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the attacks of September 11. She was also
a regular contributor to the Moneyline
News Hour. Obviously she has covered
so many things that have happened, from
the most significant mergers to many
presidential elections. What you probably
don’t know about her is particularly im-
portant to bring to light today, since this
is a values seminar. In addition to being
a former president of the New York Fi-
nancial Writers Association, and having
served on its board of governors, she is
also a participant in the Committee to En-
courage Corporate Philanthropy, serving
on its Award Round Table to recognize
philanthropic achievement by compa-
nies. She’s done volunteer work in
Bangladesh and regularly speaks at
schools and other civic events. She was
named a Jefferson Fellow for the Spring
of 2001 and traveled to China, Japan, and
Vietnam as part of that fellowship. Please
welcome Susan Lisovicz.

JOYCE TUDRYN: Welcome to our
IRTS Values Panel today. Before we be-
gin I wish to acknowledge one of our
panelists, Leo Hindery, who has provided
a generous gift to a college student. Leo
has donated the money to Media Ethics
magazine at Emerson College to create
this gift, the Hindery Honor for Student
Excellence in Media Ethics. It is my plea-
sure to introduce you to this year’s
recipient. She is a graduate of Phillips
Exeter Academy and a senior at Emerson
College in Boston. She received the high-
est mark this academic year in a senior
seminar course entitled Media Ethics and

Cultural Diversity. I am told her major
is Visual and Media Arts; her minor is
Psychology; and her father is a theoreti-
cal physicist. Please join me in applaud-
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ing Kathryn Huang. (Kathryn stood).
Kathryn will be spending the day in New
York, making the rounds to meet several
industry leaders, and then this evening
we’re going to take her over to the NBC
Nightly News, where she’ll sit in the con-
trol room to meet and watch Tom Brokaw
live.

I’d like to congratulate another panel-
ist, Steve Coltrin, who was also honored
this year as the first Leo Hindery Ethics
and Values Speaker of the Year at
Emerson College. And finally, I want to
thank Emerson College’s Tom Cooper,
who, in addition to serving as a panelist,
is the co-producer of today’s program.

It is now my pleasure to introduce
today’s moderator. She is the New York
Stock Exchange correspondent for CNN
Business News and also frequently
reports in the field on a wide variety of
business news topics. She gave multiple
live reports from Wall Street following
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Moderator  Susan Lisovicz (left) and panelists (left to right)  Stephen H.  Coltrin, Tom
Cooper, Carl  Folta, and Leo Hindery.
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“It’s easy to be a

cynic these days…

But this panel is

about values,

responsibility,

accountability,

relationships....”
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SUSAN LISOVICZ: Thank you so
much, Joyce, for that wonderful intro-
duction, and it is really my honor to be
here today for a topic that at the very
least is timely. Before I introduce this
very distinguished panel, let me just give
you an idea of why this topic resonates
so much with this journalist.

As Joyce mentioned, one of my fre-
quent assignments is covering the New
York Stock Exchange. The New York
Stock Exchange is the world’s biggest
stock exchange, and it lists the biggest
and the best companies. And it has many
requirements in order to have the privi-
lege of being listed there. Among them
is transparency.

What is transparency? Well, when you
go public you have to disclose to the
public matters like your revenues and
your profits and the salaries of your top
executives. You may recall that the long-
time chairman and CEO of the New
York Stock Exchange suddenly left
when it was disclosed what had been
considered Wall Street’s best-kept
secret: his own salary, which I think at
last count was about $190 million. He

    Moderator Susan Lisovicz (CNN)  and panelist Stephen H. Coltrin, CEO, Coltrin and Associates.

“Should a

company’s mis-

sion statement

embrace values

like quality, in-

tegrity, honesty,

diversity, and

public service,

in addition to

profitability?”
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MODERATOR: Susan Lisovicz, CNN Business News

said in his defense that he didn’t steal
the money — it was given to him.

If you walk a few blocks north and
then east of the New York Stock Ex-
change, you’ll come to the court district.
It’s been busy lately! Let’s see — we’ve
got WorldCom, Tyco, Adelphia, and
ImClone. Thankfully it doesn’t have
HealthSouth or Enron — those are
being tried elsewhere. Among the
recurring themes that we’re hearing in
a number of these cases from defense
attorneys is, “Look, it may seem exces-
sive for a $6,000 shower curtain to be
charged to the company — but it was
signed off by other people.”

Then there was Disney’s annual share-
holders meeting last week in Philadel-
phia. An astonishing 43 percent of share-
holders withheld their votes from
Michael Eisner, the longtime CEO and
chairman. The board decided to split
those titles. They said that the joint title
is what the shareholders are really
objecting to. Mr. Eisner, in the mean-
time, said, “I’m staying on as CEO un-
til at least my contract runs out.” That
will be in 2006.



Dr. Tom Cooper,  Professor, Emerson College and Carl Folta,  Senior Vice President, Viacom.
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INTRODUCTIONS
So without further ado, let me

introduce, with great pleasure, the
panelists here who will talk about that,
and then we will take questions from
you.

To my immediate left is Stephen
Coltrin, who since 1982 has been run-
ning the public relations firm bearing
his name. He has had some big clients,
including the 2002 Salt Lake City Win-
ter Olympics. Remember that those
games were held less than six months
after our nation’s worst terrorist attack,
and there was a very successful con-
clusion, I have to say. I was there my-
self to see the games. In 2001 Mr.
Coltrin served as the honorary vice
chairman of Broadcasting and Cable’s
Hall of Fame; in 2003, he was the Leo
Hindery Media Ethics and Values
Speaker of the Year at Emerson Col-
lege. Something of interest to me is that
Stephen Coltrin began in the pharma-
ceutical industry, pioneering some of
the first media information programs.
Are those infomercials? [Stephen
Coltrin: No.] No, thankfully, because
I wouldn’t thank you for that!

And he is credited with pioneering me-
dia training in an industry that’s often
hard to understand.

To his left is Dr. Tom Cooper, the
author of six books and over 100 pub-
lished articles on media, ethics, and val-
ues. He’s taught at the University of
Hawaii, at Harvard University, and at
Emerson College, where he is currently
the co-publisher of Media Ethics maga-
zine. Professor Cooper, interestingly
enough, was an assistant to Marshall
McLuhan and a nominee for the Nobel
Peace Prize.

Carl Folta, to Professor Cooper’s left,
is the senior vice president of corporate
relations at a company very much in the
news these days, Viacom. Viacom of
course is a powerhouse whose assets in-
clude CBS, MTV, Nickelodeon, VH1,
BET, Paramount, UPN, Country Music
Channel, Blockbuster, et cetera, et
cetera. Carl Folta handles all media and
employee communications and, as if that
isn’t enough, he also handles Viacom’s
financial public relations, its public af-
fairs, and its corporate philanthropy.
Viacom recently launched a campaign

Then there’s the company that has its
name on this very building. It’s my par-
ent company, Time-Warner, the world’s
biggest media company, which is the tar-
get of not one but two big investigations
into its accounting practices. The inves-
tigators are the Department of Justice
and the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission. And we haven’t even men-
tioned Janet Jackson’s breast or steroids
or... So it’s easy to be a cynic these days.

