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Cable, Pornography, and the 
Reinvention of Television, 
1982–1989
by LUKE STADEL

Abstract: This article surveys the discourses produced by the emergence of porno-
graphic programming on cable television during the 1980s, advancing an argument not 
only that pornography helped establish cable as a consumer medium, as existing analy-
ses have asserted, but also that the cultural and regulatory responses to pornography on 
cable helped establish a new ontology for television as a sexual technology.

A

t 10 a.m. on July 31, 1985, the Senate Committee on the Judiciary’s Sub-
committee on Criminal Law convened a hearing to debate S. 1090, the 
Cable-Porn and Dial-a-Porn Control Act. The hearing began with a pre-
pared statement by Senator Jesse Helms of  North Carolina. According to 

Senator Helms:

Many people complain about the increasing amounts of  pornography 
in our society and worry about the effects it is having on young people. 
But few take the time and make the effort to impress on their legislators 
the seriousness of  this problem. The Halls of  Congress are full of  high- 
XW_MZML��_MTT�XIQL�TWJJaQ[\[�ZMXZM[MV\QVO�^IZQW][�Å�VIVKQIT�QV\MZM[\[¸_M�
UIa�M^MV�PI^M�I� NM_�PMZM� \WLIa�ZMXZM[MV\QVO� \PW[M�_PW[M�XZWÅ�\[�KWUM�
NZWU�\PM�XWZV� QVL][\Za��*]\� \PM�XMWXTM�_PW�WXXW[M�XWZVWOZIXPa¸IVL�
\PQ[�QVKT]LM[�\PM�W^MZ_PMTUQVO�UIRWZQ\a�WN �)UMZQKI�QV�Ua�WXQVQWV¸PI^M�
no economic interest at stake. They are simply concerned about humane 
[sic] values and what used to be common decency. In short, it is not the 
vested interests who oppose pornography, but it is the mothers and fa-
thers concerned about the moral well-being of  their children, the wives 
abandoned by over-sexed husbands, and the many others who have been 
victimized in one way or another by widespread pornography.1

1 Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Cable-Porn and Dial-a-Porn Control Act: Hearing on S. 1090, 99th Cong. 2 
(1985).

4]SM�;\ILMT�Q[�I�LWK\WZIT�KIVLQLI\M�QV�[KZMMV�K]T\]ZM[�I\�6WZ\P_M[\MZV�=VQ^MZ[Q\a��0M�IT[W�PWTL[�IV�5)�QV�Å�TU�[\]LQM[�
NZWU�\PM�=VQ^MZ[Q\a�WN �1W_I��0M�Q[�K]ZZMV\Ta�KWUXTM\QVO�I�LQ[[MZ\I\QWV�WV�\PM�PQ[\WZa�WN �\MTM^Q[QWV�I[�I�[W]VL�UMLQ]U��0Q[�
_WZS�PI[�IXXMIZML�QV�RW]ZVIT[��QVKT]LQVO�Early Popular Visual Culture��Quarterly Review of  Film and Video��
Spectator, Popular Communications��IVL�Music, Sound, and the Moving Image.
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Upon Helms’s departure, Senator Jeremiah Denton of  Alabama went on to clarify 
the particularly urgent nature of  the bill under discussion. As Denton asserted, 
“Innovations in the methods of  distributing pornography, particularly in the areas 
of  cable television and interstate telephone service, make it imperative that Congress 
address the gaps or ambiguities in existing law.”2

