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INTRODUCTION AND HIGHLIGHTS 

Americans live much of their lives in the world of television drama. 
Children and adults alike are exposed to vivid patterns of the facts of 
life in that world. What are those facts, especially with regard to the 
structure and function of violence, and what lessons do children and adults 
derive from their exposure to those facts? 

These are the basic questions addressed in the long-term research 
called Cultural Indicators that yields the Violence Profile. 

This report updates our continuing effort to monitor and assess 
important aspects of the world of dramatic television. It focuses on 
findings of our analysis of a sample of the most recent television season 
as well as upon long-term trends. Although we find a number of changes and 
fluctuations, the overall picture is one of consistency and stability. 

We also present empirical findings that have led us to refine our 
theory of the contribution television makes to viewers' conceptions of 
social reality •. Our central argument is that the direction of television's 
contribution is not necessarily the same for all groups of viewers. 
Rather, in many cases, television viewing cultivates "mainst-ream" concep­
tions of life and society. That is, groups who may differ (either 
positively or negatively) in their perceptions of social reality, may, as 
their television viewing increases, come to share a more homogeneous vi.ew 
of the world. 

At the same time, we find strong evidence that television may serve to 
reinforce real-life perceptions and/or expectations of certain groups of 
viewers. The presence or absence of specific real-world circumstances may 
"resonate" with relevant aspects of the television ,~orld and significantly 
enhance cultivation. Taken together, these two processes -- "mainstreaming" 
and "resonance" -- offer considerable theoretical promise for understanding 
who is likely to be susceptible to television. 

Cultural Indicators is a long-term research proJect that has been in 
progress since 1967-68. It is a data bank, research project, and service 
that relates televised images and messages to conceptions of social reality 
and to actions based on those conceptions. Cultural Indicators is designed 
to investigate television's contribution (by itself as well as in combina­
tion with other demographic and media use characteristics) to viewers' 
assumptions about and responses to a large number of issues and topics. 

Violence Profile No. 11 reports trends in network television drama from 
1967 through 1979. The content data are drawn from the Cultural Indicators 
archive of observations based on the analysis of 1674 programs and 4785 
major dramatic characters. The viewer response data come from surveys 
conducted expressly for Cultural Indicators and surveys conducted for other 
primary purposes (for example, the NORC General Social Survey). 

Violence Profiles are cumulative. Each report summarizes the method­
ology and significant findings of previous reports and presents trends in 
dramatic content for all samples included in the analysis. The most recent 
report supersedes previous Violence Profiles. 

vi 



Each report in this series extends and refines selected aspects of our 
research, often in response to discussions and critiques of our work. Each 
such extension and amplification has help to advance, refine and confirm 
our theory. 

This research began in 1967-68 with a study for the National Commission 
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence. It continued under the sponsor­
ship of the Surgeon General's Scientific Advisory Committee on Television 
and Social Behavior, the National Institute of Mental Health, the White 
House Office of Telecommunications Policy, the American Medical Association, 
and other agencies. Although violence-related findings and indicators have 
been published most widely, the approach was broadly based from the begin·' 
ning to collect observations on the role and functions of many aspects of 
life presented in television drama. 

The research consists of two interrelated parts: (1) message system 
analysis -- monitoring the world of prime-time and weekend-daytime network 
television drama and (2) cultivation analysis -- determining conceptions of 
social reality that television tends to cultivate in different groups of 
viewers. The analyses provide information about the geography, demography, 
character profiles, and action structure of the world of television, and 
focus these images arid lessons upon specific issues,policies, and topics. 

The annual Violence Index and Profile (9, 13, 20, 23) has made an 
impact upon national policy in television programming. But the Cultural 
Indicators project is also generating an increasing variety of studies in 
other areas. Theoretical papers have presented and discussed methodological 
issues (4, 5, 6, 9, 30, 32, 34). Others examined the importance of applying 
the Cultural Indicators paradigm to the study of television news (21) and 
to the a.ssessment of television's impact upon children and adolescents (16, 
17). One study examined personal and social characteristics of the non­
viewers of television (18). Message analysis data have been used to isolate 
the image of the elderly (22, 28), as well as women and minorities (24). 
Several analyses of cultivation data have revealed that heavy television 
viewing by school children is consistently and negatively related to IQ and 
school achievement scores, especially reading comprehension (27, 29, 31). 
Cultural Indicators researchers have also investigated how children's 
conceptions of occupations are related to television portrayals of occupa­
tions (26) and how television viewing is related to educational aspirations 
(35) and sexist attitudes among adolescents (17, 30). 

We are currently extending the research in the areas of aging, health, 
family life, and education, and incorporating the analysis of commercials; 
our plans also call for conducting the research cross-culturally, and for 
applying the method to other issues of governmental and corporate interest. 
In each case, the focus of the investigation is the contribution of 
television programming to viewer conceptions and actions. 

The following section presents the highlights of the most recent 
findings. We then present the methodologies and results of the message 
system and cultivation analyses. An appendix contains detailed tabulations 
Of' th.e \Ilessage analysis findings. 
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Highlights 

Television's relatively violence-free "family hour" is dead. 
Violence rose sharply in a sample of fall 1979 early evening network 
television while declining after 9 p.m. Both early and late evening 
programs in the sample contained equal amounts of violence. In contrast, 
all three networks reduced violence in their weekend-daytime children's 
programs with NBC leading the way. Our findings also support the theory 
that viewer conceptions of social reality tend toward a conventional 
"mainstream" view of life and that the presence or absence of specific 
real-world circumstances may "resonate" with relevant aspects of the 
television world and significantly enhance cultivation. 

The eleventh annual Violence Profile focuses upon a sample of fall 
1979 network dramatic prime-time and weekend-daytime (children's) 
programming. It isolates only clear, unambiguous, overt physical violence 
hurting or killing a person or the credible threat of hurting and/or 
killing in any context. 

This update, incorporating the analysis of network dramatic pro­
gramming from 1967 through 1979, reveals that the basic structure of 
themes, characterizations, action and fate in the world of dramatic 
television is remarkably stable from year to year. The overall prevalence, 
rates, and roles represented in our 1979 Violence Index (174) show some 
decline over 1978 (183) and the 13-year average (178). However, violence 
rose in the 1979 "family viewing" time (8:00 to 9:00 p.m. EST) from 116 
to 156 and dropped in late evening prime-time (9:00 to 11:00 p.m. EST) 
from 180 to 150. Also declining, although still way above the level of 
prime-time, was violence in weekend-daytime children's programming --
from 249 in 1978 to 210 in 1979. 

The biggest increase in Violence in our 1979 sample was in new 
prime-time programs, especially in the former "family hour, " and particu­
larly on NBC. The largest reductions in violence were achieved in the 
late evening by ABC and NBC and on weekend-daytime programs by all networks 
but especially NBC. Overall, including both prime-time and weekend­
daytime, CBS leads the violence score with NBC close behind and ABC a 
fairly distant third. 

The assessment of violence involves much more than counting violent 
outbursts. Violence is written into a plot for reasons -- to attract 
attention~ create tension and excitement, and to eliminate or otherwise 
incapacitate characters. Thus, it illustrates who is strong and who is 
weak and creates a scenario of power and social relationships. 

Violence in the portrayal of characters is isolated by two measures -­
the percent of characters who are involved in violence and risk-ratios. 
Characters who are involved in violence may commit and/or suffer violence 
and our measure notes the percent of a particular group of characters. 
Risk-ratios, on the other hand, reveal how different types of characters 
fare once involved in violence -- whether certain groups are more likely 
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to be victimized or to commit violence.* 

Overall, the percent of characters involved in violence has remained 
fairly steady for the past 11 years. We find that more males than 
females are involved: about two-thirds of the men and less than half of 
the women. Moreover, female characters are much more likely than male 
characters to be the victims of violence. When we rank the violent­
victim ratios, we find that there is only one group of male characters 
young boys -- among the ten groups who are most likely to be victimized. 
Women cast in minority roles (old women, upper class women, other race 
women, young women, and lower class women) are especially prone to 
victimization. Finally, only two groups of characters -- old men and 
"bad" women -- are more likely to hurt others than to be hurt themselves. 

Findings of cultivation analysis reveal that television viewing seems 
to cultivate homogeneous outlooks and orientations -- especially in regard 
to expressions of interpersonal mistrust and alienation. Heavy viewing 
may serve to bring into the mainstream of beliefs those disparate and 
divergent groups who would otherwise be apart from it. For example, as 
a group, non-whites are more likely to be mistrustful but we have found 
that those who watch more television express less mistrust. Whites, on 
the other hand, are less mistrustful, but whites Who watch more television 
express more mistrust. 