But this panel is not only about these
sensational headlines concerning the fall
of these people who are rich and power-
ful. It’s really about values, responsibil-
ity, accountability, relationships, not
only with customers but also between
communities and colleagues. It’s about
whether companies should really be do-
ing good in addition to doing well, and
whether those priorities should decline
when the economy and the market do.
It’s about whether a mission statement
should really seek to have a company
embrace values like quality, integrity,
honesty, diversity, and public service, in
addition to embracing profitability. It’s
the very title of what we’re talking about
today: the risks and rewards of champi-
oning pro-social values.



that is very close to Carl’s heart. The
campaign is called “No HIV/AIDS,”
which I’m sure he’ll talk about. The ad
and PSA placements this year for the
campaign are expected to exceed $200
million.

Finally, Leo Hindery Jr., whom I
mentioned earlier, is the chairman and
CEO of the YES Network, which was

Leo Hindery, Jr.,  CEO,  Yes Network

“There’s a lot of

criticism, and

rightly so, of the

industry hiding

news by not

touching sub-

jects that are

controversial to

its ownership.”

ging significantly in the ratings, so it was
decided that in order not to court any
additional controversy, which we’ve had
quite a bit of, we would move away from
the program.

However, another part of our com-
pany called King World has the syndi-

My f irst question is for Carl.
Martha, Martha, Martha — Stewart,
of course. No sooner were the guilty
verdicts announced on Friday than we
were hearing that Viacom was yank-
ing Martha’s program off the air, and
now that is confirmed. It had already
been practically yanked off the air,
this program I used to love to watch
on Sunday mornings at about 8:30, I
think, if my memory serves me cor-
rectly. And it’s off the air. This is a
company with 500 employees, with
many talented people, and this is a
very big blow to that company. Why?

CARL FOLTA: Well, actually the
Martha shows that we were running
were the syndicated programs, so those
were not the new editions of the pro-
gram. I don’t know what her production

Carl Folta addresses
the Martha Stewart

issue to IRTS audience
at Time Warner

building.

company has decided to do in terms of
going forward with more production.
Obviously their star, Martha, is going to
be tied up, doing other things, moving
on to other projects. But our Viacom de-
cision was really a ratings decision, and
interestingly enough, despite the atten-
tion given to Martha,
it just goes to show
that all press is not
good press. Despite
the attention that
she’d been getting, we
had noticed that the
show had been sag-

4

formed in 2001 primarily to broadcast
two of my favorite teams, the New York
Yankees and the New Jersey Nets. Until
1999, Leo Hindery served as the presi-
dent and CEO of AT&T Broadband,
which was formed by the merger of TCI
and AT&T. Prior to that he was general
manager of Intermedia Partners, which
was then the ninth largest cable system

operator. In 1998 Leo Hindery was
named International Cable Executive of
the Year; in 1999 he was one of
BusinessWeek’s Top 25 Executives of the
Year.

So it’s my pleasure to welcome them,
and I know it’s a pleasure to all of us to
talk to these people who are very much
players in corporate America.

OPENING QUESTIONS



“The reason

these kids cheat

is because it’s

worthwhile — it’s

financially worth-

while to cheat.

The whole moral-

ity issue is about

money.”

Leo Hindery discusses the ways that money temptations undermine ethical practices.
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cation rights to the Martha show and the
rights to sell it. So it was really only the
CBS stations that we own, which car-
ried the show, that decided to cancel it.
We’re still actually selling Martha
Stewart Living in other markets to other
companies.

SUSAN: Does Viacom have any sort
of policy on not putting on convicted fel-
ons, for instance?

CARL: The way things are going, we
probably should have a policy, but it
hasn’t come up too much. There haven’t
been that many convicted felons who are
television stars [Susan: Not that you
know of, anyway!]…but it might be a
growing trend. So no, we don’t have a
specific policy. But I think it’s good busi-
ness to evaluate whether that’s the kind
of programming you want, although in
this case I think it’s mitigated somewhat
by the circumstances of her trial.

This kind of problem is something that
we think about. Interestingly enough, in
light of why we are here today, our pro-
gramming people make decisions like
that every day. And some of the deci-
sions are not quite as dramatic as those
involving a convicted felon. Often they
are more mundane, such as about the
mix of programming that we want to
have, looking at the audience that we
reach, and whether we generally feel

good about using our air to provide some
of these programs. These decisions are
hard.

SUSAN: Let’s go on to Leo, because
one of the many headlines in sports
recently involves steroids. This is not a
new issue, but it’s certainly something
where there is more substance and vis-
ibility these days, involving some of the
biggest names in baseball such as Barry
Bonds, a powerhouse hitter. Mark
McGwire was also linked to a substance
that was not illegal in baseball but, for
instance, would not be allowed in the
Olympics. Not only are steroids bad for
your health, but they are a form of cheat-
ing. Do you think that organized base-
ball is doing enough to tackle this issue,
especially when you see millions of
people, millions of young boys and girls
who could be influenced by this?

LEO HINDERY: I don’t think the
nation as a whole is doing enough about
performance-enhancement drugs. It’s an
issue that the country would like to look
forward on and hope there are no more
occurrences, and just ignore the past. So
many of these sports are predicated on
record performance. So people don’t
want to find out that records might have
been tainted — that maybe that 70th
home run was hit just because someone
was a little stronger than normal.

“It’s good business to

evaluate whether

that’s the kind of pro-

gramming you want,

and whether you feel

good about using your

air to provide some of

these programs.”

I think the issue that’s more interest-
ing to me is whether the sport will take
care of the matter itself. When we (the

YES network) covered the Yankees/Red
Sox game on Sunday, and the Blue Jays/
Yankees game on Saturday, we knew
there had been some accusations that
two of the Yankees may have in fact
taken steroids. So we spent a lot of time
talking about the issue. We were criti-
cal. We used a combination of Ken
Singleton and Paul O’Neil, who were
very accomplished ball-players in their



SUSAN: That’s a lot of topics
that we’re going to tackle here!
Let’s go to Stephen Coltrin, be-
cause you work in public rela-
tions, Steve. You’re supposed to
tell the truth, but you have to spin
it in your client’s best interest,
right? Would that be a fair way
of putting it?

STEPHEN COLTRIN: No, I
don’t think we look at it that way.
I think the media look at it that
way, and there are people in our
business who look at it that way.
But that would not be our phi-
losophy. Our philosophy would
be that the best public relations
is absolutely to tell the truth, pe-
riod. Get the truth out there, and
get it out there immediately.

