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PART I

THE RESEARCH AND ITS FINDINGS

The Violence Profile is a set.of multidimensional indicators of
television contént and its correlates in viewer conceptiéns. 1ts purpose .
is to measure trends in the frequency, nature, functions and effects of
 dramatic programming containing violence. These meésures are designed to
track the implementation of television program policies ané to test their
consequences.

The long-run serviceability of indicators of cultural trends depends
on their salieﬁce to policy issues an@ on the soundness of the research upon
which they are based. Part I of this report begins with a brief account of
the development of the violence profile in response to mnational policy negds,
and of the theoretical considexations underlying its conceptual and method-
ological approach. The second section of Part I describes in some detail
the.analyticél procedﬁres and methodoiogies of the two.types of research
on which the violénce profile is Based; This two-pronged approach, inquiring
into both "content" and “effects" on related termé, is a kéy feature of the
.research leading to the Violence ?rofile; The two types of research will
be described as "messagé system analysis" and "cultivation analysis,"

respectively, - Their results are also summarized in the second section

of Part T.

t

The complete report includes two additiomal parts. Part IT contains_the
full tabulations on ﬁhich the discussion and interpretation of findings (in Part 1)
is based. Four series of tables contain the findings of the message system
analysis from 1967 through i973 and of the cultivétion analysis for i973~74.

Part IIT contains a series of figures based on selected tabulations £from



Part II, illustrating trends in the violence index and in other components

of the violence profile;
(1) DEVELOPMENT AND THEORY

The continuing research from which this report is drawn haé investigated
~ the extent, nature, and symbolic¢ functions of vicolence in network television
"~ drama since_1967. A study of viewer conceptions of sociélAreality began in

1973.

The reseafch was initiated under contract with the National Commission
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence. The 1967-68 fiadings were pub-
lished in the report of the Commission's Mass Media Task Force (Violence

and the Media by Robert K. Baker and Sandra J. Ball, U.S. Government

Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1969);- The 1969 and 1970 research was
conducted under the sponsorship of the Surgeon General's Scientific Advisory-
Committee on Television and Social Behavior. The 1967-69 findings appeared

under the title "Violence in Television Drama: Trends and Symbolic Functions"

in Volume 1 of the report to that Committee (Televigion and Social Behavior;

Media Content and Control, edited by George A. Comstock and Fli A. Rubinstein,
U.S. Government Printing Office,_Washington, D.C;; 1972)._ The term, conéept,
and measures called Violence Index first appeared in our chapter (p.34, f£.)
in that volume.

A conference of research conéultants to the National Institute of Mental
Héalth met on June 2, 1972 to discuss measﬁres of televised viqlénce. The

conference recommended broadening the scope of the research and constructing

a profile that "would take account of the social relationships portrayed by

*COPiES of Parts IT and ITT may be obtained by sending the principal investigators
a check or money order for $12.00 made out to the Trustees of the University of

Pemmsylvania.



the violence. and the correlation of known viewing patterns of target

audiences. . ." We proceeded to implement that recommendation and issued

the first Violence Profile {(the fifth in our series of reports) in June 1973.
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare Caépex W. Weinberger noted in.
his November 13, 1973 reply to Senator  Pastore's querﬁ of October §
that our research was "broadened to encompass a number of additional
dimensions aﬁd linked with viewers® perceptions of violence énd its effects,
as recommended by NIMH consulﬁants and as incorporated by Dr. Gerbner in
his renewal research.”

The 'renewal research" to which Secretary Weinberger referred is our
major long-range project called Cultural Indicatofs, conducted under a
grant from NIMH. Tt is desigﬁed to trace broad trends in television
content and in child and adult viewer conceptions,about a vafiety of
significant issues. The Violence Profile 1s now a part of-that project.

The data base for this research now consists of a goded and computerized
archive of 717 programs (plays), 1939 leading and 5216 minor characters, and

3546 violent episodes. A continuing and cumulative anmalysis of trends and

effects builds on that base.

Theoretical considerations

Cliches and oversimplifications have often clouded the discussion of
violence on television. We believe that it is necessary and possible to
providé an objective, reliable, fair, and useful guide to judgmeﬁt in
this area. But we think that such a gulide can enrich the bases for judg-~
ment only if it recogniZes,.rather than avoids, tﬁe symbolic nature of the

comnunication transaction:

The essence of symbols is that they mean somethbhing other than what they



are. The apparent realism of much symbolic representation (especially in

‘Western cultures) should not comceal the nature of the symbolic trapsfor-

mation.' Violence in television dramé is not violent action in which people
get hurt or killed. No ome calls an amﬁulance when a television character:
getsrshot. Relating a representation of violence only to its semantic
equivalent in real 1ife mey -appeal to a concern with. law and order (or its
oppressive enforcement) but may also distort and limit the investigation of
the actual social conseqﬁences of the communication. SymbgliC'violence in.
story-telling, in ritual, in dramatic or even documentary forms,.and in a

great variety of stylized representations, 1s a show of force and a

demongtration of power and authority -~ both historic means of social comtrol.

The syﬁbolic.representation of violence is also communication about social
relationships and human types, about geoals and meang, about winners and.

losers; about the norms of society and the.price for transgression, about

the risks of life, and about a variety of other messages -- most of Cthem dealing
with who gets away with what, when, héw,fwhy; and against whom, and demon-

strating some aspect of social typing and the exercise of power. Victims as

well as "violents" may have to learﬁ their roles. Fear may be a more critical
concomitant of a show of violence than aggression. ,Assumptions'about life and
coﬁceptions of social reality may be more telling indicatorg of what violent
repfésentatibns cultivate than any individual behaviox, Acceptance of violence
and passivity in thé face of injustice may be consequences of great social
concern, Our research indicates that viewers come very early to understand the
rules and conventions of the symbolié game, and to derive meaning from the

total context and social content of the representation rather than from "the



violence"'élone. Violent -- or any ﬁther -- motion.divorced-fEOm its symbolic
context is literally meaningiess in terms of human action. The purpose of
this study of dramétized violence is to develop multi—dimensional indicators
of symbolic functions, social content, and viewer conceptions cultivated in

the full context of the communication tfansactiono

Message system analysis

Large and representative aggregates pf televigion outpﬁt (rather than
individual selections frcm it) are the system of messages to which total
communities {(rather than selectivé individuals or grbups) are exposed.
Message system analysis emphasizes, therefore, the gross and :elatively
unambiguous comnon features thaﬁ provide bases for interaction_and common
assumptions and.definitions {though not necessarily aéreement) amoﬁg large
and heterogeneous mass pﬁblics.

Message system analysis has been performed onm annual sample-weeks of prime

time and Saturday daytime network dramatic programming since 1967 by trained
analysts who observed and coded Various aspects of TV content by the most
reliable methods employed in any research of this kind. The definition of
violence employed in thié analysis was “Tﬁe overt expression of physical
force against.self_or other, compelling action against one's will on pain
of being hurt or killed, or actualiy hurting or killing." Thﬁs the research focused -
on a glear—cut and commonly uﬁderstood definition of violenﬁe. The study yielded
" indicators of tfends iﬁ-the programming context in which violence occurs;
in the 9revélence, rate, and charécterizations involved in violence; and in
the power”_relationships expresséd by the differential risks foﬁnd in the

world" of television drama,

S



The methodology of megsage system analysis will be described after a

brief theoretical discussion of our'approach to the study of conceptions of

social reality that television viewing tends to cultivate,

Cultivation analysis

Our study of effects'poses’the quesgtion: .what common conceptions, if
any, do mass~produced message systems ﬁend to cultivate in 1argé and
heterogeneous publics?

This ig a tough question, and it has neﬁer been satisfactoriiy answered,
‘Previous attempts have lacked_a COmprehenéive and cumulative data base for
‘the stﬁdy of meésage systems and symbolic functiomns. In addition, there are
several specific methodological reasons for the difficulty in establishing
the cultivation characteristics of televisiono.

First, most research employs Martitude change' or some other change asg
the test of "effect." But we see U.S, television more as an agent of
stabilization and maintenance than of change. Studies show heaﬁy viewers
of television more resistant to change. Thus the "campaigﬁf approach is not

adequate o the study of television effects,

Secondly, television is mot essentially different from other forns'
of "mainstream' cultural entertainment. Bence we should not assume that TV
cultivates coﬁceptions easil& distinguishable from those of other major
entertainment media. But we cannot emphasize too stronglj thé historically
novel role of télevisioﬁ in standardizing and sharing with all as the-common
norm what had before been more parochial, local, and selective cultural
patterns. We assume, therefore, that TV's standardizing and legitimizing
influence comes largely from its ability to stréamline, amplify, ritualize,
and spreéd into hitherto'isolated or protected subculturésg homes, nooks,
and crannies of the land the conventional capsule; of magss produced informa=-

tion and entertalpment.