We also found that cultivation will often be pronounced when other 
aspects of one's social environment are congruent with (and thereby 
"resonate" with) television's messages. For example, we have found that 
those who live in relatively high crime areas are even more susceptible 
to television's message of a mean and a dangerous world than are other 
viewers in the same demographic categories. And, the elderly, although 
generally less susceptible to the effects of televiSion, may be more influ­
enced by images concerning their own personal safety and vulnerability. 
The more television they watch the more they feel, contrary to fact, that 
older people are most likely to be victims of crime. 

Finally, new analyses have revealed that television heightens 
apprehension in adolescents. Students who watch a lot of television will, 
when asked similar questions a year later, show a marked rise in their 
beliefs about the amount of violence in the world and the importance of 
knowing self defense. 

* Risk-ratios are caluculated by dividing the more numerous of the violence 
roles by the less numerous within each group of characters. 
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METHODS AND FINDINGS 

The Violence Profile consists of indicators of (1) the program context 
in which dramatic violence occurs, (2) the prevalence, rate, and roles of 
violence that make up the Violence Index, (3) the structure of power in the 
world. of television drama as indicated by the risks of violence and 
victimization for different groups of characters in the fictional popula­
tion, and (4) the extent to which (and ways in which) television cultivates 
its own view of facts and aspects of social reality in the conceptions of 
its audiences. 

The first three measures of the Violence Profile reflect trends in the 
content of network television drama. They come from message system analysis, 
our comprehensive and periodic study of that content. The fourth measure 
comes from cultivation analysis -- our study of viewer conceptions 
cultivated by that content. The methods and results of our message system 
and cultivation analyses are summarized in this section. The detailed 
tabulations presenting the relevant findings of message system analysis 
appear in the appendix. 

The World of Television Drama -- -- -
Television is the chief creator of synthetic cultural patterns 

(entertainment and information) for the most heterogenous mass publics in 
history, including large groups that have never before shared in any common 
public message systems .. The repetitive pattern of television's mass­
produced messages and images forms the mainstream of the common symbolic 
environment that cultivates the most widely shared conceptions of reality. 
We live in terms of the stories we tell -- stories about what things exist, 
stories about how things work, and stories about what to do -- and tele­
vision tells them all through news, drama, and.advertising to almost 
everybody most of the time. 

Information conveyed by drama and fiction differs from information 
conveyed by bits of fact, but plays an equally significant function. Fac­
tual description such as news constructs a selective image of what things 
are. Drama and fiction demonstrate the invisible connections that show how 
things work and why. 

That story-telling process is essential to human socialization, the 
introduction to and cultivation of concepts of roles and values. Televi­
sion is the .centra1 and universal story-teller in our society, Its dra­
matic programming presents a translucent and compelling world of ti~es, 
places, social types, strivings, powers, and fate. Television offers the 
most diverse audience of viewers a common and stable patte,rn of Hfacts lf 

about life and the world. No member of society escapes the lessons of 
almost universally enjoyed entertainment, and many millions of viewers 
seek little other information. 
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Message System Analysis 

The world of television drama is a highly structured, relatively 
stable, and compelling ritual, used nons electively by most viewers. The 
world of television drama is also a highly controlled assembly-line product 
governed by a relatively few formulas. The message of all stories emerges 
from aggregate patterns of casting, characterization, and fate. 

Cultural Indicators research begins with message system analysis, a 
flexible tool for making orderly, reliable, and cumulative observations of 
programming content. The technique allows us to identify almost any aspect 
of the television world, so that we can then test its contribution to view­
ers' conceptions of the real world. 

Large and representative aggregates of television output (rather than 
individual selections from it) are the system of messages to which the total 
communities are exposed. Message system analysis focuses on the gross, un­
ambiguous, and commonly understood patterns of portrayal. The data do not 
reflect what any particular individual viewer might see but rather what 
large communities absorb over long periods of time. Thus, our research does 
not attempt to describe or analyze specific programs, or to draw conclusions 
about artistic merit. The analysis isolates the patterns and symbolic structures 
that appear in the yearly samples. The purpose of this content analysis is 
to provide systematic, cumulative, and objective observations of many important 
aspects of the world of television. 

Definition of Violence" 

The findings reported here focus primarily upon the portrayal of vio­
lence defined as the overt expression of physical force -(with "or -without a 
weapon, against self or other), compelling action against one's will on pain 
of being hurt or killed, or actually killing or hurting.** 

A"rigorous three- to four-week training period as"ures that coders 
isolate only clear, unambig"uous, overt physical violence. To be 
recorded at all, a violent ~ncfdent must be plausible and credible. It must 
be directed against human or human-like beings, and it must hurt or kill, 
or threaten to do so, as part of the script's plot. No idle threats, 
verbal abuse, or gestures without credible violent consequences are included. 
However, once an unmistakably violent incident is observed, it is_re<::.orded 
whether the script ealls for murder, "natural" catastrophes, or "accidents.1f 
(Although accidents are very rare in fiction, they are neither "natural" 
nor "accidental. II IIAccidents" written into scripts victimize characters 
who fall prey to them, and the message of victimization is one significant 
aspect of exposure to violence.) 

".' For a comparison of definitions of violence see, Larry Gross, Michael Morgan, 
Nancy Signorielli, "Violence. in Television Programs: Ten Years Later," National 
Institute of Mental Health, Television and Behavior: Ten Years of Scientific 
Progress and Implications for the Eighties, in press. 

** The parentheses represent a recent refinement in order to add clarity; before 
now, they have been commas. 



Violence in a realistic or "serious" context is recorded along with 
violence in a fantasy or "humorous If context (the tone of each incident is 
also coded so that trends can be examined both separately and together). 
Clear-cut violence in any context is coded because the social lessons of 
such violence can be demonstrated -- and learned -- in any context. There 
is evidence"( to suggest, for example, that 'exposure to fantasy or "humorous" 
violence is effective in conveying some lessons of violence. Therefore, 
its exculsion, or that of '-'accidents"- and "catastrophes" would be analyti­
cally unacceptable.** 

Of course, we recognize that not all violence is alike. Striking out 
against brutality and injustice is not the same as perpetrating them. But, 
this study deals with violence mostly as an industrial ingredient injected 
wholesale into formula plays. The overall patterns of violence as 
demonstrations of social power are little affected by exceptions to the 
rule and by subtle differences in "meaning." Victimization denotes 
vulnerability whether desired or not. Plots may add different "meanings" 
to standard fates assigned to different social types, but' these do not 
change the calculus of risks implicit in these fates. 

At the same time, we feel that our task is more to diagnose than to 
judge its content, but we report our findings in terms of general standards 
of equity, fairness, and justice. We do not feel that television program­
ming should be totally devoid of violence. Violence, as most symbols and 
story-telling devices, can serve many purposes. What we are concerned about, 
however, is what kinds of violence exist, in ,,,hat types of programs, as well 
as who commits violence and who is victimized -- that is, who is powerful 
and who is powerless. We need to know the lessons that television conveys 
about risks and fates because our research (and that of many others) has 
suggested that fear, alienation, and mistrust may be powerfully and 
pervasively cultivated by television. 

Units £!. Analysis 

Observations are recorded for three types of units: the program as a 
whole, each specific violent action (if any) in the program, and each 
dramatic character appearing in the program. 

-J,.: -
"See, for example, Albert Bandura, Dorothea Ross and Sheila Ross, "Trans-

I!lission of AggreSSion through Imitation of Aggressive Models," Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1967, 63, pp. 575-582; Albert Bandura, 
Dorothea Ross and Sheila Ross, "Imitation of Film-Mediated Aggression 
Models," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1963, 66, pp. 3-11; 
Glenn Thomas Ellis and Francis Sekura III, "The Effect of Aggressive 
Cartoons on the Behavior of First Grade Children," Journal £!. Psychology, 
1972, 81, pp. 7-43; 0.1. Lovas, "Effect of Exposure to Symbolic Aggression 
on Aggressive Behavior," Child Development, 1961, 32, pp. 37-44. 

**Ceorge Gerbner, Larry Gross, Michael Eleey, Marilyn Jackson-Beeck, Suzanne 
Jeffries-Fox, and Nancy Signorielli, "The Gerbner Violence Profile -- An 
Analysis of the CDS Report," Journal of Broadcasting, Summer 1977, 
pp. 280-286. 
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Program means a single fictional story presented in dramatic form. This 
may be a play or series produced for television, a feature film telecast during 
the sample period, or a cartoon story (of which there may be one or more in 
a siugle program). Each of these is analyzed separately and recorded as a 
"program." All such programs telecast during the study periods were 
analyzed whether or not they contained violence. 