Let me just run through a quick
litany. Suppose Clinton had said:
“I made a mistake with Monica
Lewinsky. It was stupid. I’m get-
ting counseling. These are the
facts, this is what happened.” If
he had taken that approach, it
would have been a one-week
story [Susan: Then he wouldn’t
be impeached.]…and periodic
follow-up — and besides, you’d

save the United States taxpayer a lot of
money.

Let’s move from there to Martha
Stewart. That’s a one-day story, if she
had said, “You know what, I acted
quickly, I acted thoughtlessly, it was

“The best public

relations is absolutely to

tell the truth, period. Get

the truth out there, and

get it out there

immediately.”

Steve Coltrin affirms the value of instant
truth-telling and public apology.

era, to talk about the ills of such drugs.
And I think that’s the power of media
— we can avoid obfuscating our issues.

We are not, by anybody’s measure,
faultless. We’ve got a lot of stuff to
worry about in our behavior. And the
thing I was proud of is that we went to
great pains to discuss this. We
knew it was our first encounter
with the fans for this upcoming
season — and in a closed world
you’d have never criticized your
own kids. We thought that being
insular and hiding our faults would
be wrong. So we talked about the
problem for about 16 or 17 min-
utes each day in the aggregate.
That’s a lot of time on a story that
we thought was quite important.

There’s a lot of criticism, and
rightly so, of the industry hiding
news by not touching subjects that
are controversial to its ownership.
That’s more interesting to me than
the fundamental issue of steroids.
I thought we did a pretty good job
covering the story, because steroid
use is a crime because it’s killing
these kids. It’s as insidious to their
health as some of the communi-
cable diseases they might encoun-
ter, sexually and otherwise.

SUSAN: But you think the is-
sue is going to be handled inter-
nally, and that’s what you’re hop-
ing?

LEO: I hope it’s handled with
great sturm and drang since this
is a horrible, horrible thing. But
it’s a more basic societal issue. We
now have the professional drift-
down of sports into the high
school level, into the grade school
level, so the problem is now pan-
demic. Carl here is going to show
basketball’s March Madness on a
Viacom channel in a week or so.
We have to be honest that so many
of these basketball kids are sim-
ply not students. The phrase “stu-
dent athlete” is a joke. I hope that the
performance-enhancement drug debate
excites the debate about athletics in gen-
eral at the high school and college level.

The reason these kids cheat is because
it’s worthwhile — it’s financially worth-

while to cheat. Dennis Kozlowski
cheated because it was financially
worthwhile. The same issues that you
raised with us at the onset here include
that the money is just too great. There is
little difference between the amount of
money that Kozlowski stole and the

amount that he earned. He earned a bil-
lion dollars, and he stole $600 million.
Michael Eisner took a billion dollars as
part of his stewardship of Disney. That’s
the crime. It’s not that he’s a poor man-
ager. The crime is that he took a billion

dollars for being a poor manager.
SUSAN: We can talk about excessive

compensation too. We haven’t even
touched upon that.

LEO: Yes. The whole morality issue
in media is about money. The whole
morality issue in corporate America is

about money. The whole moral-
ity issue in sports, professional
and amateur, is about money. It
is now too lucrative to cheat. And
as it becomes more pervasive the
criticisms and the protection de-
vices begin to pale. Carl was
right — the reason Martha had
to go down is because she lied.
She lied for $41,000. And if ev-
erybody who lies gets away with
it, then everybody’s going to lie.
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     Tom Cooper comments on the “Slash, flash, and trash for cash”
syndrome in television.

    A sizable audience interact with
IRTS panelists during Q & A period.

stupid. I’m going to give a million dol-
lars to whatever foundation to see that
this doesn’t happen again. I’m going to
repay the money, and then I’ll take my
chances. If they want to prosecute me,
okay, but let’s just get it out there.”

With Coca-Cola and Burger King
(Burger King is one of our clients), they
did actually come clean. Coca-Cola did
come clean and say, “You know what,
we did this. We fudged a marketing test
that caused Burger King franchises
around the country to spend millions of
dollars on equipment that they probably
didn’t want or didn’t need.” That’s the

right thing for Cola-Cola to do. So that’s
not an issue today. Coca-Cola has other
issues, but that issue has gone away.

So what we actually believe is that the
absolute best PR is to tell the truth. Take
the spin out of it, if you will. Because as
soon as you put spin in it, you invite mis-
trust and miscommunication, you invite
attacks from all angles. It’s very hard to

“Integrity is

much harder to

implement when

the world is in the

situation that it’s

in, and that makes

it all the more

noble.”

“Actions that are

ethical or valuable

often don’t make

good press.”

lie. What else are you going to say to
Clinton, if he just said, “I made a mis-
take, I’m getting counseling”? This is
the way it works.
SUSAN: You know, what you say is in-
teresting, because you see the front page
of the New York Times today, involving
one of the world’s biggest companies,
Royal Dutch/Shell, where Shell just re-
placed its top executive because he
wasn’t honest with shareholders. It’s a
public company, and the guy who has
replaced him was one of the people who
was involved in what could only be
called a scheme, an external story line
that was given to the public when they
were hiding this bad information — do-
ing exactly the opposite of what you’re
talking about.

Let’s go to Professor Cooper. We had
such a dramatic period that we’ve all
lived through. We had this long bull run
that millions and millions of people
benefited from; we had the new
economy, the new paradigm, and
everybody was all excited about that.
And it all collapsed. And now we have
this wave of court proceedings, people
going down, going down in flames. His-
torically, is this something you’ve seen
in periods of big profitability? Is this
something we see that people capital-
ize on? Is this a pattern of human
nature, or what’s going on here? How
do we make sense of this?

DR. TOM COOPER: Well, there
are cycles involved here, so ethicists

realize that they will forever be em-
ployed, and lawyers do as well. There
are also cycles of visibility. A lot of
things occur that become very attrac-

tive to publicize at particular times.
Scandal becomes more interesting when
we have a larger percentage of journal-
ism obsessed with tabloid-type cover-
age.

I think the emphasis today, for me, is
that despite all those rises and falls in
the curve, there are people of integrity
who are exceptional. And because
they’re exceptions, they’re often not as
attractive to cover as those people

7
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“
“If you water what’s wrong, even if you’re interacting with it and

crusading against it, you tend to make it more predominant and public.

But when you actually fertilize what’s right and compel other people

to pay attention to that, that’s what obtains the attention.

And yet what we don’t hear is that there
are also far more ethics courses, there
are far more ethics programs, there are
far more people who are interested in
implementing a values statement at their
company. There are far more people
who are trying to start programs in high
schools so that we have media literacy,
even now at the grade school level. So I
would like to get that word out as well,

as a counterbalance to what you’re talk-
ing about.
SUSAN: I would love to ask more ques-
tions, but I really don’t want to be a hog.
I know we’d all like active participa-
tion from the audience, so if anybody
has a question for the panel, raise your
hand and ask away.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (one of Dr.
Cooper’s students): Tom, this question
is for you.