'Finally,_aggregate and éommon cultivétion effects should be sought on
the level of implicit assumpltions, premises, and definitions, rather than
on the much more situation-bound level of explicit coﬁclusions and iﬁterpre—
tatiqnsa_ How people construe the "facts" of a case may not lead to one.
specific interpretation but affect all intérpretations; given a different
assumption about tﬁe "facts," the range and complexion of the interpretatidns
may also be different,

Cultivation-analysis inquires inte the difference in terms of stability
rather than only of change,.in terms of being more or less deeply. immersed
in the cuitural mainstream in which most people swim or drift; in terms of
common assum@tions about basic "facts' of social reality rather than explicit,
diverse, and often unstéble individual conclusioné'or rationalizatioriso

Two basic methods have.been utilized. One calls for semi-projective
tests of imagery, mostly with children. The other uses standard survey
methods, administered to both a quota and a mational probability sample of
adult vespondents. Both methods try to create choice situations which elicit
responses of two kinds: those which can be taken as consonant with the
symbolic "facts" and functions found in tﬁe world of television drama (the
"television answer'), and those which can be seen és more or less removed
from or different from what television "teaches." The reSponses_are then
related to the nature and extent of exposure to telévision,.coﬁtrolling
for other relevant aspects such aé sex, age 'educafion, etc.  From these
'résuits.we construct a "cultivation differential" indicating the margin
of "television answers' given by heavy viewers as opposed to light viewers,
in each group.

| Qur analysis looks af the contribution of TV drama to viewers' conceptions

of the “facts of life" in conjunction with such other sources of such knowledge



as educational institutions and the news media (TV news and newspapers).
The analysis is intended to illuminate the complementary as well ag the
divergent roles of these sources of facts, images, beliefs.and values in

the cultivation of assumptions about the world.

Apnalytical procedures and methodology

ﬁessage system analysis and cultivation aqalysis represent.two related
but different types of research. Their relationship is one of the special
characteristics of the Violence Profile (and Cultural Indicators) project:
instead of assuming or guessing abbut thoge concepfions Of.SOCial reality
to which television viewing makes significant contributions, message system
analysis is used to "map" the "world" of television drama and té help for-
mulate directions in which to test for cultivation effgcts.

Message system analysis

The objective of the analysis is to provide systematic, cumuilative,
and reliable cobservations representing aspects of the world of television
drama salient to polidy considerations and releVapt to the purposes of the
investigation., What is this world like, who are its people, and what.are
the symbolic functions and social conten£ of violence among them? Answefs
to these questionms yielded the basic data for thé construction df indicators
of trends in the dramatic context, in the prevglence, rate, and role of
violence, and in the distribution of risks to different groups in the fictional.
population. These indicators will be described in the next section ﬁhere they
provide the terms of the discussion of the findings of the analysis. Here
we shall present tﬁe definitions, units, samples, data collection prodedures,

and reliability tests of the.nessage system analysis.

Definition and units of analysis. The basic definition of violence, as

noted before, was "the overt expression of physical force against self or other

compelling action against one's will on pain of being hurt or killed, or actually
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-hﬁrting or killing." The action may be "accidental' as well as portrayed

in éuch a way as to indicate iptentiomality, but purely verbal gestures are
not inéluded. (In the course of years of training and reliability testing,
standafd procedures for the classification of a great number of dramatic
situations have been developed. Information about these can be obtained from

the research staff in response to specific questions.)

All obsérvations are recorded in tﬂree types of units: the program
(play) as & whole, cach specific violent action (if any) in the program,
and each dramatic character appearing in the program.

"Program’ means a single fictional story presented in dramatic form.
This may be a play produced for television= a.feature film telecast during
the period of'fhé study, or a cartoon story (of which there may be one or
more in a siﬁgle program). Each of these would be analyzed sepaiately ané
and recorded ag a "program"; thus the basic unit is aétually the play.

All plays telecast in all programs during the study were analyzed in the

same way, whether or not they contained violence.

Viclent action means a scene of some violence confined to the same

parties. 1If a scené is interrupted (by £flashback, or shift to another
scene) but continues in "real time," it is still the same act. However,
if a new agent of violence enters the scene, that begins another act.
These units are also called violeﬁt episqdes.

Characters analyzed in all programs (vhether Qiolenﬁ ér not) are of
two types. Major characters are the frincipal roles essential to the story.
Minor characters (subjected to a less detailed analysis) are all other

speaking roles. The findings summarized in this report include the analysis

of major characters only.
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Samples of programming. Because mationally distributed programs provide

‘the most broadly.shared'Tv dramatic fare, network dramatic programs LCransmitted
in evening prime time (é p.m. to 11 p.m. each day), apé network children's |
dramatic programs transmitted weekend mornings (Saturday and Sunday between_

8 a,m. and 2 p.m,) comprise the analytical source material.#*

The annual éample consists of videotaped programs bfoadcast in one week
during the fall TV "season.' When and if an episode of a regularly scheduled
program is pre~empted by some special offering dﬁring the selected week, Ehe
next available episode of that series (say the following week) is video-
taped0 This replacement proceduré is further used for those rare occasionsg
when video-recorder failure results in the loss of a program dufing the.

" scheduled sample week.

Although the shéer nunbers involved make estimating the sampling
error for each of the dimensions in the recording instrument prohibitiﬁe,
with respect to four basic sasmple dimensions (network, program format, type
~and tone), the solid week sample is at least as generalizable to a year's
programming as larger randomly drawn samples, In a sampling experiment
 executed in commection with the 1967-68 study, a sample of 365 programs was

constructed according to the parameters of the 1967-68 project's sample,

*Tn 1967 and 1968, the hours included were 7:30 to 10 p.m. Monday through
Saturday, 7 to 10 p.m. Sunday, and children's programs 8 a.m. to noon Saturday.
Beginning in 1969, these hours were expanded until 11 p.m. each evening and
from 7 a.m. to 2:30 p:m. Saturday and Sunday. As of 1971 however, Network
evening programming has been reduced by the FCC's prime time access rule.

The effective evening parameters since 1971 are therefore 8 to 1l p.m.
Monday through Saturxday and 7:30 to 10:30 p.m. Sunday.
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except that it was drawn according to a one-progrém-per-day random selection

procedure, for a calendar year that approximately bridged the interval

ale
W

between the 1967 and 1968 one-week samples. There proved to be nmo significant
differences in the distribution of programs by network, format, type and tone
(as defined for the 1967-68 project) between the experimental and solid-week

samples.

Coding and training procedures, For the analysis of eéch program sample,
a staff of between 12-18 coders is recruited. The.initiai period-requires
about three weeks of instruction and testing. Several introductory sessions are
devoted to item-by-item discussion of the recording instrument. - The
trainee group is subsequently split‘into random}y assigned coding teams of
two each, and all teams then view and code three selected programs. Each
coding.pair works independently of all other pairs, and returns one joint
coding for each program.' In the next general méeting, the entife_staff
discusses the difficulties encountered in the,three-érogram exercise,
When tﬁese problems have been resolved, the coder-pairs return to codé
“seven additioﬁal programs. selected ffom the tdpe archive for this training
purpose.

The daﬁa'generated by the coder-pairs on the ten training programs is
- keypunched and subjected to computerized agreement aﬂalysis; On the basis
of these results, insfructions are further discuésed and perhaps fevised,
and idiosyncratié coder pairs are assigned to other tasks or dismissed.

Coder pairs who survive this testing process proceed to analyze the season's

- :
Eleey, Michael F., 'Variations in Generalizability Resulting from

Sampling Characteristics of Content Analysis Data: A Case Study.'" The

Annenberg School of Communications, University of Pemnsylvania, 1969,
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videotaped program sampie,

“During both the training and data~collection phases,_coders work in
. independent pairs and monitor their assigned videotaped programs as often
as necessary, re-screening portions as needed. All programs in the sample
are recorded by two separate coder-pairs to provide double-coded data for
_reliability.comparisons, (For buégetary reasons, only 30% of the programs
in the 1967-1968 analysis were coded & second time.)

A final data eet for subéequent analysis is compiled from the full data

ba#e by randomly selecting one of the twd codings_for each program. As a
last check against deviant coding, reliability medsures are computed for
each pair, before the finallselection° This procedure would identify problem
coders who may not have been screened out in the training aﬁd pfetest phase.
In such an ingtance, the data reéorded by the questionaﬁle pait would be |
excluded from the selectiom, and the alternative coding uséd. (Over the

course of this study, only one such case has been encountered.)

Agsessment of ﬁeliability= The purpose cf.reliability measures in
content analysis is to agcertain the degree to which the recorded data'ére
consisﬁently repreéentative of the matefial being étudied aﬁd do not reflect
the contamination of observer bias or of ingtrument ambiguityo. Theéretically
both types.ﬁf contamination can be corrected by refining the.instrument aﬁd/
or by intensifying coder training, or, as a last resort, by eliminating the
unsalvageable variable or.dismissing the incorrigible coder. Thus measures
of reliability serve two fumctions: (1) as diagnostic tools in the con-
firmation of the recording instrument, and (2) as arbiters of the replicability
of the procedure, assuring coﬁfidence in the.final data. 1In ﬁhis project,

reliability measures serve both purposes. During the preliminary period of
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instrument revision and coder training, they provide direction to the problem
areas in the recording process. Final measures, computed om the study's
entire corpus of double~coded data, determine the acceptability of information

for analysis and provide guidelines for its Interpretation.

