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Children’s Broadcasting Television Regulations
In my paper I will be researching and discussing will be about the Children Broadcasting Laws and how the laws are being used in our everyday life television programs. 
According to (“The State of Traditional TV: Updated with Q1 2018 Data.” Marketing Charts, 21 Aug. 2018, www.marketingcharts.com/featured-105414) they state that in their report for the first quarter of 2018, the data they collected showed that Americans ages 18-34 were averaging about 16 hours of television per week. When divided up, it equals to about 2 hours a day devoted to television viewing. Compared to the first quarter in 2017, the data shows that Americans are decreasing their amount of television time by 2 hours and 23 minutes in a span of a week. 
Looking at the amount of viewing time for children (“Watching Television.” Child Trends, www.childtrends.org/indicators/watching-television) states that “Nearly all children ages eight to 18 (99 percent in 2009), have a television in their room (71 percent in 2009).” With that being said since 2009 the video based content has only increased which means we are placing more technology and video based content in our children’s hands at a younger age. (“Watching Television”) This article states that “The average amount of television time for ages eight to 18 year olds is four and half hours per day. Total daily media exposure is equivalent to about ten hours, squeezed (through multi-tasking) in about seven and half hours of time.” All of this information is key to understanding why the Children Broadcasting Act is in place. According to (Watkins, Bruce. “Improving Educational and Informational Television For Children: When the Marketplace Fails.” 1986, doi:10.3897/bdj.4.e7720.figure2f), it states that children in America average about four hours a day of watching television. By the time the child reaches the age 18 they have watched over about 15,000 hours. “No single activity except sleep occupies as much of their time.” Some people might argue, that is a source for children to understand values within a society and give them expectations of their futures. (Watkins, B. 1986)
“The Children’s Television Act requires each United States broadcast television station to air programming specifically designed to serve the educational and informational needs of children. It also limits the amount of time broadcasters and cable operators can devote to advertisements during children’s programs.” (“Children's Educational Television.” Federal Communications Commission, 6 Nov. 2017, www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/childrens-educational-television.)
This is the Children’s Television Act that is currently in place in the United States on the Federal Communication Commission website. Under this act there are certain criteria that is needed to be passed in order to be considered acceptable for children’s television. 
“Television stations are required to 1. Air at least three hours per week of core programs. 2. Identify core programs by displaying the symbol E/I throughout the program. 3. Provide parents and consumers with advance information about core programs and when they are being aired.” (“Children's Educational Television” , 2017.)
If the show does not carry the criteria that is needed it is prohibited from airing during the time for children’s programing. Children’s programing should be aired from 7:00 in the morning until 10:00 PM at night. The program also needs to be at least 30 minutes long, provides informational and educational needs, and must be a weekly scheduled program. (“Children’s Educational Television”, 2017). The term that is used to define a program that serves an educational and informational need for children under the age of 16 is called “Core Programing”. (“FCC Fact Sheet .” Modernization of Media Regulation Initiative: Children’s Television Programming Rules Notice of Proposed Rulemaking – MB Docket Nos. 17-105 and 18-202, 21 June 2018, doi:10.3897/bdj.4.e7720.figure2f).  This is extremely important when it comes to broadcasting. Through the changes in technology, there is a possibility for changes that could be occurring to these criteria of how the Core Programing is defined (“FCC Fact Sheet”). Now not only are the programs limited to the Children’s Broadcasting Act, but the commercials also have limitations to prevent them from interrupting the core program. According to the FCC website, (“Children’s Educational Television”, 2017) commercial matter can only be aired if the content is aimed at children ages 12 and under. Even then the total commercial matter has to be written “10.5 minutes per hour on weekends and 12 minutes per hour on weekdays.” Producers for commercial content also have many other rules that they have to follow on their own. With many studies done, it was found that television viewing starts at a young age.  It holds advertising to a “must be fair, and not deceptive in order to enjoy protected status under the law (Richards, 1990).  Researchers found that in their studies of television and children, children have a harder time understanding the difference in programs and commercials. (Kunkel, Dale. “Handbook of Children and the Media.” Google Books). Children have always played a huge role to advertisers and they try to reach out to children for their products. In an article called, “Is television advertising good for children? Areas of concern and policy implications” they state that because of the children playing a big role, “…they have become the prime target of television advertising.” (Bandyopadhyay, S. 2015). Children view about 40,000 advertisements on television platforms as well as online platforms within each year (Calvert, Sandra L. “Children as Consumers: Advertising and Marketing.” 2008, doi:10.3897/bdj.4.e7720.figure2f.).