STEVE: “Professor Cooper” to you!
TOM: Actually she’s no longer in my

class, so there isn’t an ethical issue here!
AUDIENCE MEMBER: You were

talking about incentives to give press
to positive media leaders and events.
What type of incentives do you think
there could be to focus on showing the
positive side of media?

TOM: Well, incentives can come at
every level. First, the point of this panel
today is to say thank you to people like
these other three panelists as well as
raise questions and think out loud. So
whenever we can thank people, I think
that’s important, especially if they stick
their necks out. We have humanitarian
awards, we have all kinds of awards that
say it’s not just being first commercially
that matters — it’s also your being a
substantial human being. Being com-
passionate, and willing to go against the

downward trend, and a willingness to
take a risk on behalf of other people.
Carl Folta was just telling me the other
day what Viacom is doing regarding
HIV/AIDS, and I hope he’ll talk about
that. We don’t hear about that kind of
positive campaign as average citizens.
Why don’t we hear about those sorts of
things?

So for me it’s positive reinforcement.

Send a letter to your editor, send a let-
ter to your media when they’re doing
something right. Tell somebody when
an exec actually made a decision that
you stand by. We tend to only let people
know when something is wrong. And if
you do that, if you water what’s wrong,
even if you’re interacting with it and
crusading against it, you tend to make
it more predominant and public. But
when you actually fertilize what’s right
and compel other people to pay atten-
tion to that, that’s what obtains the
attention. When a critic honors a new
filmmaker no one would know about,
or when a new television producer be-
comes more creative, that should get
more attention. So I want to give more
attention to what’s right

AUDIENCE: Mr. Folta, it is one
thing to have your values and your phi-
losophy at the corporate executive level,
but how do you translate all that to your
many employees on the front lines who
actually have to make very quick deci-
sions and get things done? How do you
disseminate the philosophy?

CARL: I think it begins with the re-
cruitment process and the kind of people
that you look for. It begins with your
basic notion of what an organization is
and what the value chain in the com-
pany is. You want smart people who are

involved in major scandals. People such
as the ones on this panel — people who
are doing something from a media
standpoint that is heroic. Interestingly,
actions that are ethical or valuable
often don’t make good press. For me,
that pattern stands out, and that lopsided
picture is what’s unusual. So I would
like to see more coverage of major acts
of integrity, actually, because it’s so easy

for us to follow tragedy, to follow di-
saster, to follow sensation, to follow
human nature and scandal and so forth.
And I would love to see incentives for
us to publicize those people who are ac-
tually making a difference and who are
committed with integrity.

Such integrity is much harder to
implement when the world is in the situ-
ation that it’s in, and so that makes it all
the more noble under those circum-
stances. So I applaud these panelists for
that reason. And yes, I think it is cycli-
cal, and the perception of it is also cy-
clical.

SUSAN: That’s very encouraging to
hear. But do you think that we are low-
ering our standards? I’ve seen surveys
recently where a larger percentage of
people admit to lying on their résumé;
they just take it as a given. That’s the
kind of thing that could and should get
you fired. What’s your response to that?

TOM: We’ve seen a striptease effect
in the media, where more and more skin,
more and more “sin,” more and more
“flash, slash, and trash for cash” is
shown. And we’ve seen it from the
1950s to the recent decade. It’s not just
a recent phenomenon. There’s been
more and more exposé at every level,
with Janet Jackson’s recent exposure at
the Super Bowl being a symbol of that.
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also good leaders who can help grow
the business. However, there also has
to be a high percentage of people who
also bring something intangible to the
organization. And part of that is an eth-
ics and values system that allows them
to lead people in a way that you can
trust.

For example, the salesman who cuts
corners but always makes his numbers
is not the kind of salesman we want. We
want the salesman who puts his custom-
ers first but doesn’t cut corners. We
haven’t talked about this, but there’s a
thing called Sarbanes-Oxley that is
sweeping through corporate America in
response to a lot of things that Susan
was pointing out. And that has had a
good effect of making companies such
as ours and many others codify the eth-
ics practices that I hope already existed
in most companies. Not only should
these processes be in place to make sure
that people have ethical behavior and
that ethical behavior is promoted, but
then you also have to actually publicly
articulate the positive steps you are tak-
ing to ensure ethical behavior. You also
need to state how you are monitoring
all that within your company. So there
are a lot of layers, and a lot of lawyers
who are being hired to do that, but I
think the net result is that companies are
at least thinking about this more.

In the case of our company, I like to

think that we come to work every day
on an individual basis and, while we
don’t wear it on our sleeve, this ethical
approach is actually how we make de-
cisions. But we’re like any other com-
pany: Sometimes, as Leo said, the quest
for the dollar, or the Deutsch Mark, or
wherever we happen to be in the world,
will overcome a person’s natural in-
stincts, and that’s why you have to have

these checks and balances in place.
When we’ve taken initiative to do

good at a corporate level we’ve actu-
ally found it quite easy. For example,
the HIV/AIDS program: Once we
decided we were going to do it through-
out the organization, we simply went
and told people, and they volunteered.
They said, “We could really do this, and
this will be part of our job.” And we said
yes, and they said “Fantastic!” because
AIDS is an issue that touches everyone.

I think people tend to be cynical about
the business world, but these same
people would be surprised to find out
how it really is. For example, you might
turn to your business colleague and say,
“You know, why don’t we do it this way,
because this may not make as much
money but there are other benefits to our
organization, to our community.” And
people embrace those ideas. And I think
maybe it takes some courage to begin
that process, but once you do, it works.
I know that Leo has been very active
on this HIV/AIDS issue internationally,
and I think he probably could say the
same thing.

LEO: Yes. I could give you a perspec-
tive as an observer of Viacom. The rea-
son Viacom is so wonderful at this is
because at the very top they have Mel
Karmazin along with Carl (Folta) and
Rich Bressler, the CFO. Absent those
three, you could find a scenario where

it looks just Tyco, it looks just like
Adelphia.

It’s an amazing thing. You’ve got
what, one hundred thousand employ-
ees? [Carl: One hundred and ten thou-
sand.] One hundred and ten thousand
employees! There is not a company in
the world that has ever been more phil-
anthropic than Viacom on AIDS and
HIV. It’s not tens of millions, it’s liter-

ally hundreds of millions of dollars a
year that this company gives to HIV ini-
tiatives throughout the world. And you
say, well, how is that possible? And it’s
three people out of one hundred and ten
thousand.

On the other hand, Kozlowski runs
Tyco, and the controllers at divisional
levels are cheating. The Adelphia fam-
ily, the Rigases, cheat and the crime
permeates the organization. And you
just go down the list. And what we have
to accomplish somehow or other is to
get honest women and men running
these companies — not just working at
these companies, but running them, be-
cause there were incredibly honest
people at Tyco who got totally compro-
mised, as there were incredibly honest
people at Enron who got totally com-
promised. The system and the people at
the top left them little choice. Are you
corrupt, or are you corrupted?