A violent episode as a unit of analysis. means a scene of some Violence 
confined to the same participants. If a scene is interrupted by flashback 
or shifts to another scene, but continues in "real time, I! 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. 

Characters analyzed in all programs are of two types major characters 
are the principal roles essential to the story; minor characters include 
all other speaking roles and are subject to less detailed analysis. The 
findings summarized in this report include the analysis of major characters 
only and include data collected from 1969 through 1979. The character 
portion of the recording instrument underwent extensive changes and additions 
prior to collection of 1969 data. Therefore; when focusing upon attributes 
t:):f cha:racteriz.ation, it i~- more ,parsimonious to exclude data collected in 1967 -and i968. .. ... ... ... . . . .... . .. 

Samples of programming 

Because nationally distributed programs provide the most broadly 
shared television fare, network dramatic programs transmitted in evening 
prime-time (8 p.m. to 11 p.m. each day), and network children's dramatic 
programs transmitted weekend mornings (Saturday and Sunday between 8 a.m. 
and 2 p. m.) comprise the analytical source material. *. 

Our sample of programs is videotaped and consists of all dramatic 
programs broadcast during one week, usually in the fall, of each year.** 
When an episode of a regularly scheduled program is pre-empted by a non­
dramatic special during the selected week, the next available episode of 
that series is videotaped. If the special is dramatic, it is included in 
the sample. This replacement procedure is also used for those rare 
occasions when video-recorder failure results in the loss of a program 
during the scheduled sample week. 

* In 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 to 11 p.m. each 
evening and from 8 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 there­
fore 8 to 11 p.m. Monday through Saturday and 7 to 11 p.m. Sunday. 

** Programs broadcast during one week in the spring of 1975 and 1976 were 
videotaped and analyzed as part of our on-going research on sampling. 



Although the sheer numbers involved prohibit estimation of sampling '. 
error for all of the dimensions in the recording instrument, the solid-week 
sample is at least as generalizable to a year's programming as larger 
randomly drawn samples for the four basic sample dimensions -- network, 
program format (TV play, cartoon, feature film), type (action, etc.), and 
tone (humorous, serious). In a sampling experiment executed in connection 
with the 1967-68 study, a sample of 365 programs was constructed according 
to the parameters of the 1967-68 project's sample, except that it was 
drawn according to a one-program-per-day random selection procedure, for 
a calendar year that approximately bridged the interval between the 1967 
and 1968 one-week samples.* There was no significant difference between 
the experimental and solid-week samples in the distribution of programs 
by network, format, type and tone (as defined for the 1967-68 project). 

Two further sampling experiments were conducted in the spring of 1975 and 
1976. First, a week's sample from each spring's programming was analyzed and 
compared with the fall samples for differences in the violence measures and 
indices. Few differences were found and these did not seem to warrant 
continuing the spring sampling. Another test of our sample, using a seven­
week period as its base, was conducted in 1977. The test focused only upon 
violence-related content items and found no significant differences for the 
items that are used to calculate the measures included'in the Violence' 
Profile.** 

The 1977 sample included an additional week of prime-time programs so 
as to continue our sampling study. Thus, it consisted of two weeks of 
network dramatic programs broadcast during prime-time (8-11 p.m. EST, 
Monday - Saturday and 7-11 p.m. ESt, Sunday) and one weekend morning 
(8 a.m. - 2 p.m. EST Saturday and Sunday) of network dramatic children's 
programs. The present sample, 1979, reverts back to a one week sample 
defined by the time parameters described above. 

The analysis conducted for this report combines some of the yearly 
samples to simplify the presentation ,of a large amount of information. 
Data from the 1967 and 1968 fall seasons are combined, as are data 
from the ,fall of 1969 and 1970, and the'fall of 1971 and 1972. Data from 
the fall of 1973 are reported with data from the 1974-75 season (i.e., the 
combination of samples). Data from fall 1975 and spring 1976 are presented 
together and represent the 1975-76 season. Data from the fall of 1976, 
1977, 1978, and 1979 are reported separately. 

* lfichael F. Eleey, "Variations in Generalizability 
Sampling Characteristics of Content Analysis Data: 
The Annenberg School of Communications, University 

Resulting from 
A Case Study," 

of Pennsylvania, 1969 • 

** G eorge Gerbne~, Larry Gross, Michael F. Eleey, Marilvn Jackson-Beeck, 
Suzanne Jeffn,es-Fox, and Nancy Signorielli, "The Gerbner Violence Profile 
An Analysis of the CBS Report," Journal of Broadcasting, Fall 1977, 21:3, 
pp. 280-286. 
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Coding and training procedures 

For the analysis of a full week sample of programs, a staff of between 
12 and 16 coders is recruited. The entire training period requires about 
four 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 randomly assigned coding teams of two each, 
and all pairs then view and code ten selected programs that have previously 
been coded by the entire message system analysis staff. Each coder-pair 
works independently of all other pairs, and returns one joint coding for 
each program. After each pair completes each training program they meet 
with a staff member to discuss difficulties encountered in the exercise. 
When these problems have been resolved, the coder-pairs code the remaining 
programs (previously coded by the staff) selected from the video-tape 
archive for training. 

The data generated by the coder-pairs on the ten training programs are 
keypunched and subjected to computerized agreement analysis. On the basis 
of these results, instructions are further discussed and perhaps revised, 
and idiosyncratic coder pairs are dismissed. Coder-pairs who survive this 
testing process proceed to analyze the season's videotaped program sample. 

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 two separate coder-pairs to provide double-coded 
reliability comparisons. (For budgetary reasons, only 30 percent of the 
programs in the 1967-1968 analysis were coded a second time.) 

A final data set for subsequent analysis is compiled from the full 
data base by randomly selecting one of the two codings for each program. 
As a last check against deViant coding, reliability measures are computed 
for each pair before the final selection. This procedure identifies 
problem coders who may not have been screened out in the training and pre­
test phase. In SUch an instance, the data recorded by the questionable pair 
would be excluded from the selection, and the alternative coding used. 
(Over the course of this study, only two such cases have been encountered.) 

Assessment of reliability 

The purpose of reliability measures in content analysis is to ascertain 
the degree to which the recorded data are consistently representative of the 
material being studied, rather than a reflection of observer bias or instru­
ment ambiguity. Theoretically both types of contamination can be corrected 
by refining the instrument and/or by intensifying coder training, or, as a 
last resort, by eliminating the unsalvageable variable or dismissing the 
incorrigible coders. Thus, measures of reliability may serve two functions: 
(1) as diagnostic tools in the confirmation of the recording instrument, and 
(2) as arbiters of the replicability Qf the procedure, assuring confidence 
in the final data. In this project, they Serve both: during the preliminary 
period of instrument revision and coder training, they identify problem areas 



in the recording process; the final measures computed on the study's entire 
corpus of double-coded data determine the acceptability of information for 
analysis, and provide guidelines for its interpretation. 

Agreement due merely to chance gives no indication that the data truly 
reflect the phenomena under observation. Simple percent-agreement measures 
are, therefore, inadequate indicators of reliability, since they fail to 
account for the amount of agreement expected by chance. Reliability 
measures in the form of agreement coefficients, however, indicate the degree 
to which agreement among independent observers is above chance. In general 
then, 

Coefficient of Agreement = 1 _ observe~ disagreement 
expecte disagreement 

Values for coefficients of this form will range from +1.00 when agreement 
is perfect, to .00 when agreement is purely accidental (or perfectly random), 
to negative values when agreement is less than that expected due to chance. 
A coefficient of .50 indicates that performance is 50% above the level 
expected by chance. These coefficients will generally give more conserva­
tive estimates of reliability than will simple percent-agreement measures. 

Five computational formulas are available for calculating the agreement 
coeffiCient. * The variations are distinguished by a difference function -­
the form of which depends on whether the variable is considered to consti­
tute a nominal, ordinal, interval, bipolar or ratio scale. Except for their 
respective scale-appropriate sensitivity to deviations from perfect agree­
ment, the coefficients make the same basic assumptions as the prototype for 
nominal scales devised by Scott.** Thus in the case of the binary variable, 
all formulae yield identical results. 

The project's double-coded sample of data is analyzed for agreement 
via these coefficients, with the aid of a computer program.*** The results 
of the reliability analyses govern the reporting of the findings. Table 1 
presents reliability coefficients for the content items included in this 
report for 1969-76, 1977, 1978, and 1979 samples. Items such as network, 
program, format, duration, time of broadcast, etc. are administratively 
coded and are not subjected to reliability analysis. 

* For a formal discussion of part of this family of coefficients, see 
Klaus Krippendorff, "Bivariate Agreement Coefficients for the Relia­
bility of Data," in E.F. Borgatta and G.W. Bohrnstedt (eds.), 
Sociological Methodology, 1970, (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc.). 