Agreement dug merely to chance givés no indication that the data tfuly
reflect the phenomena under observation.. Siﬁple percent—agreement ﬁeasures
are therefore iﬁadequate indicators.of reliability, since they fail to account
for the'émount of agreement expected by chance. Reliability-measures in
the form of agreement.coefficients; howevér, indicate the degree to_wﬁiqh
agreement among independent observers is above chance. .In'general, then,

observed disagreement
Coefficient of agreement = 1 - expected disagreement

Values for coefficienfs‘of this form will range from plus one wheﬁ agreement
ig perfect,rto zero when agreement is purely accidental (or perfectly randem),
tb'negative values when agreement is less than that expeéted due to chance.
These coefficients will generally give more comservative estimates -of
'reliability than will simple percent-agreement meaSurés.
Five computational formulas are avallable for calculatiﬁg the agreement

coefficient.‘.Thé variations.are distinguishe& by different formulations

of the disagreemént functioﬁ--depeﬁ&ing on whether the variable is considered
to copstitﬁté;a nominai, ordinal, interval, bipolar or ratio scale. Except
for their respecti&e scalenappropriate sensitivity to deviations from

perfect agreement, all formulas make the same basic assumptions as the
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prototyﬁé for nominal scales devised by .Scott.'r Thus in the case of the
binary vériable, all five formulas yield identical results.**
The'prqject‘s double~coded sample of.data was analyzed for_agreement..
via these coefficients, with the ald of a recently developed computer p“t:()g_raurl.*m.c
Tﬁe cumilative reliehility results for the basic items, as well as for the
compound measures and indicators, are presented in Table 2 of the next major
section of this report.
letivation.analzsig
It was noted béfore that the TV message system,analyéis-Suggests directiong
of inquiry for the study of conceptions that the message systems might
cultivate in viewers. The study of TV's contribution to notions of social
reality proceeds by various methods, each comparing responses of heavy and
light viewérs, with other characteristics held constaﬁt. Of the different’
methods used in the cultivation analysis, only two typés of_survey methods
afé included in this report; the other methods are still_in the process of develop=-
ment and summarizatioﬁ.. The two ﬁetbods for which we have at least prelim~
inary findings afe the purposive quota and national probability sample surveys.
All survey questions and other instructions were pfovided by ‘the projeqtr

staff Commércial polling firms executed the surveys according to their

aScott, William A,, '"Reliability of Content Analysis: The Case of
Wominal Scale Ceding,”™ Public Opinion Quarterly, 17:3:321-325, 1955,

Jese ; . '
For a formal discussion of this family of coefficients, see Klaus

Krippendorff, "Bivariate Agreement Coefficients for the Reliability of Data."
in E. F. Borgatta and G. W. Bohrnstedt (eds.), Sociological Methedolopy: 1970,
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1970). ' :

Kk

Krippendorff, Klaug, "A Computer Program for Agreement Analysis of Relia-
bility Data, Version &," Philadelphia: The Annenberg School of Communications,

July 1873 {(mimeo).
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oW stahdard procedures. Two different methods, samples, and survey organi-
zations were uged to ﬁake advantage of the strengths of each method and to
maximize,'by employing some of the same questions, the comparability of

the findings. |

Purposive quota sample, telephone survey. 1In the spring of 1973

Starch/Hoopér conducted a telephone survey of é total of 607 households
evenly divided among the metropolitan areas of Philadelphia, Chicago, Los
Angéles, and Dallas. Households were selected ét random from the areé
telephone directories in phree steps: pages were sglected by random start
and fixed intervals; one column was selected at randem from each page; one
 te1ephone number was selected at random froﬁ each colum, If the number
was not assigﬁed to a privéte household,.the next number in the cdeolumn was
used.

The quota pertained te hoth televisibn,viewing and sex of the respoundent.
Interviewers sought mén in a househoid until the quota was filled; then they
filled the quoﬁa féx women. All respondenﬁs were asked the following screening
question: '"How many hours 2 day do you usually watch television? Please
include morning, afternéon and evening,' Respondents who answeréd Iess.than
two hours (light viewing) or at least four hours daily (heavy ﬁiewing) were
iﬁterviewed. This yielded four categories: male heavy viewers (149), male
light viewers (ISﬁ),ermale heavy viewers (158j, and female light viewers
(150).. Twenty percent of all interviews wore telephone-validated..

National probability sample, interview survey. The second method was a

personal interview survey conducted among 2,052 men and women, 18 years of
age or over, living in private households in the continental United States.

Interviewing for this survey was completed during the spriﬁg and summer of
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1974 by members of the Opinion Research Corporation national interviewing

staff. All interviews were conducted in the homes of respondents.

Advénced probability sampling_techﬁiques were uéed in the design and
execution of the sample plan;'thérefore, the results may be.projected to the
U.5. population of men and women 18 yearslof age or ovér,

Only ome iInterview was taken pér hougehold for this survey, regardless
of the numnber of_people 18 vears of age or over in the househeld. Weighte
were int:oddced inéo the tabulations to ensure.preper representation in
the sample.

Televigion viewing and other media use were of COurée.recorded for all
~ respondents, and regponses were again g:ouped into heavy and light viewing.
categories in a variety of démographic énd other classifications.

The balancé of Part I is devoted to the description of the specific
méasures and a summary pfesentatioﬁ'and illustration of the cumulative find-

ings of each of the measures of the Violence Profile[

(2) VIOLENCE PROFILE MFASURES AND FINDINGS

The two types of reéearch comprising the Violence Profilé; message
system analysis and cultivation analysis, yield specific sets of ﬁeasures
from which indiéatofs,of trends can be.éonstructed, In this section we
describe the meésurés and present the highlights of findings based on

the measures.
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Message system analvsis

The analysis of prime time and weekend daytime samples of network
television drama contributes three types of information to the Violence

Profile. The first is the program context of which any dramatic element,

such as violence, is an intégral part. The second consists of the specific

indicators of violence in various program categories, and the composite
Violence Index. The third type of information is in the form of risk

scores and ratios which show how the pattern of violence and victimization

works out for different kinds of people in the world of television drama.

Table 1 digplays the kind of information that is available in the
tabulationg of Part IT, which presents the detailed results of the message
syvstem analysis from 1967 through.1973, (It is possible of-course.té'
generate other tabulations from the cumulative archives.) Program context
information is given in Tables A-1 through A-10. They contain findings on
all programs in the samples, plus separate tables on cartoon and general
{non-cartoon) plays., Table A-2 provides program information separately
by network. Indicators of_violence.can be found in Tables B-1 through B-51,
some giving metwork as well as total figures. Risk scores and ratiocs are
given in Tables C~1 through C-54, including tabuiations by age, marital
status,-nationality, and race, all shown for both sexes apd for both cartoon
ana genera1 programs. -Sélected findings'of ?art 11 are iiluStrated in.the
figures of Part III.. |

Table 2.pfesents the agreement coefficients for the major itemg, measures,
and indicators of the message system analysis. These coefficients come from
the assessment of the reliability of observations explained in the methodology
section above., They should be taken into account when considerihg thé measures

and findings which follow,



- TABLE 1: TYPES OF INFCRMATION IN THE TABULATIONS OF THE MESSAGE SYSTEM ANALYSIS:.

"ALL NETWORKS . ABC _ g g

Tot. -Gen. Cart, ‘Tot. Gem. Cart. . Tot. Gen. Cart. Tot. - Gen. Cart,
A, ';.Program Cont_ext- . .
' Format by year .1 1 1
Program by netwerk 22 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Types of programs 33 3
‘Setting of action 4 4 4 .
s . ) . Place of action 5 5 5
o < © - Time of action 6 6 6
~ Tone of program 77 7
Theme: Attention 8 8 8
Theme: Emphasis ‘ _ 9 .9 9
Theme: Story value i0 10 10
B. Indicators _cﬁ Violence
" All programs ' 1 4 9 - 31 3% 36 38 41 ' 43 . 45 48 50
‘Contipued 2 5 10 32 39 ' 46
; ' New programs .3 6 i1 - 33 . 40 ' 47
3 . _ _ .
TV plays
Festive films
Crime, Western,. Adventure 12. 19 24 . . 35 42 T 49
. Continwed - - - . 13 ' '
B ; New - _ 14
; Crime . - .15 20 25
Western " - 16 21 .
- Adventure ; i7 22 26
: } : - &
Other RTINS - .18 23 27
Comic tone. S 28 - 37 44 _ 51
: Continued = - : 29 '
New o 30
A1l PROGRAMS GENERAL PROGRAMS CARTOONS
Tot. M F Tot. : M F - Tot, M . F
Cc. Risk Ratios _. o I
ALl characters ‘ : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 '8 9.
Age A 10 11 12 13 14 15 15 17 18
Marital Status . . - 7 19 .20 21 22. 23 24 - . 25 26 27
SEC (Class) - ' - .28 29 30 - 31 32 33 3% 35 36
Rationality o 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45
Race ' : .. 4 . 47 48 . 49 50 51 52 53 54

*Each number stands for a Table in Part 11 of this report.