Somebody needs to write a book
about how a company of one hundred
and ten thousand people can be so sub-
stantially influenced by three people to
rise to a level better than GE, better than
GM, better than anybody in America,
better than anybody in the world — this
single company, more honest, more
philanthropic.

When this Janet Jackson thing hap-
pened, Viacom’s CEO Mel Karmazin
went down and talked in front of the

Senate, and in a very Japanese-like fash-
ion took all the responsibility. These
other guys go “Duuuuhhh...” Ken Lay
of Enron can’t remember his name.
Bernie Ebbers of WorldCom says: “My
god, I don’t have any idea what Scott
Sullivan was up to. Scott Sullivan —
who’s he? Was he the CFO?” Mel
Karmazin goes in front of Congress
and says, “The buck stops here.” He put

“There has to be a high percentage of people who bring to the

organization an ethics and values system that allows them to lead

people in a way that you can trust.

”
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together the AIDS initiative. Rich
Bressler could have written Sarbanes-
Oxley, in my opinion. Rich  Bressler
doesn’t even need to know what
Sarbanes-Oxley is, because he’s far
more honest than what Sarbanes-Oxley
demands.

You’ve got to figure a mechanism to
bring to the very top of companies
people like those three, or it all gets
screwed up real fast.

STEVE: I think that’s a very impor-
tant point, Leo. If you look at a big com-
pany, it starts at the top. And if you don’t
have integrity at the top, it’s very, very
difficult to have it down through the
ranks.

My company represents a lot of large

brands. Shareholders put pressure on the

management team to make money. I’d

like to see equal pressure on the man-

agement team to have a very ethical,

integrity-based culture, because not

much is said about that and it’s tempt-

ing to compromise. For example, here’s

what a company might do. They might

back up a truckload of Coca-Cola that’s

not been sold yet, and then sell it the

next morning after the quarterly report

is over, so you can report that as rev-

enue. Now in my view, that’s not ethi-

cal. Possibly it’s not legal either, but it’s

certainly not ethical. So the pressure

from shareholder groups saying,

“You’ve got to make so much money,”

has to be tempered with pressure also

to have high integrity.

SUSAN: Do other panelists wish to
add to this? Professor Cooper?

TOM: The word integrity reminds
me of Kathy Bushkin, who was slated
to be on our panel today, such that we
need to have the integrity to say we
didn’t falsely advertise. She called at the
last minute and couldn’t be here, and
I’m a poor substitute, but I want to say
what she told me by phone that she
might have said.

In her career Kathy Bushkin, who is
now with the United Nations Founda-
tion and who was previously here with
the Time Warner Foundation, has
moved from sector to sector, and she
said every sector needs to find its own
level of integrity. In our society there
has been a circle of blame. The media
blames the government, the government
blames the media. Parents are blamed
for not supervising their children. Then
the parents blame the government for
not regulating, the government blames
the media for running trashy program-
ming in the first place, and we have a
circle of blame.

Kathy said the answer to that is that
every sector, instead of pointing fingers,
needs to find out who its own leaders
of integrity are. If everybody says, “The
buck stops with me,” which is what Leo
was saying, or “I made a mistake,”
which Steve said could be the one-day
solution to a two-year difficulty — if
every single sector says, “We need par-
ticular standards, and these are what
they are,” that would be very effective.

It is also important for people at the
top to learn how to publicly apologize.
You know, when you’re having a rela-
tionship with a friend, and somebody
takes the initiative to apologize, that
stops a lot of the escalating tension that
can go on if both people continue to say,
“You did it”; “No, you did it”; “No, you
did it!”

At the top levels, because life be-
comes so litigated and so corporatized,
and so forth, people think they had best
not admit a mistake because then they
will be sued, or then they will lose face.
But in fact, if you admit the mistake, if
you are honest, as Steve is saying, then
the circle of blame doesn’t go on and
the cover-up is not necessary. You don’t

have to pay lawyers for five years to
cover this up or to adopt a perspective
to try to hold your own in court. Then
people can talk very genuinely about
what is actually happening. The ability
to apologize in one sector leads other
sectors to say, “Oh, yeah, we made a
mistake too,” or “We could be doing this
differently.” And then bridges are built,
where people feel it’s safe to communi-
cate with each other rather than hide
behind lawyers and spin.

So I’ve developed what Kathy said
to me beyond her original words, but I
wanted to bring the spirit of her input
into this and to make sure she was rep-
resented.

SUSAN: I want to play devil’s advo-
cate with Carl. He knows that I’ve cov-
ered his company for a long time, and
it’s praised widely not only for its very
rich array of assets but also for its deep
management, like Sumner Redstone,
Mel Karmazin, Les Moonves, Sherry
Lansing, and Tom Freston.

Having said that, on the one hand you
have launched this wonderful AIDS
project. You see an AIDS epidemic
mounting in Russia and you are jump-
ing to respond, and you deserve a lot of
credit for it. However, Carl, Viacom is

also a company that owns MTV, which
has a lot of crotch grabbing, breast rub-
bing, and lyrics that could be consid-
ered degrading to women. Can you just
address that? Is there a disconnect some-
times between a network like MTV that
is considered sexually suggestive, at the
very least, and then trying to tackle a
terrible disease that is associated with
unprotected sex?

“Shareholders put

pressure on the

management team to make

money. I’d like

to see equal pressure

on the management team

to have a very ethical,

integrity-based culture.”

“If you admit the

mistake, if you are

honest, then the circle

of blame doesn’t go on,

and the cover-up is not

necessary.”
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CARL: Yes. I think there certainly
does seem to be a disconnect. But we
are also the same company that brought
you Blue’s Clues and some of the great
educational television and some of the
great sports. And we are a microcosm
of society today. If you were on Mars
and you were looking at this 21st cen-
tury society, you would say, “How can

they be so good at some things and so
bad at other things?” And we’re just a
reflection of that society.

To take MTV, I think part of it is sort
of generational. There were a lot of
people who looked at the MTV show at
the halftime at the Super Bowl and said,
“This is outrageous, this is terrible.” But
they probably haven’t seen a music

video in a long time. That’s what a mu-
sic video looks like; it’s been going on
for ten years. Kids dance that way. We
didn’t like the crotch grabbing either —
that was not in the rehearsal. We cer-
tainly didn’t know about the finale. But
the fact is that, you know, in the ’50s
people didn’t like Elvis for similar rea-
sons. There is always a tension in our

“There is always

a tension in our

culture, and there’s

a pendulum effect:

You go forward,

maybe too far, and

then you come

back.”

The secret of MTV is that they are
very close to their audience. It gives
them permission to do the good things.
And by the way, they do not show the
kind of videos on MTV that are most
criticized. They don’t show misogynis-
tic videos, and it’s sort of a myth that
you can see a gangster rap video on
MTV — they’ve never shown them. But
because such videos are synonymous in
some people’s heads with music videos
at large, then people assume that MTV
does not have standards, but they have
very strong standards. And we have a
lot of internal debates, in fact, about
what we will show and what we will
not show.

