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- Questions about ‘the amount ofFQigiéﬁce in théﬂmass media,‘péyticulaxly
television programming, have beeﬁ voiced aiﬁost since fhe advent of the media,
Senate hearings'about teleﬁisi@n violence were held as early as 1954, These
concerns sfeﬁ from fears that television violence léads to aggressive behavior,tj
particularly among the young. An equaliy controversial subject has_Been how
to define, measure, isolate, and analyze that violence. This paper will
examine ways in which television violence has been measured, including violence ;
indices. The discussion will be 1iﬁited tO'television, even though there has
been research about violence in other mass media. Tt will also be limited to

studies of American television.

One of the richest sources of information about television -~ its
content and effects —— is the 1972 six volume report of the Surgeon General's
Scientific Advisory Committee —-- Television and Social Behavior. This

report covers a large number of research projetts conducted between 1967 and
1969/70ﬂ0n a wide variety of television-related topics. This discussion will
draw ﬁpon findings from several of these studiés.

Violence in television programming has been sfudied_in many ways. In
a considerable body of research the aséessment 0of viclence is the main issue
of the research; thatris, the goal is to ascertain the amount of violence in~

television programming. Another large body of research is concerned with violence




in programming as a side issue. In Fhese cases,'reeearchers assess effects of
programming, usuall& violent programming, and meesures of violence are used to
define_experimental conditions. That is, the.amount of violence is an in-
dependent variable. This reseérch will be discussed very briefly and only in
reference to how violence is &efined and/or measured.

This paper will also eﬁamine definitions of violence and the ways violence
is unitized.  Over the past 20 years violenee'has probably been defined almost
as many tiﬁes as it has been ekamined. Since violence is quité complex it
can be and is defined in many different ways. Researchers have also developed
many different ways to isolate discrete acts of violence in programming. The

. discussion of definitions and unitization rples also elaborete_upon some_of'the
controversy surrounding this research. For the most par;m;he ﬁajor thrusf ef

this paper will be methodological. 'Findinge will be presented very briefly.

* The Assessment of Violence in Television Programs

There are four basic¢ ways in which researchers have assessed violence in
television programs: (1) content analyses using trained coders and specific
rules and definitions (2) ratings or eonsensual measures in which people

(”experts as well as evervday")people rate the amount of v1olence in programs,

it —— [ —— —— ———e |

(J) studies in Whlch the researcher predetermjpeg whlch Drogramq are

v1olent, and (4) studies using combinations of (2) arnd (3). Thls last set of
studies usually focuses upon iésueé-(motivatidn,_pro—gocial, etc.) other than
violence. Tables I an& 1T 1ist studies that use the first two methods. The
thifd aﬁd fourth areas ere not included because they are not'concerned

with measurement 1ssues per se, Moreover, the methods actually used in these

) stud1es are usually 51m113r to those in (1) and (2).



Content Analysis.

Although most people Woul& agree that there is violence on television,
there is no consensus about the degree or amount of wviolence that exists.
To rely upon people's perceptions or opinions raises a number of.important
questions, including problemé‘of selective exposure, differences in What.to
consider violence, and so on. Adequate andraccurate assessment of the amount

of violence in television programming can only be achieved through systematic

research that includes quantification of this phenomenon. Methodologically,

cdnféﬁﬁ aﬁélysis prpvides a procedurai framewofk thét can be used to conduct
.this type of research.

Content analysis has been define& as, "any techniqué for making inferences
by systematically and objectively identifying specified characteristics. |
of messagesf1 The fifét step in content analysis is to design an apﬁropriate
recording instrument; iﬁ the case of télevision programming?'the set of ob-
servations that must be made for each and every program in the sample. This
recording instrument élso includes the-definitions.and rules that are used to
code thése programs. Content analysis data are generated by coders who are
trained to use this instrument; that is, they are taught to.oﬁserve a pkenomenon
in a particular way. Thus, when a content analysis is rigorous, the coders'

personal opinions should not be apparent —— any trained coder will generate

exactly the same data. Moreover, this objectivity can 4&nd should be measured via

reliability analysis. Thﬁs,'the researcher is assured that the data reflect
actual propertiés of the material under investigaﬁion.and not ambiguities
introduced by the uncertainties in the instrugent or coderlideosyncracies.

The study of television violence througﬁ conteﬁt.analysis usually includes
the examination of several aspécts of this phenomenon. Most of these analyses
trf to measufe violence as precisely as-pos§iﬁle. Thus, the éoﬁtent analysis

recording instruments include not only a definition of violence, but also



rules to isolate and count the number of times vicolence occurs. These rules,

the unitization procedures, specify what constitutes a discrete act of violence -~

when it begins and when it ends.