 The existing law to which Denton referred was the Communications Act of  1934, 
which laid out the basic regulatory framework for broadcast television. Although it 
contained no explicit mandate for dealing with pornography, the act gave the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) the power to regulate broadcasting to serve the 
public interest. However, during the 1970s, cable operators began to argue that they 
possessed different First Amendment rights than broadcasters, thus creating uncer-
tainty as to the extent of  the ability of  both local and national entities to regulate 
pornographic content in this new medium. In 1984, the Cable Communications Act 
(CCA) was passed to add cable explicitly to the FCC’s purview, and S. 1090 was pro-
posed to further clarify the CCA’s clause outlawing the transmission of  “obscenity” on 
cable. The new legislation proposed that “whomever [sic] utters any obscene, indecent, 
or profane language, or distributes any obscene, indecent, or profane material, by 
UMIV[�WN �ZILQW�WZ�\MTM^Q[QWV��QVKT]LQVO�KIJTM�\MTM^Q[QWV��[PITT�JM�ÅVML�VW\�UWZM�\PIV�
$50,000 or imprisoned not more than two years, or both.”3 Ultimately, S. 1090 was 
VM^MZ�[QOVML�QV\W�TI_��TQSMTa�JMKI][M�WN �\PM�[QOVQÅKIV\�WJRMK\QWV[�\PM�.++�ZIQ[ML�I[�\W�
the enforceability of  the proposed restraints on obscenity contained within the bill. 
Although lawmakers behind S. 1090 were not yet willing to accept it, during the 1980s 
cable was becoming widely understood as a medium distinct from broadcast television, 
primarily in the private and selective nature of  its transmission.
 Despite being relegated, like so many other pieces of  failed legislation, to the scrap 
heap of  congressional history, S. 1090 stands as a testimony to the changing status 
of  television in American culture during the 1980s. In fact, central to S. 1090 is the 
very nature of  television itself. Proponents of  the bill asserted that cable television was 
essentially the same thing as broadcast television, and thus was subject to the same 
kind of  restrictions on obscenity, per the tradition of  common law. The bill’s detrac-
tors argued that cable was a fundamentally different medium, and thus not subject to 
existing legal paradigms. What was at stake in the debate was not merely the right of  
cable systems to distribute pornographic content, or the right of  cable consumers to 
^QM_�XWZVWOZIXPQK�ÅTU[�QV�\PM�XZQ^IKa�WN �\PMQZ�PWUM[��J]\�I�LMÅVQ\QWV�WN �KIJTM�I[�I�
new medium. In this article, I analyze the debates over “cableporn” that took place 
during the 1980s, with a particular focus on the period from 1982 to 1989.4 I argue 
not only that pornography helped establish cable as a consumer medium, as existing 
histories have stressed, but also that the discourse surrounding the diffusion of  various 
KI\MOWZQM[�WN �XZWOZIUUQVO�LM[QOVI\ML�I[�¹XWZVWOZIXPQKº�WV�KIJTM¸\PZW]OP�UW^QM�

2 Ibid., 9.

3 Ibid., 10–11.

4 Cableporn is the term used in industrial discourse to describe pornographic programming on television. My repetition 
of the term is intended to respect the historical specificity of cableporn as not simply a genre of texts but a larger 
conceptual framework within which such texts were historically situated.
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KPIVVMT[�TQSM�0WUM�*W`�7NÅKM�(HBO) and Cinemax, cable-access programming, and 
¹IL]T\º�KPIVVMT[�TQSM�\PM�8TIaJWa�+PIVVMT¸IVL�\PM�ZMO]TI\WZa�UWLMT�][ML�\W�KWV\IQV�
pornographic programming on cable¸represented a shift in the meaning of  televi-
[QWV�I[�I�UMLQ]U�\PI\�KW]TL�VW\�JM�LMÅVML�Ja�_QLMTa�PMTL�VW\QWV[�WN � \MTM^Q[QWV�I[�
broadcast television. The discourse around cable television produced during the 1980s 
saw television reimagined as a sexual technology, marking a shift in the place of  the 
television within the physical spaces of  American homes and, more broadly, within the 
cultural imaginary.

From Sexploitation to Softcore: The Emergence of Porn on Cable. Long be-
fore the congressional debates of  1985, sexually explicit material was established as an 
important way for cable to distinguish itself  from broadcast television and thus to jus-
tify the largely untested concept of  getting American households to pay for television. 
0*7��_PQKP�_I[�NW]VLML�Ja�<QUM�1VK��QV��!����_I[�\PM�ÅZ[\�KIJTM�VM\_WZS��IVL�NZWU�
the outset it relied on airing content that was more sexually explicit than network fare 
or the R-rated movies shown on cable superstations like Turner Broadcasting System 
and WGN.5�8IZ\�WN �_PI\�0*7�ZMTQML�WV�_MZM�ÅTU[�WN �\PM�¹[M`XTWQ\I\QWVº�\ZILQ\QWV��I�
genre that grew out of  the counter-Hollywood ethos of  what Eric Schaefer has char-
acterized as the classical exploitation cinema.6 Sexploitation, characterized during this 
period by the work of  directors like Russ Meyer and Doris Wishman, courted viewers 
by pushing the boundaries of  what was allowed under the Hollywood Production 
Code, which, though weakened during the early 1960s, featured at most moments of  
brief  female nudity and implied off-screen sex acts. However, the growth of  the hard-
KWZM�QVL][\Za��_PQKP�XZWL]KML�ÅTU[�NMI\]ZQVO�M`XTQKQ\�[M`]IT�IK\[�L]ZQVO�\PM�TI\M��!��[�
and early 1970s, diminished the theatrical demand for tamer sexploitation product.7 
Likewise, Hollywood’s adaptation of  more explicit sexual content to traditional nar-
rative structures via the new ratings system of  1968 forced a similar squeeze from the 
other end of  the pornographic economy.8