We have to be true to our audience,
or else we lose our audience. They want
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Karl addresses the ethics of MTV and Superbowl half-time shows.

us to push the envelope. That’s why they
come to us. That means that later we
can go to them, now that we’ve estab-
lished a trust with our audience, and we
can say, “You need to protect yourself.
You need to be smart about STDs. You
need to be voting. You need to think

culture, and there’s a pendulum effect:
You go forward maybe too far, and then
you come back.

about your future.” When we tell them
this, we have a special relationship that
allows us to come across and do it in a
way that sometimes parents or people
that are in their lives, like school offi-
cials, can’t do. So it’s a trade-off. It defi-
nitely is a trade-off.

Jackass is a good example of a show
that anybody over the age of 14 or 15,
except for a few men, just doesn’t get
why it is funny. But let me tell you, it
was one of the most popular programs
around. And it allowed us to bring in a
young male audience and expose them
to PSAs and other things about treating



women better and having respect for
people and voting and HIV/AIDS and
those other issues.

So you know, it’s sort of like maybe
we’re setting up a trap. We bring them
in and then we tell them good things.
But I think these are decisions that we
make all the time, and it’s hard.

LEO: We can do this same debate
about CNN as well. One side of this
debate says that in a highly consolidated
media industry, a competitive multime-
dia industry, you will always fall to the

lease common denominator, sadly, and
not rise to the highest common denomi-
nator. And if one broadcast network ex-
ecutive is very disciplined, very respon-
sible, et cetera, he or she is out of a job
in about one season if he doesn’t do
what other networks are doing. If you
take the transformation of CNN, the
debate that’s gone on within CNN over
the last year has to do with how a com-
petitive reaction to Fox, to a perception
about Fox, led to a dumbing down, so
to speak, of the entire network.

And what we need to ask ourselves
is how does a show like Fear Factor
end up on broadcast television in prime
time? There was a show a few weeks
ago in which the contestants on Fear
Factor were in a vat, stomping on
worms, and then drinking worm juice,
for money. The question has become not
what will you do for money, but what
won’t you do for money? If the intellec-
tual and economic premise of multime-
dia is lowest common denominator, then
principled people are always going to
lose, because Fear Factor is a commer-
cial success. In other words, if you run
CBS and you watch Fear Factor be suc-
cessful on NBC, then you begin to say,
“Where is my Fear Factor for my net-

work?”
I’ve often thought that the worst job

you can have in media is to be the head
of a network, because how do you learn
to say, “I won’t do that”? But, if the oth-
ers are all doing it, you dumb down fast.

I’ve often said, in speeches and
things, that I’d rather be the CEO of The
History Channel, careerwise, than the
CEO of CBS. The risk profile that Les
Moonves runs at CBS is a factor worse
than the risk profile of the woman or
man who runs The History Channel.

I’m a big fan of collusion. I would
love the network heads to get in a room
and say, “Look, we’ll stop here.” [Su-
san: To draw a line in the sand.] Susan,
you are a very accomplished journalist
at CNN who is widely watched...and the
recent dumbing down of CNN is no dif-
ferent than the dumbing down on other
networks.

SUSAN: Actually, I have to say, I did
see the Super Bowl, for instance. I
watched it. And then I watched the two
seconds played over and over and over
and over again on CNN. So if you didn’t
watch it, or you didn’t see it because
you happened to be putting your head
down for just one second, you saw it on
my network, you saw it on Brand X, you
saw it on Brand Y, you saw it on all the
locals. So personally, I have to say, I’m
not supposed to say this but I would say
this, that if I was the executive producer
of all the programming on any network
news show, I’d say to my staff: “Show
something else from the halftime show.”
You can say in news copy what hap-
pened, that her breast was bared. But
why do you have to show it. And then
you put this little graphic thing to cover
what we know is the nipple of a
woman’s breast. Big deal! You don’t

have to keep on gratuitously showing
it.

LEO: But how do you react as a
serious journalist to people like James
Carville and Mary Matalin taking over
what is supposed to be political com-
mentary, and they just sit there and
scream at each other?

SUSAN: I don’t watch it!
LEO: You don’t watch it, but we’re

entering an election season here that’s
going to be as critical to the future of
this country as any cycle any of us will

ever see. Yet all you get if you want to
see political analysis is these scream-
ing nabobs, and you wonder why people
are disaffected with the political pro-
cess.

““The ability to apologize in one sector leads other sectors to say,

“We made a mistake too,” or “We could be doing this differently.”

Bridges are built, and people feel it’s safe to communicate with each

other rather than hide behind lawyers and spin.””
We’ve got to figure out the dumbing

down problem fast. Carl may not like
something on Fear Factor, I may not
like the dumbing down of political com-
mentary, Tom may have his views,
Stephen his, you yours. But it’s all
dumbing down. If it’s Janet Jackson’s
breast — well, that offends somebody
out here, and I’m offended by Carville,
and someone else is offended by Fear
Factor. And we know it is debasing so-
ciety, it is debasing women, it is debas-
ing people of color. It is debasing soci-
ety in general. It’s a mess.

SUSAN: You’ve raised so many good
points, and I can feel the audience wants
to get in.

AUDIENCE: Leo, given what you
say, maybe that’s why the broadcasters
are losing people.

LEO: Yeah, but they are not.
AUDIENCE FOLLOW-UP: I mean

the share of the audience in broadcast-
ing is being lost to cable and others…

LEO: Well, yeah, but I used to run
cable. Let me tell you the flip side of
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   Leo Hindery expresses concerns about the ongoing “dumbing down” of programming.

that. I thought that digital was going to
be about more ethnic programming,
women’s programming, and arts pro-
gramming and that cable would be a
welcome change. However, cable is
actually now about more sex, more vio-
lence. You see, as you fragment the
audience and you become one of a hun-
dred networks chasing audience share,
the one thing you can get share with is
sex and violence. It is the absolute.
That’s why I said to Susan, that’s why
I’d want to run The History Channel.

CARL: But then it’s about war! More
violence…

LEO: But USA, TNT, TBS, CBS,
NBC, and all of the general entertain-
ment networks default to sex and vio-
lence. Look at A&E. For years they had
Law and Order reruns, which was a to-
tal bastardization of the channel. It was
a great show — I watch it now on TNT
— but it did not belong on A&E. But
A&E punted because, in chasing ratings
and share, they knew they could put a
lot of money into Horatio Hornblower
and get a small audience, or they could
do Law and Order and for sure get rat-
ings. And in doing so A&E diminished
its brand. And even Nick Davatzes, their
CEO, who really is a god, in my opin-
ion, in this industry, felt a compelling
need to dumb down.

AUDIENCE: As leaders of compa-
nies that are often a barometer of what’s
going on, are there any tactical pro-

“One issue is doing

good for others...but

the other issue is,

even if you didn’t do

any good, do you

still make ethical

decisions based on

some set of ethics

and values?”
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cesses that you’re putting into place
when you are hiring managers? How do
you assess the ethical core of how they
deal with people?... And Professor Coo-
per, how are you dealing with students
to try and create this new professional-
ism and help transform human nature
into ethical behavior?