** William A. Scott, "Reliability of Content Analysis: The Case of 
Nominal Scale Coding," Public Opinion Quarterly, 1955, 17:3, 321-325. 

*** Klaus Krippendorff, "A Computer Program for Agreement Analysis of 
Reliability Data, Version 4," Philadelphia: The Annenberg School of 
Communications, July 1973 (mimeo). 
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Table 1 

Reliability Coefficients 

1969 -
Program Items 

Number of Violent Actions .746 
Program Tone (comic-serious) .831 
Place of Major Action .717 
Date of Hajor Action .686 
Setting of Major Action .574 
Violence-Significance .781 
Violence-Seriousness .798 

Characterization It~ms 
Sex .930 
Social Age .640 
Race .888 
Nationality .728 
Socia-Economic Status .567 
Marital Status .694 
Type of character 

(llgood" - "bad") .773 
Committing Violence .704 
Victimization .673 

Note: (I) Interval Scale Variable 
(0) Ordinal Scale Variable 
(N) Nominal Scale Variable 

1976 

(I) 
(0) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(0) 
(0) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(0) 
(N) 

(0) 
(N) 
(N) 

1977 1978 1979 

.860 (I) .857 (I) .862 (I) 

.876 (0) .840 (0) .820 (0) 

.638 (N) .796 (N) .665 (N) 

.659 (N) .785 (N) .672 (N) 

.658 (N) .656 (N) .568 (N) 

.740 (0) .813 (0) .765 (0) 

.784 (0) .803 (0) .661 (0) 

.912 (N) .922 (N) .920 (N) 

.720 (N) .612 (N) .540 (N) 

.936 (N) .965 (N) .9l0 (N) 

.737 .eN) .734 (N) .769 (N) 

.525 (0) .651 (0) 

.712 (N) .716 (N) .573 (N) 

.791 (0) .688 (0) .702 (0) 

.734 (N) .657 (N) .717 (N) 

.691 (N) .767 (N) .668 (N) 



Violence Indicators 

Message system analysis 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 integral part. The second 
consists of the specific indicators of violence in various program 
categories, and the composite Violence Index. The third type of informa­
tion is in the form of risk ratios and ~cores which show how the pattern 
of violence and victimization works for different kinds of people that 
populate the world of television drama. 

The Violence Index is composed of three sets of direct observational 
data. They show the extent to which violence occuo:s at all in the 
program samples, the frequency and rate of violent episodes, and the 
number of roles calling for characterization as violents, victims, or 
both. These data sets are called prevalence, rate, and role, respectively. 

Prevalence is the percent of programs containing any violence in a 
particular program sample. Prevalence is calculated both as percent of 
programs (%P) and as percent of program hours containing violence.. Only 
%P is part of the Index. 

Rate expresses the frequency of these acts i~ units of programming and 
in units of time. The acts themselves are called "violent episodes." The 
number of such episodes divided by the total number of programs (violent or 
not) yields the rate per program (RiP). The rate per hour (R!H) is the 
number of episodes divided by the number of program hours in the sample. 
The latter measures the concentration or saturation of violence in time, 
and compensates for the difference in rates between a long program unit, 
such as a movie, and a short one, such as a IO-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 vioients out of all characters in a 
sample; percent of victims out of all characters in·a sample; all those 
involved as violents or as victims or both (%V); percent killers (those 
committing fatal violence); percent of killed (victims of lethal violence); 
and all those involved in killing, either as killers, killed, or both (%K). 

Findings from these data are combined to form an Index. We have 
developed this Index because violence is a complex phenomenon and a 
sophisticated analYSis involves paying attention not only to specific 
actions but also to who is hurt, who does the hurting, etc. Simple 
measures, such as the number of violent incidents can be used to reveal 
fluctuations in the basic level of violence, but this type of account 
alone does not yield very rich analytic information. 

The Violence Index is the sum of five measures: 
containing any violence (%P), plus twice the rate of 

the percent of programs 
violent incidents per 
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program (2R/P), plus twice the rate of violent incidents per hour (2R/H),* 
plus the percent of characters involved in any violence (%V), plus the 
percent of characters involved in killing (%K). That is: 

VI = (%P) + (2R/P) + (2R/H) + (%V) + (%K). 

Prevalence, rate, and role are thus all reflected in the Index, giving 
it a sensitivity to various aspects of violence portrayals, and lending it 
a certain stability not easily altered or manipulated by superficial script 
changes. The Index itself is not, of course, a statistical finding, but 
serves to illustrate trends and to facilitate gross comparisons. The Index 
is calculated for many genres of programs. It is not, however, calculated 
for the individual programs within the yearly sample. 

The components of the Violence Index achieve high inter-coder relia­
bility; over the last eleven years, the coefficients for individual items 
range from .65 to .86 (see Table 1). We also have been able to establish 
that the Violence Index meets the critical statistical and empirical require­
ments of an index: undimensiona1ity and internal homogeneity. A major 
criticism of the Violence Index has been that it may be combining "apples 
and oranges," that it mixes together disparate and unrelated .dimensions.** 
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 combined Index yields a measure of 
television violence far more reliable and valid than any individual item. 

In short, we find that the Index provides a highly reliable measure of 
television violence, particularly in prime-time programs. Factor analysis 
reveals that there is only one factor underlying the five components of the 
Index for both early evening (8 - 9 p.m. EST) and late evening (9 - 11 p.m. 
EST) programs. In terms of internal homogeneity, Cronbach's alpha for all 
prime-time samples from 1967 to 1978 is a very high .89. Thus, the items 
are measuring a single dimension, and they are measuring it quite well 
(see Table 2). 

Critics have also argued that the weights we use in creating the Index 
are arbitrary and unjustified. Yet, it turns out that the Violence Index 
produces lower reliability estimates when the rate of violent acts per 
program and per hour are not weighted by two. In each time period (and 
overall), as shown in Table 2, weighting these two components adds about 
.05 to the alpha. 

Finally, in weekend-daytime programs the internal homogeneity is some­
what lower, but still acceptable (alpha = .66). This is due, primarily, to 
one item: the percent of characters involved in killing. In general, 

* The rates are weighted by two in the Cultural Indicators Violence Index 
so as to increase their importance. That is, the rates are usually very 
small numbers (on the order of 4 to 9) and the weighting increases their 
contribution to the Index. 

** Thomas E. Coffin and Sam Tuchman, "Rating Television Programs for 
Violence: A Comparison of Five Surveys," Journal of Broadcasting 
1972-3, 17: 1, 3-20; Bruce M. OWen, "l1easuring Violence on Television: 
The Gerbner Index," Office of Telecommunications Policy, Staff Research 
Paper OTP-SP-7, June 1972. 



Table 2 

Reliability Coefficients for the Violence Index 

UNWEIGHTED INDEX WE IGHTED INDEX 
raw standardized raw standardized 

alpha alpha !!!!E.! alpha alpha theta 

ALL PROGRAM DATA 
(N=162) .70 .76 .82 .75 .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 .71 .65 .66 .71 

PRIME TIME TOTAL 
(N=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 snml>lc (1976; for l)riUlC tflUU ~. 

The UNlIEIGHTED INDEX estimates represent reliability obtained by simply adding up the five cOlJlponents (percent 
of programs containing violence, rate of violent acts per hour, ra~e of violent acts per program, percent of 
characters involved In violence, and percent of charnctcrs involved in kiUinA). 

The WEIGIITED INDEX doubles the absolute vulue of two items: acts per hour, .!Ind rate of violent acta per program. 

'rhe RAW alpha indicates the reliability the index would have when its components are simply added up (1n raw form). 

The STANDARDIZED ALPHA indicates the relinbility the index would have 1f the items were standardized before they are 
added up. That is, the index would have this reliability if the raw scores were subtracted from the mean and divided 
by the standard devil.ltion. 

The 'l'HETA indicntes tl\(.~ relinbility tilt! index wOl1ld hllvl! If the ittr.IUS were hoth tltllndurdized nnd weighted by their factor 
SCOl"t! coefficients before they were added up. This is generally the maximum-;;;tiabiUty p,oBsib'l(; to achieve in a 

given index. 

..... ..... 
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weekend-daytime programs have the highest rates of violent acts and the 
greatest number of programs containing violence -- 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 seems to be accented 
as a central action while other aspects of violence are downplayed. 