That is why commercials and advertising look to start the children early on connecting their brands to their products. Research for this was done around 1970-1980 and they found that from this research it takes two skills sets that the children must have in order to acknowledge and understand messaging in advertisements (Adler et. Al., 1980, Wartella, 1980; Young, 1990).  
“First they must be able to discriminate at a perceptual level commercial from noncommercial content; second they must be able to attribute persuasive intent to advertising and to adjust their interpretation of commercial message consistent with that knowledge.” (Kankel, D, 2010).

This could play a big part as in why the Children Broadcasting Act is tight around the criteria for the content a commercial can have and the timing on the air. This makes children extremely vulnerable when it comes to persuasive advertisements and commercial because they lack certain cogitative skills (Calvert, S. 2008). The Federal Communication Commission and the Federal Trade Commission is required to regulate this type of medium to protect children from being exposed to it. In 1977, there was court case filed against General Foods Corporation for using misleading information on their commercials where their audience were specifically children. The case was first created with thoughts of misrepresentation, “California residents who have been misled or deceived, or threatened with the likelihood of being deceived or mislead.” (Committee on Children’s Television, Inc. V. General Foods Corp. (1983). The General Foods Corporation is known for being the manufacturer for fruity pebbles, cocoa pebbles, honeycomb and other sugared cereals. Some of the claims that were against them were that the company,
“engaged in a sophisticated advertising and marketing program which is designed to capitalize on the unique susceptibilities of children and preschoolers in order to induce them to consume products which, although promoted and labelled as ‘cereals’ are in fact more accurately described as sugar products, or candies.” (Committee on Children’s Television, Inc. V. General Foods Corp. (1983).
 The biggest issue was that they used the time that was supposed to be designated to children’s programming, to influence children who do not have the cognitive ability to understand. An example that was used in this particular case, was that they “implied representation that children who regularly eat candy breakfasts are bigger, stronger, more energetic, happier, more invulnerable and braver….” (Committee on Children’s Television, Inc. V. General Foods Corp. (1983). Most of these cereals also say that they are “grain products” and making them seem like they have a nutritional value, when in reality they are sugared cereals. In an article called Advertised Foods on Children’s Television by Howard L Taras, and Miriam Gage, (Taras, HL.)  they found that “children view an average of 21.3 commercials per hour, each lasting an average of 28.6 seconds. Food advertisements accounted for 47.8% of these commercials.” This is defiantly a topic that is still a concern today because we still have this type of advertising on television during children broadcasting hours. 
In an article “Commentary Mismeasurement of Children’s Understanding of the Persuasive Intent of Advertising”, between PBS Kids and Nickelodeon, the president of nickelodeon, Laybourne says that “PBS begins by asking: How can we improve kids? There is something wrong with them. While nickelodeon approach says is to celebrate being a kid…we don’t try to prove kids know their alphabet.” When it comes to different television stations each station for kids is going to have their own view on how to maintain all the laws and broadcast to the children. The point of this is to show that there is a big difference in stations views of educational and informational directions. This is because content being different for children allows for diverse content (Watkins, B. 1986). If there is more content created for children, children would most likely not be effected by negative content or inappropriate programs. There is a lot of history that goes behind any law or act that is placed under the United States rule. There was concern for children being their own market and broadcasting not fulfilling their public needs. This was a discussion that came about in around 1960 (Kunkel, D. 2010).
“We Believe…that the broadcaster’s public service obligation includes a responsibility to provide diversified programming designed to meet the varied needs and interest of the child audience….in this regard, educational and or informational programming for children is of particular importance.” (“Policies and Rules Concerning Children Television.” Federal Communications Commission, 8 Aug. 1996, transition.fcc.gov/Bureaus/Mass_Media/Orders/1996/fcc96335.htm)

However, during this period in time the Federal Communication Commission did not include the amount of hours needed in such programming designated for educational or informational needs aimed towards children. The Commission expected the broadcasters to increase their amount of programming for children voluntarily. Within the year 1960, the Federal Communication Commission believed that they were not meeting the needs of the public (Watkins, B. 1986).
“FCC issued a policy statement that affirmed broadcasters’ responsibilities to ascertain the needs and interest of the viewers whom they served, and to provide programming to meet those needs and interest. The Federal Communication Commission set out 14 categories of programming that were necessary to meet the public interest obligation; among these were programming specifically designed for children.”

