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evision dispenses wholesale. If only a small proportion of television viewers growing up with 

the violent overkill become addicted to it, many movies and games will be spectacularly 

successful. o~ 

Public Response and Actio!l_. 

Most television viewers suffer the violence daily inflicted on them with diminishing tol­

erance. Organizations of creative workers in media, health professionals, law enforcement 

agencies, and virtually all other media-oriented professional and citizen groups have come 

out against "gratuitous" television violence. A March 1985 Harris survey showed that 78 

percent disapprove of violence they see on television. A Gallup poll of October 1990 found 

79 percent in favor of "regulating" objectionable content in television. A Times-Mirror 
national poll in 1993 showed that Americans who said they were "personally bothered" by 

violence in entertainment shows jumped to 59 percent from 44 percent in 1983. 

Furthermore, 50 percent in 1993 said entertainment violence was "harmful" to society, com­

pared with 64 percent in 1983. 

Local broadcasters, legally responsible for what goes on the air, also oppose the overkill 

and complain about loss of control. Electronic Media reported on August 2, 1993, the 

results of its own survey of 100 general managers across all regions and in all market sites. 

Three out of four said there is too much needless violence on television; 57 percent would 

like to have "more input on program content decisions." 

The Hollywood Caucus of Producers, Writers, and Directors, speaking for the creative 

community, said in a statement issued in August 1993: "We stand today at a point in time 

when the country's dissatisfaction with the quality of television is at an all-time high, while 

our own feelings of helplessness and lack of power, in not only choosing material that seeks = 
to enrich, but also in our ability to execute to the best of our ability, is.at an all-time low." 

Far from reflecting creative freedom, the marketing of formula ~iole~ce restricts free­

dom and chills originality. The violence formula is, in fact, a de facto censorship extend­

ing the dynamics of domination; intimidation, and repression domestically and globally. 

Much of the typical political and legislative response exploits the anxieties. Violence itself 

generates and offers remedies ranging from labeling and advisories to even unsure censorship. 

There is a liberating alternative. It exists in various fonns in most other democratic coun­

tries. It is public participation in decisions about cultural investment and cultural policy. 

Independent grassroots citizens organization and action can provide the broad support needed 

for loosening the global marketing noose around the necks of producers, writers, directors, 

actors, and journalists) More freedom from violent and other inequitable and intimidat­

ing formulas, not more censorship, is the effective and acceptable way to increase diver­

sity, reduce the dependence of program producers on the violence formula, and reduce 

television violence to its legitimate role and proportion. The role of Congress, if any, is to 

run its anti-trust and civil rights oversight on the centralized and globalized industrial struc­

tures and marketing strategies that impose violence on creative people and foist it on the 

children and adults of the world. It is high time to develop a vision of the rights of children 
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to be born into a reasonable free, fair, diverse, and non-threatening cultural environment. 

It is time for citizen involvement in cultural decisions that shape our lives and the lives 

of our children. 

This chapter is a revised and updated version of an article that originally appeared in G. Dines & J. M. Humez 
(Eds.) (1995). Gender, race, and class in media. A text reader. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

The chapter was republished in M. Morgan (2002). Against the mainstream: The selected works of George 
GerbnC1'. New York: Peter Lang. 

N OTE~S,--__. _ 

Cultural Indicators is a database and research project that relates recurrent features of the world of tel­
evision to viewer conceptions of reality. Its cumulative computer archive contains observations on over 
3,000 programs and 35,000 characters coded according to many thematic, demographic, and action 
categories. These form the basis for the content analyses cited in the references. The study is conducted 
at the University of Pennsylvania's Annenberg School for Communication in collaboration with 
Michael Morgan at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst and Nancy Signorielli at the University 
of Delaware. Thanks for 'research assistance are due to Mariaelena Rartesaghi, Cynthia Kandra, Robin 
Kim, Brian Linson, Amy Nyman, and Nejat Ozycgin. 

One such alternative is the Cultural Environment Movement. CEM is a non-profit educational cor­
poration, an umbrella coalition of independent media, professional, labor, religious, health-related, 
women's, and minority groups opposed to private corporate as well as government censorship. CEM 
is working for freedom from stereotyped formulas and for investing in a freer and more diverse cultural 

environment. It can be reached by writing to Cultural Environment Movement, P.O. Box 31847, 
Philadelphia, PA 19104. 
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