Since 1954, many content analyses have assessed television content (see
Table 1) and there: are several good reviews of thisliter}atur'e.2 The earliéﬁt

3 and sidney Head®. Briefly,

important studies were conducted by Dallas Smythe,
'_bqth studies coded programs "off the air' and found that, in the early 1950's

theére was a considerable amount of violence in New York City television programming.

Clark éﬁétBiéﬁienbﬁréB“éééesséd violence in teiévisidh dféﬁamb§e£ a
considerably longer period of time -- 1953 throﬁgh,October, 1969. 1TV Guide
synopses were used és the source material and, as the authors clearly state,
their measure or assessment of violence is probably underestimated, particularly
in regard to television comedies, Since the source material is limited, the
research only assessed general leveis of violence — that is,a specific
count of violent actions could not be done.- Clark and Blandenburg found a
high level of violence that appeared to be cyclical, There were peaks in 1955,
1959, 1963 and 1967 with especially high levels in the late 1950's,

- Content analysis has been used by.researghers to isolate.different aspects
of violent content.6 Dominick7 examined crime and law enforcement in prime-
time programmiﬁg and found that two~-thirds of the programs portrayed at least
one crime, He also found that violent crimes were the most prevalent ——
murder, assauitrand arméd robbery made up SO.percent of télevisionr
crimes. ﬂoregver, teleﬁision tends to overrepresent crimes directed against
people rather than property8 and to ﬁnderrepfesenf %iOieﬁt crimés Eéﬁﬁééﬁ
family members.

The results of content analyses have been put to several interesting



uses, Slaby, Quarforth, and McConnachie9 related television violence fo the
people who sponsor it. That is, they assessed the amount of violence on
television and determined the rate ofIViolence attributable to major commercizl
sponsors. They found 2,796 violent episodes in 376 hours of programming or ;
7.43 episodes per hour. The raﬁge of violent éctioﬁs was quife large —--

from none to 22.5 per héur.

There have been several grass-roots movements concerned with ascertaining
the amount of viqleﬁce in programming. One such movement grew out of the re-
search of Slaby, Quarforth, and McConnachie. In 1976, the National Citizens
Committee for Broadcasting (NCCBj set up a monitoring system to deterﬁine which
companies were sponsoring the most and least violent programming. NCCE consulted
with experts In the field to set up a system and used a commercial monitoring
firm to gather the data., They reported the results of this project in Media
Watch, their bi-monthly newsletter.
| Another grass-roots movement that began about the same time; and
is still actively involved in this work; is the Naﬁional PTA's TV Acﬁion
Center, This project uses thousands of PTA members throughout the country —-
two units from each state —-- as monitors. Specifically, monitors are asked tc
note instances of-gratuitous violence (violence used to maintain interest,
violence that ié not necessary for plot development, and glorified violence).
They élso look for instances of ”Sexploitatioﬁ”,as well as sexual, age, and racial
or ethnic sterotypes. The PTA publishes a yeafly v progfam review guide that
provides lists of the least and most violent programs and sponsors,as well as
descriptions of individual programs as based upon their monitors opinioms.

An important thrust of the ?TA project is that it has served to raise
the level of puﬁlic consciousness aboﬁt this issue, The basic drawback is

that the type of monitoring is not fully objective —- the PTA wants their



monitors to elicit personal opinions about progrémming. While the PTA does
supply some definitions and a short training program, they do not measure the
reliability of the codings. .Thus, the results of their monitoring project
should be viewed cautiously.

The networks, especiélly CBS, have also been active in this area.
Since 1972 the Office ofnSocial Research at CBS has conducted its own
content analysis of prime-time network dramatic programming. The CBS;annual
analysis has focused upon counting incidents of violence within programs,
and as a tesult has been concerned with definitional and unitization_iss_ues.1
The results of-these'analysis are presented ipVComsEocklo. ?ypicaily,:theyrli
find c0nside;ably less violence than non-industry conducted analyses --
differenées that oftén fesui£ from meth0dologica1, definitional, and

unitization issues that will be discussed later.

The:Cultural Indicators Project

The mostflong term and extensiﬁe“contentianal&sis of televﬁsianﬁprgg:aﬁmiﬁg;
that includes the stuﬁy ﬁf violence, is the work of the Cultural Indicators
Erqjéct'éfﬂthe Annenberg School of Communications, University of Pennsylvania
(6ften referred to as the "Gerbmer" research). This research began in 1967-68
wifh a stﬁ&y fof the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of
| violence, . It continued under the‘sponsorshipqu_the Surgeon General's
Scientific Advisory'Comﬁittee on Teievision anéfSocial Behavior, the.National
In#titute.éf Mental Health, the White House Office of Telecommunications Policy,
the American Medidal Association, and other agencies,

