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I believe if you do vote for this
amendment, you will be happy you did.
At the end of the day you do not want
to just try to make sure these folks are
happy who are outside the hallway out
here, adding up votes trying to figure
whether this amendment is going to
pass or fail. You want the consumers
and the citizens and the taxpayers and
the voters of your State to be happy.
And the only way they are going to be
happy, the only way they are going to
say this thing works, is if we get real
competition at the local level. With
real competition at the local level,
there will be choice and there will be
decreases in price and increases in
quality. And that is the only way in
my judgment that S. 652 is going to
produce the benefits that have been
promised.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota controls 3%
minutes.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 22 minutes. I yield the
last minute to the Senator from Alas-
ka.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. PRESSLER. I conclude this by
saying I love my colleague from South
Carolina, Senator THURMOND. This ap-
pears to be a difference over jurisdic-
tion. I plead with my colleagues, do
vote this amendment down. It is a gut-
ting amendment. It will add more bu-
reaucracy. It goes against the procom-
petitive, deregulatory mnature of the
bill.

I respect my colleague from South
Carolina so much, but I see this as a ju-
risdictional difference. On this occa-
sion I will have to vote to table the
Thurmond amendment and continue to
love the senior Senator from South
Carolina.

I yield to the Senator from Alaska
for the last word.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve this is a balanced bill we have
here now. The Department of Justice
has a statutory consultative role. If it
has concerns, the FCC will hear those
concerns. The basic thing about this
bill is it gets the telecommunications
policy out of the courts and out of the
Department of Justice and back to the
FCC to one area. We hope to transition
sometime so we do not even have them
involved.

I oppose striking the public interest
section because it upsets the balance
we have worked out. It upsets the bal-
ance in favor of the wrong parties.

I urge support of this motion of the
chairman to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
ponents of the amendment have a
minute and 35 seconds. The opponents
of the amendment have a minute and
58 seconds.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. THURMOND. I will use 30 sec-
onds. The Senator can take the rest.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if I
might take just 1 minute and ask
unanimous consent Senator FEINGOLD
be added as a cosponsor to the Thur-
mond-Dorgan second-degree amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
again say, those who say this upsets
the balance, this adds layers of bu-
reaucracy, this adds complexity—in my
judgment, respectful judgment, they
are just wrong. They are just wrong.

This does not have balance unless it
has balance in the public interest on
behalf of the American consumer mak-
ing certain the free market is free.
Free market and competition are won-
derful to talk about but you have to be
stewards, it seems to me, to make sure
the free market is free. The only way
to do that is to vote for this amend-
ment.

So vote against tabling the Thur-
mond-Dorgan amendment and give the
Justice Department the role they
should have to do what should be done
for the consumers of this country.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
want to say to the Senate this. This
amendment protects consumers and en-
hances competition. It does not gut
this bill. That is an error. It provides
for the Department of Justice to carry
out the antitrust analysis of Bell com-
pany applications to enter long dis-
tance. This is the special expertise of
the Department of Justice. My amend-
ment limits the FCC to reviewing other
areas and not duplicating DOJ. I am
confident that this will reduce bu-
reaucracy and eliminate redundancy of
Government between roles of the DOJ
and FCC. In other words, it leaves with
the FCC to determine issues in which
they have expertise. It leaves to the
Justice Department determinations in
which they have expertise. And that is
the way it ought to be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota has 2 min-
utes—a minute and 58 seconds.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield any time I have left.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
make a motion to table the Thurmond
amendment, No. 1265.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 43, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 250 Leg.]

YEAS—57
Abraham Faircloth Lott
Ashcroft Ford Lugar
Baucus Frist Mack
Bennett Gorton McCain
Biden Gramm McConnell
Breaux Grams Moynihan
Brown Gregg Murkowski
Bryan Hatch Murray
Burns Hatfield Nickles
Byrd Heflin Nunn
Campbell Helms Packwood
Chafee Hollings Pressler
Coats Hutchison Roth
Cochran Jeffords Santorum
Coverdell Johnston Simpson
Craig Kassebaum Smith
Dole Kempthorne Stevens
Domenici Kerry Thomas
Exon Kyl Warner
NAYS—43

Akaka Glenn Pell
Bingaman Graham Pryor
Bond Grassley Reid
Boxer Harkin Robb
Bradley Inhofe Rockefeller
Bumpers Inouye Sarbanes
Cohen Kennedy Shelby
Conrad Kerrey s
D’Amato Kohl zlmon

nowe
Daschle Lautenberg Specter
DeWine Leahy Th
Dodd Levin ompson
Dorgan Lieberman Thurmond
Feingold Mikulski Wellstone

Feinstein Moseley-Braun

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 1265), as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Although my
amendment was tabled, we will be
back. It is very important to have an
up and down vote on this amendment.
I have filed my amendment at the
desk, and it will be in order after clo-
ture. We will then get to the direct
vote on this important amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1264 WITHDRAWN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the underlying
amendment has been withdrawn.

———
RECESS UNTIL 2:15 P.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
KyL).

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1275
(Purpose: To provide means of limiting the
exposure of children to violent program-
ming on television, and for other purposes)

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
CONRAD] proposes an amendment numbered
1275.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 146, below line 14, add the fol-
lowing:

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Parental
Choice in Television Act of 1995.

SEC. 502. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) On average, a child in the United States
is exposed to 27 hours of television each week
and some children are exposed to as much as
11 hours of television each day.

(2) The average American child watches
8,000 murders and 100,000 acts of other vio-
lence on television by the time the child
completes elementary school.

(3) By the age of 18 years, the average
American teenager has watched 200,000 acts
of violence on television, including 40,000
murders.

(4) On several occasions since 1975, The
Journal of the American Medical Associa-
tion has alerted the medical community to
the adverse effects of televised violence on
child development, including an increase in
the level of aggressive behavior and violent
behavior among children who view it.

(56) The National Commission on Children
recommended in 1991 that producers of tele-
vision programs exercise greater restraint in
the content of programming for children.

(6) A report of the Harry Frank
Guggenheim Foundation, dated May 1993, in-
dicates that there is an irrefutable connec-
tion between the amount of violence de-
picted in the television programs watched by
children and increased aggressive behavior
among children.

(7) It is a compelling National interest that
parents be empowered with the technology
to block the viewing by their children of tel-
evision programs whose content is overly
violent or objectionable for other reasons.

(8) Technology currently exists to permit
the manufacture of television receivers that
are capable of permitting parents to block
television programs having violent or other-
wise objectionable content.

SEC. 503. ESTABLISHMENT OF TELEVISION VIO-
LENCE RATING CODE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303 (47 U.S.C. 303)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘“(v) Prescribe, in consultation with tele-
vision broadcasters, cable operators, appro-
priate public interest groups, and interested
individuals from the private sector, rules for
rating the level of violence or other objec-
tionable content in television programming,
including rules for the transmission by tele-
vision broadcast stations and cable systems
of—

‘(1) signals containing ratings of the level
of violence or objectionable content in such
programming; and

‘(2) signals containing specifications for
blocking such programming.”’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall take effect 1 year
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
but only if the Commission determines, in
consultation with appropriate public interest
groups and interested individuals from the
private sector, on that date that television
broadcast stations and cable systems have
not—
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(1) established voluntarily rules for rating
the level of violence or other objectionable
content in television programming which
rules are acceptable to the Commission; and

(2) agreed voluntarily to broadcast signals
that contain ratings of the level of violence
or objectionable content in such program-
ming.

SEC. 504. REQUIREMENT FOR MANUFACTURE OF
TELEVISIONS THAT BLOCK PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Section 303 (47 U.S.C.
303), as amended by this Act, is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘(w) Require, in the case of apparatus de-
signed to receive television signals that are
manufactured in the United States or im-
ported for use in the United States and that
have a picture screen 13 inches or greater in
size (measured diagonally), that such appa-
ratus—

‘(1) be equipped with circuitry designed to
enable viewers to block the display of chan-
nels during particular time slots; and

‘“(2) enable viewers to block display of all
programs with a common rating.”.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—In adopting the re-
quirement set forth in section 303(w) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as added by
subsection (a), the Federal Communications
Commission, in consultation with the tele-
vision receiver manufacturing industry,
shall determine a date for the applicability
of the requirement to the apparatus covered
by that section.

SEC. 505. SHIPPING OR IMPORTING OF TELE-
VISIONS THAT BLOCK PROGRAMS.

(a) REGULATIONS.—Section 330 (47 U.S.C.
330) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and

(2) by adding after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection (c):

“(c)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
no person shall ship in interstate commerce,
manufacture, assemble, or import from any
foreign country into the United States any
apparatus described in section 303(w) of this
Act except in accordance with rules pre-
scribed by the Commission pursuant to the
authority granted by that section.