For example, Program Context Tables go from Al to AIO, gtc.
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TABLE 2: . - AGREEMENT COEFFICIENTS

1969-1973%
Progréms: ' . - Betting of action _ I . .530
Place -of action : N : : .720 -
Time of ‘action B 643

. Tone -of action : . 855

Emphasis, 4

Attention Story value

JT45

.759

- L.615

625

845

.813
.636

L5864

‘Program Themess. Nature, animals : ‘ 648
- Supernatural ; : : . 700
. ‘Science ) ) . ' T LABL
. Polities ) . o o b .601
Law enforcement - : 793
Crime - - _ .760
“Mass communications : - C .355 -
Business: . T L5960
‘Schools : : ' : .583
" _Humanities . . 462
Domestic arts - : . 384
Historical events ] ' 493
" Religion _ C L7284
Financial success . ' © W 554
Close relationships S .658
. Home, family ’ - : .693
Minorities, foreign S .611
Generational relations B ) 447
Armed forces - . .729
Physical handicap - _ ' 467
‘Physical illness - T .636
Mental illness . 607
Drugs R i ) ) O LT17
-Alcohol A ’ i .616
. Violence : . L7867
Characters: - Sex S A : ©.928
- Age S . 664
Maritael status . : . w708
SEC (class) : : : 606
Nationality . S o - LT14
Race : ' : .848
Role (comic/seriocus) 492
Violence {commits) 670
Victimization (suffers) 644
Measures: Prevalence of violence (%P) : 767
T Rates of violent episodes_(R/P,R/H)5 . 853
Roles: involved in violence (V) - .785
involved @n‘killing (%K) . 565
Indicators: ‘Program score (PS)5 ' .841

- Character score (CS)> . 746

Yynless otherwise noted, coefficients assume nominal data,’

2pased on 100% dquble-coded data,

Hhere reported, based on a 30% random subsample of double-coded data,
- bcoefficients for Emphasis anﬁ Story Qalue assume ordinél dafa.

Scoefficlent assﬂmes,iﬁterval data,

1967-1968°

.693
1.000

771
.861
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. Program context

Trends iﬁ programming and in such.charactéristics of the plays as
place, time, tone, ané themétic étructuré provide the background against
whicﬁ specific manifestations of wiolence may be seemn.  The propﬁrtioné'of
- feature films, cartooné, television programs, and especially_"actién.dramav
in the overall.programming_(and hence;fhe.annual éample)affeqt the,violence

measures discussed in the next section.

Half or more of all annual samples éonsisfed'of plays (mostly series).
produced for television, The_ﬁroporfion of cartoons fluctuated widel&,
and.the percentagé‘of feature films incréaséd from 6.3 percentiin 1967
fo 13.1 percent in 1973. The three major networks shared fairly equally-:_“
in ovérall progfam totalé, but there were substantial'anﬁual fluctuations.
For that reason ceftain findings will be presented separately by program
‘types andlne.tworks° | | |

"Action programs' are crimé,-western, and miscellanecous action-adventure
dramas. - They are almost sjnonymous With'viqlent programming. Figure 1fi11ué;_
frates that ngafly ﬁalf of general and tﬁovthirds of cartoon programmiﬁg' 
consists of "action programs," but that this proportion is deciiﬁinga
However, the share of crime shows has nearly_tfiﬁled,.even-in cartoons.

The "action," as we shall see, has moved closer to home.

figure 2 shows tﬁe place, time, and-sétting*of action in general and
cartoon‘programs. The physical context: of nonfcartbon drama.haé become
increasingly urban, domestic, and contemporary since 1967, Cartoons have
also Eécome somewhat more domestic and'present?oriented.- Our previous
research has found that these settings are typically less likely to feature_

~violence than the uninhabited, foreign, or exotic settings, remote in time



AP
| B i

" % GENERAL PROGRAMS . o CARTOONS f
S 100 Co {QO—' -

VroTAL ACTION
i PROGRAMS

sof O

. 80k, TOTAL ACTION -  6Of
SR . PROGRAMS . = . |

- 40F

: | " ADVENTURE

- 40F
308

- 20 '-'m;m._’”a\QPVENTURE
N N |

. WESTERNS o < - |
S E— T 7 _ ey 1 T T T

1967 68 69 7O 7l 72 73 . 1967 68 69 7O TI 72 73

" FIGURE I: TYPES OF ACTION PROGRAMS
AS PERCENTAGE OF ALL GENERAL AND CARTOON
 PROGRAMMING



| % GENERAL PROGRAMS % CARTOONS
oo T ooy T
| 9'0.'0.3. ONLY . o gplb
80 | 8ol

-.‘-.60

6oL
el .zl

~ sok

-

= Eaa pr—r _!..I .!.I _ _ ) IR
1967 68 .69 70 71 72 73 = 1967 68 69 70 71 72 73

 FIGURE 2; PLACE, TIME, AND SETTING

T v Lm0t o gt e B b 3 L e e T L fRL et e A T TR A e e e TS S



19
and épace‘ :Attéméts to_controliviolence while maintéining conventional
story Values méy.militéte-agaiﬁst'the prbduction-of dramas in.histérical,
futuristié, and fofeign settings, and focus thé symbolic functions of
violence on_contempbrary urban law epforcément.'
At thé same-time; the tﬁematic structﬁre of fhe world of television
. draﬁa,has'nét_éhangéd much. Rankingé since 1969 of the incidence of
.25 thémes by rélative frequénéy ("atténtibnﬁ); i@portance ﬁn the plays
.(heﬁﬁhasis") and a cﬁmbined meaéure of‘the.two (9Story valﬁe”)% given
.dn Table 3 show violence among the top three themes onﬂail measures. Table'4.
lists signifi¢ant'¢hanges in rankings and_shoﬁs that whatever the_oﬁhef
measures of the incidéncé Of violence may indicaté, its relative ranking
- remained relatively constant; ”only.the-emphasis given to viélenée in
cartoons declined by more.than one rank, from 1 to 3.5.
The largest chaﬁges wére declines in ﬁhemes of animals and nature
{the vaﬁishing westerns)'énd in foreign_settiﬁgs,and people, and certain
 inereases in themes of criﬁe, law enforcement, the superﬁaturai, and

financial success. .

- (We should note again that the actual findings on which these and the
subsequent summary comments are based afe-tabulated in Part II. For.

example, Tables A-8, A-9, and A-10 of Part 11 provide complete information

*The measure of "attention” is the percent of plays in which the theme
appeared at all, "Emphasis" is the mean rating on a three-point scale
(l=incidental, 2=significant, 3=the main theme of the story) of each o
theme, "Story value" is the arithmetic product of "attention" and "emphasis.
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Law enforcenent
Seience

" Foreign, minorities

Generational rels,
Physical illness
Schools

Religion

Politics

 Humanities

Armed forces

" Supernatural

Eental illness
Historical events
Physical handicap -
Alcohol

Bruss

_NNNNNNM'—;HHHMHMHH
U\-F‘WNHO\OUD‘\!O\\J\F\JJNHO\OOO"QO\U\'-{-"‘WNH

Attention-
General Cartoon
- Home 1 Violence
‘Close relationship. 2 Apimals, nature
Violence 3 Sclence _
‘Domestic arts Iy Financial success:
Financial success 5 Hass communication
Business 6 Business
‘Animals, nature 7 Domestic arts
- Crime _ 8 Home !
Kass communication  9,5Crime

9,Jgupe*netural

i1  Law enforcement

iz Foreign, minorities
13 Close relationship

1l Physicel illness

15. Generational rels,
17 - Historical events
17 Polities .

17 Schools

19 - Arned forces

20 Humanities

21 Religion

22 Mental illness
23 Fhysical handicap

2 g4leohol 2k Domestic arts
2L shrugs. . 25 -Alcohol
Story Value

General ' Cartoon
Hone - i Violence
Close relationship 2 Animals, nature
Violence 3 - Science
Crime - ' L Pinencial success
Law enforcement 5  Crine ) '
"Financial success 6  Supernatural
Business 7. lass communication
Domestic arts 8 Taw enforcement
Science 9 Business
"Animals, nature “ 10 Home

tass communication
Physical illness
Foreign, ninorities
“Generational rels,
Schools

Politice
Supernatural

- A med .forces
Rellgion

. Humanities

Hental illness
Historicol events
Physical handicap
Drugs '
Alcohol.