Thé research consists of two interrelated parts: tl):message_system:
‘analysis -= thé'annual cpﬁtent analysis.of prime~time an& weekend-daytimer
network television dramatig'programmiﬁg andu(Z) cultivation analysis ==
determing-conéeptionsiof sd;iéi";éélity.feléﬁiéfaﬁ'%ieﬁiﬁg-teﬁdéﬁtb cﬁifivafe,



in different groups of viewersll, The analyses preovide information about the

geography, demography, character profiles, and action structure of the
world of television drama and focus these images and lessons upon specific
issues, policies.anﬁ topies.,

The content data upon which Cultural Indicators bases its reports-are
gathered on a considerable number of issues other than violence. These
content data are generated by coders who have undergone four to five
weeké of rigorous training., Coders work in two person coding teams,

During training each of these coder-pairs code a series of ten programs

that have been coded by the entire méssage system analyﬁis staff. Each
coder-pair works independently of all other pairs and returns one joint
coding for each program, After each péir completes each training program
4fhey meét with a staff member to discuss difficulties encountered in the
exercigse, Once training has been completed coder~pairs begin to code the
annuél sample of prime-time and weekend-daytime (children's) network

dramatic programming. During both the training and data-collection phases,

coder-pairs monitor their assigned videotaped programs as often as necessary,

re-screening portions as needed. All programs in the sample are coded

independently by tw0 separate coder-pairs to provide double-coded data for
reliability testing. |

Reliability measuresrare designed to ascertain the degree to whiéh
the recorded data truly reflect the properties of the material being studied

and not the contamination of cbserver bias or of instrument ambiguity,

The Cultural Indicators reliability assessment consists of the calculation
‘of an agreement coefficient for each content item in the recording

instrument. Only those items meeting acceptable levels of agreement are




included in subsequent analys_es.12

‘The data do not reflect what é particular individual sees but what
large communities absorb over long periods of time, Thﬁs, the reseérch 
does not attempt to interpret individual programs, netwgrks; or productions,
nor to draw cénclusiOns”ébdut'aftis#iéimérit." The analysis isolates the‘
patterns and symbolic stfﬁctﬁrgs that exist in the samﬁles. The purpose
of this content analysis is to provide systematic, cumulative, and objective
observationé of the relevant aspects of the world of television dramé.

Cultural Indicators has'publisﬁed annual feportsl3 on violence in
television programming and has developed an index that is used to compare
'thé levels of violence in differenﬁ genres of programming. ThiérdiscusSion
will focus only uéon some'meth§d01ogiéa1'iésues aﬁd controversieés surrgunding

thig research. |

Measuring Violence via Ratings

The second tyﬁe of study that generates méasures of the amount of
ﬁioleuce in programs uses people ("experts" sﬁch as television critics as
well as Maverage" §e0p1e) to rate the.degree of violence within programé.
In this research.the raters are given lists of teleﬁiﬁion;pfogramsﬁaﬂdsére~

asked to rate programs with which they'are'faﬁiliaf on a three or five point



violence scale. These studies often manipulate whether or not raters are
given a definition of wviolence gnd most of the studies.have found that it-does
matter. For example, Greenberg and Gordénl4 and Able and Benjnso&5 found

‘that adult raters wﬁo were given a definition rated programs as more violent
than the raters who were not given one. In the case of children, though, the
opposite was true —- those rating without a definition rated programs as more
“violent. Other experimental conditions include having raters generate théif
own definition of wviolence either before or after completing the rating task16.

The; mb_ést,kr;own of the ratiﬁg studies is _g_hat' cbnduct_ed by Greeribérg
and GOrdon17 as part of the Surgeon General's Chree &ear study of television.
This_research compared thé ratings made by television critics with
fhosé o£ the public (adults).. Greenberg and Gordon also manipulated, for the
public,whether or not a definition of violence was suppliéd (the critics were
given a definiﬁion and also asked to supply their own if it was different).
They found that there was unanimity between the critics and the publiC'about
the 20 most violent shows in the 1969 television season. Moreover, the critics
judged programs as more violent than the public. Finally,violence ratings in-
creased when raters were given a definition of violence.

Thus, it appears that requiring raters to adhere to an explicit definition
may Iinflate perceived violence levels. 3But, it should be stressed that ab-
solute levels are misleading and not the central issue; Again, a primary
value of systematic research is that it provides a way to compare trends
reliably over time. And, agreements or disagreements about individual programs
are far less important than the phenomena contained in the total, coherent

system of messages.
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Key Issues: ~Definitions, Unitization; and ‘Sampling-

The measurement of violence rests upon three key issues that are also the
basis'for_disagreements about the findings of violence-related comtent ahalyseés.
These are (1) the way violence is defined and what tqfinclude as violence, (2)

‘the way violence is isolated or unitized, and (3) the nature of the sample.

Definitions of Violence

The rating studies revealed that when raters were given a definition of
violence, programs were usually rated as more violent. Thus, the way violence is
defined is a very important methodological issue. Although almost every study
supplies its own definition of violence, most of the definitions have a common
core that includes physical hurting and/or killing. Some of the specific de-
finitions that have been used in this research are given below.