‘“(2) This subsection shall not apply to car-
riers transporting apparatus referred to in
paragraph (1) without trading it.

‘“(3) The rules prescribed by the Commis-
sion under this subsection shall provide per-
formance standards for blocking technology.
Such rules shall require that all such appa-
ratus be able to receive transmitted rating
signals which conform to the signal and
blocking specifications established by the
Commission.

‘“(4) As new video technology is developed,
the Commission shall take such action as
the Commission determines appropriate to
ensure that blocking service continues to be
available to consumers.”.

(b) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
330(d), as redesignated by subsection (a)(1), is
amended by striking ‘‘section 303(s), and sec-
tion 303(u)”’ and inserting in lieu thereof
“‘and sections 303(s), 303(u), and 303(w)”’.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer an amendment to the
telecommunications bill, which is a
bill that is designed to do two things.
One, it is designed to empower parents
to help make the choices of what their
children see on television coming into
their homes.

Mr. President, several years ago, 1
became very involved in the issue of vi-
olence in the media, because I became
convinced that violence in the media is
contributing to violence in society; it
is contributing to violence on the
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streets of America. So I worked to
form a national organization, which is
now some 37 national organizations, all
involved in an attempt to reduce vio-
lence in the media. This is a national
coalition that involves organizations
like the American Medical Association,
the PTA, the National Council of
Churches, the sheriffs, police chiefs,
the school psychologists, the school
principals, the National Education As-
sociation—37 national organizations
who are committed to reducing vio-
lence in the media.

It is for that reason that I offer what
I call the Parental Choice and Tele-
vision Act of 1995.

Mr. LIEBERMAN
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1347 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1275
(Purpose: To revise the provisions relating to

the establishment of a system for rating

violence and other objectionable content
on television)

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
send a second-degree amendment to the
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN] proposes an amendment num-
bered 1347 to amendment No. 1275.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 3, strike out line 12 and all that
follows through page 4, line 16, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

SEC. 503. RATING CODE FOR VIOLENCE AND
OTHER OBJECTIONABLE CONTENT
ON TELEVISION.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON VOLUNTARY Es-
TABLISHMENT OF RATING CODE.—It is the
sense of Congress—

(1) to encourage appropriate representa-
tives of the broadcast television industry
and the cable television industry to establish
in a voluntary manner rules for rating the
level of violence or other objectionable con-
tent in television programming, including
rules for the transmission by television
broadcast stations and cable systems of—

(A) signals containing ratings of the level
of violence or objectionable content in such
programming; and

(B) signals containing specifications for
blocking such programming;

(2) to encourage such representatives to es-
tablish such rules in consultation with ap-
propriate public interest groups and inter-
ested individuals from the private sector;
and

(3) to encourage television broadcasters
and cable operators to comply voluntarily
with such rules upon the establishment of
such rules.

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF
RATING CODE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the representatives of
the broadcast television industry and the
cable television industry do not establish the
rules referred to in subsection (a)(1) by the
end of the 1-year period beginning on the
date of the enactment of this Act, there shall
be established on the day following the end

addressed the
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of that period a commission to be known as
the Television Rating Commission (hereafter
in this section referred to as the ‘‘Television
Commission’). The Television Commission
shall be an independent establishment in the
executive branch as defined under section 104
of title 5, United States Code.

(2) MEMBERS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Television Commis-
sion shall be composed of 5 members, of
whom—

(i) three shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, as representatives of the public by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate;
and

(ii) two shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, as representatives of the broadcast tel-
evision industry and the cable television in-
dustry, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate;

(B) NOMINATION.—Individuals shall be nom-
inated for appointment under subparagraph
(A)(1) not later than 60 days after the date of
the establishment of the Television Commis-
sion.

(D) TERMS.—Each member of the Tele-
vision Commission shall serve until the ter-
mination of the commaission.

(E) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Tele-
vision Commission shall be filled in the same
manner as the original appointment.

(2) DUTIES OF TELEVISION COMMISSION.—The
Television Commission shall establish rules
for rating the level of violence or other ob-
jectionable content in television program-
ming, including rules for the transmission by
television broadcast stations and cable sys-
tems of—

(A) signals containing ratings of the level
of violence or objectionable content in such
programming; and

(B) signals containing specifications for
blocking such programming.

(3) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—

(A) CHAIRMAN.—The Chairman of the Tele-
vision Commission shall be paid at a rate
equal to the daily equivalent of the min-
imum annual rate of basic pay payable for
level IV of the Executive Schedule under sec-
tion 5314 of title 5, United States Code, for
each day (including traveltime) during which
the Chairman is engaged in the performance
of duties vested in the commission.

(B) OTHER MEMBERS.—Except for the Chair-
man who shall be paid as provided under sub-
paragraph (A), each member of the Tele-
vision Commission shall be paid at a rate
equal to the daily equivalent of the min-
imum annual rate of basic pay payable for
level V of the Executive Schedule under sec-
tion 5315 of title 5, United States Code, for
each day (including traveltime) during which
the member is engaged in the performance of
duties vested in the commission.

(4) STAFF.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Chairman of the Tel-
evision Commission may, without regard to
the civil service laws and regulations, ap-
point and terminate an executive director
and such other additional personnel as may
be necessary to enable the commission to
perform its duties. The employment of an ex-
ecutive director shall be subject to confirma-
tion by the commission.

(B) COMPENSATION.—The Chairman of the
Television Commission may fix the com-
pensation of the executive director and other
personnel without regard to the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of
title 5, United States Code, relating to clas-
sification of positions and General Schedule
pay rates, except that the rate of pay for the
executive director and other personnel may
not exceed the rate payable for level V of the
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of
such title.

(5) CONSULTANTS.—The Television Commis-
sion may procure by contract, to the extent
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funds are available, the temporary or inter-
mittent services of experts or consultants
under section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code. The commission shall give public no-
tice of any such contract before entering
into such contract.

(6) FUNDING.—Funds for the activities of
the Television Commission shall be derived
from fees imposed upon and collected from
television broadcast stations and cable sys-
tems by the Federal Communications Com-
mission. The Federal Communications Com-
mission shall determine the amount of such
fees in order to ensure that sufficient funds
are available to the Television Commission
to support the activities of the Television
Commission under this subsection.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, at
this point, I will yield the floor and
look forward to hearing the remainder
of the statement of my friend and col-
league from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank my friend. He
has an amendment he is offering in the
second degree to refine my amend-
ment. We have worked closely together
on the underlying amendment. I appre-
ciate very much the second-degree
amendment he is offering to make a
further refinement that I think will
improve the underlying amendment. I
greatly appreciate the hard work the
Senator from Connecticut has put for-
ward on this issue.

As I was saying, several years ago, 1
became deeply involved in this subject.
Frankly, I became involved because of
an incident involving my wife when she
was attacked outside of our home here
in Washington, DC.

At that time, I concluded that I
ought to do everything I can do to help
reduce violence in society. There are
many things that contribute to vio-
lence in this country—drugs, gangs,
and a whole series of issues that relate
to people that do not have an economic
chance. Also, we have to get tough on
crime in this country. We have to in-
sist that those who commit crimes do
their time. They have to be punished.
They have to know they are going to
be punished and that punishment
ought to be swift and severe.

In addition to all of those things, I
also am persuaded that violence in the
media is contributing to violence in
our society. That is not just my con-
clusion, that is the conclusion of the
vast majority of people in this country.
That is the conclusion of the American
Medical Association, who, as I indi-
cated earlier, is one of the charter
members of the national coalition I
have put together on this question of
violence in the media.

Mr. President, what this amendment
does is really two things. It provides
that television manufacturers will in-
clude in new television sets, at a time
that they, in consultation with the
FCC, determine is the workable time,
to require a choice chip in the tele-
visions. Just as we have chips in the
television now that provide for closed
captioning, we would provide choice
chips in new televisions, which would
be able to empower parents to exclude
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programming that comes into their
homes, programming that they find ob-
jectionable—not any Member of Con-
gress, not the FCC, not anybody else,
but what parents find objectionable or
something they do not want to come
into their homes. These choice chips
that are now under development—in
some cases, already well-developed—
would enable parents to be involved in
their children’s viewing habits.

As we know, children are watching,
in some cases, 27 hours of television a
week—27 hours of television a week.
And all too often they are seeing
things that their parents find objec-
tionable. They are watching things
that their parents would like to pre-
vent them from watching.