Despite this qualification, these items clearly are providing a 
reliable, unidimensional, internally homogeneous and efficient measure 
of television violence. But we repeat that the indicators "should be used 
in light of the interpretive. judgements and assumptions inherent in the 
formulas that generate them."* 

* George Gerbner, "Violence and Television Drama: Trends and Symbolic 
Functions," in G.A. Comstock and E.A. Rubinstein (eds.), Television 
and Social Behavior, Vol. 1, Content and Control, Washington: GPO, 
1972, pp. 33-34. -



Findings of Message System Analysis 

In many ways, the world of dramatic network television is remarkably 
stable. One of the most important findings of our continuing investigation 
of this world and the viewers who "live" in it is the stability of its 
images, characterizations, and themes -- as well as their consequences and 
impact. Yet, underlying the surface of stability and consistency are subtle 
shifts and fluctuations. 

The overall amount of violence in the 1979 television season is quite 
similar to the level measured in the 1978 season: the Index (174) for the 
entire sample of prime-time and weekend-daytime programs is only 9 points 
below the Index for 1978 (183). There are, however, some rather striking 
and interesting differences when we compare the 1978 and 1979 Indices for 
three basic viewing times: weekend-daytime, early evening prime-time --
8 to 9 p.m. EST (the former "family hour"), and late evening prime-time --
9 to 11 p.m. EST. In fact, the 1979 patterns are almost the mirror image 
of the 1978 findings (see Table 3 and Figure 1). 

Violence in weekend-daytime programs has dropped from the extremely 
high level (249) measured for the 1978 season. The current measure for 
weekend-daytime programs is slightly below the 13-year average of 222. 
In the 1979 sample four components of the Index are lower than they were in 
1978. The percent of programs containing violence is 92 percent (as com­
pared to 98 percent last year), the rate of violent actions per program is 
4.6 (actually, the lowest rate we have ever measured for this period), the 
rate per hour is 17.2 acts, only 74.8 percent of the major characters are 
involved in violence, and, for the third year in a row, no major characters 
are involved in killing. 

The amount of violence in early evening programs is now quite similar 
to that in late evening programs -- the Index and its individual components 
are nearly identical within both time periods. This pattern of homogeniza­
tion in the amount of violence in these two time periods diverges from the 
overall stability of the trends we have observed since 1973. In the period 
from 1973 to 1978, early evening programming was considerably less violent 
than late evening programming: the Index for the 9 - 11 p.m. programs has 
averaged 60 points above that for the 8 - 9 p.m. programs over these five 
years. Possibly owing to the demise of the "family hour," however, the 
divergence has ended and, for 1979 at least, the amount of violence in 
early and late evening shows has become virtually the same. 

In a nutshell, the current changes are as follows: overall, the Index 
is down from last season; weekend-daytime and late evening programs are 
less violent in 1979 than in 1978, but early evening programs are sharply 
more violent. 

Since network competition is quite fierce in most aspects ofpro-, 
gramming, it is important to determine how the networks differ in regard 
to the amount of violence they exhibit (see Table 4 and Figure 2). 

Overall, only ABC has considerably reduced violence from 1978 to 1979: 
their index score dropped from 186 to 145. The CBS index rose slightly 
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All Prolqams N= 

1. Programs w/violence 
Rate per program 
Rate per hour 

1. Characters involved 
in violence 

Vlo1en<:e Index 

Weekend ... Daytime N= 

% Programs w/violence 
Rate per program 
Rate per hour 

1. Characters ~vo Ived 
in violence 

Violence Index 

% Programs w/violence 
Rate per program 
Rate per hour 

% Characters involved 
in violence 

Violence Inc;lex 

8-9 P.M. EST N= 

% Programs w/violence 
Rate per program 
Rate· per hour 

% Characters involved 
In violence 

Violence Index 

9-11 P.M, EST N= 

1. Progr~s w/violence 
Rate per program 
Rate per hour 

1. Characters involved 
in violence 

Violence Index 

1 

Table 3 

Violence Index Components 
(1967-1979) 

1 1 1 2 2 
~ 69, 70 1.!:..ll l1!...1!!.!ill !ill 

183 

81.4 
4.8 
7,2 

232 

80.6 
4.9 
8.1 

203 

79.8 
5.0 
1,2 

291 

78.0 
5.4 
6.9 

226 

77 .4 
5.2 
7.7 

110 

89.1 
" 6.2 

9.5 

3 
1977 ~ l2Z.2 

192 Ul 126 

75.5 
5.0 
6.7 

84.7 
5.8 
8.3 

81.0 
5.0 
8.1 

69.5 65.1 59,8 61.4 64.2 74,8 60.9 64.8 62.7 

190 

62 

93.5 
5.2 

22.3 

178 

107 

97.2 
6.5 

25.5 

174 

81 

88.9 
6.0 

16.0 

175 

114 

93.9 
5.6 

12.6 

177 

92· 

90.2 
5.1 

14.2 

201. "166 . 183 174 

49 

100.0 
6.9 

22.4 

53 48 

90.6 97.9 
4.9 7.5 

15.6 25.0 

62 

91.9 
4.6 

17.2 

84.3 89.7 73.5 73.8 81.1 85.6 71.2 86.0 74.8 

242 

121 

15.2 
4.5 
5.2 

253 

125 

66.4 
.3.5 

3.9 

208 

122 

73.8 
4.4 
4.8 

205 

177 

67.8 
5.2 
5.3 

211 

134 

68.7 
5.3 
6.0 

247 

61 

80.3 
5.6 
6.1 

209 249 210 

139 

69.8 
5.0 
5.5 

63 

74.6 
4.5 
4.5 

64 

70.3 
5.4 
5.7 

64.4 49.4 53.9 53.7 55.0 67.4 55.5 52.9 53.7 

176 

74 

77,0 
4.9 
6.4 

140 

73 

60.3 
2.8 
3.9 

159 

55 

74.5 
4.2 
4.8 

159 

86 

60.5 
4.0 
4.3 

160 

61 

52.5 
2.7 
4.1 

183 

25 

72.0. 
3.8 
4.7 

154 

65 

66.2 
4.2 
5.3 " 

153 

27 

59,3 
3.0 
4,0 

153 

31 

71.0 
5.6 
6.3 

66.3 46.1 50.0 44.2 31.0 55,1 53.2 39.2 53,1 

186 127 150 

47 52 67 

72.3 75.0 73.1 
4.0 4.3 4.5 
3.8 3.9 4.8 

134 104 

91 73 

74.7 82.2 
6.4 7.6 
6.1 6.9 

145 

36 

86.1 
6.9 
6.8 

140 116 156 

74 36 33 

73.0 8~.1 69.7 
5.8 5.6 5.2 
5.7 4.8 5.2 

61.5 54.2 57.1 62.5 68.4 75.7 57.1 62.5 54.1 

162 158 167 183 203 209 165 180 150 

Total 
frJ.2. 

1674 

80.0 
5.2 
7.5 

63.9 

178 

668 

93.6 
5.8 

17.6 

79.7 

222 

1006 

71.0 
4.8 
5.2 

55,5 

159 

497 

65,4 
3.9 
4.9 

49.2 

140 

509 

76.4 
5,7 
5.4 

61.3 

176 

These figures are baSQd upon two samples collected in. the fall of each of these years. 

2 
The figures for 1913-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 

3 
The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend-morning sample of network 
dramatic programs. 
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A-Il ProEams N = 

~ Programs w/vtolence 
Rate per prograIll 
Rate per hour 

~ Characters involved 
in violence 

Violence Inde~ 

Weekend .. Daxtime. N = 

10 Progra~s w/violence 
Rate per program 
Rate per hour 

1. Characters involved 
in violence 

Violence Index 

Prime-Time N = 

1. programs w/vtolence 
Rate per program 
Rate per hour 

% Characters inv,oived 
in violence 

Violence Index 

8-9 P ,M. EST N = 

% Programs w/violence 
Rate per program 
Rate per hour 

1. Characters involved in 
in violence 

Violence Index 

9-11 P ,M, EST N = 

1 Programs w/violence 
Rate per program 
-Rate per hour 

~ Characters involved 
in violence 

Violence Index 

Table 4 

Violence Index components 
for 1978 and 1979 by Network 

All Networks " ABC 

ill! .!ill 1978 .!ill 
111 126 35 34 

84.7 81.0 88.6 70.6 
5.8 5.0 5.7 4.4 
8.3 8.1 8.1 6.4 

64.8 62.7 66.3 52.2 

183 174 186 145 

48 62 11 11 

97.9 91.9 100.0 90.9 
7.5 4.6 9.5 6.5 

25,0 17.2 26.3 15.8 

86.0 74.8 81.5 87.5 

249 210 253 223 

63 64 24 23 

74.6 70.3 83.3 60.9 
4.5 5.4 3.9 3.5 
4.5 5.7 4.6 4.2 

52.9 53.7 60.0 38.3 

153 153 165 116 

27 31 12 13 

59.3 71.0 83.3 61.5 
3.0 5.6 2.3 3.5 
4.0 6.3 3.4 4.6 

39.2 53.1 62.1 35.9 

116 156 167 116 

36 33 12 10 

86.1 69.7 83.3 60.0 
5.6 5.2 5.6 3.4 
4.S 5.2 5.4 3.8 

62.5 54.1 58.3 40.5 

180 150 164 115 

CBS NBC 

1978 .!ill ill! .!ill 
48 56 28 36" 