£ 4 g pr
annE;ro

THE THEFATIC ORDER: 1969—73 AYLRAG“"

17.5 Animals, nature

1? 5 Fhysical handicap
Liass communication

20 Historical events

21 Schools

22  Religion

-~ 23 . Humanitles

11 Domestic arts

12 Close relationship.
13  Foreign, minorities

Physical 1liness

15 Generational rels,

17 Schools

18 Historical evenis
19 Armed forces.

20  Humanities

21,5 Mental illness

. 21,5 Relipion

23 Physical hardicap
2&-5 Alecohol
24,5 Drurs

18

Emphasls
General Cartoon
1 Crime 1 Crime
2 Law enforcenent 2 Violence
3 VYiolence 3 Supernatural
I Supernatural 4 Law enforceament
5 (lose relationship - 5,5Financial success.
6 Home 5.54nimals, -nature
7Y  Armed forces 7 Science
~ 8 Physical illness 8 - Physical illness
" 9 iental illness 9 - Fass communication
10 Pirancial success 10 Hone
11 = Scisnce 11 Zusiness
12,5 Generational vels. 12, 5Generational rels,
5 Politics 12, 5Funmanities
Foreign, ninorities 14 Close relationship
Druvgs 15 Politics
" Business 16 Schools

17 Axmed forces
Foreign,mincrities
16 Historical events
20 Donestic arts

21 . Mental illness
23,541 cohol

23,50rugs

23,5Fhysical handicap
23.5Religion



TABLE4 :  CHANGES IN THE THEMATIC ORDER

~ Attention - - Emphasis-- : Story Value

.. "Rank. - Rank . Rank -
1969 - 1973 1969 1973 1969 . 1973
Animals, nature ' o _ B
General 2 - 10.5 17 - 2L 7 - 12
~ Cartoons - 1 -2 5 - 11 : 2 - 2.
Supernatural _ o . _ : : S |
General - : 20 ~-19 . . 4 - b4 16 - 16
Cartoons - 1. - 5 4 -1 8 - 4
Law Enforcement .
" General _ 10.5. - 9 '~ 5 - 2 6.5 - 6
Cartoons o 7 -9 6 - .2 6 - 7
_ Crime. _ ‘
' . General 10.5 - 10.5 3 -1 5 =~ 5
Cartoons _ - 7 - 5.5 3 - 3.5 5 = 6
Fiﬁancial Success
General . ' 9 - 3 7 - 12 6.5 - 3
Cartoons 4.5 - 4 2 - 6 4 ~« 5
Foreign, minorities - _ .
General’ , 7.5 - 15 6. - 11 11 - 14,5
Cartoons 4.5 - 11 11 - 20.5 9.5 - 13
Violence ) : _
" General = 4,5 - 5 ' 6 - 6.5 3 - 4
1 3.5 ]. - 1

Cartoons 2 -
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about - the measures on which the rankings of thematic attention,zemphasis,

and story value are-Basedq)

Indicators of violence

Next We turn to more specific.measures-and indicators of violence
itself, Before we presentvthe findings of treﬁdsibased oe these measures,
however, it will be necessary to describe the components and the composition
Qf the Viclence Index.. |

: Three;sets of ﬁeasures heve beén-computed from the direct observational.

data of the message system analysise. Theee measures may be interﬁreﬁed on.
thei; owﬁo They have also been combined into two seores and a.single
compesite Violence Index.

Tﬁe three sets of measures show the extent to which violence ?fevailed
Iat all in the'pregram samples, the'frequency aﬁd rafe_of violent episodes,

and the number of roles calling for characterizations as wviolents, viectims,

_or both. These sees oﬁ measures are calle& prevalence, rate, and role,
:respectivelyc' The following deseription of each, and of the indicators
they yield‘.ean be followed graphically en Figure 3 (in the next section
-and in Part I11), and numerlcally in the B-series of tables of Part II.
Prevalence. Is-there_any.v1olence'1n,a program, and what pr0port10n.
of plays in a particular sample contain v101ence7 In ether worde what
percentage of plays contain any overt expre351on of phy51cal force against
ISelf or other; compelling action against one s_w§11 on pain of being hurt
or killed, or.actually hurting or'killing?ﬁ :Tﬁe_prOportion of such plays

is presented graphically (e.g. Figure 3) and in the tabulation of findings
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 (B-sefies in Part I1) aé the percent of programs goﬁtainihg vioience.(%Pj,
and (on the tables only) also as the perceqf.of:prograﬁ hours éontaining
violence. | | | |
Eggg..'As.measures of.prevalence indicate the proportion of program units
in_ﬁhich 6ne or more acts of violence oc;ur,'sq rate expresses the fréguencz of
) ;hese acts.in pnitsIOE programning and in units of time. The acté themselves

' and defined as scenes -of:some violence

are iabE1ed."violeﬁt episodes,’
éonfined to-ﬁhg same agenté. The number.of such episodes dividéd by . the
totél numbef éf plays (violent or ndt) in a sample yields.the rate per
.progrém.(R/P); The rate per hour (H/H) is.the'number of episodes divided
| by the total number of program héurs in the sample. This lattex
rate measures thg concentration.pr saturation of violence in time, and
'.compensétes for fhe'diffefence.in rates betWeen aulong program unif (such
as a feature film) and a short one (such as a Ll3-minute cartoon)

Bglgg. The charaéterizations of roles as violents (committing
Viélence).or'Victims {subjected to violenée),.or both, jieldé seﬁeral
measureso. They are; pércenf of violents out of all characters in a
Sample;' perceﬁt of victims out of all characters in.a sample; éll.tﬁose
involvéd as ﬁiélents-or as victims .or both'(%V); pefcént-of kiileré (those
committing fatal Violeﬁce); percént killed (victims of lethal violence);

and all those involved in killing either as.ki%iers or ag killed (%K);

Composite scores and index i
. The above measures of violence are based directly on analysts'
observations. .They are provided in all tabulations and should be used as

the basic indicators of trends, However, for ease of illustration



22

and comparisons, they are coﬁbined to form summary scores and an indQX- - However,
_thése are not statistical findings in themselves, and shbuld not be

treated as such. Rather they serve as convénieﬁt illustrators of.the

:basic findings and facilitate gross comparisons.

The two scores ére based on selected measures showing qualities of_
programs and of characterizations, fesﬁectively;. Prevalence (%P), rate
per_program.(R/P), and.rate.per hour (R/H) are_reflééted in the Erégram
§g§£§ (Ps). This is computed as follows: |

| PS=(%P)+2 (_R/ P)+2 (R/1)

.In this formula?_ %P is the pégceﬁt of programs contaiﬁing yiolence,
R/P is the rate of violent episodeé.per élay,'and R/H is the rate per
hour. The rates R/P and R/H are doubled in ordef.to raige their relatively
low numerical valie to the importance that the concepts of the ﬁreQuency
 and saturation of violence deserve; Nevertheless;_the program score gives
the greatest weight to the extent to which violence prevails at all in the
prégrams. Secondéry welght is given to the frequencj.of violence aﬁd the
saturation of the programs with viblent.action.

Roles involving characterg in any violence, weighted by roles involved

in killing, are expressedrin the_charactér gcore (CS); :The formula

| 08=(%V)+ (%K) | |
représents the_percent of all_leadiﬁg characters committing violence,
suffering violence, or both (%V),:With added welight given to the perceﬁt

of those involved in kiliing‘either as_kilférs 6fras'victims, or both (%K).

Finally, the Violence Index is obtained by&adding'the program score to
the'charactér score. 'Prevalence, rate, and role are thus reflected in the
- Index, with program information usually weighing slightly more heavily in

the balance than information derived from character aﬁalysis. 0f course,
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all these indices are additive: if all components change in the same
direction, the Index accumulates the changes; if they go counter to

one another, the Index balances them out.

Trends: What the Index shows

Now we are ready to'éummarize the trends indiéated by .the measures
jﬂst_discussed, and tabulated iﬁ detail in the B—series of:tables in Pért 1.
Aithough we shall refer to the Violence Index, changes attributable tﬁ.one
of-another of its coﬁponéﬁts will also be ﬁoted,'

Trends in the preva1ence,'ra£e, and role of violenée.reflect programming
policy, Broadcast codes and their'epforcement, and the Operation of.
"sféndards and practicesﬁ or othef_brbadcast censorship_follow_seﬁsitive
areés of programﬁing with care and aﬁply suqh controls as seem to be in
the long-range.interest of the industry. Prograﬁming (especially network)
policy also determines the mix of different kinds of programs according to
a.formulé'that éombines coéts and rétings_with judgments of both commercial
and p‘oliﬁical_ex'pediency° Our eaflier exaﬁination of prOgram édntéxt found
that Whilé Paction prqgrams” wefe reduced as a proportion of all programming,
the share of-criﬁé programs {(and. cartoons) rose, and the "worid" of.televisian
drama was becoming more éomestic; present;time, and urban oriented. Perhaps
partlﬁ as a result of ﬁolicies atfempting to control the frequency of violencg;

'fhe settings iﬁ'which violence 'oéqurred_mbst often . ~=- exotic, historical,”
distant -- becéme 1eséffrequént§_3the tighter scdperqf-violent action came
to fobﬁs‘more on the hefe.and.now.

At the same time, the_theﬁatic order'rémaineq:remafkably stable except
:fof some declines in themes associated.with outd%bf'and distant action, and
increases in themes of crime,.law enforcement, business, and the suiae_rnatural°

The ultimate consequences of these aspects of the dramatic context are in

S
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'.the sywbolic functions ‘and s§Cial:réiatioﬁshipé that violeﬁce represents.r We sﬁail
éxamine these fﬁnctiqns and relatiﬁnships after a'closer iook at the indicafors.

If we look'ét thé.composité'trends for a1l programs on Figure 3, wé'sée-.
that violence has not only come .closer to home but has élso declined in
certain respects. Where do the changes coﬁe from?