Mr. President, many of us believe
that parents ought to have that right.
They ought to be able to determine
what comes into their homes. They
ought to be able to determine what
their kids are watching. They ought to
be able to determine what they find ob-
jectionable, not any Government cen-
sor—what the parents find objection-
able.

So this legislation would create that
opportunity. I just point to this USA
Weekend Poll that was done from June
2 through June 4. These survey results
are very interesting. Ninety-six per-
cent are very or somewhat concerned
about sex on TV; 97 percent are very or
somewhat concerned about violence on
television. When it comes to the two
issues included in this amendment,
overwhelmingly, they say: Let us do it.
Let us have a choice chip in the tele-
vision set at a cost of less than $5 per
television set. In fact, we have just
been told that when it is in mass pro-
duction, it may cost as little as 18
cents per television set.

Should V-chips or choice chips be in-
stalled in TV sets so parents could eas-
ily block violent programming? That
was a question in the USA Today poll.
The American people responded ‘‘yes”’
90 percent. Mr. President, 90 percent
want to have the opportunity to choose
what comes into their homes.

On the second matter that is in this
amendment, that is the creation of a
rating system so that parents can have
some idea before the programming airs
what the programming includes, the
question was asked: Do you favor a rat-
ing system similar to that used for
movies? Yes, 83 percent; no, 17 percent.

Overwhelmingly, the American peo-
ple want choice chips in television, and
they want a rating system.

Mr. President, we heard objections
from some that the rating system
ought not to be something determined
in the first instance by Government.
The Government should not make this
decision. We have heard that com-
plaint. We have heard that criticism.
We heard that suggestion.

In the amendment that I am offering,
we give the industry, working with all
interested parties, parent-teacher
groups, school administers, other inter-
ested parties, churches, and others, a 1-
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year window of opportunity to make a
decision on what that rating system
ought to be. We give the industry,
working with all interested parties, a
chance, a 1-year chance. Let them de-
cide what the rating system should
look like.

I might just say, Mr. President, we
gave another industry a chance to do
that. We gave the recreational software
industry a chance to create a rating
system. They went out and did it.

Here is the rating system they came
up with. On violence, their advisory
has a thermometer with a 1, 2, 3, 4
scale. We can tell what is the level of
violence in that program. We can tell
on nudity/sex in the same way. That is
the rating. And the same way with re-
spect to language that is used.

In Canada, the industry, on a vol-
untary basis, established a rating sys-
tem. They did it. It is in place. It is
working. We should give our industry,
working in cooperation and in conjunc-
tion with all other interested parties—
with the parents, with the church lead-
ers, with all others in the community
who are interested—a chance to estab-
lish a rating system so that parents
and other viewers have a chance to
know just what is this program going
to be like with respect to violence?
What is it going to be like with respect
to sexual activity? What is it going to
be like with respect to language?

Then let the viewers decide what it is
they want to watch. Let the parents
decide what the children are going to
be exposed to.

Mr. President, I believe this is an im-
portant question and an important
issue. When I started on this in North
Dakota, I called the first meeting, and
I was expecting 10 or 15 people to show
up. The place was packed. We had
every kind of organization represented
there in my hometown of Bismarck,
ND.

One of the things they decided to do
was have a national petition drive, to
send to the leaders of the media a re-
quest that they tone down the violence
that is in the media, that is in tele-
vision, that is on the movies. Over-
whelmingly at that meeting, individual
after individual, stood up and said,
“You know, I am absolutely persuaded
that violence in the media is contrib-
uting to violence on our streets.”

I remember very well a school prin-
cipal standing up in that meeting. He
had been a school principal for 20 years
in North Dakota. He said, ‘‘Senator
CONRAD, I have seen a dramatic change
in what our children write about when
we ask them to do an essay.” He said,
“It is so different now than when I
started in schools 20 years ago. Twenty
years ago people would write about
their experiences on the farm; they
would write about their experiences in
a summer job; they would talk about
going to camp in the summer. Today
when you ask them to write an essay,
they write about what they have seen
on television. All too often, the images
are images of violence and brutality.”
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He said, ‘‘Senator, this is affecting our
children. It is affecting the way they
see life.”

We, as adults, ought to do something
about it. So the question comes before
the Senate, what do we do? Do we have
censors? Do we set up a censorship sys-
tem? Not in America. That violates the
first amendment. That is not in tune
with American values.

What we can do, what we should do,
what we must do, is empower parents,
give them a chance to intercept this
process, give them a chance to decide
what their kids are going to be exposed
to. We already know the children in
this country, by the time they are 12
years old, have witnessed 8,000 mur-
ders, have witnessed 100,000 assaults.
Everyone knows that has an effect on
those children.

Mr. President, we have gone to great
lengths to make sure that what we are
offering here today is a voluntary sys-
tem, voluntary in the sense that we
give the industry a chance to establish
that rating system, voluntary in the
sense that the parents are the ones to
decide what comes into their homes for
viewing by their children.

Again, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed for the RECORD a series of
letters from organizations supporting
this legislation: the National Founda-
tion to Improve Television; the Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatrics, the Amer-
ican Medical Association Alliance, the
National Alliance for Nonviolent Pro-
gramming, the National Coalition on
Television Violence, the National Asso-
ciation of Secondary School Principals,
Parent Action, the National Associa-
tion for the Education of Young Chil-
dren, the National Association of Ele-
mentary School Principals, the Amer-
ican Academy of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatry. All of these organizations
are supporting this amendment.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL FOUNDATION
To IMPROVE TELEVISION,
Boston, MA.
STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. ABBOTT, PRESI-

DENT OF NATIONAL FOUNDATION TO IMPROVE

TELEVISION, IN SUPPORT OF SENATOR

CONRAD’S PARENTAL ‘‘CHOICE CHIP”’ AMEND-

MENT, JUNE 12, 1995

I am the president of the National Founda-
tion to Improve Television—a nonprofit edu-
cational foundation with an exclusive focus
on remedies to the problem of television vio-
lence. We have worked for 25 years to allevi-
ate the impact that television violence has
on young people. On behalf of the millions of
children and parents who are desperately
calling for help to rid their homes of brutal-
izing images of murder and mayhem, we ap-
plaud Senator Conrad’s introduction of this
amendment.

The introduction of this amendment is an
important step in empowering parents with
the help they need to protect their children
from the scientifically proven harmful ef-
fects of television violence. This amendment
does not signal that the government is be-
coming involved in dictating program con-
tent. This amendment does not tell the en-
tertainment industry what kinds of stories
they can and cannot tell nor does it trample
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on anyone’s First Amendment rights or cre-
ative freedoms.

Senator Conrad’s amendment requires the
installation of a ‘‘choice chip’ in all tele-
vision sets. While its critics in the TV indus-
try have labelled it a ‘‘blocking chip”’, it is
important to remember that this chip mere-
ly identifies a program as containing harm-
ful violence. It is the individual parent who
must actually elect to block violent pro-
grams from coming into their home. The in-
troduction of this ‘‘choice chip”’—and the de-
velopment of an accompanying ‘‘violent pro-
gram ratings system’ devised by the tele-
vision industry—will be a big step forward
for two reasons. First, it will give all par-
ents—including those who must work long
hours outside the home and, therefore, can-
not constantly supervise their children’s
viewing—the assistance they need to shield
their children from harmful programming, in
effect a long-overdue right of self-defense. A
concerned parent need only activate the
‘“‘choice chip’” and he or she can be certain
that the television will no longer assault
their children with images of ‘“‘Dirty Harry’’,
“The Terminator’” and the like. Second, it
will unquestionably result in many adver-
tisers pulling their advertising budget from
programs with glamorized or excessive vio-
lence. Few advertisers will spend their pre-
cious dollars running commercials on pro-
grams which millions of Americans will have
elected to tune out of their homes.

The introduction of this new parental
choice technology is not revolutionary. It is
simply an extension of the current opportu-
nities many parents and viewers have to use
their television’s cable converter to block
out particular cable channels either com-
pletely or during a particular time of the
day. With this new capability, parents would
simply be further empowered to block out all
programming which the industry has deter-
mined contain harmful depictions of vio-
lence. This violence-specific blocking capa-
bility, rather than channel-specific capa-
bility, is essential when we recognize that in
a very short time parents will be confronted
with 500 or more channels entering their
homes.