 Although antiporn activists often accused cable of  being a haven for hardcore por-
nography, the sex most commonly found on cable was of  a different variety. According 
to media historian David Andrews, the wide-open terrain of  cable provided the perfect 
W]\TM\�NWZ�[M`XTWQ\I\QWV�ÅTU[�WN �\PM��!��[��I�[\aTM�WN �ÅTUUISQVO�\PI\�_W]TL�JMKWUM�
known as softcore pornography. Andrews argues that softcore could cater to the de-
UIVL[�WN � KWV[]UMZ[�]V[I\Q[ÅML�Ja� \PM� [M`�WNNMZML�]X�Ja� [\IVLIZL�0WTTa_WWL� NIZM�
while allowing consumers to avoid trips to sleazy hardcore theaters.9 In his analysis, 
this tradition would lead to the development of  the softcore genre proper in the early 

5 Jeffrey P. Jones, “Erotica,” in The Essential HBO Reader, ed. Gary R. Edgerton and Jeffrey P. Jones (Lexington: 
University Press of Kentucky, 2008), 274–287.

6 Eric Schaefer, “Bold! Daring! Shocking! True!” A History of Exploitation Films, 1919–1959 (Durham, NC: Duke 
University Press, 1999).

7 See Linda Williams, Hard Core: Power, Pleasure, and the “Frenzy of the Visible” (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1989).

8 See Jon Lewis, Hollywood v. Hard Core (New York: New York University Press, 2000), especially 135–229.

9 David Andrews, Soft in the Middle: The Contemporary Softcore Feature in Its Contexts (Columbus: Ohio State 
University Press, 2006), 77–88.
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�!!�[��I[� \aXQÅML�Ja�BITUIV�3QVO¼[�Red Shoe Diaries (Showtime, 1992–1997), which 
KWUJQVML�[QU]TI\ML�[M`�IK\[�_Q\P�\PM�KWV^MV\QWV[�WN �KTI[[QKIT�0WTTa_WWL�ÅTUUISQVO�10

 Historian of  technology Jonathan Coopersmith has advanced an economic expla-
nation for the role of  pornography in the development of  cable television, suggesting 
that pornography’s introduction to the medium of  television was no different from its 
introduction via other new media, dating back as far as the printing press. According 
\W�+WWXMZ[UQ\P��¹8WZVWOZIXPa�Q[�LMÅVML�Ja�\MKPVWTWOa��JMKI][M�Q\[�KZMI\QWV��\ZIV[-
mission and diffusion are so intimately related to the development of  communication 
technologies.”11 His analysis follows the schema of  “invention, innovation, diffusion,” 
I�KWUUWV�IVITa\QKIT�NZIUM_WZS�NWZ�[\]LaQVO�VM_�\MKPVWTWOQM[�QV�\PM�ÅMTL�WN �QVL][\ZQIT�
organization.12 His basic model is structured as follows:

Consumers of  pornography have accelerated the diffusion of  new commu-
nication technologies like the VCR and CD-ROM by becoming early buyers 
IVL�][MZ[��\P][�XZW^QLQVO�I�XZWÅ\IJTM�VQKPM�UIZSM\�NWZ�VM_Ta�QV\ZWL]KML�[MZ-
vices. Their willingness to pay an initial premium increased early sales, thus 
ZML]KQVO�KW[\[�NWZ�TI\MZ�J]aMZ[�_PW�JMVMÅ\\ML�NZWU�\PM�MKWVWUQM[�WN �TIZOMZ�
markets for more mainstream services [as through this early activity] provid-
MZ[� IVL� LQ[\ZQJ]\WZ[� WN � XWZVWOZIXPa� OIQVML� M`XMZQMVKM� IVL� XZWÅ\[��<PM[M�
pushed technologies which were soon transferred to mainstream products.13