._The only substantial decline has beén-in the.pr0portion of violent
- characterizatiqns, especialiy of those.ggmmitting ﬁiolence. They decreased
from ovér.haif of all.léading chéracters to a iittle ﬁore than one-third.
Victims, howéﬁer, decreaged  less --‘cnly'from two~thir&s to about half oi
all leading characters -~ thus raising the relétive rétio of victimization,
‘as we shall gee in.tﬁe next section:

Nevertheless,'the.préportion'of all those involved in apy violence (%V)
decreésed ffom 73_percent in 1967 to 56 percent in 1973, and the prOpértion
of those involved in any killing feli from 19 percent.to 7.5 peréent. - The
prevalence of violence (%P) deqlined:only froﬁ-S'out.of every 10 progfams
to 7.out of 10. The rates of violent episddeé (R/P and R/H) changed little-
in seven years. - Thus, as we.éould”foresee:from tﬁe thematic analysis of.
program conte#t, violence fémained a (or perhaps Ehg) staple element of
dramatic érogramming,.but the visibility of vioieﬁt characteré, especially-.
éf killers {but not so much.of.viétims), was sharpiy burtailed. -

ﬁifferent types of programs naturally made different contributions to
thése overall findings. (To follow thesg in.dgigii, the readér ié again..
reférréd to*Parfs iI and 1I1.,) Tigure 4 shows aucompérison.of Violence
indices of various program types. The most;psﬁable and steady déclines
in certain aspects of vioience have:been-in tﬁe types of programming most

‘amenable to network controls: plays produced for television, and cartoons.
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The few Westerné (3 in 1973} were more violenf than evér, and the
growing crime segment was as violent as_éver. In-fact,:the prevélénce,
rate, and saturation of violence in crime programs'wefe up, raising the crime
program score from 103 in 1967 to 129 in 19730 The propé;tion of violents |
{but not of victims) in criﬁe.plays fell_substaﬁtially, although-the share
of killers remained éteady and of those.killed rose sharply (see Tabie‘B—?
for all crime.énd B-iZ for non-cartoon-criﬁe programs, inHPart'iI). Crime
programming may be increasingly reépthibIe'for the:strong flavor of
successful law-enforcement in much.ﬁgleVision ﬁiolence. |

~Cartoon prdgramming, more violént than crime, increased in the-.
raté'of violence per.program,_énd mﬁintained.its prevalence.at the second
highest le_vel.in seven years, but reduced the visibility of violent characters
 and virtually eliminatéd killingy .(Sée Table B-5 in Parﬁ I1.)

Figure S-Shqﬁs that trends in ﬁiolenge are similar for continuing
programs and for new programs in each fall season. A sharp inérease in feature
film_violence in-l??l.and an even more proncunced decrease in new cartoon
violenﬁe in 19?2_were the exéeptions?- |

Figurgs 6 and 7 éompare violence indices for_the'networké; It is clear
“that CBS lost iﬁs traditional place as the ﬁleaét violent" and NBC as the
"most violent" netwqu;. the twé_joined-in_é_lﬁw middle position between
their former "ratings,". However, ABC, formeriy ﬁighest with NBC,.rapidly
controlled its violent programming and gained, with-the'eXception of 19?2,
the “1éa§t violgnt" position ampng the_nétwgrkééi_The general deéline.in
violent characterizatioﬁs can thus be.atfributed,mainly to the poiicies of
ABC and to a 1e§ser extent of NBC. a

Network comparisons'also find "general™ (non-cartoon) programs to be
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the chief source;of.ABC's "ieast violent" showing (Figure 6). Mpction
program’ (crime, western, adventure)‘and éartoon indices (figure 7) show
CBS the "most violent" éf the networks in 1973.

Network.decisions on program.mix-and standards_aré.reflected in the
specific indicators aﬁd éummary index of violence. 1In and of themselves such
_”ratiﬁgs” are of no scientific or social significance. They do not illuminate
,céuses of conseqﬁences} They are useful, however, as conéréfe manifeétationé

“of policies anﬁ as checks on declarations of intent.

' and reducing the frequency of

Bringing violence '"¢loser to home,’
some types of violent characterizations (but not necessarily of others)
have symbolic and social consequences not apparent in these gross figures.

We shall now turn to a review of findings more relevant to those consequences.

" Symbolic functions: patterns of risk

Any show of.fofce demonstrates a Structﬁre of power.  Any violence
exhibits a set of social relationships. TheSe_manifestations shape the
symbolic fuﬁctidns_and guide the human conseqﬁenees of violent representations.

| The mésﬁ eleméntary -~ and most telling ~- relationship involved in.
violent action is that of violent and victim. Symbélic functions and
social consequences are i@plicit in fhe human types differeﬁtially éssociated
with inflicting and sufferingrviolen;e. The pattern_pf_winners and losers
provides a differential calculus of hazards an§‘pppoftunitiés for &ifferent_
groups of peopie in the "world" of téleviéion drama. That pattern may
cultivate é_corresponding seﬁse of risk aﬁd_ma#giﬁ of fear amoﬁg.those who
live much ofrtheir Tives in that "World," and éﬂo-may.pfoject its Syébolic':

structure into their conception of social reality.
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These considerafions'guided the constrﬁction of risk ratios from the
character data on'violence roles, and led to one_line of investigatidn in
the cultivation analysis, wﬁich Will be discussed later. Here we shall
examine the patterns of.vidlencé and victimization: who tend to commit
andrto suffer how much violence? Which groups do the shifting ratios of
victimization favor over which other groups in the symbolic "world?"

The basic data for the examinﬁtion of these tendencies afe_
tabulated in the C-series of tables in Part II. A few illustrations are
élso provided in Figures 16 to 18 of Part iII; |

First, in-every-year since 196i;7énd in almost every pafegory of

dramatic characters, victimg ocutnumber violents. However, also in nearly

every group, there are moré.killefs than killed. The symbolic functions
of getting hurt aré. obviously c'.lifferent.fro.m those of getting killed. |
Fear of victimization pervades the world of television drama, and may
cultivate a correépoﬁding'sensé of danger in the.world of social reality. .
However, perpetrators of televiéion.violence often.serve.bnly to provoke
the hero to'righteous:indignétion.. The final ﬁlow must favor those

who survive to serve the cause of justicé, power, and happy endingé.

The sense of ﬁictimization_did'not decline as the propoftion ofrviolent.
characters, and especiallﬁ of pefpetrators, decreaéed. On the contrary, the
social pétterns seem to sharpen with every reduction in violents. The
‘proportion of victims was the highest of all.sevep years in 1973: there
were 1;4 victims for evéfy vioient, meaninésthét for every 10 characters who
hurt or.killed anéther, 14 were hurt or kiiled;;_fhe ratio iﬁ'cartoons was 1.7,
also the highest; for every 10 violent cartoon characters,.thefe were 17 victims.

Secondly, although women ﬁere less likely to get iﬁﬁqlved in violence
than men, for five of ﬁhe éeven years studied they wéfe more likely to be

victimized, and always more likely to be killed.
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Table 5 preSents-a.summary of fhe sei and gréﬁp écores of'involvementl
and risk ratios'for all years studied. The: character score is the
role component (CS) of the Violence index; it.is the ﬁercent of_ali
characters involved in any violence.and the percent involved in any
| killing. The Violent-victim ana killer-killed ratios are obtained by
dividing violentsland vietims, or.kiliers_and killed. _The plué sign means
more violents or killers in the groﬁp; the miﬁﬁs sign means more victiﬁs
or killed.

We see that theZ1967—73 totals shoﬁ-l.Z male.and 1.3 female victims for

 every violent male and female. Even more striking are the differential risks -

TABLE 5: INVOLVEMENT IN VIOLENCE AND ITS RISKS FOR DIFFERENT GROUPS

MALE CHARACTERS FEMALE CHARACTERS
GROUPS _ o . Char- Violent Xiller Char- Violent Riller
: ' acter  -~victim -killed  acter ~victim ~killed
score ratio - ratio score ratio ratio
All Characters, 1967-73 80 -1.2 +2.1 48  -1.3 - -L.5
Age: children, adoieécents 69 ~1.7 +E 48  -1.3 *
young adulrs - : 82 -1.2 H.0 59 -1.7 ~1.4
. settled adults 79 -1.1 +2.1 34 - +1,03 . -~1.,5
~old ' 57 +1.1 -1.3 50 -2,3 = =%
Marital status: not married 84 -1.1 +242 59 -1,5  =2,5
_ married 63 -1.3 +2.1 36 -1.1 +2.0
. Class: clearly upper ' 83 -1.2 +1.1 51 . -1.7  -1.5
middle or indeterminate 78 -1.2 - +2.6 . 47 -1.3 -1.3
clearly lower 105 -1.03 1.0 86 ~5.0 ¥
Nationality: U.S. ' 73 -1.2 +2.9 - 44 =14 -1.7
other - o 98 -1.2 A1 62 -1,7 . +2.0
Race: white 77 -1.2 . 2.4 47 -1.3.  -1.4
2.3 =%

other ' 88 ~1.3 +1.3 57 ~2.

*Group has neither violents nor wvietims. If *is preceded by a sign, group has
either no violents or no victims; +* means only violent(s) but no v1ct1m(s),
-%* means only victim(s) but no violent(s).

Note: Character score is the percent of characters involved in any violence
plus the percent involved in any killing. V-V ratio is of violents (+)
and victims (~). K-k ratic is of killers (4) and killed (-).
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of fatal victimization. There were more than two male killers for every

male killed; but for every four women killers, six women were killed.

g _ -~ The pattern of risks for different age groups shows that violence is

-most likely in young adulthood. More than eight out of ten young men and

ﬁéarly 5ix out éf 10 young women are involved.in.soﬁe.viOIence.' When so0.
involved, young adult women afe more likely fo‘be ﬁidtimizéd fhan'young
.adult men. The young men ére the.most likely of all grouﬁsrto get aﬁay
with“fatai violence: fér every one killed thére are four;killers_among

“them. This is clearly the group fhat tends to strike the final blow.