The industry’s response, in order to stave
off this new form of parental empowerment
which will cost it advertising dollars if they
continue to program glamorized violence,
will be that such a system is too rigid, that
it will impact programs ranging from ‘‘Texas
Chainsaw Massacre’ to ‘‘Roots’. This is, of
course, not the case. This plan leaves it to
the industry to determine which programs
would be tagged with the violence signal. We
would trust that the industry would exercise
its good judgment in attaching such signal.
“I Spit on Your Grave’ will warrant the sig-
nal, which the ‘‘Civil War’’ documentary, for
example, will not. The television industry is
currently placing violence warnings on par-
ticular programs which it judges to contain
excessive or otherwise harmful violence, so
it is clear that it can exercise this kind of
judgment if it so chooses.

It has been reported that this new tech-
nology would add as little as $5 to the price
of a new television set. Thus, it is empower-
ment affordable by all. Properly publicized
through an ongoing nationwide public serv-
ice announcement and parental notification
campaign, the technology will become in-
creasingly popular over time. Since tele-
vision has long contended that the ‘‘public
interest’ is simply what interests the public,
and that the ultimate responsibility for chil-
dren’s viewing lies with the parents, it
should have no quarrel with a mechanism
which gives parents the unprecedented op-
portunity to supervise effectively their chil-
dren’s viewing.
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For the last 30 years, the American public
has told the television industry to lead, fol-
low or get out of the way with regard to re-
ducing the level of glamorized and excessive
violence on television. To date, they have
certainly not led the way toward resolving
the problem. They clearly haven’t followed
either—as they continue to program high
levels of violence despite growing public
anger with the amount of violence on tele-
vision. Through their overwhelming support
for Senator Conrad’s parental empowerment
proposal, the American people are effectively
telling the television industry ‘‘Get out of
the way’’—we’re ready to address their prob-
lem ourselves. Give us the tools and, with
the industry’s cooperation, we’ll do the job.

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS,
601 THIRTEENTH STREET, NW.,
Washington, DC, June 13, 1995.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: On behalf of the
American Academy of Pediatrics, whose
49,000 members are dedicated to promoting
the health, safety, and well-being of infants,
children, adolescents and young adults, I
want to commend you for your strong lead-
ership in the area of children’s television.
Pediatricians have long been concerned
about the effects of television on children—
from the lack of educational programs, to
the high level of violence which we clearly
believe has a role in aggression in children,
as well as the continual bombardment of ad-
vertisements aimed at them. Children are
fortunate to have you working so diligently
on their behalf.

While we don’t believe that television is
solely responsible for all the violence in our
society, we do believe that violent programs
contribute to the violence in our society. In
our practices, pediatricians observe first-
hand that such programming tends to make
children more aggressive and more apt to
imitate the actions they view.

Parents should be responsible for moni-
toring what their children are viewing. How-
ever, over the past years a dramatic alter-
ation of the American family portrait has
taken place. To assist families in deter-
mining appropriate television programming,
we strongly support installation of a micro-
chip in all new televisions to allow parents
to block violent programs. This provision
will allow parents some degree of control of
the programs their children watch—an im-
portant option for today’s programming en-
vironment.

Thank you again for your staunch advo-
cacy in creating a better television environ-
ment for America’s children. We look for-
ward to working with you on this important
legislation.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE D. COMERCI, M.D.,
President.
AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION
ALLIANCE, INC.,
Chicago, IL, June 12, 1995.

The American Medical Association Alli-
ance, Inc., is pleased to join the AMA and
other members of the Citizens’ Task Force
Against TV Violence in wholeheartedly sup-
porting the parental choice amendment to
the Telecommunications Competition and
De-regulation Act of 1995 (S. 652).

As a national organization of more than
60,000 physicians’ spouses, the AMA Alliance
fully supports v-chip technology allowing
parents and other adults to block programs
they deem objectionable, and arming them
with a standard violence rating system by
which they can make those choices.

As a member of the Citizens’ Task Force
Against TV Violence, the AMA Alliance is
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committed to curbing the effects of violence
in the media as one dimension of its nation-
wide SAVE Program to Stop America’s Vio-
lence Everywhere.

NATIONAL ALLIANCE FOR NON-VIOLENT
PROGRAMMING SUPPORTS CONRAD AMENDMENT

The National Alliance for Non-Violent Pro-
gramming, a network of national women’s
organizations comprising more than 2700
chapters and 400,000 women, works at the
grassroots to counter the impact of media vi-
olence without invasion of First Amendment
rights. The Alliance’s approach, media 1lit-
eracy education as violence prevention, is
collaborative and non-partisan. The Alliance
lends strong support to the Parental ‘‘Choice
Chip”’ Amendment to the Telecommuni-
cations Act S 652 to be introduced by Sen-
ator Kent Conrad of North Dakota.

Rapidly developing technologies are ensur-
ing greater and greater access to all forms of
electronic media. A non-censorial solution to
the widely-acknowledged problem of the in-
fluence of television violence, Senator
Conrad’s amendment would provide parents
and caregivers with the information to make
responsible decisions about children’s tele-
vision viewing and the technology to block
programming they consider objectionable.

The Conrad amendment calls on the FCC
to act in conjunction with the networks,
cable operators, consumer groups and par-
ents to establish a system to rate the level of
violence on television. The process itself is
therefore inclusive and educational. As con-
sumers informed about what is coming into
their homes then utilize circuitry to block
out the programs they consider objection-
able, parents and caregivers will be able to
exercise responsibility rather than feeling
uninformed or powerless to bring about posi-
tive change.

NCTV SUPPORTS CONRAD AMENDMENT

WASHINGTON, DC.—The National Coalition
on Television Violence [NCTV] strongly sup-
ports the Parental ‘‘Choice Chip” Amend-
ment to the Telecommunications Act to be
introduced by Senator Kent Conrad of North
Dakota.

Dr. Robert Gould, psychiatrist and presi-
dent of NCTV, commented about the amend-
ment: ‘““The technological explosion has
made it impossible for parents to Kkeep
abreast of the media: music, movies and tele-
vision.”

With this in mind, Senator Conrad has
taken the leadership in the question of Chil-
dren’s Television, especially the effect of vio-
lence on our young people. He has worked
long and hard to seek reasonable solutions to
this pressing problem. He has pulled together
an impressive task force of national organi-
zations from which he has sought informa-
tion and input to a problem which lends
itself to wild rhetoric but no action. The
amendment that he proposes is both effec-
tive and in no way impinges on anyone’s
freedom of speech as protected by the First
Amendment.

Senator Conrad’s amendment effectively
addresses two of the most pressing problems
a parent faces, i.e. how to turn off
objectional programming, and how to know
what to turn off. A rating system established
by the FCC in conjunction with the TV net-
works, cable operators, consumer groups and
parents will give parents necessary informa-
tion to make informed judgments as to what
is appropriate for their children. The techno-
logical equipment will allow parents, in
their homes, to choose what they wish their
children to watch. Technology will finally
allow parents to “‘If you don’t like it, turn it
off,”” as has been smugly suggested by the in-
dustry for years. The Parental ‘‘Choice
Chip”’ will make this a real possibility.
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In supporting this amendment, NCTV
draws on years of experience monitoring tel-
evision violence. While there has been, of
late, recognition of the influences of tele-
vision violence, there is still a serious at-
tempt by the broadcast industry to exempt
cartoon violence from the discussion. As a
last line of defense, the happy violence of
cartoons is still deemed by the broadcast in-
dustry as not affecting our children. Now,
with the passage of this amendment, we do
not have to wait for the broadcast industry
to clean up their act in regard to cartoons.
Parents who understand and see the effects
of cartoon violence will be able to simply
block out the offending programs.

Dr. Gould further states, ‘“The rating sys-
tem is a means of informing parents about
what is coming into their homes and the Pa-
rental ‘‘Choice Chip”’ empowers them to ful-
fill their proper role as parents.”’

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS,
Reston, VA, June 12, 1995.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: The National Asso-
ciation of Secondary School Principals
[NASSP] and its 42,000 members strongly
supports your parental ‘‘choice chip’”’ amend-
ment to S. 652, the Telecommunications
Competition and Deregulation Act of 1995.
Your amendment would greatly enhance the
national movement to monitor and ulti-
mately decrease violence in television by:

Enabling parents to program their tele-
vision sets to block out objectional or vio-
lent television shows; and

Calling on the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) to work with television
networks, cable operators, consumer groups,
parents, and others to establish a system to
rate the level of violence.

Our nation is experiencing an unrivaled pe-
riod of juvenile violent crime perpetrated by
youths from all races, social classes, and
lifestyles. Without question, the entertain-
ment industry plays a role in fostering this
anti-social behavior by promoting instant
gratification, glorifying casual sex, and en-
couraging the use of profanity, nudity, vio-
lence, killing, and racial and sexual stereo-
typing.