Early in on the debates of children programming, most were focused on violent content such as aggression and crime and how it may correlate to children’s behaviors (Watkins, B. 1986).  They asked many broadcasters to limit themselves to the violence and bad influences on their programming that children could be potentially watching. However, many broadcasters fought back saying that they believed there was no correlation between their content on their shows and how children behaved on a daily basis. By the early 1960s researchers had an experiment that backed up the statement of the correlation and agreed that television content can have a negative impact on children’s behaviors. In 1974, the Federal Communication Commission enforced a “1974 Policy Statement”. This policy statement asked the broadcasters to “make a meaningful effort to provide programs for children, of which a reasonable part should be educational programming.” (“Policies and Rules Concerning Children Television.”  1996).
The Federal Communication Commission came up with a way to track the progress on this program by “revising its renewal forms to obtain information commercialization practices and programming designed to serve children and kept the docket open.” This was found to be a reasonable way by the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. (Action for Children's Television v. FCC, 564 F.2d 458 (D.C. Cir. 1977).
In around 1979, the Federal Communication Commission created a “Task Force” which gathered information about the changes in the Policy Statement in 1974. (Policies and Rules Concerning Children Television, 1996). They found that for the most part, broadcasters had worked within their limits of the new policies when it came to the commercial time limits. Unfortunately, they found there was not as much effort to stay within the policies of the programming guidelines. “The Task Force reported that licenses aired an average of 2.6 hours of “instructional” programs in a composite week in 1977-1978, as compared with 2.8 hours during a composite week in 1973-1974.” (Policies and Rules Concerning Children Television, 1996). That was a decrease in programming for children, the Federal Communication Commission’s felt as though the broadcasters failed towards the children and not being able to meet the young kids needs and interest. According to the American Psychological Association researchers state that the “Federal Communication Commission has followed a philosophy of deregulation, based on the assumption that market forces would generate diverse programming and limit commercialization. The data, as applied to the programming marketplace for children, contradicts that assumption.” Huston, A. C., Watkins, B. A., & Kunkel, D. (1989). Public policy and children's television. American Psychologist, 44(2), 424-433. This article also talks about how the revenue sources and producers have the most impact on what is getting broadcasted and they are in some degree responsible for the amount of educational and informational programs we have broadcasted for children to view. In response to this, in the late 1979’s the Federal Communication Commission created a “Notice of Proposed Rule Making”. This specific document “outlined a series of options ranging from relying on noncommercial television for children’s programming to adopting mandatory quantitative requirements.” This was in hopes to help increase the amount of programs that were specifically directed towards children programing that were being aired weekdays as well as weekends, targeting certain age groups. This is also where the Federal Communication Commission came up with the policies in advertising and commercializing in children programming. (Policies and Rules Concerning Children Television, 1996). With the changes that were made, NAB stated that by 1990 broadcasters had brought the average up two hours, and was broadcasting 3.6 hours per station by the year 1993. (Children's Television Programming and Advertising Practices Report and Order, MM Docket No. 19142, 96 FCC 2d 634 (1984)(1984 Report), aff'd, Action for Children's Television v. FCC, 756 F.2d 899 (D.C. Cir. 1985)(1985 ACT Decision). Sometime in the early 90’s there was an increase in television programs for young children. Some research has even suggested that “infants and toddlers pay close attention to these videos.” (Calvert, S. 2008). By 1996, the Federal Communication Commission revised the Act once again to clarify the regulations in enforcing the Children’s Television Broadcasting Act. In the Senate Report, congress states the following,
“to require broadcasters to provide programming specifically designed for pre-school and school- aged children because of the overwhelming evidence that such programming has the most impact on children’s development… Each broadcaster must demonstrate that it had served its child audience with programming which is designed to meet the unique educational and informational needs of children, taking into account the special characteristics of various segments of the child population in order to have their license renewed.” (Policies and Rules Concerning Children Television, 1996).  