)[�QV�\PM�KI[M[�WN �XZM^QW][�\MKPVWTWOQKIT�QVVW^I\QWV[�QV�XPW\WOZIXPa�IVL�ÅTU��+WW-
persmith has asserted that cable television was driven by its ability to offer a greater 
means for capitalist exploitation of  pornography than existing technologies. He argues 
\PI\�¹KIJTM�<>�_I[� \PM�ÅZ[\� \_MV\QM\P�KMV\]Za�UMLQ]U� \PI\� [QOVQÅKIV\Ta�M`XIVLML�
access to pornography for millions of  people. Flipping a channel to ‘cableporn’ was 
much easier, and demanded far less planning, effort or subterfuge, than going to an 
adult bookstore or ordering pornography by mail. . . . [T]he product came to the con-
sumer, not vice versa.”14 Thus, he attributes the proliferation of  pornography on cable 
to simply the natural workings of  a market-driven media environment in which sexu-
ally explicit material commands a higher price than other kinds of  media because of  
both high consumer demand and the socially discouraged status of  its consumption.
 While Coopersmith and Andrews both address important facets of  the prolifera-
\QWV�WN �XWZVWOZIXPQK�ÅTU[�WV�KIJTM� \MTM^Q[QWV��VMQ\PMZ�WNNMZ[�I�KWUXTM\M�XQK\]ZM�WN �
cableporn as a cultural and industrial phenomenon. Andrews’s heavy emphasis on 
softcore texts themselves leads him to overlook the way cableporn was shaped by the 
regulatory environment of  the 1980s. Similarly, in treating pornography as a purely 
economic and transhistorical concern, Coopersmith neglects the way pornography 

10 Ibid., 110–130.

11 Jonathan Coopersmith, “Pornography, Technology, and Progress,” ICON 4 (1998): 96.

12 This model has been most notably advanced in media studies by Douglas Gomery in “Toward a New Media Eco-
nomics,” in Post-Theory: Reconstructing Film Studies, ed. David Bordwell and Noel Carroll (Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Press, 1996), 407–418, and later in his The Coming of Sound (New York: Routledge, 2005).

13 Coopersmith, “Pornography,” 95.

14 Ibid., 102.
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on cable grew out of  particular debates over the nature of  television that were occur-
ring during the 1970s and 1980s. He notes that “if  it were not for the subject matter, 
pornography would be publicly praised as an industry that has successfully and quickly 
developed, adopted, and diffused new technologies. But because the subject matter 
was pornography, silence and shame have been the standard response.”15 However, 
it is precisely the contentious nature of  pornographic images that makes them desir-
able. Coopersmith’s argument relies on the idea that pornography basically sells itself  
because of  a natural and preexisting consumer base, which is problematic given the 
PQ[\WZQKIT�Æ]K\]I\QWV[�QV�[WKQIT�I\\Q\]LM[�IJW]\�[M`]IT�QUIOM[��VW\�\W�UMV\QWV�\PM�_Ia�
\PI\�V]UMZW][�ÅVM�OZIQVML�JQVIZQM[��M�O���@�^MZ[][�:�ZI\QVO[��[WN\KWZM�^MZ[][�PIZLKWZM��
WJ[KMVM�^MZ[][�QVLMKMV\��PI^M�JMMV�[QOVQÅKIV\�QV�LQ[\QVO]Q[PQVO�LQNNMZMV\�^IZQM\QM[�WN �
pornography from one another throughout the latter half  of  the twentieth century. In 
the remainder of  this article, I address these concerns by offering an account of  cable-
porn that describes the way pioneers of  the cable industry attempted to sell various 
\aXM[�WN �XWZVWOZIXPQK�KWV\MV\�\W�\MTM^Q[QWV�I]LQMVKM[�IVL�]VXIKS[�\PM�K]T\]ZIT�ZIUQÅ-
cations of  coupling explicit sexual content with the average American television set. In 
addressing both industry-level discourse on cableporn and historical debates over the 
TMOIT�LMÅVQ\QWV�WN �WJ[KMVQ\a��1�WNNMZ�I�NZIUM_WZS�NWZ�]VLMZ[\IVLQVO�_PI\�XWZVWOZIXPa�
meant to the growth of  cable television in the American media landscape as well as 
PW_�KIJTM�\MTM^Q[QWV�I[�I�UMLQ]U�_I[�LMÅVML�\PZW]OP�LMJI\M[�W^MZ�XWZVWOZIXPa��I�
process that contributed to the larger reinvention of  television as a sexual technology.