NASSP urges Congress to support the pa-
rental ‘“‘choice chip” amendment, and com-
mends you, Senator Conrad, for your efforts
to protect our children and youth from un-
necessary exposure to violence in television
and the media.

Sincerely,
DR. TIMOTHY J. DYER,
Executive Director.

PARENT ACTION,
Baltimore, MD, June 12, 1995.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: Parent Action of
Maryland, a statewide grassroots organiza-
tion dedicated to helping parents raise fami-
lies, endorses your Parental Choice and Tele-
vision amendment to the Telecommuni-
cations Act (S. 652).

Our children are bombarded with negative
and violent images giving them a disturbing
view of the world in which we live. By the
time a child leaves school, he or she will
have witnessed more than 8,000 murders and
100,000 acts of violence on television. This
unceasing and relentless barrage of violence
serves only to inure our children to the re-
sults of violence, hinder their ability to
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learn and teach them that conflicts can be
solved by violence.

Parents, concerned about the effects of tel-
evision violence on their children, are look-
ing for ways in which they can make good
programming choices for their children.
Your amendment makes important strides in
that direction.

A rating system would provide parents
with the information they need to make in-
formed choices of whether a program is ap-
propriate for their children. Installation of a
““Choice Chip”’ in television sets then would
allow parents block out the programming
they find objectionable. The beauty of your
amendment is that it protects the First
Amendment and gives parents real power at
the same time.

If we truly believe that our children are
America’s most valuable resource, then we
must begin valuing them. We must treasure
and respect their minds and development—
not assault them with gratuitous violent im-
ages.

Sincerely,
K.C. BURTON,
Executive Director.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS,
Alexandria, VA, June 12, 1995.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC

DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: The National Asso-
ciation of Elementary School Principals,
representing 26,000 elementary and middle
school principals nationwide and overseas, is
pleased to endorse your Parental Choice
Amendment to the Senate telecommuni-
cations bill, S. 652.

NAESP supports the effort to create a pro-
cedure for establishing a ratings system that
involves input from interested parties in the
public and private sectors. The violence rat-
ing code will help parents to gauge the con-
tent of individual television programs and
thus make informed decisions about which
shows they allow their children to see.

The requirement that a ‘‘choice chip” be
installed in most new televisions is also an
excellent idea. This device will enable par-
ents to have more control over their impres-
sionable children’s viewing habits when the
parents are unable to monitor television
watching directly.

Thank you for your ongoing efforts on this
important matter.

Sincerely,
SALLY N. MCCONNELL,
Director of Government Relations.
NAEYC SUPPORTS CONRAD AMENDMENT TO
PROMOTE PARENTAL CHOICE IN CHILDREN’S
TELEVISION VIEWING

The National Association of Young Chil-
dren [NAEYC] strongly supports Senator
Kent Conrad’s amendment to the tele-
communications bill to reduce children’s ex-
posure to media violence. The amendment
would require television sets to be equipped
with technology (V-chip) that allows parents
to block objectionable programming and es-
tablish a violence rating code. These steps
are valuable tools that provide parents
greater power in controlling the nature of
television programs to which their children
are exposed.

The negative impact of media violence on
children’s development and aggressive be-
havior is clear. Research consistently identi-
fies three problems associated with repeated
viewing of television violence:

1. Children are more likely to behave in ag-
gressive or harmful ways towards others.

2. Children may become less sensitive to
the pain and suffering of others.
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3. Children may become more fearful of the
world around them.

In addition, more subtle effects of over-
exposure to television violence can be seen.
Repeated viewing of media violence rein-
forces antisocial behavior and limits chil-
dren’s imaginations. Violent programming
typically presents limited models of lan-
guage development that narrow the range
and originality of children’s verbal expres-
sion at a time when the development of lan-
guage is critically important.

Of all of the sources and manifestations of
violence in children’s lives, media violence is
perhaps the most easily corrected. NAEYC
believes that the Conrad amendment is an
important step—long overdue—to reduce
children’s exposure to media violence, and it
does so by empowering parents. We strongly
urge passage of this amendment.

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF CHILD
AND ADOLESCENT PSYCHIATRY,
Washington, DC, June 12, 1995.
Senator KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: The American
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry
is pleased to endorse your telecommuni-
cations bill amendment providing for new
television sets being required to contain a v-
chip that would permit parents to block tele-
vision programming that includes program-
ming not suitable to their family. The harm-
ful effects of media violence on children and
adolescents have been established, and this
amendment will empower parents, whether
they are at home or not, to monitor and con-
trol access to programs. This is one amend-
ment among many, but it is an important
commitment by legislators to parents and to
child advocates.

WILLIAM H. AYRES, M.D.,
President.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would
like to add Senator MIKULSKI as a CoO-
sponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. We will be happy to de-
bate this issue and answer questions.

I want to summarize and say this
amendment does two things: It pro-
vides for the parental choice chips to
be in all new televisions, after the FCC
and the industry consult on when is the
appropriate time for that requirement
to go into effect.

Second, we provide for the establish-
ment of a rating system so that par-
ents and other consumers have a
chance to know what the programming
contains before they watch it. Again,
we do that on the basis of allowing the
industry, in consultation with all other
interested parties, to establish that
rating system within 1 year. If they
fail to do it within 1 year, we would
ask the FCC to become involved in that
process. We see no reason that the in-
dustry in 1 year could not arrive, on a
voluntary basis, at an appropriate rat-
ing system.

Mr. President, I thank my col-
leagues, Senator MIKULSKI and Senator
LIEBERMAN, who have worked with me
on this issue.

Senator LIEBERMAN now would like
to discuss his second-degree amend-
ment.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair.
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Again, I want to thank my friend and
colleague from North Dakota, Senator
CONRAD, for his leadership on this mat-
ter and to tell him how pleased I am to
join with him in this effort.

This is a complicated problem, to
which there is not a clear, perfect solu-
tion. What we know is that the values
of our society, of our children, are
being threatened, and that the enter-
tainment media too often have sent
messages to our kids that are different
than what we as parents are trying to
send.

I think Senator CONRAD has taken a
real leadership role here and stepped
out, stepped forward, with a response
that will force this Senate, I hope the
television industry, and indeed the
country, to face the reality of what we
and our kids are watching over tele-
vision and what we can do about it.

Mr. President, the growing public de-
bate over the entertainment industry’s
contribution to the degradation of our
culture could not have come at a more
fortuitous time for the Senate Cal-
endar. We are in the process here of
considering the most comprehensive
rewrite of the Nation’s telecommuni-
cations law in 60 years. We are making
some pivotal decisions about the future
of a most powerful force in American
culture. That is television.

Up to this point in the floor debate,
we have heard mostly about the won-
ders of the new technology that will be
at our disposal, who will control it, and
how much it will cost. What has not
been heard that much in all the talk
about the wiring, however, is discus-
sion of what exactly those wires are
going to carry into our homes. Few
questions have been asked about the
substance of the programs that will be
shown over the proverbial 500 channels
we expect once the road map of Amer-
ican telecommunications has been
digitized. Even fewer questions have
been asked about the quality of pro-
grams, of products, to which we will be
exposing our children.

Now, in many ways, that is under-
standable. We, as elected officials, are
traditionally and understandably re-
luctant to set limits of any kind on
broadcasters, out of deference to their
first amendment freedoms we all are
committed to.

That is as it should be. Legislators
should make laws, not programming
decisions. But we also must remember
that we are leaders as well as law-
makers, and we must lead in dealing
with America’s problems. That is why,
again, I commend my colleague, Sen-
ator CONRAD, for forcing this body to
consider and weigh carefully the rami-
fications of this legislation for Amer-
ica’s families and for our moral health.

Why is this so important now? Be-
cause at the very moment that new
technologies are exploding through the
roof, the standards of television pro-
grammers are heading for the floor
dropping with the velocity of a safe
dropped off a cliff in a vintage Road
Runner cartoon. Except, instead of
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Wile H. Coyote, it is the values and
sensibilities of our children that are
put in peril.

More and more these days, the tele-
vision aimed at our sons and daughters
either numbs their minds or thumbs its
nose at the values most parents are
trying to instill in them. Turn on the
TV at night, and it’s hard to avoid the
gratuitous sex and violence that has
become the bread and butter of prime
time television. The Wall Street Jour-
nal recently carried a report detailing
how even the 8 p.m. timeslot, once the
last bastion of family-oriented shows,
has become a hotbed of sex and other
spicy fare. That is all the more dis-
turbing when you realize that 35 per-
cent of all American children ages 2 to
11 are watching during that hour.