The most widely used 8 definition is that developed for the Cultural
Indicators Project. These researchers define violence as,

"the overt expression of physical force, (with or without a

weapon, against self or other)'compelling action against

one's will or pain ofgbelng hurt or killéd, or actually

hurting or killing."

The definition of violence used in the CBS monitoring project is:

"the use of physical force agéinst persons or animals, or the

articulated, explicit threat of phy51cal fnru, to compel particular

behavior on the part of a person."”

The PTA isolates gratitutious violence which they define as:

"yiolence to maintain interest, v&?lence not necessary for plot
development, glorified violence."

And, PTA monitors are instructed to focus primarily upon violence to persons,
to property and to laws,

. L 22 , ,
Clark and Blankenburg”™ define violence as,

"physical acts or the threat of physical acts by humans
designed to inflict physical injury to persons or damage to property




Harvey Sprafkin & Rubinstein23 and Scheutz & Sprafkin24 focus upon aggression
rather than violence,which they define as,

"acts involving the use of force, threat of force, or intent
of force against others."

As noted above, some of the ratings studies manipulated whether or not raters
were given'a definition of violence before commencing upon the rating task,

These definitions also focus upon phyéical violence such as hurting., Smith
defined a violent program as,

"a program where usually at éome point the action results

in injury or destruction to #ome object, animal, or human.

The injury may be psycho%gglcal or physical...a result of

verbal or motor action.

Greenberg & Gordon26 and Abel & Beninsqm%7 used the same definition,

"how much fighting, shooting,yelling or killing there
usually is in the show."

Finally , some of the rating-fesearchers had raters supply their own definitious
of violence —-- either before or after fating the programs. Again physical
violence predominates. For example, Murrgy, Cole and Fedler28 found that
teenagers' definitions of violence generally involved three types of acts:

(1) Physical: .v1olence to persons, damage to property

(2) mental psychological and emotlonal (eg. fear and hatred), and

(3) Verbal: wverbal abuse,
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For the most part these definitions are remarkably similar -- most
deal with physical force including hurting and killing. One basic differepce.
is whether or not the definition includes violence to propérty and emotional
or psychoiogiéal violence, Cultural Indicators,_CBS, and Greenberg and bedon,
do not, but mést of the othefs,do. These difference; seem to.have been accepted
and no major arguments have arisen becaﬁse of them. The arguments that do
exist are those between industry-related research and the Cultural
Indicators study. The differences focus not up&ﬁ the definitién of
vidlencé-per se, but uponr whether or not to include certain "forms" of
violence =~ that is, comic violence, accidents or acts of mature,

29 and NBC30 argue against the inclusion of

The network researchers .-~ CBS
these disputed forms, Cultural Indicators research, on the other hand,
records all inéidents.of violence as long as-they meet the criterig set
forth in the definition and coding instructions.31 In regaxrd to comic
violénce,.Cultural Indicators records éll violence that occurs in a realistic
or '"'serious" context along with violence in a faﬁtasy or "humorou#" context.
C3S, however, would not count as violence that wﬁich cccurs '"in a context WHigh
wouid ordinarily prodﬁqe 1aughter" and vielence that is Ynot of é serious
character”, The network critics attack inclusion of comic violence by the
supposedly disarming example of a "pie in the face." Cultural Indicators,
however, ciassifies as violence only the cfedible indication or actual in-
fliction of overt physical3éain, hurt or killing. Thus, if a "pie in the face"
does that -- which will'dépend_upon the spécific incident -- it is violence
and would be recorded as such.

.There is subsﬁanti§14empipi¢éi5evidence indicating that a comic context
{s a highly effective form in which to convey serious lessons.32 Moreover,

CBS has been quick to point out that children can learn (perceive) ptro-social
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messagés‘in comic context, 'AithOQgh_dBS may assume that'&yildrgn
" will only pick up "good" messages in a "humorpus_coﬁtekt,?_guitural_
Indicators does not.

The second area of definition-related contention is whether or not to
include accidents and/or acts of nature. Again, the networks have long argued
against their inclusion: (except thqse théf occur in a wviolent coatggﬁgggqh-as-
someone killed in an accident while escapiﬁg from a crimeBé)Without offering
a reason other than accidents are not "reasonable" tvypes of violence.

Cultural Indicators research has always included both vielence that occurs as a
result of accidents and/or acts of nature because, in fact, there are no
"accidents" in fiction. The author invents (or producer imserts) dramatic
disasters, accidents and "acts of nature" to serve a purpose —— often to
eliminate or incapicitate,a character,- Moreover, the pattern of violentr
victimization revealed through these occurt ences may be a significant and telling
part of television violence., It is hafdly accidental that certain types of
'charéCters are accident or disaster-prone in the world of television. And,

these patterns may have significant effects upon some viewer's conceptions of
life as well as their own risks in life. Therefore, if one is coﬁcerned with

the full range of potential significant consequences from violence in television
programming, the only_cﬁoice is to identify and report all_types of ﬁiqlenéeﬁﬁhaé?

fit the strict definition.