85.4 87.5 78.6 80.6 
5.5 5.1 6.5 5.4 
9.8 9.9 6.9 7.7 

63.9 69.1 64.3 64.7 

183 190 179 179 

26 32 11 19 

100.0 93.8 90.9 89.5 
6.7 4.8 7.2 3.1 

26.8 23.7 20.6 10.5 

86.0 73.4 91.3 69.2 

253 224 238 186 

22 24 17 17 

68.2 79.2 70.6 70.6 
4.0 5.4 6.0 7.9 
4.4 5.9 4.6 6.9 

44.6 64.4 54.1 60.9 

" 136 173 159 175 

8 11 7 7 

50.0 81.8 28.6 71.4 
2.0 5.5 5.6 9.6 
2.9 6.8 5.6 7.7 

33.3 59.4 20.7 72.0 

93 172 72 198 

14 13 10 10 

78.6 76.9 100.0 70.0 
5.2 5.2 6.3 6.8 
4.9 5.2 4.1 6.2 

50.0 68.3 84.4 53.8 

158 174 230 160 
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(183 to 190) while NBC remains at a steady 179 points. The indices for 
prime-time programs broadcast by each network, however, show considerable 
fluctuation. ABC reduced violence in both early and late evening program­
ming: the index went from 165 to 116. CBS, on the other hand, shows an 
increase in both prime-time slots, especially in the early evening hours 
where their index jumped from 93 to an extremely high level of 172. 
Moreover, this is the highest level ever recorded for CBS in this time 
period. The CBS index in the late evening time period has increased only 
slightly -- from 158 to 174. Finally, NBC's index shows extreme variation 
between the two time periods -- the early evening index has increased 
considerably (from 72 to 198) while the late evening has dropped substan­
tially (from 230 to 160). Thus, in 1979 CBS and NBC are just about equal 
in the amount of violence they present during all prime-time programming; 
but how each network got to this level of equality is very different. NBC 
reduced the number of violent programs and amount of violence in late 
evening shows but increased'violence in the early evening, while CBS 
increased violence in all prime-time programming. Thus, while it ends up 
looking all the same, that is only part of the story; the apparent equilib­
rium is achieved through complex movement towards homogeneity; 

In weekend-daytime programming, where violence is often· cyclical, all 
three networks show declines in the overall amount of violence. NBC reveals 
the greatest change -- a drop of 62 points (238 to 186). 

Table 5 presents the trends in network standings -- that is, a yearly 
ranking of the networks by violence index scores. Overall, NBC has been 
the most consistently violent network over the past 13 years. NBC is also 
usually ranked as the most violent network for early evening as well as late 
evening programming. But although NBC is ranked second in weekend-daytime 
programming, the index is only one point below that of CBS. We also find 
that CBS and ABC usually jockey for least violent network: their rankings 
see-saw back and forth. CBS, though, has been the least violent network 
more often than ABC. 

As we have found every year, there is considerable variation in the 
amount of violence measured in different genres of programming. Table 6 
presents trends in Violence Indices from 1967-68 to 1979 and also the amount 
of change -- increases or decreases -- from 1978 to 1979. On the surface, 
there is a lot of variation in the 1978 and 1979 Indices, with considerable 
reductions in many program genre-s. At the same time, however, there are 
many large increases. Overall, networks or genres or time periods that 
were unusually low last year are the ones which showed increases this year; 
the reductions tend to be found where last year's Index was unusually high. 

The largest increase was a jump of 126 points for NBC's early evening 
programs (this follows a reduction of 116 points between the 1977 and 1978 
seasons). The CBS early evening time slot has the next largest increase --
79 points. New programs aired during prime time in 1979 also showed a very 
sizable jump of 76 points over last year's entries; but. weekend-daytime 
programs decreased by 41 points. Both prime-time and weekend-daytime pro­
grams that were carried over from the previous season showed decreases in 
the amount of violence; movie and cartoon violence was also down considerably 
from 1978. Violence in prime-time comic-tone programs was up, but down 



Table 5 

Network Ranking by Violence Index 
(1967-1979) 

1 1 1 2 2 3 
67.68 ~ llill. Ihl!!:. .!.ill. !ill. .illL 

All Programs ABC 210 NBC 204 NBC 195 NBC 182 NBC 194 NBC 224 NBC 190 
NBC 20~ CBS 173 CBS 170 CBS" 173 ABC 186 ABC 207 CBS 159 
CBS 159 ABC 162 ABC 159 ABC 170 CBS 153 CBS 182 ABC 154 

Pr_l~@~'It~_~ograms ABC 203 NBC 176 NBC 187 NBC 168 NBC 182 NBC 212 NBC 188 
NBC 201 CBS 129 CBS 150 ABC 160 ABC 180 ABC 196 CBS 146 
CBS 128 ABC 119 ABC 146 CBS 152 CBS 122 CBS 150 ABC 136 

8-9 P.M. EST Progt~~~ NBC 201 NBC 161 NBC 175 ABC 156 NBC 133 AM 197 NBC 188 
ABC 200 CBS 123 ABC, 140 NBC 125 ABC 129 NBC 139 ABC 126 
CBS 157 ABC 105 CBS 132 CBS 117 CBS 46 CBS 102 CBS 123 

9-11 P.M. ESTpr_ogr!1~@ ABC 209 NBC 196 NBC 200 NBC 207 ABC 222 NBC 282 NBC 188 
NBC 201 ABC 146 CBS 161 CBS un NBC 222 ABC 196 CBS 166 
CBS, 92 CBS 137 ABC 150 ABC 164 CBS 171 CBS 175 ABC 143 

Weekend-DaItime 
Programs CBS 257 NBC 278 NBC 220 CBS 219 NBC ,227 NBC 264 ABC 216 

ABC 242 CBS 250 CBS 210 NBC 208 CBS 210 CBS 239 CBS 206 
NBC 229 ABC 239 ABC 192 ABC 190 ABC 200 ABC 237 NBC 206 

1 
These figures are based upon two samples collected in the fall of each of these years. 

2 
The figures for 1973 .. 74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 

3 
The fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend-morning of network dramatic programs. 

!ill. 
ABC 186 

. CBS 183 
NBC 179 

NBC 159 
ABC 165 
CBS 136 

ABC 167 
CBS 93 
NBC 72 

NBC 230 
ABC 184 
CBS 158 

ABC 253 
CBS 253 
NBC 238 

1979 

CBS 190 
NBC 179 
ABC 145 

NBC 175 
CBS 173 
ABC 116 

NBC 198 
CBS 172 
ABC 116 

CBS 174 
NBC 160 
ABC 115 

CBS 224 
ABC 223 
NBC 186 

1967-1979 

NBC 194 
ABC 173 
CBS 170 

NBC 182 
ABC 156 
CBS 142 

NBC 158 
ABC 145 
CBS 119 

NBC '206 
ABC 168 
CBS 160 

CBS 226 
NBC 225 
ABC 214 
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20 Table 6 

SUtmD8:ry of Violence Index 
(1967-1979) 

1 1 1 2 2 3 Change 
67,68 ~ ..1l!J.2 ~4 1975 .l:lli. 1977 12Z.l! .ill2. 1978 to 1979 

All ProgTams 190 178 174 175 177 204 166 183 174 -9 
Prime-Time 176 140 159 159 160 183 154 153 153 0 
Weekend_Morning 242 253 208 205 211 247 209 249 210 -39 

8~9 P.M. EST programs 186 127 150 134 104 145 140 116 156 -+40 
9-11 P.M. EST Programs 162 158 167 183 203 209 165 180 150 -30 

Cartoons 246 254 224 211 228 273 228 252 226 -26 
, TV Plays 173 137 140 145 149 185 137 137 129 -8 

Movies 211 198 226 229 252 220 265 248 207 -41 

comic Tone Programs 144 183 144 161 162 227 151 203 187 -16 
Prime-Time 108 72 76 48 70 133 99 119 144 +25 
Weekend A.M. 222 265 202 225 229 270 241 274 226 -48 

Serious Tone Programs 187 208 206 206 216 203 192 189 -3 
Prime-Time 187 210 212 211 214 2Q9 . 183 187 -+4 
weekend A.M. 207 167 171 183 228 181 230 200 -30 