Unmarried males generally fare.better than married, but.unmafried
" women fare ﬁuéh worse.than anybody;i‘Single woﬁen afE'the~most'likely-of
all.groups_to be killed; they have five killed for every ﬁwo-killers..
Tor both married women and for all males the odds are reversed; in tﬁe-
world of télevision drama, meﬁ lose and women gain powér in marriagé,
narrowing but nof closing the gép.of sex role.inequality, |
The most likely to get'involved in violence are the lower:class
characters of both séxés._ Lower class women are also the most victimized: -
tﬁey suffer fiﬁe victims fof every one of their group able tb inflict
ﬁiolence.  Nati0na1ity patterné tend to favor Americans over 6thers, except
that foreign women are more lethal than fofeign (bﬁt not Amefican) men.
The racial pattern shaws'whites to. have the'gpper hand in.every cafégory of
both sexes. | | |
Most li;ely to get involved in violence, then; are lower clasé, foreign,
and nonwﬁité men, in that order. 0ld men h;vé'thé.most favorable, énﬁ maie

[

children the most unfavorable odds of general male victimization. Young

adult males have thé best ‘and old men the worst male killer-killed ratios.
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Among women, most likely to get iﬁvolved in violence are lower_class;
foreign, éingle and young adult; and.nonwhite;- Women are the mogt:viéti@-
.ization-prone, espeéially lower class; nonwhité,.and éld women. Only .
.married-aﬁd:foﬁeign women, ﬁut most g;oups_offmeﬁ; have the powef to Strike 
-more.lethalzblows than they suffer. Single women suffef.fétal.violence_by
far fhe largest_ratiﬁs of all groups.

The patﬁérn of victimization implicit iﬁ televisipn drama_thus:demonstrétés

an inﬁidious.sense of risk and pOWer. SYmbolic:vioience'poténtiélly-traiﬁs--
: éictims as well és'perpétrafors._ Furthermore, indicators of thege gymbolic
,fﬁnctioﬁs_a£é not és easily altered or_manipulatéd'és;afe those of sheer
.frequenEiES. Simplé'selective reductions in-violent-charédteriz#fioné may
:shafpen rather than blﬁnt the discriminatory edée of social relations inheréﬁt
in tﬁe portrayals. Risk ratios afe.a_first step téward indicatoré.that.caﬁ
illumiﬁété the humanfquality'aﬁd éécial equity as well as fhe quantity of
vainUS.aspects'of violent portrayals.

Cultivation analysis

The fourth and.final set of indicators in the Viélence'Profiié céﬁes_y
'frﬁm.the cﬁltiﬁation.analysis. They aré called cultiyation_differentials
and éultivation.séores, and.highlight somerconceptions-of'social reality that
tend fo be cultivated by television,vieﬁing in diffe;en£ gr§ups.and in com-
parison to 6ther cultural or media activities. The findingsifeportéd here
are partial and preliminary. .Nevertﬁeléss,ithey give consisteﬁt.évidénce |
~of the similarity of viewers' beliefs toISOme "facts" found iﬁ the world of
television and of the relationships of such-Beliefs to the amount of vieWing;._
to the_specif;c symbol?c functions of violence, to the sex,:edﬁéation,'and

‘age of the viewer, and to other media use.



The first.round_of cuitiﬁétion studies dealt with the issue.impiicit in
the findings_on television.violence.' As moted in the section én methédology
above, two apprbaéhes were initiated; bo#h:are still in the piocess of
development., One uses semi-pfojective pictﬁre tests ﬁith children and adults.
' The othgr approach,fwhose preiiminarf.results are reported here, uses large
scale surveys to elicit édult reéponseso Both appfoaches ask reSpondents to
choose bétﬁeen alternatiﬁes_repfeseﬁting eifher'the television version or some -
other version of “facts" or views; Tb.fhe exﬁent that the patterﬁ of |
_teieviéion violence and victimizatioﬁ culfivates conceptidns of soéial-
reality, heavy viewers shqﬁld be more likely than light viewers to exaggerate-
danger'éna violence and iaw énforcemént activities in the real World,.and
generally.project assuﬁptionsuthat would underly a heighténed sense of.fear
an'd.riskD Furﬁhermore; these viewing-related overestimations might also
reflgct the different pattefns of victimization and such.other.assumptions
as viewers. of different_sgxes; ages, and.educatiOnal 1evels.might apﬁly_to

their own situations.

'ngpoéivé quota sample
A questioﬁ.from the'purposive.quota sample survey that bears on the
potential lessons of television violence is this: "During any given week;
what are.jOur chances_of'being invélved in some type of violénce?" Thé.
" respondent could overestimate the chanées by answering '"about 50-50,"
which is closer to the anéwef found in the world §f television, o; give
the other answer, which Was_”onerin a.hundredl" The éultivation differential
ié the percénfage difference between heavy_viéwers'(A.or mofé houré a day)
and light viewers (less than 2 hours.a day) giving the."television answer.'
A positive CD score would show that to that-ektent.d- ﬁnd.all othér factors

being equal -- viewing does tend to cultivate TV's version of the world in the
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minds of viewers with respeet to a particular_question; a zero or negative
CD score would suggest that it does not. The actual finding, shown on
_-Figure 8, is +13 for all respondents, meaning that 13 percent more heavy than
1ight‘viewers.se1ected~the television_enswer, which is a significant cultivation
differential in the expected direction. Iﬁ other words, substentiallv more
heavy than 11ght viewers of television overestimate the danger of v101ence to
themselves in everyday life. | |

Flgure 8 shows that all cﬁltlvatlon dlfferentlals are p051t1ve A

~college education counteracts.the cultivating effects of television especially
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for light viewers. . Television overcomes the effects of éollege for héavy
| viewers; they_chodse the "television answer" in the same proportion as
do the light viewefs without a college educétion. The'heavy-viewing no-
college group is of course the most 1ike1y to choose thé."television-
answers." |
' The effects of néwépaper reading are similér to_those of education, with
which theyrare undoubtédly_reiated° TV néwé andnnews.maga;ines, however, do
'noﬁ seem to maké.a différeﬁcea' The results on sex'differences_showrthat only
male iight viewérs escape the heightened éense'éf danger. Additional infofmation

comes from the more detailed analysis of the mational probability sample respouses.

National nrobabilitv sample

"On the national probability sample interview survey we used the follow-

ing four questions:

1. During.any given week, about how many peﬁﬁle out of 100 are_iﬁvolﬁed
in some kind pf viclence? Would you éay_aboﬁt ong persoﬁ.in 100 or.
.about 10 ﬁeople_iﬁ 1007 (This'ié of_cdurée*quite similar to the
previous question; ™10 pe0p1é in 100"-was considered the télgﬁision'
answer.) |

2.: What percent of all crimes are viplent crimés -- like mﬁrder, rape,
robbéry and aggravatedlassault? Wéuld.you say it is 15 or 25 percent.

(Here "25 percent" was considered the television answer.) .

3. About what percent of all males who have jobs work in law enforcement
and crime detection -~ like policemen, sherififs, detectives, etc.
Would you say it is 1 or 5 percent? (Here "5 percent" was the

television answer.)
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4. About what perﬁent of Americans who have jobs are professionals or
'managers -~ Like doctors, 1awyers;_tea§hefs, proprietors, or other
executives? Would you say it is 20 or 25 percent? (The televisioﬁ

answer was 25 percent.)

. The "television answer™ to these questions again ovérestimates the actuai
prdpoffions, aé does télevision, of course,.the purpoée wés'not to test for
the knowledge of Pieal answérs"'but to assess the extent to which; te1evisi0n
viewing wduldrmake viewers err in the direction-of the Mfacts” as seen i§ the
worid of television. 'Therefore, the ﬁother.ansWers" ﬁere also “error.éhoiéesv
but farther. away from televisibn, |

The resulté_of the survey conform, on the whole, to the.same pattern --
.thét of independent and apparently-cumulative effects thét cagfbe
assoc1ated with demographlc characteristics and media habits. The number
of respondents (unwelghted and weighted) is reported on Table D-1 of Part I1;

the results of the survey for the four questions are tabulated_in Tables D~2

'through D-5. They reflect welghted responses cla551f1ed into three v1ew1ng
-groups: light (1ess than 1% hours per day), medium (between 1% and 3 hours),

and heavy (more tham 3 hours per day)?*'The cultivation differential was

£ ' ' . .
“Respondents answering ''don't know' (or '"nmo answer') on any question were
eliminated from the tabulations for that questiom.