Initization of Violence

 The second area of disagreement about how to measure violence is how to
isolate specific incidents of violence, That is, where does a violent action
start and where does it end? Although any decision in this area is somewhat

arbitrary and open to debate and it is up to these researchers to -operationalize.

the concept in the most appropriate, meaningful, simple, and comprehéﬁéibieiﬁéy}‘ L
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In the tradition of content research since the first studies of the 1950's
Cultural Indicators' coding instructions specify that a violent action is a
scene of some violence confined to the same participants. If a scene is in-
terrupted by flashback or shifts to another scene, but continues in "real time,"
it is still the same episode. Any change in the cast of characters —- such
as a new agent of violence entering the scene —-— starts another episode.

The CBS study, which is essentially the only other major study (aside
from the NCCB monitoring35) that measures levels of violence and counts the
number of actions within programs, defines a violent action somewhat similarly.
In this case, it is

"one sustained, dramatically continuous event invelving violence,

WiFh e§sent1311¥ thg same gro?p OEBBarticipants and with no

major interruption in continuity.

The major difference between the two rules is the ambiguous inclusion of

the word "essentially" in the CBS instructions. Moreover, since the criﬁeria
for determining the "essential' set of agents are not specified, the CBS
study seems to present a somewhat arbitrary and subjective manipulation of

the unit of analysis. In fact, their instructions to coders are wague

on this issue stating that,

" T

"A violent incident is not absolutely synonymous with an "act
One "incident" might include brief breaks in the action, as in a
protracted chase scene, interrupted by pauses for regrouping

and reloading or acts of wviolence by more than one peggon, as, for
example, in a fight scene involving several people.”

A8 a result of these differences the findings of these two major studies are
different -- but different in a very predictable way. CBS, as expected, finds

much less violence than Cultural Indicatorssg.
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Sampling

Another area where there has been considerable debate and criticism
of Cultural Indicators research is.the nature of the sample used for the
anﬁual messége system analysis ~-- a single week of programming broadcast
in the fall of each season. In particular, CBS has argued that there is
no such thing as a typical television week. Cﬁltural Indicators has been
aware of the daﬁgers of using too small a sample and has conducted a number
of sampling studies to assess the'representativeneés of a one~week saﬁplé.

39 repeated spring-season

These studies include an-initial analysis in 1969,
test samplings in 1975 and 1976, and an analysis of.seven weeks of Fall 1976
prime-time programming.

In the 1976 study; violence-related content data were collected for
seven consecutive weeks, including the week originally selected for the Fall
1976 sample, of primeftime programming, A large number‘of analyses, including
several anglyses of variance, were conducted and all led to the same
concluéion -« gach of the seven sample weeks yielded basically similar
findings, That is, there were no significant differences by week for
dependent measures such as the number of violent actions, the duration of
violence, and the significance of violence.  There were, however, significant
main-effects for program-related variables.including network, type of
program, time of broadcast, new or continued prbgram and so on; but, there
were no significant interactions. Thus, fdrrexample, while the networks
differed significantly overall from each other on these measures (see Table IIT)
they did not do-so on a.week-by-ﬁeek.basis. Moreover, for the number of
violent actipns; thernetwdfk rankings are remarkably stable duriﬁg this time

period,
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We found the sane rénk-order of the three networks no matter which wéek
was chosen, except for one instance when ABC éné CBS were tied,

. These studies thus indicate that wﬁiié a larger sample may increase
preciéion, given our operatibnél definitions and multidimensional measures
that are sensi'ti{re to a variety of significant aspects of television
violence, the one-week sample yields remarkably stable results with high

cost-efficiency.
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Indices. of Violence

Indices abound in American culture. Most Americans are aware of economlc
indices such as the Consumer Price Index, and, more recently, the Pollution
Index has been gaining recognition.

In research,indices are usually developed and used as daté reduction
devices. Basically, the usefulness of an iIndex is its ability ﬁo reduce a
lot of data to a simple number that is easy to interpret and understand.

As index has been defined as,

"a type of composite measure that gummarizes several gpecificﬁof
observations and represents some more general dimension."

