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should be of special concern to families and communities. Whereas increased yf;ggg,,w eW
desensitization, and appetite primarily affect the viewers themselves, aggression

directly injures others and represents a more clear-cut violation of st;r%%‘

behavior. From the point of view of public policy, therefore, curbing aggression has

priority over alleviating subtler psychological and moral damage.

Public concern about a possible link between media violence and societal
violence has further intensified in the past decade, as violent crime reached a peak
in the early 1990s, yet has shown no sign of downturn, even after crime rates began
‘dropping in 1992. Media coverage of violence, far from declining, has escalated
since then, devoting ever more attention to celebrity homicides and copycat
rimes. The latter, explicitly modeled on videos or films and sometimes carried
out with meticulous fidelity to detail, are never more relentlessly covered in the
aedia than when they are committed by children and adolescents. Undocumented
Jaims that violent copycat crimes are mounting in number contribute further to
he ominous sense of threat that these crimes generate. Their dramatic nature
drains away the public’s attention from other, more mundane forms of aggression
hat are much more commonplace, and from . . . other ... harmful effects of media
Zolence.

Media analyst Ken Auletta reports that, in 1992, a mother in France sued the

-2d of a state TV channel that carried the American series MacGyver, claiming

2t her son was accidentally injured as a result of having copied MacGyver’s recipe

= making a bomb. At the time, Auletta predicted that similar lawsuits were bound
become a weapon against media violence in America’s litigious culture. By 1996,

svelist John Grisham had sparked a debate about director Oliver Stone’s film Nartural

Killers, which is reputedly linked to more copycat assaults and murders than any

her movie to date. Grisham wrote il protest against the flm after learning that a

=nd of his, Bill Savage, had been killed by nineteen-year-old Sarah Edmondson

4 her boyfriend Benjamin Darras, eighteen: after repeated viewings of Stone’s film

. video, the two had gone on a killing spree with the film’s murderous, gleeful heroes I
ressly in mind. Characterizing the film as “a horrific movie that glamorized casual s‘ ' ,t
rem and bloodlust,” Grisham proposed legal action:

Think of a film as a product, something created and brought to market, not too
dissimilar from breast implants. Though the law has yet to declare movies to be
products, it is only a small step away. If something goes wrong with the product,
cither by design or defect, and injury ensues, then its makers are held responsible. ...
Tt will take only one large verdict against the like of Oliver Stone, and his production
company, and perhaps the screenwriter, and the studio itself, and then the party will
5e over. The verdict will come from the heartland, far away from Southern Cali-
Sornia, in some small courtroom with no cameras. A jury will finally say enough is
- enough; that the demons placed in Sarah Edmondson’s mind were not solely of her
own making.

s a producer of books made into lucrative movies—themselves hardly devoid
= wnlence—and as a veteran of contract negotiations within the entertainment
=<1, Grisham may have become accustomed to thinking of films in industry