Continued Programs 182 173 175 176 181 197 174 190 153 -37 
Prime ""Time 171 149 155 158 168 180 166 169 136 -33 
Weekend A.M. 231 251 217 212 207 244 215 246 203 -43 

New Programs 201 188 172 173 168 216 154 165 200 +35 
prime "'T,ime 184 119 166 165 145 192 134 112 188 +76 
Weekend A.M. 253 256 192 189 221 250 203 255 214 -41 

Actions Programs 236 226 220 220 213 231 214 207 207 0 
Prime-Time 237 221 223 230 220 234 219 r85 226 -+41 
weekend A.M. 256 254 225 208 206 230 209 239 198 -41 

ABC ?rogr_ams 210 162 159 170 186 207 154 186 145 -41 
CBS Programs 159 173 170 173 153 182 159 183 190 +7 
NBC Programs 204 204 195 182 194 224 190 179 179 0 

Prime-Time programs 
ABC 203 119 146 160 180 196 136 165 116 -49 
CBS 128 129 150 152 122 150 146 136 173 +37 
NBC 201 176 187 168 182 212 188 159 175 +16 

8-9 P.M. EST Programs 
ABC 200 105 140 156 129 197 126 167 116 -51 
CBS 157 123 132 117 46 102 123 93 172 +79 
NBC 201 161 175 125 133 139 188 72 198 +126 

9-11 P.M. ESt Programs 
ABC 209 146 150 164 222 196 143 164 115 -49 
CBS 92 137 161 181 171 175 166 158 174 +16 
NBC 201 196 200 207 222 282 188 230 160 -70 

Action Programs 
ABC 241 223 225 218 211 251 208 230 213 -17 
CBS 234 238 230 235 224 206 231 192 194 +2 
NBC 235 221 209 209 207 234 204 202 214 +12 

Weekend A .. M. Programs 
ABC 242 .239 192 190 200 237 216 253 223 -30 
CBS 257 250 210 219 210 239 206 253 224 -29 
NBC 229 278 220 208 227 264 206 238 186 -52 

Cartoon Programs 
ABC 242 239 226 189 202 239 217 253 238 -15 
CBS 257 252 219 225 240 263 243 260 238 -22 
NBC 237 280 231 224 258 333 219 238 198 -40 

1 
'I'hese figures are based upon two samples collected in the fall of each of these years. 

2 
The figures for 1973 .. 74 include a spring 1975 sample and those -fo-r 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 

3 
The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend-morning of network dramatic 
programs. 



in weekend-daytime (children's) comic-tone shows. Similar patterns 
appeared for action programs -- prime-time action programs had more violence 
while weekend-daytime action programs had less violence. 

One of the most interesting components of the violence index is the 
rate of violent actions per hour of programming. This measure is calculated 
by dividing the total number of violent actions within a particular program 
classification by the total number of hours of programming within that 
classification. This measure thus controls for the variability in program 
length and gives an idea of the hourly saturation of violence. 

Overall, as seen in Table 7, the 1979 sample of dramatic programs 
exhibited a net loss of .2 acts per hour; but this is not the complete 
picture. Prime-time programs have increased slightly (1. 2 acts of violence 
per hour) while weekend-daytime programs show a large decrease. Specifi­
cally, the number of violent actions per hour of weekend-daytime programming 
dropped 8.8 acts -- there were 25.0 acts per hour in 1978 and only 17.2 acts 
per hour in 1979. The rate of violence per hour of earl~ evening program­
ming increased by 2.3 acts, and the number of acts per hour of late evening 
programming increased marginally (.4 acts per hour). 

Almost across the board, weekend-daytime (children'B) programming shows 
the largest and most consistent decreases in this measure of saturation, 
especially for programs broadcast by ABC and NBC. (These networks had an 
average drop of about 10 acts per hour.) 

The ~ things change ... 

One of the most intriguing characteristics of violence on television 
is its overall stability and regularity, despite fluctuations by network, 
genre and time period. For example, the percent of programs containing 
violence has been strikingly consistent since 1967. Table 8 shows that 
over the past 13 years there are no significant differences in the propor­
tion of programs which include violence, whether we look at the entire 
sample, at prime-time or at weekend-daytime. 

The number of violent actions per program tells a basically similar 
story, but here there are important exceptions by time period. For all 
programs, the yearly means show no significant differences. Yet for prime­
time programs, there isa significant linear trend -- even though the means 
do not differ significantly, there is an overall pattern of increases in 
the number of violent actions per program. This is probably due to the 
relatively low frequencies of violent actions between 1968 and 1971 (the 
mean number of violent actions per program has not been less than 4.4 since 
1973). Thus, if anything, the past decade has seen an increase in the 
number of violent acts on prime-time programs. 

On weekend-daytime (children's) shows, on the other hand, there is a 
significant non-linear trend. The number of violent actions on weekend­
daytime programs exhibits an almost cyclical regularity, down one year, up 
the next. And, the fluctuations seem to be getting more extreme; the 1978 
figure (7.46 violent actions per program) was the highest in our series, 
and the 1979 figure (4.58) is the second lowest. 

21 
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Table 7 

Rate of Violent Actions per Hour of Programming 
(1967-1979) 

1 1 1 2 2 3 Change 
67,68 69,70 71,72 Jl!!!. .l2ll. .!ill 1977 .ill.§. 1979 1978 to 1979 

. All Programs 7.2 8.1 7.2 6.9 7.7 9.5 6.7 8.3 8.1 -.2 
Pr~-T~ 5.2 3.9 4.8 5.3 6.0 6.1- 5.5 4.5 5.7 +1.2 
Weekend-Morning 22.3 25.5 16.0 12.6 14.2 22.4 15.6 25.0 17.2 -8.8 

8-9 P.M. EST Programs 6.4 3.9 4.8 4.3 4.1 4.7 5.3 4.0 6.3 +2.3 
9-11 P.M. EST Programs 3.8 3.9 4.8 6.1 6.9 6.8 5.7 4.8 5.2 +.4 

CartQons 22.5 26.3 18.2 14.6 18.7 34.0 19.8 26.2 18.6 -7.6 
TV Plays 5.9 4.3 4.8 4.8 5.5 6.7 4.4 3.8 5.2 +1.4 
MOVies 3.4 3.4 5.0 6.1 7.3 6.2 8.3 6.5 4.9 .. 1.6 

ComiC-Tone Programs 6.3 13.5 9.7 10.4 11.0 20.3 9.1 17.9 14.1 -3.8 
Prime-Time 3.2 2.0 2.1 2.2 3.1 4.0 4.3 6.3 8.9 +2.6 
weekend A.M. 19.9 28.4 17.1 17.0 19.4 31.8 25.1 35.7 23.5 -12.2 

Serious-Tone Programs 5.4 5.4 6.4 7.1 7.3 6.9 5.3 6.4 +1.1 
Prime-Time 4.7 5.4 6.4 6.9 '6.8 6.7 4.2 5.8 +1.6 
weekend A.M. 17.4 4.5 6.0 8.6 12.2 9.2 14.4 12.0 -2.4 

Conti~ued Programs 6.8 6.6 8.1 6.8 8.1 9.1 6.9 8.5 6.5 -2.0 
Prime-Time 5.3 4.1 4.9 5.1 6.3 6.3 6.0 5.2 4.8 -.4 
weekend A.M. 20.5 24.4 19.6 13.2 14.0 23.1 17.2 24.3 17.9 -6.4 

New Programs 7.8 11.1 5.8 7.2 7.0 10.4 6.3 7.9 11.2 +3.3 
Prime-Time 5.0 3.4 4.6 5.8 5.3 5.5 4.5 2.2 7.9 +5.7 
Weekend A.M. 23.8 26.4 10.2 11.2 15.1 21.7 14.3 26.5 16.7 -9.8 

~ct1on Programs 9.1 11.1 8.7 8.0 8.2 9.2 8.4 9.5 9.0 -.5 
Prime"Time 6.7 5.8 6.2 7 .0 7.2 8.1 7.5 5.2 7.0 +1.8 
Weekend A.M. 24.4 27.1 18.7 12.1 12.1 14.8 13.9 19.4 13.9 -5.5 

ABC Programs 7.7 7.8 6.9 6.7 8.4 8.9 6.0 8.1 6.4 -1.7 
CBS Programs 6.3 8.0 7.7 7.4 6.4 8.3 7.4 9.8 9.9 +.1 
NBC Programs 7.7 8.5 7.0 '6.7 8.4 11.1 6.4 6.9 7.7 +.8 

Prime-Time Program3 
ABC 6.0 3.7 4.8 5.3 7.2 6.5 4.5 4.6 4.2 -.4 
CBS 3.7 3.4 4.7 5.7 4.5 4.7 6.4 4.4 5.9 +1.5 
NBC 5.8 4.5 4.8 4.8 6.1 6.9 5.3 4.6 6.9 +2.3 