Most of the studies that measure violence in television progfamming are
not concerned with indices. As noted above, therrating and pre-determined studies
label programs from very violent to not violent. When researchers
want more sophisticated data, they are likely to use the number of violent
actions as é measure of the degree of violence in different genres of pro-
gramming. Ratings and the number of acts are useful because they give a |
very general meaéure of the amount of violence in.programming. !
But violence is a complex phenomenon - 'and:a séphisticatédgaqéIYSiS  } é
inﬁolves‘payingéttenfion_,not ronly_‘to sp_ecif_éi.c actions but also to'.-wﬁ_d is hurt,;‘ ;
:iwhqrdéégmthé hurting, etc. Thus; while simple méasureé,.su¢h as the number of
violeﬁt incidents, reveal fluctuations in the basic levels of violenée, by
ifself_this fjpé of measure does not yield very rich analytic information.
Sincé 1969, Cultural Indicators research has developed and reported, on a
yearly basis, an iﬁdek of viclence that combines several violence-related

measures. The index is calculated for many genres of programs. It is not,

however, éalculated for the individual programs within the yearly samples.

The Cultural Indicators violence index is composed of three sets of %
direct observational data, These measures reveal the extent to which violence §

occurs at all in the program samples, the frequency and rate of violent §
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épi&odes, and the number of roles calling for characterization as violents,

victims, or both. These data sets are called ﬁrévélence, rate éﬁd:ﬁglé,
respectively.

Prevalencé (%P) ié.the péréent of.programs containing any violeﬁée in
a particular sample of programs. Rate expresses the frequency_of violent actions
or episodeé inrunits of)programming and in units of tiﬁe. The number of such
épisodes divideé by the total number programs (violent or not) yields the fate
perrprogrém (R/P). The rate per hour (R/H) is the number of episodes divided.
by the numbef of program hours in the sample. The latter measures the councen-
tration or saturation of violence in time, and compensates for the difference in
rates between a long program unit, such as movie, and a shbrt one, such as a

ten minute cartoon.

Role is defined as the portrayal of characters as violents {committing
violence} or victims (subjected to violence) or both, and yields several
measures. They are percent of violents out of all characters in a sample;
percent of victims out of all character in a sample; all those inﬁolved as
violents or victims or both (%V); percent of killers (those who commif fatal
violence); percent of killed (victims of le;hal viclence); and all those
involved in killting, either as killers, killed or both (ZK).

The findings from these data are combined to form the index. This
index js the sum of the five measures: the percent of programs containing any
violenée (%P), twice the rate of violent incidents per program (2R/P), twice
the rate of violent incidents per hour (2R/H)}, thelpercent of characters
involved in any wviolence (%ZV), and the percent of characters involved in
killing (ZK). That is,

VI -= (ZP) + (2R/P) + (2R/H) + (ZV) + (%K).41
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Prevalence, rate, and role are thus reflected in the index, giving it a multi-
dimensional quality sensitive to a variety of measures of violence portrayals.
and lending it a certain stability not easily altered or manipulated by super-
éiqial script changes. The index itself is not a statistical finding but
serves to illustrate trends and to'facili;ate gross comparisons.42

The Cultural Indicators Violence Index has been subjected to intense
criticism, CBS hﬁs criticized the Index, because it includes a set of
measures rather than only a single indicator, such as the number of violent
actions, and that the diffefenf measures may mbve in different directions.
But this criticism basicaily says that the Violence Imdex is faulty because it
meets the criteria of an index. And the same criticism should be levied at any
set of comprehensive indicétors such as the GNP, the Dow Jones, many labor
statistics or even the weather report,

‘zynfortunately, CBS and other critics fail to realize that ﬁhe primary
usefulness and strength of any index is that it combines measures of different
aspects of a complex phenomenon. Cultural Indicators reﬁorts have consistently
présented all coﬁponents of the Violence Index separately as well as in com-
bination, Thus, anyrone who wants to assess or .use this index has access to
each component and can obsgerve individual as well as combined movement. More-

over, researchers are free to use this data to develop their own indices.
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Testing The Indéx'

The comppnents of the Violence Index have consisténtly achieved high
inter-cpderrreliability; over the last eieven vears, the agreement coefficients
for individual items range from .65 to .86. Most importantly, the Violence
index meets the critigal statistical and_empiricgl_:equirements,of an index:
unidiménsionality.and internal homogeneity, A majo:”cgitépism of the Violence
Index has been that it may be combining "apple;r;nd-ofangesg" théf it mixes
togeiher disPafate and unrelated dimensions.43 If, indeed, the components of
the Index are not measuring the same thing, then_it is wrong to combine them;
but if they are manifestations of the same underlying dimension, then the Index
yields a measure of television violence far more reliable and valid than any
individual item.