CARL: Well let me tell just one an-
ecdote about that. Obviously our Hu-
man Resources department embraces
diversity; it’s a core value of our com-
pany. And diversity doesn’t only mean
skin color and background and religion,
but it means attitude. We want people
who come from different backgrounds,
who think differently, because we think
that that will create a better company.

But anecdotally, when Mel Karmazin
has a staff meeting and all the heads of
all the businesses are in that room, when
you as a business head report to Mel on
your business, you are also required to
report on two other things. One is what
are you doing that’s good for your au-
dience and your community, such as
philanthropy, et cetera. And that’s how,
by the way, the HIV/AIDS program was
born, in one of those meetings. And the
other item you’re required to report on,
every four weeks, is what have you done
in the past month about diversifying
your employee base? Proactively, what
have you done? When you hire, you are
looking at not just the candidate who
on paper has sold the most widgets, but

the candidate who might be from an-
other background and maybe never sold
a widget in his or her life, but might
bring something new to the company.
So that is basically how we’re doing it.
And you have to set up a process and
talk about it on a regular basis, and push
yourself to move forward.

STEVE: There are two issues here
that we’re talking about. It seems to me
one issue is doing good for others —
that is, enacting your corporate respon-
sibility, if you will. And that’s a good
issue to talk about, and a good thing.
But the other issue is, even if you didn’t
do any good, do you still make ethical
decisions based on some set of ethics
and values?

One of the things Leo said a year ago
on the first panel we had on values,
which at the time I didn’t quite agree
with, but I’ve thought about it over the
year, is that a lot of that responsibility
rests with people like Dr. Cooper and
with the infrastructure that we have in
place to educate. Because ethics, in a
way, is driven at the top and the bot-
tom. And as long as you have people at
the bottom who will say, “I want to
watch this kind of programming,”

whether you call it negative, whatever
it is, it’s going to be very hard for these
big networks not to respond to that, for
all the reasons that Leo just outlined.



that road. We’re going to find a better solu-
tion,” a lot of times that suggestion by an
MBA will fly. So that’s a basic issue, to me.

SUSAN: Professor?
TOM: Thanks, Steve and Susan, and

thank you for your question, Amy. I
don’t want to pretend to be a spokes-
person for all of academe — I’m going

to stay humble about that. But some of
the things that we do at Emerson Col-
lege include bringing in speakers like
the executives on this panel so students
can meet people who, from my stand-
point, have walked their talk, rather than
people who are strictly theoretical or
totally bottom-line-oriented. We also
have Kathryn Huang, our Hindery
Scholar from Emerson, here today, and
she’s going to meet with a number of
people in the industry. We try to make
that possible for many more students.
Joyce Tudryn and IRTS bring the acad-
emy and the industry together all the
time to cross-fertilize, and I think we
keep each other honest. If I become too
theoretical, pretty soon I’m going to
meet someone in the industry who says,
“But here are the facts about this.” If,
on the other hand, someone from the
corporate sector becomes out of touch
with the latest research or whatever,
they’re going to learn practical informa-
tion from someone in the academy. So
I think the cross-fertilization that IRTS
and other groups are doing, which in-
cludes today’s panel, is very healthy.

There are a number of ethics and
media literacy programs that are grow-
ing in colleges and high schools. We
need to be aware that the equivalent of
over two years of a young person’s en-

tire life is now going to be spent con-
suming advertising. It was only one year
when we were children. By the way, we
know from research that we Americans
learn more from the media than we learn
about the media, at a very early age. And
so the earlier we can begin to implement
instruction about how the media works,
how it tricks us into buying products and
so forth, how it very carefully conceals
its agenda, the more of that we can teach
children, the better. We call that type of
curriculum “media literacy.” People like
Leo and Steve are also giving awards
to educators who are taking a leader-
ship role in media education, and
through positive reinforcement those
gestures cause more and more educa-
tion to occur in this field.

Also, I think all of us as citizens are
responsible for our own education about
this. How much have we learned from
the media, and how much have we
learned about the media? What is that
ratio? And if we’re constantly learning
from the media without learning about
the media — how it sets our agenda,
how it chooses its stories, when it be-
comes sensational, how it sells its prod-
ucts without our realizing it through
product placements and everything else
— then we’ve abdicated our own re-
sponsibility as citizens to be on the lead-

Steve and Tom ponder Susan’s provocative questions.

“If we’re constantly

learning from the

media without

learning about the

media...then we’ve

abdicated our own

responsibility as

citizens to be on the

leading edge of

understanding our

world and our

environment.”

So somewhere at the bottom, which
means the audience and education and
all that — and Tom, I’d be interested in
your response — somewhere at the bot-
tom, if we’re going to change things,
that has to change…and Leo was really
right.

On the top side, the top side is driven
these days a lot, in our experience at
least, by investment bankers and private
investors who have large amounts of
money, often billion-dollar amounts of
money, riding on the success of what-
ever it is they’ve invested in. There
again, if there’s not pressure to have
good ethics as well as to make money, I
guarantee you, you sit in the boardroom
with four MBAs from Stanford,
Harvard, Columbia, and somewhere
else, Yale I guess, somebody in that
boardroom is going to suggest some-
thing that pushes the ethical boundary.
And if that CFO and CEO, those top
senior people, don’t say, “Whoa, whoa,
don’t go there — we’re not going down
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ing edge of understanding our world and
our environment. Our environment used
to be the woods, then the town, then the
city — now it’s the mediated world. To
what extent do we take initiative to
really understand that? So those are a
few thoughts.

AUDIENCE: In listening to you all,
it’s very clear that there are really two
very opposing forces at work in our
lives. On the one hand there is the wish
to be ethical. On the other hand there is
the pull towards money and the need to
satisfy shareholders, advertisers, and
others as well. What you said about the
money really is a very driving force in
a lot of decisions that are made. People
may study ethics in school, but once
they get into that world they’re going
to be drawn toward success and money.
And my question is, if money is the in-
centive not to do ethical things and not
to do good, what is the incentive for
people in general to do good? I mean,
we’re all concerned about ethics here,
but what is the incentive for people who
normally would be overpowered by
money, not to be? What’s the incentive
for them to be ethical above all else?

LEO: I’ve had a catharsis concurrent
with Steve’s, but I’m being led to a dif-
ferent place in my thinking, and it’s not
a place that I like arriving at. I spent a

lot of time suggesting that the route to a
better world was from the academic
community up into my industry. I hate
ethics classes at the graduate school
level because it’s absurd — if you’re not
ethical by then, then all they are teach-
ing you is how to avoid being caught. It
has to start at very young ages.