If you tune in after school, you have
your pick of the parade of talk shows
edging ever closer toward pornography,
often dwelling on abnormality, perver-
sion. On Saturday morning, you will be
treated to a litany of glossy toy com-
mercials masquerading as real pro-
gramming. The industry’s regard for
children and families has grown so low
that one network, it happened to be
ABC, recently announced that it was
adding a cartoon version of the movie
“Dumb and Dumber’” to its Saturday
morning lineup. Television has now of-
ficially, with this act, crossed the
threshold from covertly encouraging
thoughtless behavior to openly cele-
brating it.

Given the direction television is
heading, and given the overwhelming
evidence showing that TV’s affinity for
violence is a real threat to the develop-
ment of our children, I think we, as
Members of the U.S. Senate, should be
seriously concerned with where these
new technologies will take us. Do we,
as a nation, really want to invest bil-
lions into building an information su-
perhighway only to turn it into a cy-
bernetic garbage disposal? Are we mak-
ing progress if we offer consumers 500
different talk shows rather than just a
few dozen? Do we not owe our children
and our country more than that?

These are questions we, as a society,
must address as we try to make sense
of the ongoing information revolution,
and as we try to deal with the decline
in values in our country and our cul-
ture. Technology is not a good in itself,
but a tool. The information super-
highway could potentially help speed
the recovery of America’s public edu-
cation system. It could help elevate
our culture and our values. But it also
could help accelerate the moral break-
down of our society, and that is some-
thing I believe we need to talk about
openly as we go about reforming of our
telecommunications laws.

I recognize that the issue of content,
especially as it relates to television, is
a difficult one. In this case, we are
faced with contradictory goals—pro-
tecting the right of the media to speak
freely and independently, and allowing
the community to influence them when
they go too far. In the past, we have
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erred on the side of free speech, which
is a testament to our commitment to
the first amendment.

But in a great constitutional irony,
our determination to avoid any hint of
censorship has been so great that we
have effectively chilled the discussion
about how we might properly, hope-
fully working with the television in-
dustry, improve the quality of tele-
vision programming. That neglect has
come at a heavy cost to society, for we
have opened the door to an anything-
goes mentality that is contributing
significantly to the crisis of values this
country is experiencing.

There is no better—or worse, shall I
say—example of this mentality than
the proliferating legion of sensa-
tionalistic talk shows. They are on the
air constantly—by my staff’s count
there were 23 separate hour-long offer-
ing on Washington-area stations in one
9-hour period.

You can see this for yourself, Mr.
President, on this chart, with the boxes
colored in with the yellow or orange,
however it looks from your vantage
point, being hour-long talk shows. For
the most part, if you turn your TV on
to these shows you are not going to
find wholesome family fare that you
would like your kids to watch.

I should point out, in an expression
of appreciation of my staff, that ‘‘Regis
& Kathie” Lee are not colored in on
this chart. Many of these programs air
in the afternoon, when many children
are home alone because their parents
at work, or home with their parents
but they parents may be doing some-
thing else.

But it is the quality—or lack there-
of—that is more disturbing than the
quantity. Many of these programs are
simply debasing. Their growth has
turned daytime television into a waste
site of abnormality and amorality, as
Ellen Goodman so aptly put it, which
is on the its way toward stamping out
any last semblance of standards, and
shame when those standards are bro-
ken, in this country.

The greatest indictment of these
shows, as well as the gamut of pro-
gramming aimed directly or indirectly
at children, comes from Kkids them-
selves. A recent poll conducted by the
California-based advocacy group Chil-
dren Now showed that a majority of
youths between 10 and 16 said that tele-
vision encourages them to lie, to be
disrespectful to their parents, to en-
gage in aggressive and violent behav-
ior, and, perhaps most disturbing of all,
to become sexually active too soon.

I am the father of a 7-year-old daugh-
ter. When I hear about these programs
or see them, I can only wonder if those
responsible for this junk appearing on
television are parents themselves.
Would they allow their children to
watch the garbage that they are put-
ting on display?

Mr. President, I have watched my
daughter come home and watch one of
the cable networks which has a lot of
children’s material in it. And suddenly
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you turn in the afternoon to adolescent
fare, which may be OK for adolescents,
but certainly is not for a 7-year-old.
The same is true of some of the evening
programming, whose content, even in
early evening hours, is inappropriate
for children.

I wonder the same thing about those
responsible for deciding to target a
version of “Dumb and Dumber” to
young children. Especially the studio
spokesperson who described the upcom-
ing series by saying, ‘“‘It’s going to so
dumb it’s smart. Or so smart it’s dumb.
I don’t know which”

The case of “Dumb and Dumber” is
particularly distressing, because on the
same day that ABC announced that it
was adding ‘“‘Dumb and Dumber’” to its
lineup, the network said it was can-
celing one of its few quality edu-
cational programs for kids. That move
would be alarming in its own right. By
all accounts the program ABC was
abandoning—a science-oriented show
called ““Cro” that is produced by the
same highly regarded group that gave
us ‘‘Sesame Street’—was an inventive
and thought-provoking series.

Like too many of the choices made in
our entertainment industry these days,
this one mocks the efforts of mothers
and fathers who are struggling to cre-
ate a healthy environment for their
children to learn and grow. There is a
place for fun, for laughter, for car-
toons. But at the same time, there has
to be a place about respecting values,
intelligence, and good family fare.

Sadly, ABC’s decision is typical of
the priorities set by America’s big four
broadcast networks, and those carried
out by their local affiliates. According
to a congressional hearing held last
June, ABC, NBC, CBS, and Fox com-
bined to show a total of 8 hours of edu-
cational programming a week in 1993,
whereas in 1980, 11 hours was the aver-
age for just one network. If that is not
distressing enough, a study conducted
by the Center for Media Education
showed that the clear majority of chil-
dren’s educational shows are broadcast
when Kkids were usually asleep. That
raises real doubts about the commit-
ment of the networks and the affiliates
to these programs.

The ritual defense and industry uses
to justify their growing irrespon-
sibility is that they are providing what
the market demands. In some ways it
is a persuasive argument in this coun-
try, and in most cases I am willing to
abide by the market and let it be. But
when it is used to shield behavior that
potentially puts America’s children at
risk, I think we have to figure out a
reasonable way to set up some warning
signs so parents can protect their own
children. As Washington Post TV critic
Tom Shales said, ‘‘Just because people
are willing to come is no defense.
There’s an audience for bloody traffic
accidents too.”

Our colleague Senator BRADLEY
spoke forcefully about this issue in an
excellent speech he delivered earlier
this year at the National Press Club.
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Yes, we must remain committed to up-
holding freedom, Senator BRADLEY
said, but we must also guard against
the corrosive effect of the liberties we
afford the markets, especially the en-
tertainment industry. ‘“The answer is
not censorship,” he said, ‘‘but more
citizenship.”

The Senate majority leader spoke
out just within the last week or 10 days
on this subject forcefully, and I think
appropriately. The Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. SIMON] has been a long-time
critic of television programming, and
has appealed to those involved to give
better fare to our kids. What Senator
BRADLEY and Senator DOLE said about
this not being about censorship but
citizenship is absolutely right. That is
what H.L. Mencken was talking about
when he said long ago that the cure to
whatever ails democracy is more de-
mocracy. Parents must exercise their
primary responsibility and hold tele-
vision programmers accountable and
remind them that profits accrued at
the expense of our children are really
fool’s gold. That means speaking out—
loudly—and acting as informed con-
sumers. The networks and their local
affiliates, the programmers and the
syndicators need our help in hearing
the call that we expect more in the
way of citizenship. And advertisers
should recognize their responsibility to
the larger civil society that allows us
all to exist and grow in this great de-
mocracy of ours.

But the question remains, though,
what should the proper response of
Congress and the law be? I have come
to the conclusion myself that talk or
jawboning is not enough. Talk is not
only cheap, as the proliferation of talk
shows has demonstrated. It also is ap-
parently not sufficiently effective in
changing the programming climate.
Without adequate relief in sight, I be-
lieve we have an obligation to provide
parents with the help they need to re-
duce their children’s exposure to pro-
grams that the parents find offensive
and harmful. And that is what Senator
CONRAD’s amendment puts at issue,
confronts, and that is why I am pleased
to be supporting his efforts to make
the expanding communications tech-
nology family friendly and to empower
parents to control the programs that
enter their own homes. Rather than
placing any restraints on content and
encroaching on any first amendment
freedoms, the Conrad amendment
would simply give parents the ability
to block programming they do not
want their children to see.

This technology is readily available,
and its addition as a standard feature
in televisions sold today would come at
a very small cost, by one estimate less
than 5 additional dollars per television
set. That is a small price to pay for
gaining control over influences that a
lot of American families do not want to
commit to their home.