“The Most Eagerly Awaited Event in Cable History!” The Origins of the Play-
boy Channel. Despite American television’s long history as a “family-friendly” me-
dium, discussions of  sex on broadcast television date back nearly to the medium’s ori-
gins. NBC’s The Dr. Joyce Brothers Show��I�Å`\]ZM�WN �\PM�VM\_WZS¼[�LIa\QUM�XZWOZIUUQVO�
from 1958 to 1963, often dealt with topics related to sex, albeit sex occurring within 
the socially sanctioned space of  heterosexual marriage.16 The 1970s saw a particularly 
[QOVQÅKIV\�ZQ[M�QV�\PM�[M`]IT�KWV\MV\�WN �\MTM^Q[QWV��WVM�\PI\�ZMÆMK\ML�IVL�ZMNZIK\ML�\PM�
liberalization of  sexual mores that took place during the 1960s and 1970s, including 
an increased sexual enfranchisement of  women, African Americans, gays, and lesbi-
ans. According to television historian Elana Levine, “Television of  the 1970s made 
the new sexual culture the new American culture, and it made American culture more 
openly sexual than it had ever been before.”17 In competing both against the increas-
ingly sexualized product of  Hollywood and against one another for ratings, the three 
major networks had established sex, including pressing political topics like rape, vene-
real disease, and homosexuality, as a common subject for televisual representation by 
the end of  the decade.
 In one way, cableporn appears to emerge as simply a logical extension of  this cul-
ture of  sexual liberalization, a culture in which more-open discussions about sex paved 

15 Ibid., 95.

16 Leigh Goldstein, “Stripping Television” (paper presented at the Society for Cinema and Media Studies annual confer-
ence, Boston, March 2012).

17 Elana Levine, Wallowing in Sex (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2007), 3.
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the way for varying degrees of  explicit sexual content on the average television set. 
However, the historical record for cableporn is much more varied than such a simple 
trajectory would suggest. Rather than selling itself  on the basis of  intrinsic appeal, 
pornography was something that cable networks had to sell to television consumers, 
a process that involved learning to view the television set in a new light, as not simply 
a forum for family programming or discussions of  social issues related to sex but as a 
sexual technology that could be used as an adjunct to sexual practice, a kind of  virtual 
sex toy.
 Sexually explicit programming was a staple of  cable television at least as far back 
as the early 1970s, and not just on pay channels. A 1979 editorial in the 6M_�AWZS�<QUM[�
lamenting the lack of  original content on cable notes that access channels of  the early 
1970s that were “envisioned as community forums” quickly “ran into controversy over 
bringing pornography, mostly of  the soft variety, into the living room.”18 One of  the 
most notorious was Al Goldstein’s 5QLVQOP\�*T]M (Channel J, 1974–2003), which began 
airing in New York City in 1975 and mostly featured Goldstein interviewing women 
in various states of  undress. Another show with a similar premise on New York cable 
access beginning in the 1970s was <PM�=OTa�/MWZOM�0W]Z�WN �<Z]\P��;M`��IVL�>QWTMVKM�(1976–
1991), which featured host and former porn star George Urban roaming “the city with 
a portable video tape camera, brashly inviting strange women to come to his studio 
and disrobe before his lens.”19 The history of  pornography on cable access remains 
VMJ]TW][� \MZZIQV�� I[� [W]ZKM[� WV� \PQ[� SQVL�WN � XZWOZIUUQVO�IZM�LQNÅK]T\� \W� TWKI\M��)�
much richer historical record exists for channels dedicated to “adult” programming.20

 The importance of  sexual content on cable, as manifested in both R-rated Hol-
Ta_WWL�ÅTU[�IVL�[WN\KWZM�XWZVWOZIXPa��_I[�TIZOMTa�L]M�\W�\PM�_Ia�[]KP�KWV\MV\�_I[�
organized. While broadcast television was centered on a model in which all channels 
are essentially the same in terms of  accessibility for consumers, the development of  
cable was built on a tiered structure. Erik Barnouw has described cable as having 
a “fragmenting effect” on television’s audience, representing a fundamental change 
in the medium: “Television . . . could now be as free as any medium; viewers were 
the ultimate arbiters. They were, in effect, their own programmers, selecting from a 
large menu of  choices.”21�;QOVQÅKIV\Ta��*IZVW]_�\ZMI\[�ITT�KIJTM�KPIVVMT[�I[�MY]IT�_Q\P�
HBO and TBS as basically separate manifestations of  the same phenomenon. How-
ever, within the spectrum of  cable programming, it is important to acknowledge the 
ÅVMZ�OZIQVML�LQ[\QVK\QWV[�JM\_MMV�KPIVVMT[� \PI\�UILM�LQNNMZMV\�IXXMIT[� \W�LQNNMZMV\�
groups of  television consumers. Initially, cable programming models involved only two 
tiers: basic cable, which encompassed the vast majority of  channels (e.g., MTV, ESPN, 