In short, the Index provides a highly reliable measure.of television
violence, particularly in prime-time programs, TFactor analysis reveals that
there is only one factor underiying_the.five components of the Tndex for both
early evening (8~9 p.m. EST) or late evening (9-11 p.m. EST) programs. In
termg of internal homogeneity, Cronbachis alpha for all primevtime sa@ples from
1967 to i978 ié a very high .89, Thus, the items are measuring a singie
dimension, and they aée measuring it quite weil (see Table 1IV).

| Critics have also argued that thé weights we usé in creating the Index
are arbitrary and unjustified. Yet, it turns out that the Violence Tndex
produces lSESﬁ reliability estimates when the rate of violent acts per program
and per hour are gggjweighted‘by two., In each time period (and overall), as
shown in Table IV, weighting these two components adds about .05 to the alpha,

Finally, in weekend-daytiﬁe programs the internal homogeneity is somewhat

" lower, but still acceptable (alpha = ,66), This is due, primarily, to one
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item: the percent of charaéters involved in killing, In general, weekend-
daytime programs have the highest rates of violent:acts and the greatest
‘number of programs containiﬁgyviolence == but they also have the smallest
proportion of characters involved in killing, In fact, within weekend
programs, killing is negatively related to the rate of violent acts per hour!
Evidently, there is a tremendous amount of non-lethal violence on children's
shows; and when killing does appear it gseems to be accented as a central
action while other aspects of violence are downplayed.

Despite this gqualification, these items clearly are providing a réliable,
unidimensional, internally hémogeneous and efficient measure of television

violence,
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Summary

Over the past guarter century, there has been considerable concern

and research about television violence, Violence has been assessed in two

‘ways =-- through content analysis and rating procedures, —Comtent mmalyses
provide objective and quantitative measures of violence while ratings give
judgments that reflect raters' personal opinionsf

Two controversial issues were discussed =- how violence is defined and
unitized. Specifically, &ebate has centered on whether or not te include
violence that occurs in a comic context, orzviolénce that is the result of
an accident and/or act of mature, and how to isolate (uﬁitize) discrete acts
of violence within a program. These igsues Qre quite important because differences
in their conceptualization has led to predictable differences in the féééarch
results,

Although most researchers have focused only upon one aspect of violence =~
the frequency.of_violent actions -- it is only part of the picture. Vidleﬁce
ZiS'a complex phenomenon that not only involves specific actions but also
relates to lessons of victimization, risk, fate and power. Consequently its
assassment should combine several wviolence-related measures. The annual
Cultural Indicators Violence Index does just this == it incorporates measures
of the prevalence, rate and role of violence in television programming, The
index is a simple measure that is reported both as a summéry figure and in
terms of its individual components, It is not itself a statistical finding,
but serves .to illustrate trends and to facilitate gross comparisons.

The Cultural Indicators Violence Index and its components have revealed
that, over the past decade, despite year-to-year changes for specific net-

works, wvarious time-periods, and individual genres, the amount of wviolence in
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the entire system of television's messages has rémained remarkably consistent.
Thus, it is reasonable to expect that television pfograms will continue to
feature violence at the fairly high 1eveis that have been observed since 1967.
But that there is wmore to the problem than,ﬁhe gheer quantity of
violence televisipn,presents,‘énd Cultural*Indiqators}research does not ‘call
for the total elimination. of teievisionvviolgnce. S&mbolic violence is a -
”story;ieiling device which can serve many purposes, Our task is more to
-moﬁitor and intérpret raéﬁer than to judgé, but ﬁe report our findings ;n
terms of general standards of equity, fairness, and justice, Our concern is
with the kinds of violence shown, the systematic and resilieﬁt patterns of who
comnits violence and who is victimized. These lessons of power, powerlessness,
risks, and fates may be criticial mechanisms of social control, The roles of
both the violent and the victim are there to be learned by the viewers. 1In
cultivating among the many a fear of the power of the few, television violence:

may achieve its greatest effect.
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Table IV = SRR . o £

| Reliability Coefficients for the Violence Index

UNWETGHTED TNDEX: | | - WEIGHTED INDEX

- raw - standardized _ . raw  standardized

- alpha alpha _ theta I alpha - - alpha theta
'ALL PROGRAM DATA o ' o
(N=162) | .70 .76 .82 S & .78 .82
8 ~ 9 P.M, EST (N=60)  ,69 .85 .86 | .74 .85 .86
9 - 11 P,M, EST (N=60) .74 .88 .88 - 79 . .88 . .86
Weekend Day (N=42) 69 .66 5! | .65 .66 .71

. PRIME TDME TOTAL . B " - |

(¥=120) | .75 : .89 89 . .80 .89 .89

The UNIT OF OBSERVATION is the time period (8-9 p.m., 9-11 p.m,, and weekend daytime), for each network,

The reliability estimates are based on all fall samples (1967 ~ 1978), the two spring samples (1975 and 1976)
and the six-week special sample (1976; for prime time only). .
The UNWEIGHTED INDEX estimates represent reliability obtained by simply adding up the five components (percent
of programs containing violence, rate of violent acts pexr hour, rate of viclent acts per program, percent of
characters involved in violence, and percent of characters involved in killing)

The WEIGHTED INDEX doubles the absolute value of two items: acts per hour, and rate of violent acts per program,
The RAW alpha Indicates ﬁhe reliability the index would have when its components- are simply added up (in raw fofm).'