I’ve grown very cynical this last year.
And while I continue to encourage an
academic integration with our industry,
what I hope will happen is someday it’s
not Carl and me and Stephen up here.
But it’s Mel, Bob Wright, and the other
mega-CEOs. Maybe we can get there
and have them talk to each other in a
collegial, academic setting.

In the meantime, I’m a big fan now
of enforcement. It’s time to hammer
down, because if we don’t start ham-
mering down, critics of the media in-
dustry will soon be aligned politically
and regulatorily with the Christian con-
servatives. That will destroy this indus-
try. Perhaps that sounds very pejorative,
and it’s not intended to. I don’t like find-
ing commonality with the right-wing
community, but this Janet Jackson/Fear
Factor phenomenon is an inch away
from strong reactions which will place
some serious controls on content. Tom
DeLay is just waiting in the wings for
this thing to get a little more out of hand

with problems like Howard Stern and
Janet Jackson and many others. He’s
going to slam down in ways that will
change society.

We need a combination of controls.
First there has to be some enforcement
— there has to be a stronger FCC to
establish some guidelines. But there also
has to be cooperation inside the indus-
try. If these four network executives
don’t start colluding fairly fast, in one
form or another, they’re not going to like
this outcome at all. And maybe it is
purely expedient; maybe it’s just pure
money. But I promise you that CBS,
NBC, et cetera will earn less money in
the DeLay world than they earn today.
So self-constraints of the existing world
by network CEOs is a lot more lucra-
tive to shareholders than the DeLay
world would be. And he’s very close to
some tight regulation. I’m going down
there to Washington D.C. tomorrow
because he is very close. And all be-
cause Howard Stern said something —
I don’t even remember what he said —
and because of Janet Jackson...

SUSAN: It could be any given day.
LEO: What I’d like to see happen is to

divide questionable content into three

categories, because they’re going to be

addressed differently. Right now DeLay

wants to put just one umbrella across
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some enforcement

– there has to be a

stronger PCC to

establish some

guidelines. But

there also has to

be cooperation

inside the

industry.”

The audience ruminate about some proposed solutions from Leo, Carl, Tom, and Steve.



this. I pray that we’ll have a debate

about three areas – sexual content, vio-

lence, and what I now call debasement

programming. It’s debasing for young
women to chase that Firestone kid –
that’s debasing programming. It’s de-
basing to drink worm juice. So I would
love the industry to have a day on sex,
a day on violence, and a day on debase-
ment.

These four or five network CEOs who
are running these puppies need to come
to some conclusion that “We stop here.”
If you approach it across the board
you’re going to get mush, so take a day
on each of these topics. People like Carl
should be putting it all together, and do
it in such a public forum that honesty
comes out and you put all of them up
here at one time. Don’t put us up here
— our thoughts are formed. But put the
CEOs up here.

TOM: Thank you, Leo. I’m really
enjoying what everyone has to say.
These are good ideas. On the question
of incentives which was previously
asked, I sometimes ask my friends,
when this question comes up, would you
rather live in a world where you know

who everyone else is sleeping with,
including your senator, president, and
favorite celebrity, or would you rather
live in a world where you can sleep with
the one person who matters — yourself?
It is a real incentive to be able to sleep

with yourself — to be able to say, “I
don’t lose any sleep over this at night.
There is no guilty conscience keeping
me tossing and turning.” It’s coming to
a world in which we know all of the
gossip at large about who is sleeping
with whom — but, in terms of our own

ability to sleep with ourselves in the
decisions we make, isn’t that a value as
well? Isn’t living with integrity its own
reward? Is the only value we are pursu-
ing financial success? Or is there also a
value in our colleagues, audiences,
employees, and communities saying we
made a difference in their lives? That is
another type of incentive.

LEO: Yes…and we also have the
power to say, “I’m not going to watch
this anymore.”

CARL: We also need to come up with
some programs for young people to
understand the world we live in from
an ethical point of view. We need to
build such programming, and I do fear
that if it comes from a dogmatic, reli-
gious point of view, that we will lose
the creativity and the First Amendment
rights to do this in a fresh and engaging
way for children.

If the government wants to do some-
thing, instead of regulating us or scar-
ing us into self-regulation, it could
spend the money from a secular point
of view on kids so they understand that
they need to respect and protect them-
selves and they need to think about

Carl stresses the need for more media programs with ethical standards for young people.

“We need to come up

with programs for

young people to un-

derstand the world we

live in from an ethical

point of view.”
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Susan forecasts far more issues in the future and thanks the panelists.

others when they make decisions. The
Me generation is now over, for sure.

STEVE: Good. Here’s another idea
which I’d like to throw to Susan, since
she covers financial news. It would be
terrific to get the financial journalists who
cover Viacom and Coca-Cola and Burger
King to start a dialogue and ask consis-
tently, “What are your ethical policies?”
Because all they write about in the news
report — and no disrespect is intended
— is how much money was made. I
would love to see something like that hap-
pen. And I would throw that to you,
Susan. I think that’s someplace you could
make a really great contribution.

SUSAN: Well, I think it’s well put. I
have to say that sometimes when I have
the opportunity to talk to some execu-
tives — I’ll name Mr. Eisner, just be-
cause he’s been in the news yesterday
— and I asked him about six months
ago why he should be CEO of this com-
pany, going on 20 years at this point,
when he’s under-performing in a num-
ber of areas, some perhaps just because
of the general economy but also because
of some of the decisions he specifically
made. For example, Eisner was paying
an executive who didn’t work out $100

million, or there was an acquisition
made under his watch, ABC, which is
under-performing in the industry
(maybe because they don’t do enough

debasing programs, I don’t know!) But
the point is, he laughed off the question.
So it’s kind of difficult for me as a jour-
nalist, when I’m reporting on deadline,
day in and day out, to get into ethics —
ethics like perhaps how much charity
companies donate, and things like that —
because it’s so obviously a judgment call
sometimes.

But I think one of the ethical issues
that can very realistically be raised is
something that Leo mentioned pretty
much at the outset: compensation. Why
is it that companies that lay off the most
people oftentimes — and this has been
proven in studies — get the highest
pay? That’s just outrageous. And that
is a fact, that Mr. Eisner, for instance,
has earned a billion dollars in a decade
with his compensation and his perks.
Perhaps we should devote more time
to that question, but that will be at the
next IRTS seminar. We can revisit
that issue, and hopefully I’ll
report back to you on that. But in the
meantime, just because we in the me-
dia live and die on deadlines, my dead-
line was to get out of here at 10:00
o’clock today for everybody’s benefit.
I just want to say from the bottom of
my heart what a privilege it has been to
be with these four panelists and to be
asked by the IRTS to be your modera-
tor. So my thanks go to Joyce Tudryn,
who is president of IRTS, and also to
Leo Hindery Jr.,  Carl Folta of Viacom,
Professor Tom Cooper, and Steve
Coltrin. Thank you, and thanks to all
of you.

“It would be terrific

to get the financial

journalists to start a

dialogue and ask

consistently, ‘What

are your ethical

policies?’”
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