18 John J. O’Connor, “Today, Original Fare Is at a Premium,” New York Times, July 22, 1979.

19 According to a 2005 New York Times article, The Ugly George Hour aired regularly on cable access from 1976 to 
1982 and sporadically until 1991. However, because of the unstructured nature of public access programming and 
the intense debates over the legal status of pornography on cable access, information on such programs remains 
limited. Alex Mindlin, “The Hunt for Beauties: Ugly George Roams Again,” New York Times, July 10, 2005; Harry F. 
Waters, “Cable’s Blues in the Night,” Newsweek, August 24, 1981, 48.

20 For a brief discussion of porn on cable access, see Levine, Wallowing in Sex, 56–58.

21 Erik Barnouw, Tube of Plenty: The Evolution of American Television (1976; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), 
495.
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CNN) and pay or premium cable, which could be purchased on a per-channel basis or 
in a bundle of  such channels. Even though cable itself  was a “pay” service, “pay cable” 
NZIUML�\MTM^Q[QWV�^QM_QVO�I[�\PM�X]ZKPI[M�WN �I�[QVOTM�KPIVVMT�_Q\P�I�[XMKQÅK�XZWOZIU-
ming approach. While the act of  paying for television marked an important distinction 
between broadcast and cable, the idea of  paying for individual channels represented 
an even greater degree of  difference between the two. In 1980, there were two kinds of  
pay channels: movie channels (e.g., HBO, Showtime, Cinemax) and “adult” channels. 
The launch of  the Disney Channel in 1983 would add a third category, the “family” 
channel. In allowing viewers to purchase a channel dedicated to sexual programming 
as a separate addition to their basic cable service, pornography helped form the basis 
of  what would become the major distinguishing feature of  cable, the selective and pri-
vate nature of  its audience. The idea of  pornography being available from a menu of  
programming options rather than openly available to anyone with a television would 
also be an important aspect of  regulatory debates, as I discuss in later sections.
 Several adult channels were available in the early years of  cable, most of  which ex-
perienced limited success. In 1981, Newsweek asserted that “no fewer than six pay-cable 
networks devoted exclusively to sexually oriented fare now serve the home audience.”22 
Another estimate by Playboy pegged the number as high as two hundred, although the 
number widely available to a national viewership, as evidenced by industry trade jour-
nals, was much smaller.23 At various times, channels with names like Private Screen-
ings, the Pleasure Channel, and Adults Only were available nationally (Figure 1), but 
none ever managed to stay on cable systems for more than a year, despite having 
subscriber bases reportedly numbering in the hundreds of  thousands. The case of  one 
such channel, Eros, is indicative of  this paradigm (Figure 2). Debuted in 1982, Eros was 

only ever available on six sys-
tems, and despite having more 
than a hundred thousand sub-
scribers at its peak, according 
to reports by Cablevision, by 
October 1983 it was relegated 
to peddling its wares on a pay-
per-view basis to satellite sub-
scribers.24 Frequently, chan-
nels would be announced but 
never launched, as in the case 
of  Penthouse Entertainment 
Television.25 Pornographic 
ÅTU[� _MZM� IT[W� I^IQTIJTM� WV�
a pay-per-view basis on over-
the-air systems like ONTV 

22 Waters, “Cable’s Blues,” 48.

23 David Rensin, “Tuning In to Channel Sex,” Playboy, November 1981, 112.

24 “Eros’ Racy Fare Available,” Cablevision, October 24, 1983, 16.

25 Tony Schwartz, “The TV Pornography Boom,” New York Times, September 13, 1981.

Figure 1. Advertisement for the Pleasure Channel, a short-lived 
cable-porn network. Cablevision, December 5, 1983.