In this court case (Action for Children Television V. FCC, 564 U.S. 458 (1977) submitted a proposal from the “Action for Children’s Television, a Massachusetts non-profit corporation”. They stated some changes to the law that would propose that each of the stations should be entitled to have programming for children no less than 14 hours a week. This would serve as their “public service requirement.” Each specific age group has a certain time for the stations to play certain programming. “Pre-school ages would be from 7 in the morning until 6 at night daily. Ages 2-5 is required from 7 in the morning until 6 at night on weekends. While Primary ages are 4 in the afternoon until 8 at night daily.” (Action for Children Television V. FCC, 564 U.S. 458 (1977). In this case, the Federal Communication Commission considered the submission and allowed to hear comments from the public about the proposal. “Not surprisingly, the general public expressed strong support…” (Action for Children Television V. FCC, 564 U.S. 458 (1977). The comments from the public had more than 100,000 views on the topic. Throughout this case the Federal Communication Commission held a three-day discussion panel to allow for arguments and hearings to express the publics views on the broadcasting practices for children’s television. (Action for Children Television V. FCC, 564 U.S. 458 (1977). October 1974, the Federal Communication Commission released a report called “Children’s Television Report and Policy Statement, 50 F.C.C.2d 1 (1974); J.A. 1-63”. The report and policy statement spoke about what was needed to improve the children’s television industry to better fulfil their educational and informational needs, as well as gave an explanation as to why the Federal Communication Commission did not adopt this petition of rules from the Action for Children’s Television’s petition at this time. (Action for Children Television V. FCC, 564 U.S. 458 (1977)
With Children Broadcasting there are limits to what can and cannot be said in the programs they watch. Many stations struggle between the first amendment rights with the freedom of speech and not being allowed to use for example “any…indecent…language,”. (FCC V. Fox Television Stations, Inc., 556 U.S. 502 (2009). In the case, Federal Communication Commission et al. V. Fox Television Stations, INNC., et.al it states that the federal law prohibits the use of broadcasting any indecent language 
“this includes references to sexual or excretory activity or organs…the prohibited speech in 1975, the Federal Communication Commission took a cautious, but gradually expanding, approach to enforcing the statutory prohibition. In 2004, the Federal Communication Commission’s Golden Globes Order declared for the first that an expletive use of the F-word or the S-word could be actionably indecent, even when the word is only used once.” (FCC V. Fox Television Stations, Inc., 556 U.S. 502 (2009).
This specific case was based on “concerns isolated utterance of the F- and S- words during two live broadcast aired by Fox Television Stations, Inc.” The case has been remanded but during the process of the case they had many points that pertained to children’s broadcasting laws. The Federal Communication Commission stated that in any type of situation like this where families are watching, it is harmful because it takes a “first blow to children, it suffices to know that children mimic behavior they observe.” (FCC V. Fox Television Stations, Inc., 556 U.S. 502 (2009). The expletives were unnecessary and in no need were required to be said during the show, especially when it is known for a family program. Another case that is similar to this last one is the “seven dirty words”. Federal Communication Commission V. Pacifica Foundation, 438 U.S. 726 (1978). This is another case of indecency, “The Federal Communication Commission found that certain words in the monologue depicted sexual and excretory activities in a particularly offensive manner, noted that they were broadcasted in the early afternoon, when children are undoubtedly in the audience.” (FCC V. Pacifica Foundation, 438 U.S. 726 (1978). Although this was on a radio station and the policies are slightly different than television rules, there are still rules in place for radio to follow under the Children Broadcasting laws. Through this court case, the Federal Communication Commission decided that they needed to clarify standards in the children broadcasting laws, as well as hopefully decrease the amount of complains they get from “indecent broadcasts”. (FCC V. Pacifica Foundation, 438 U.S. 726 (1978).
	Children’s television rules and laws will always be a highly debated topic in the communication field (Kunkel, D. 2009).There have been many different times that have Federal Communication Commission has had to change, clarify, and reinstate multiple laws within this policy.  In an article called “FCC Proposes Major Kids TV Rule Changes” by John Eggeton, he says that as of 2018, the Federal Communication Commission is looking to eliminate some of the rules that are involved with the children television broadcasting laws. For example, one of the changes would be that the “educational and informational programming does not have to be at least a half an hour in length and regularly scheduled.” (Eggerton, J. 2018). The goal of these changes in this year are stated by the Federal Communication Commission in a fact sheet, 
“The modifications proposed in the Notice are designed to provide broadcasters greater flexibility in fulfilling their children’s programming obligations in light of these changes, while preserving access to children’s programming for households that rely on over-the-air television and do not have access to the proliferation of programming options on non-broadcast platforms.” (Eggerton, J. 2018).

Overall, there is so much research in the history, policies broadcasters have to follow, and different court cases. The children broadcasting laws have one main concern to make sure that the educational and informational needs are being met for all children in America through all programming.
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