For this technology to work, net-
work programming must come with
some form of ratings. With his amend-
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ment, Senator CONRAD is calling on the
television industry to do nothing more
than the movie makers and the video
game manufacturers have done, and
that is to establish a voluntary rating
system to evaluate programming for
objectionable content.

This amendment, which I am pleased
to support, will give the industry a
year to develop such a system on their
own. If the broadcasters and cable net-
works for some reason do not respond
to this call, then under the proposal of
the Senator from North Dakota the
FCC would be required to promulgate
ratings that would trigger the use of
the blocking technology called for in
the proposal.

While I share Senator CONRAD’s com-
mitment to ratings, I also recognize
that some people have first amendment
concerns regarding the FCC’s direct in-
volvement in developing ratings, and
that those concerns may prevent them
from supporting this amendment even
though they may strongly support its
goals.

So with that in mind, I have proposed
the second-degree amendment that
would limit the Government’s role, the
FCC’s role, should the industry refuse
to comply to the invitation to self-re-
straint that is at the heart of this
amendment. Instead of the FCC step-
ping in, if the television industry fails
to develop a voluntary set of standards
after 1 year, this amendment would
bring about the creation of an inde-
pendent board, a joint independent rat-
ings board, comprised of representa-
tives of the public and representatives
of the television industry to create the
ratings necessary under the amend-
ment.

The panel would be a mechanism of
last resort, if you will, because I think
Senator CONRAD and I both want to
work cooperatively with the television
industry to see that a truly voluntary
system is put in place. That is the best
way for this to happen. But if it does
not happen, then this second-degree
amendment will ensure that the rat-
ings system that emerges will be born
from a true public-private partnership,
and will be the product of a broad-
minded consensus. Based on my recent
experience with the video game indus-
try, I am optimistic that we can reach
a constructive solution that would
avoid any Government intervention.

As some of my colleagues may re-
call—and Senator CONRAD made ref-
erence to it—a little more than a year
and a half ago, Senator KOHL and I held
a series of hearings to call attention to
the increasingly graphic violent, some-
times sexually abusive, nature of video
games played by our kids. From the
outset we appealed to the producers’
sense of responsibility to give parents
information necessary to make the
right choice for their children. As an
incentive, we gave them a choice be-
tween rating the games themselves or
having an independent board do it.

To the credit of the video game mak-
ers, and the producers of recreational
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software that will enable games to be
played on personal computers, the in-
dustry itself developed a voluntary sys-
tem that actually was in place less
than a year after Senator KOHL and I
held our first hearing. Now I am
pleased to say that almost 600 video
game titles have been rated. By this
year’s Christmas shopping season, we
hope and believe, based on conversa-
tions with the industry itself, that al-
most all of the video games in the
stores will be rated, and, therefore,
parents will know the content of the
games that they are buying for their
children.

Mr. President, finally, it is my hope
that the television industry will re-
spond similarly to this initiative by
the Senator from North Dakota, by
Senator MIKULSKI from Maryland, and
by myself, and accept that it has not
only obligations but opportunities as a
very important member of the greater
American community. I can assure the
folks in the television and broadcast
industry that we stand ready to work
with them in a cooperative fashion to
do what is best for America’s families.
Yes, but also ultimately what is best
for the American television industry
without infringing on any of the free-
doms all of us rightly cherish and pro-
tect. This is not about censorship. It is
about choices. We do not want to take
away a network’s choice to air offen-
sive material if that is their choice. We
just want to make sure that parents
and citizens have the choice to prevent
their kids or their families or, indeed,
themselves from watching that mate-
rial.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I
yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would
like to just put into the RECORD a num-
ber of statements from prominent
Americans involved in important na-
tional organizations who have been a
part of supporting this legislation.

First, I would like to quote from Dr.
Robert McAfee, the national president
of the American Medical Association,
who said with respect to the larger leg-
islation from which this amendment is
drawn, and I quote. This is Dr. McAfee
speaking:

It is estimated that by the time children
leave elementary school, they have viewed
8,000 killings and more than 100,000 other vio-
lent acts. Children learn behavior by exam-
ple. They have an instinctive desire to imi-
tate actions they observe, without always
possessing the intellect or maturity to deter-
mine if the actions are appropriate. This
principle certainly applies to TV violence.
Children’s exposure to violence in the mass
media can have lifelong consequences.

We must take strong action now to curb
TV violence if we are to have any chance of
halting the violent behavior our children
learn through watching television. If we fail
to do so, it is a virtual certainly the situa-
tion will continue to worsen * * *,

That from the head of the American
Medical Association.
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Samuel Sava, executive director of
the National Association of Elemen-
tary School Principals, said, and I
quote:

The effect of television on children is of
great concern to school principals. The fam-
ily room television is more a persuasive and
pervasive educator than all the teachers in
America’s classrooms. There’s no question
that the overdose of media violence Amer-
ican children receive is linked to their in-
creasingly violent behavior. But more trou-
bling for parents and educators is the fact
that the violence children see, hear, and are
entertained by makes them insensitive to
real violence.

From Timothy Dyer, executive direc-
tor of the National Association of Sec-
ondary School Principals, said, and I
quote:

Our nation is experiencing an unrivaled pe-
riod of juvenile violent crime perpetrated by
youths from all races, social classes, and
lifestyles. Without question, the entertain-
ment industry plays a role in fostering this
anti-social behavior by promoting instant
gratification, glorifying casual sex, and en-
couraging the use of profanity, nudity, vio-
lence, killing, and racial and sexual
sterotyping.

Mr. President, that is really at the
heart of the amendment we are offering
today. This amendment says parents—
parents—ought to be able to choose
what comes into their homes. Parents
ought to be empowered to help decide
what their children view. Parents
ought to have a role in making these
choices.

We can help parents have that choice
by putting choice chips in the new tele-
vision sets. The technology is avail-
able. It is very low cost. Let us give the
parents of America what they say they
want.

Again, I go back to this USA Today
poll that was just published: Should
these kinds of choice chips be installed
in TV sets so parents could block vio-
lent programming? Yes, 90 percent.
Ninety percent of the American people
say we ought to do this.

We have done it in the least intrusive
way imaginable. We have done it by
saying, look, industry, get together
with FCC. We are not going to tell you
when to do it. We leave it up to your
judgment. You work together, FCC and
the industry. You get together on when
you are technologically ready to have
these available in the television sets.

And on a rating system, in the same
way we have said, industry, you have a
year to work with all interested parties
to come up with a rating system that
makes sense for the American people.
And only if you fail to act does any-
thing else happen. We give you a year
to go forward in good faith and get this
job done.

We think they will do it. Look at the
answer to the question: Do you favor a
rating system similar to that used for
movies? Eighty three percent in the
USA Today poll say, yes, we want a
rating system—83 percent. And 90 per-
cent said they wanted the new choice
chip in their new television sets.

That is what this amendment offers.
It does it in a way that is fully con-
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stitutional. It does it in a way that is
the least intrusive as possible, and yet
it responds to the real wants of the
American public, to have parents be
able to choose what comes into their
homes, to have parents be able to de-
cide what their children want.

Mr. President, I hope that my col-
leagues would respond favorably to this
amendment. I would be happy to an-
swer questions or engage in further de-
bate.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, we
are studying this amendment. We have
just seen the Conrad amendment in the
second degree to the Lieberman
amendment for the first time. In the
Commerce Committee, there have been
many bills introduced on this subject,
including one by the distinguished
former chairman, Senator HOLLINGS.

It was the intention and is the hope
that we could hold full committee
hearings, in fairness to all those Sen-
ators. There are so many Senators who
have introduced bills on this subject.
And when we finish this telecommuni-
cations bill, we are in hopes of turning
to hearings for a number of reasons to
give those Senators who have intro-
duced a bill and been waiting a chance
to have their bills considered but also
to allow industry and consumer groups
to give an analysis of this.

We have just seen this amendment in
the second degree to the Lieberman
amendment, and I know there is great
passion at the moment about this sub-
ject throughout our land. I feel very
strongly about this subject matter, and
we are struggling with trying to find a
fair way to deal with this amendment,
which Senators have just seen, and
dealing with Senator Hollings’ bill
which was introduced earlier. He had
already asked for hearings, and also
several other Senators. Also, in fair-
ness to industry groups and parents
and children, it would seem that testi-
mony at full committee hearings would
be a good first step.

Mr. President, I would like to yield
to anyone else who has comments at
this time.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.

We have had hearings for years
around here on this subject. Everybody
wants to have more hearings. Frankly,
the American people want us to act.
They want us to work together to
achieve something. We have had all the
hearings we need on this question.