The STANDARDIZED AIPHA indicates the reliability the index would have if the items were standardized before they are

added up. That is, the index would have this reliability 1f the raw scores were subtracted from the mean and divided
by the standard deviation.

The THETA indicates the reliability the index would have if the items were both standardized and weighted by their factor
score coefficients before they were added up. This 1is generally the maximum reliabilitcy possible to achieve in a

given index,
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Analysis of Seven Weeks of Fall 1976 Programming.

Total
Ko, of programs
No, of violent acts
Rate (Average acts
per program}

ABC
No. of programs
No, of violent acts
Rate (Average acts
per program)

CBES
No, of programs
No. of violent acts
Rate (Average acts
" per program)

KBC -

No. of programs

No. of violent acts

Rate (Average acts
. per program) .

Analysis of Variance of No.

‘Week

Test Sample Week

58
345

5.9

20
114

1 5:7

22
90

16°

141

8.8

Network
Week by Network
Residual

2

58

342,

5.9

20
107
5.4

21
91

17

144

8.5

3

57
365
6.4

19
112

22
130

- 5.9
16
123

7.7

248

11.982
-342

4
58
365
6.3
19
132
6.9

21
97

df
6
2

12
380

61
341

5.6

20-
‘116

5.8
21
66

3.1
20

159

8.0

B

p<.00L°

56
294

5.2

12

106

5.6

23
102

b

14
86

6.1

of Violent Acts

ns

ns

Fall
- 1976 Total
61 409
342 2,394
5.6 5.9
19 136
110 797
5.8 ©5.9
24 154
84 660
3.5 4.3
18 119.
148 937
8.2 - 7.9

40




Table 1

Measuring Viclence Via Content Analysis

Authors Phenomenon Who Codes - Definition How Used
" Cultural Indicators annual weekly traiﬁed coders yes To ascertain content on number of
Gerbner samples of (12-16) basic issues such as viclence,aging,
Gross prime-time, sex~roles,and minority preseptation
Signorielli weekend-daytime :
Motgan network dramatic.
Jackson-Beeck programs
Harvey week long sample trained coders yes To determine the ilmpact of family
Sprafkin of Prime-time viewing time policy on contentjto
_Rubinstein programs{video~ isolate prosocial and agressive behavior
taped) .
Schuetz week-long sample two trained yes To isolate prosocial behavior in children's
Sprafkin of Saturday a.m. raters TV commercials
commercials(video-
taped)
Deiner - 12 adventure 30 trained ves To answer question: does television
DeFour programs undergraduates content enhance program popularity?
Franzblau week-long sample four trained ves To ascertain amount of sexually aggressive
Sprafkin of prime-time raters ‘(e.g.rape,agegressive touching)behavior in
Rubinstein programs (video— TV programs
taped) .
CBS,0ffice gamples of prime- trained coders ves To ascertain the amount of violence in
of Social time programming programming
Research
Slaby week-long sample undergraduates ves To access vielence on TV and attribute to
Quarforth of programs(off- {trained & practiced) (Gerbner major sponsors ' ‘
McConnachie air) based)
Dominick weak-long sample 7 trained coders yes To ascertaln portrayal of criminal victims
of prime-time . and law enforcement on TV
programs (off-air)
Clark ._ TV Guide Synopsis " coders ves’ To ascertain trends in amount of violence
Blankenburg (1953-1969} in prime-time programs
Head 13 week sample of & coders ves To analyze TV content
programs (4 episodes/ . '
programs) (off-air)
Smythe samples of programs trained coders yes To ascertain content of television programs
{off-air) ) on a number of basic issues

e



Table 2
Measuring Violence Via Ratings
Type of Phenomenon )

Authors Directly Observed Who Observes . Provided Definition How Results Used

Murray List of Programs teenagers ) ' their own; half before Determine whether teenagers who watch
Cole ‘ _ ) . half after rating - television,especially violent programs
Fedler . : . possess characteristics which are

different from teenagers who prefer less
violent programming

Greenberg List of Programs STV crities, half . ' To determine how much violence TV
Gordon ) public{adults) _ critics perceive in programming in
' . comparison to that perceived by viewers

Abel ’ List of Programs children and i half : To determine if there is agreement
Beninson : their mothers oo between children and their mother‘®s
: ) perception of violence

Israel : List of Programs ~ TV critics, - half To ascertain demagogical characteristies
Rebinson ' graduate students ) of viewers of violent programns
Smith ~ Programs List . graduate students yes To determine if "bad" drivers have a

greater preference for viewing violent
TV programs than "good" drivers :

‘Loye : Lists psychiatrists ‘unknown ) To measure psychological'effect of
- psychelegists ) watching different types of dramatic
parents,etc. i - content

8¢





