conference, Dircetor of consumer protection
for the FTC. J. Thomas Rosch. noted that the National
Science Foundation had received a0 $100.000 grant to
conduct the first of a three-part resecarch project on the
impact of commercials on children's '.clcvis'ion.‘Gcncl.-llj.\
FCC and FTC officials praised the indusiry for its voiun-
tar self-regulation.

At one panel, Mrs. Charren ashed Jereme lLasner,
assistant director of NABS Code Authority, whether he

“was including sugar in o products dangerous to heelth.

" No.answered Rosch succinethy., 1o 4 round of laughter.™
A toy representative. speaking with Lasner after the punel.
said (Washington Star. 6-3-75) said, “Those ACT girls,
I hate them with a purple passion.”

In November, ACT was in Atlanta for its fitth annual
conferénee. According to reports by Judy Flander (Wash-
ington Srar. 11-5.75) little was accomplished except three
diss of griping. - :

SBeniator Trank Moss todd the convention:

ACT represents the most signiticam Brass roats of -
Lort at consumer protection that_exists fodin
ACT way born vt ol the dawning Of the msight
that the great promise of tefevision has been per.
verted into mind-rotting commereial evplogtaion
of our nation’s children,

Another speaker was Dr. Stephen P Sinickhband., co-
author with Douglass Cifter, of “Television Violence and
the Chiid.” Strickland said some impertant prople in the
industry gill thought, of ACT ‘merely as “the fadies from
Boston.™ wnd one network president not fong ugo refer-

-



ted 10 ACE and oy deaders s Cihe ey ok ieend
ontinuetd :

£oumphy sugeesing that ACT 8 aaitier tha
« i more thar .+ group of ladies and less than the
enemy . f opredict that ACT will be around a

feast as long us the current hierarchy of the tele-
von andusiny and longer than present members
of the Federel Coramunications Commission.

- AS 1972 went o sty final month, ACT was indeed
sfound On December 15, Mis. Charren annousnced

e New York City press conterence that 1two studies o
Jhodren’s progranung, which had heen commissioned by

. ACT, bad been completed by Dr. ¥, Earle Barcus of the
Bostun Universits Scheol of  Public Communications:
\\ru!und Comaeraiad Children’s felevision,” and “Tele-

. viston in the After-school Hours™ The studies showed
that commercial mecaages interrupt programs dirccted o

the undcrll.} audicnee “on an average of oace every 2.9
anutes.” and Cadmos hodf of ! conmerchd announce-
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menty were tor cerealse candies and sweeas, -
TN Charren said tne studies “negate the argument
at the FCC'S Poliey Statement on Childrens Television
thet self-repulation=is an adequate solutian o the problem
ot chitdeen’™s TV

Dr. Rarbus dbvo stressed that while network children's
progranr bad rediced “obvious portravais of violencel”
Ay study et independent stations found thar “nearly two-
thirds of andependent programs contained seme form of
violence and thiee in 1O were judged 1o he sturated i
violence. ™ Broudd asting magazine reporied that some of
the stutions” togs differed from the findings of Dr. Barcus.

As the year ended. ACT had not won all of its battles
hy any muuns. but it had made its work felt. With u sfaff
of i full-time and cight purt-time emplosees and more
than 5000 dues-paying members, ACT was pot about to
told up its tent and disappear.

FOOTINOTES

} Lleonosa Gross,  Telew-siun Under Pressure: Are = Hor.diu! of Ac.
Hvists Saving of Wrecking the Medium? TY Guide. february 22, 1975.
-2
Ihid,

Melinda Eiledge. “"Action for Children s Television (ACT:, - freedom
of Informohon Center Reporr No. 205 August, 1971, p. 2.
Gross, “Television \!nder Pressure.
loboﬂ Lewis Shayou, “The Kidv:id Ohn'o Soturdoy Review, Jjan-
vary. 20. 1970. ». 21.
Eilodgc “Action for Children‘s Yclpvmon -
Gross, “‘Television Under Pressure.” p.
FCC Repart No. 9821, Jonsary 21, IW!.
© Letter tr, the FCC, Morch 11, 1970 :
13; Broadcasters’ Soy an ACTY's Proposals,’' Broodcasting. July S
P

“‘Child’s Ploy ' Editoriol, Broadcosting, Jonuary 25, 1971, . 66,

ACT Newislerter, Foli, 1970.

‘Porents Group Sets Attack Against Yoy Mokers' Yule Drives. Ad-

vertising Age, November 23, 1 p. 50.

14. FCC Report No. 9534, December 17 1970.

15 Federol Trade Commission News. Decamber 22, 1970

16, FCC Docket 19142, Jonvory 26, 1971.

17. Concurring Opinion of Commissioner Nicholos Johnion, FCC Notice

ol Inquiry ond Propsed Rule Mokmg Jonvary 20, 1971
i8 FC2C Moves Against Children’s TV, Broadcosting, Jonuary 25, 1971,

5°P~P wa uwm

—
N~

19. “ACT Sets O“ on Different Tock,”” Broodcosting, Mo-ch 1, 1971, P
34.

20. ""ACT's qu Doy Kidvid Tuneout.”” Voriaty, Apu! 4, 9N
21, Elledge, "Action for Children’s Television,” p. 5.

22. ACT Now:lo".r Folt, 1970.

23. Elledge. “Actien for Cnildren’s Yelevision."’ p. 6.

24 Thomas Nsale, '"Action for Children’s Televition,” Unpublithed Re-

4

-

ERIC

A i Text provided by ERIC

port, Freedom of Information Center, Apal 12, 1975,

25. " Cop oul,” Editariol, 3roodcosting. November 15, 1971, p. 74

26. ' ACY Goes Bock to the FIC, ' Bioadcosting. Dcte,‘fnbev 20, 1971, p.
45.

27. 'bld

28. “ANA Isiues Guidelines for Kidvid Blurbs, Bur ACT 5 Nof tmpressed.””
Voriety, July 12, 1972,

29. lbid.

30. ibid.

3. CACY  Study Offers Plon to Delete Commeriiofs from Children's

. Showt' Broodcosting, January 8. 1973 p. 22,

32, ACY Ulimns, Boo; Kidy' TV Advertisers,”” J dverfising Age., February
26, 1973, p. 135,

33. “ACT Yokes Its Show to Washington,” Broadctosting, April 8, 1974,
p. 22, X

4. Ibid., p. 24.

3s lAlon Pearce. "The Economics of Children's Teieviiion,” FCC, June.
974

36. “Wiley Soys FCC’s “omi.g Close ta Acticn on Lhildren's Adveﬂumg
Progroming; He loys Blome on Broadcasters for Inertic,” Brood-
calhng May 27, 1774

37. "ACY Won't Get What it Asked hom FCC on Yelevision for Childrc=.""
8roodcosting, October 7 1974, 4. 15.

38. lb'd

39 "The Doan Repart.” TV Guide, Ncvember 9, 1974 p. A-3.

40 Mot Agoain,” Editoriol. Brood-osting, Decembef 2, 19?4, p. 58.

41. “ACY Bent Anterna Awords Rop T‘! Ady, Action.” Advertising Age,
April 7, 1975, p. rr

42 ACT Press release. December 15, 1975

43. “ACY Scys Stations Aren't Living Up to Rules on Ads in Children's

TV; Stations Say Groop is Way Off Bose,”” Broadcosting, December
22, 1975, p. 29. —

AV