I introduced a bill that contained
these provisions on February 2 of this
year. So it is not the first time any-
body has seen this. This has been in
this body since February 2.

I just say that these are the national
organizations that say vote for this
now, no more delay, no more talk. Let
us do something. Let us do something
that makes sense. Let us do something
that is constitutional. Let us do some-
thing that empowers parents. Let us do
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something that gives a rating system
that the industry, on a voluntary basis,
is able to create along with all inter-
ested parties. We give them a year to
get this job done on their own.

Let me just read into the RECORD the
national organizations that support
this amendment: the National Associa-
tion for the Education of Young Chil-
dren, Future Wave, the American Med-
ical Association, the American Medical
Association Alliance, the National As-
sociation of Elementary School Prin-
cipals, the American Psychiatric Asso-
ciation, the National PTA, Parent Ac-
tion, the National Foundation To Ap-
prove Television, the National Associa-
tion of Secondary School Principals,
the American Academy of Child and
Adolescent Psychiatry, the National
Coalition on Television Violence, the
American Academy of Pediatrics, the
National Association for Family and
Community Education, the Alliance
Against Violence in Entertainment for
Children, the American Nurses Asso-
ciation, the National Council for Chil-
dren’s TV and Media, the National Alli-
ance for Nonviolent Programming, the
National Association of School Psy-
chologists, the Orthodox Union, the
National Education Association, and
the United Church of Christ.

Now, in the broader coalition we also
have the sheriffs, police chiefs, and
many others.

These organizations have all studied
this issue and studied it and studied it
and participated in hearing after hear-
ing after hearing. They say now is the
time to act. They are not alone. Ninety
percent of the American people say, let
us have these choice chips in our tele-
vision sets; 83 percent of them say that
they favor a rating system. We have
tried to do this in the least intrusive
way possible. We have done it by say-
ing, with respect to choice chips, we
will not say by when it should be done.
We leave it up to the industry in con-
junction with the FCC to determine
the time at which it is practical to
have this requirement go into effect.
We leave it up to the experts: When is
the time to have it go into effect?

With respect to the question of a rat-
ing system, we give the industry a year
to work in conjunction with all inter-
ested parties on a voluntary basis to
determine a rating system. They have
done it in Canada. As I indicated ear-
lier, the software industry, we gave
them the same chance and they re-
sponded. They did a good job. So we are
saying we believe this industry can do
the same thing.

I wish to applaud the television man-
ufacturers. They have gone a long way
toward developing this technology. But
clearly, if it is going to be widely dis-
seminated in this country, it is going
to require us to do a little something,
just do a little something. The Amer-
ican people want us to act.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I feel
like Frank Clement at the 1956 conven-
tion. How long, 0, America, how long
will we continue to debate and not act?
I share the same frustration that the
distinguished Senators from Con-
necticut and North Dakota share on
this particular score.

Over 2 years ago, getting right to one
of the main points about the least in-
trusive manner—and the Senator from
North Dakota is right on target there
relative to constitutionality because
he has read the cases, and we have all
studied them, and that is what you
have to do in order to qualify constitu-
tionally in this particular measure—
the least intrusive measure is with re-
spect to children.

Yes, the courts have held you could
not regulate violence with respect to
the distinguished Presiding Officer and
this particular Senator as adults. It is
unconstitutional to try to even at-
tempt it. So we found that you could
do it with children. So having found
that it could be done with children,
then the least intrusive measure is not
as suggested in this particular amend-
ment, plus its perfection by the Sen-
ator from Connecticut; the least intru-
sive is limited to that period of time
during the day when children are a sub-
stantial or majority portion of the
viewing audience. That does not get
them all. I feel, as the Senator spon-
soring this measure, that I would like
to get it all. I would like to get it all
the time, but constitutionally I can-
not. I think there is too much violence
for all of us.

But constitutionally, not being able
to, that would be one particular defect,
as I see it, in the approach that has
been brought out in hearings here-
tofore, and hearings heretofore inciden-
tally back in 1993 that we had the
present Attorney General study S. 470,
which is now before our committee, a
bill by Senator INOUYE, myself, and
others. And Attorney General Reno at-
tested to the fact that she thought it
would definitely pass constitutional
muster.

There is another feature with respect
to this—and I am not just nit-picking
because, if they call the amendment
and we vote it, I would still vote for
the amendment, I say to the Senator.
Do not worry about that.

But what happens is you have a fee in
here, also. When we had a fee 2 years
ago, Senator Bentsen—no, this was 4
years ago, because 2 years ago he was
the Secretary of Treasury—but 4 years
ago when we had a similar hearing, he
said, ‘“Wait a minute, the fee belongs in
the Finance Committee,” and someone
later on would raise that point. I would
still vote for it.

There are these kinds of misgivings. I
remember the distinguished chairman
of the Communications Subcommittee
on the House side—the distinguished
Presiding Officer would know and be
familiar with the honorable Congress-
man ED MARKEY, of Massachusetts. He
had what he called then the V-chip.
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They are calling this the choice chip.
He ran into these similar problems.
But it is not my argument.

So we have had problems. Like I said,
how long, America, are we going to
consider and do nothing because there
is a problem for every solution?

I would prefer—it would be up to the
sponsors of the bill; I am confident our
distinguished chairman would prefer—
to take these perfecting amendments,
with a matter of a fee there, and other-
wise, to have a hearing on this and
guarantee we will bring out a bill of
some kind that we think is constitu-
tional.

I do not want them to think it is a
putoff. I do know there is an inherent
danger here that I immediately feel,
having been in this particular dis-
cipline now for a long time. I started
off last week in the opening statement
I made that evening—I think it was
last Wednesday evening—that any par-
ticular entity or discipline in commu-
nications has the power to block the
bill.

I can see the broadcasters, when they
see fees, running around trying to
block this bill. That, again, is not nec-
essarily a valid argument against the
amendments of the Senators from
North Dakota and Connecticut. But
there are these inherent dangers that
immediately arise. I can think of sev-
eral others.

I have the opportunity to distinguish
what we have pending before the com-
mittee. I implore the authors to go
along with it, but if they want to vote,
I am convinced the majority leader is
ready to vote for them. Is it the desire
of these Senators, irregardless, as my
Congressman Rivers used to say down
home, irregardless, you are going to
want to vote one way or the other, pe-
riod, because I do not know whether it
is our duty to argue further, I say to
the chairman.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to
the distinguished managers of the bill,
Senator HOLLINGS and Senator PRESS-
LER, that we do intend to get a vote on
this matter. We have many national
organizations that have waited years
to have Congress speak on this ques-
tion. We have gone through draft after
draft after draft to address the legiti-
mate concerns of people to make this
as reasonable and unintrusive as pos-
sible.

I just say to the Senator from South
Carolina, there is no fee in the under-
lying Conrad amendment. None. There
is no fee here. The second-degree
amendment has a fee. But the Conrad
amendment has no fee; none, zero.

As I say, we have done this in the
least intrusive way possible. We are
trying to respond to what is the legiti-
mate concern voiced by the Senator
from South Carolina. I might say, the
Senator from South Carolina [Senator
HoLLINGS] has been a great leader on
this issue. He has been someone who is
concerned and has repeatedly raised
the issue of violence in the media. He
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has said we ought to do something
about it, and he has been willing to do
that.

The American people want something
done, and the least intrusive way to do
it is to have choice chips on the tele-
visions. American people overwhelm-
ingly want it. It costs less than $5 a
television set, and industry representa-
tives just told us this morning that
when it is in mass production, they be-
lieve some of these chips will cost as
little as 18 cents—18 cents—a television
set, to provide parents the right to
choose what their kids see.

In addition, we create a rating sys-
tem so that parents have some idea of
what the programming will contain be-
fore they see it. Eighty-three percent
of the American people say they want
such a rating system. Again, we have
done it in the least intrusive way pos-
sible. We do not let the Government de-
cide it. We say, ‘‘Industry, you meet
with all industry parties, meet with
the parents and teachers, meet with
the school principals, meet with all the
people who are concerned about this
issue, meet with the church leaders
and, on a voluntary basis, come up
with a rating system and you have a
year to do that without any Govern-
ment interference or action.”

Again, I say to the chairman, who
has the difficult challenge of managing
this bill, we would like a vote. I, at this
point, ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. PRESSLER. I would like to re-
serve the right to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not a sufficient second.

Is there a sufficient second? The
Chair did not hear the Senator from
South Dakota. The Chair is asking if
there is a sufficient second.

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PRESSLER. Let me make a re-
quest here. I see the Senator from
Vermont here. If we can lay this