The question used on the national probability sample (ORC) Survey to

determine levels of television viewing asked respondents, '"How much time
did you spend yesterday watching televison?" Analysis of the responses
to this question for various demographic groups revealed no significant
relationships between the 'none' category and those. variables usually
associated with differences in levels of television viewing (bvy contrast,
this was not the case for those respondents who answered '"none" to a similar
question about newspaper reading). Because of the "yesterday" focus of the
question we concluded that it would not be appropriate to designate these
respondents as chronic light or non-viewers of television and chose to
limit our comparisons to those respondents who reported watching at least

-~ some television on the previous day. The reported classification of the
sample into three levels of v1ew1ng reflects a trichotomization of the -

- sample with the "nones" deleted.
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éiways computed as the difference between light -and heavy viewers.
'These_reéults_confirm and extend Ehe.findings obtained from the quota
sample. The_college group_is.ﬁsﬁally less likely fo give the "television_
answer" than thé nd?college groupf but heavy viewing-tendé'to neutralize
‘the effects of eduﬁation and result in laﬁge_cﬁltivaﬁion differentials, |
eépecially_among.women. Women consisfently report higher estimates.of
- violence and law enforcement thaﬁ men , oi'higher.cultivation differentiaIS, 
or both;_ Age'emérgés'as.an important factof, with thoée.under 30 generally
confofﬁing.more to the TV view of violence than those 30 and over.

In brdér to permit a moexre comprehensiVe and broadly-ﬁased assessment
of the separate and interactive_effécts of demogfaphiq‘and media vafiables,
we have cﬁmbined the responses to our four questions ffom the national
probability sample into a single indicator which we call the éﬁltivation score.

Cultivation score

B This score is produced by giving each response a value 65-3.£or the
"televisiﬁn answer," 2 for a "don't know" or no anéwer and.1 for a "non-
felevision angwer." .Reépondenfs who gave more than two "don't know" answers
were deletéd. Thé'scores were summed and could range.ffom 4 to 12 for each
respondent.** Respondents with a total score of 8 or more were éonsidergd
.the "high scorers," Splitting the sample at tﬁis point resulted in 40 percent
low scorers and 60. percent high éqorers. The tabﬁiationé show the.percentégé
of high scorers in the light, medium,fand'heayy viewing'groupé by sex, age,
education;-and by newspaperLreading. They are reported in Tables.ﬁ46 and D-7
in Part II. | |

*
Responses to the questlon on the percent of violent crlmes (D 3) present

a different pattern Wthh is being further analyzed
- ** - ) . . + I3
Crosstabulations of each question by each other question revealed significant
inter-question correlations (gamma and Kendall's tau) in all cases.
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These findinés-further suéport and exteﬁd the.patterné of-cultivatiop
discussed above. As.Figure 9 demonstrates, the three»wéy viewing_comparison .
permité the obgervation qf a posgitive aﬁd generally linear relationship
.'between_the_aﬁount of teleﬁisién-viewing and cultivation effects. .The B
éuitivation differentials can aléo be seen in_Figﬁre 9.

‘Women who are light viewers again exhibited greatef-assumpfions of -

risk than male light viewers, as measured by high cultivation scores. Their
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apprehensions aleo.rose more than the men’s.as the resolt of heavy TV vieﬁing.
Women thus show a greater.tendency to be affected by the pattern of victimization
both in the world of television and in their own conceptions of realtlife.

The overall education difference confirms and refines the pattefn 
discussed before.. The college educated light viewer is the leest likely to
give the "television answer" to our questions._ But television has its
greatest relative cultivating effects on’ college educated heavy viewers: they
differ from college llght viewers by 21 percentage points. In.contrast,-the
difference between college educated'and_not_college educated heavy viewers |
is oﬁly 14 oercentagc.points.- | |

Age emerges as a consistent influence. :Respondents.under 30 showed
greater readimness to choose the "television ansﬁers"-at all 1eveis of TV
viewing than older respondents, 'Younger_light.viewers responded like_older
heaty viewers, with younger medium and heavyeviewers scoring even higher.

'.It seems'evident to us'thet those under 30_have.grown up. in a world in which
television was an ipcreaeingly.pervasive aspect of the cultural environment.
In comparison with the older segmeﬁt of the sample, those.under.BO can in
fect:be considered to be members of the '"television generation."

An examination of the combined influences of age, sex, .and educatioo.
on television's cultivating effects proviaes a closer look at these fiﬁdings.

Age and education. Growing up with television makes the presence or

 absence of alternatlve cultural 1nf1uences especially 1mportant. In the’
absence of alternatlves such as a. college education mlght prov1de television
“has little or .no competition in the formation of concepts and assumptions
about the world. It seems to make'littie_difference whether a member'of the '

"television generation"” who has had no college experience is a light or heavy viewer.¥

It should be noted that the proportlon of college educated respondents is
hlgher in the under-30 than in the 30 -and-~over group.
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It can be seen on'Figurerlo that about four_Out of five light gg.heavy viewers

of the "under 30" generatioﬁ who had not gone to college scored high in the
television cultivation test. Such'high'écoring may be'éq close to the "ceiling'
of the teét that cuiﬁivation differentials caﬁnot be obtained or expected.

The dominéﬁce of television's cultivating effeéts since early childhood
also blunts the countervaiiing influence of a college education. But cqllege
makes a sﬁriking difference in reéponses, provided‘that thé respondent is a
light viewer of teleﬁision( Thére‘is a 30 percentage point "college gain”
(i.e. reduction in high.cultivatipn scoreg) betwéen-the light viewing "college"
.and'"no-collegé" respondents of both age group; (even thbugh'the "under 30"
group generally scores higher). |

This "college gain" for light viewers, however, was nearly overcome

by a cultivation differential of 22 percentage points between the light and
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heavy viewers. of thé coliege respondenfs in Eoth ége groups.. ﬂeavy viewing
of télevisibn cuts the "college gain" in.half or less, eséecially fof the
younger group. in that group college reduced the light viewers' score by
31 pef0¢ntage points; it reduced the heavy viewers' score by only 12

- percentage péints; . Comparable figures fof.the "30 and over'" light viewefs
and héavy viewers, réspectively, are 30 and 16 pércentége points.

Pétterns-associated with agé aﬁd.edu;ation thus - seem to'interact
(1) to boost TV's éuitivating_effecté in the younger and less edﬁcated grdup,
(2) ta_cancei but the effects-of différenées,iu the.amouﬁt ﬁf viéwing in that
gfoup; (3) to make college educatioﬁ an impdrtant alternatiﬁe influencé on
cuitivation levels in both groups; (4).but to make.the "TV'generatioﬁ's"'
heavy viewers gain.much less of a sénse of élterﬁative coﬁceptions.froﬁ.
collége than eithef the ligﬁt viewers of both ége'grpﬁps.br the heavy viewers
of the older gfoupo_

If one were to try to pit the influence of college and age against that
rof television, one would conclude fhat TV's buitivating effects (22 perceﬁﬁége
points) outweigh Ehe contrary infiuenceé of both'age_and college among Eéavy
viewers (16_pércentagé_points both), but that the_dollegé ex?erience reduces

the effects of television among light viewers by a margin equal to or greatér

than TV's cultivation differentials.

Sex, education, and age. We have seem that women generally score higher

on the violence-related "television answers" than men in the corresponding
groups. We have also seen that college and age tend generally to reduce
those scores. But while the level of education affects men's scores more than

t

women's, age influences women more than men.
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| The differential effects of college and age on the television scores of

men and women can -be seen on Figure 1l. College reduces the light viewing

‘male score by 32 and the heavy viewing male score by 16 percentage points; .

the figures for women are 20 and 9 percentage points, respectively,

Age,. on the contrary; has a greater and different influence on women.

Unlike with men, heavy viewing increases the difference between the female
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age groups and makes.fhe yoﬁnger women stand out as the most vulnerable to thé
television view., These interactioﬁé can be further élarified by locking at
the combined effects of.age and education in each gender group. |

Figure 12 shows these effects. The cumulative influences further extend.

the sex-differences in the directions indicated before, College makes its
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greatest'impact on the cultivation scores.of the older male 1ight viewefs.
Télévision'achievés.its gfeatest cultivatibn_différentials with the.yduﬁger
college womeﬁ. That is also the group most resistaﬁt to the moderating
influence 0£ college upon the cultivaﬁion-score. In fact, college education
makes no différence at 311 in the scores of young women, heaVy viewers, ﬁhereas 

it makes a large ‘difference in other groups.

Newspaper reading

Table D-7 (in Part I1) permits comparisons. between responses of television
viewers and different groups of newspaper readers. Some of these can be seen -

on Figure 13, The data from the-purposive guota sample discussed earlier
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indicated that newspaper reading (like being male, older, and better educated)
tends to Be associated with a reduction in the mumber of teleﬁision viewers
who score high70n the cultivation qgestions}- We can now also seerthat the -
ligﬁt viewers of television were not affected by the amount of newspaper

reading but that the heavy viewers were. The more the heavy TV viewer reads
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the newspaper the smaller the cultivation diffefential,_aé well as the
‘abgolute score. But within each newsfeading category, heaﬁy viewers were
more likely to give the "television answer™ than the iight viewers.

"The data_in Tébleé D-1 through D—7'représent.the:initial stages of
analyéié and ﬁrOSs-tabulation of the respoﬁses of the nétional sample.
.Howevef;”in theif_overall.consi;teney_ahd_similafity to our earlier; less
generalizable quota sample, they already afford valuable insight into some
specific relationéhips betweeﬁ dimensions of.teievisioﬁ content and correspond-
'ing images of tﬁe world held by men and women, young and old, the more and less
formaily-educated.and_the réaders of.newspapers-who ﬁake up the audience of

regular TV viewers.