8-9 P.M. E sr Prog1"ams 
ABC 7.5 3.3 4.8 5.2 5.1 7.0 4.5 3.4 4.6 +1.2 
CBS 5.3 3.9 4.7 4.6 2.1 2.2 5.9 2.9 6.8 +3.9 
NBC 6.3 4.6 4.9 3.1 4.6 '4.8 5.4 5.6 7.7 +2.1 

9-11 P.M. EST Programs 
ABC 4.3 4.1 4,8 5.4 8.5 6.3 4.6 5.4 3.8 -1.6 
CBS 2.1 3.0 4.7 6.3 5.5 5.6 6.8 4.9 5.2 +.3 
NBC 5.2 4.5 4.8 6.3 6.8 8.7 5.3 4.1 6.2 +2.1 

Action Programs 
ABC 8.7 11.8 8.7 7.9 9.4 11.7 9.0 11.8 9.3 -2.5 
CBS 10.8 12.5 10.2 9.4 7.9 7.5 9.5 7.5 8.6 +1.1 
NBC 8.5 9.7 7.5 6.9 7.3 8.7 7.1 10.2 9.1 -1.1 

weekend A.M. Programs 
ABC 21.3 24.6 14.7 11.4 13.0 19.0 16.0 26.3 15.8 -10.5 
CBS 24.2 22.6 17.4 13.4 12.2 19.2 15.2 26.8 23.7 -3.1 
NBC 21.2 31.6 15.6 12.9 18. 0 29.4 15.7 20.6 10.5 -10.1 

Cartoon Programs 
ABC 21.3 24.6 17.5 12.1 13.9 21.5 18.5 26.3 16.7 -9.6 
CBS 24.2 24.0 19.6 15.3 19.9 29.7 21.5 30.2 24.2 -6 .. 0 
NBC 21.7 32.6 17.1 17.2 24.5 5~.5 18.7 20.6 11.6 -9.0 

1 
These figures are based upon two samples collected in the fall of each of these years. 

2 
The figures for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and tbose for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 

3 
The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend-m.orning of network dramatic 
programs. 
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1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

B75 * 
1975 

1976 * 
1976 

1971 ** 

1978 

1979 

Table 8 

Percent o{ Programs Containing Violence and 
Number of Violent Acts per Hour (1,67-1979) 

Percent of Programs 
Containing Violence 

All Prime weekend 
Programs ~ Daytime 

81.3 75.0 93.8 

81.6 75.4 93.3 

83.5 70.3 98.3 

17.5 62.3 96.0 

80.6 75.8 87.8 

79.0 71.7 90.0 

72.7 59.7 94.9 

83.3 77.6 92.1 

78.1 66;7 94.9 

78.4 69.7 91.1 

76·.5 67.7 89.4 

89.1 80.3 ·100.0 

76.9 66.2 90.6 

84.7 74.6 97.9 

80.9 10.3 91.9 

Number of Violent 
Acts per Program 

All Prime 
Programs Time 

4.98 5.11 

4.53 3.89 

5.21 3.63 

4.49 3.31 

4.69 3.85 

5.39 4.90 

5.29 4.47 

5.44 5.66 

5.38 5.51 

5.64 5.47 

4.86 5.22 

6.18 5.61 

5.20 5.46 

5.79 4.52 

4.98 5.37 

weekend 
Daytime 

4.72 

5.73 

6.98 

5.92 

5.95 

6.13 

6.68 

5.11 

5.18 

5.89 

.4.34 

6.90 

4.87 

7.46 

4.58 
-------------------.-------------.----------------------------------------- .. -----
TOTAL 80.3 70.8 93.6 5.21 4.81 5.77 -----------_ ... _--------------_ ...... _--.. -----------------_ .. ---------... ------------... ---
Significance of 
differences .38 .47 .47 .61 .32 .001 
between means 

Significance· of 
linearity .74 .92 .83 .09 .02 .29 

Significance of 
deviations from .32 .40 .40 .77 .69 .000 
linearity 

* Spring sample; a 11 others are fall sample 

** Does not include second w~ek of pr.ime-time programming used in 
sampling exper~ment 

Total N a 1603 Programs (935 Prime-Time, 668 Weekend Daytime) 
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~ Portrayal ££ Violence 

The assessment of violence in television programming is much more than 
counting acts of violence. Violence generally serves several important 
functions in a program. It may be used to create attention as well as 
tension and/or excitement. Violence also illustrates who is strong and who 
is weak. The plot reveals who can use violence without repercussion, who 
is most severely punished for using violence as well as which types of 
characters are more or less likely to suffer consequences of violence. 
Thus, violence in dramatic programming serves primarily to create a scenario 
of social relationships and power. 

We isolate violence in characterizations by two measures -- the percent 
of characters who are involved in violence and risk-ratios. A character 
who is involved in violence may commit and/or suffer violence. That is, 
the character may hurt someone, be hurt, or both. Characters may also be 
involved in killing -- that is, they may kill, be killed, or both. Hurting 
and killing represent different symbolic (as well as human) functions. 
Hurting controls behavior (usually against the injured party's will) while 
killing terminates the role. 

Risk-ratios, on the other hand, reveal how a character usually fares 
once involved in violence -- whether this particular type of character is 
more likely to be victimized or to commit violence (violent-victim ratio) 
or to kill or be killed (killer-killed ratio). These ratios are calculated 
within a number of different dramatic and social groups of characters. 

The measure of involvement in violence and/or killing may range from 
o to 100 percent of a particular group of characters. Risk-ratios are cal­
culated by dividing the more numerous of these two violence roles by the 
less numerous within each group. A plus sign indicates that there are more 
violents and/or killers,. a minus sign that there are more victims and/or 
killed. A ratio of 1.00·means that they are even; a ratio of 0.0 means 
that there are none. lfuen there are only violents or only killers in a 
particular group, the ratio' will read +0.00; and if there are only victims 
or only killed the ratio will read -0.00. 

Tables 9, 10, and 11 present the number of major characters, the percent 
of major characters involved in violence, and the violent-victim and killer­
killed ratios for several social and demographic groups. Table 9 presents 
the basic trends over the past 11 years (1969 - 1979)*, Table 10 presents 
these measures for prime-time programs and Table 11 for weekend-daytime 
programs . 

In prime-time programs, the percent of characters involved in violence 
has remained fairly steady for the past 11 years. More males than females 
are so involved: the 11 year average is 60 percent for male characters and 

* This part of the report uses data collected from 1969 because data on some 
characterization items were not collected in 1967-68. 



_ "_ 
All Programs 1969-1979 4330 

1969-1~70 573 
1971-1972 552 
1973-1974 987 

1975 664 
1976 290 
1977 585 
1978 298 
1979 381 

Prime-Time 
Programs 1969-1979 2797 

1969-1970 350 
1971-1972 386 
1973-1974 609 

1975 431 
1976 172 
1977 440 
1978 191 
1919 218 

H~~ki:nsJ-
na!lt1m~ 
Proerams. 1969-1979 1533 

1969-1970 223 
1971-1972 166 
1973-1974 378 

1975 233 
1976 118 
1917 145 
1978 107 
1979 163 

1 

Table 9 
1 

RISK RATIOS 
Trends of Risk Ratios .for All Characters 

(1969-1979) 

All Characters Nale Character,s 
Involved Violent- Killer- Involved Violent-

in Victim Killed in Victim 
Violence Ratio Ratio _N __ Violence Ratio 

.63.3 -1.19 +1.92 3222 68.3 ~1.17 

65.1 -1.17 +1.59 441 70.5 -1.15 
59.8 -1.18 +2.05 405 66.2 -1.13 
61.4 -1.32 +1.83 741 66.4 -1.29 
64.2 -1.23 +1.72 522 68.6 -1.25 
74.8 -1.07 +2.11 218 79.8 -1.08 
60.9 -1.06 +3.00 413 66 .• 3 -1.05 
64.8 -1.36 +1.50 198 67.2 -1.21 
62.7 -1.06 +2.40 284 67.6 -1.10 

54.5 -1.10 +2.00 1980 60.3 -1.07 

49.4 -1.17 +1. 71 2{,9 55.8 -1.14 
53.9 -1.11 +2.20 276 60.9 -1.06 
53.7 -1.14 +1.84 441 60.5 -1.11 
55.0 -1.13 +1.87 324 61.4 -1.11 
67.4 +1.03 +2.13 119 72.3 +1.01 
55.5 +1.01 +3.00 299 60.2 +1.05 
52.9 -1.33 +1.50 120 55.0 -1.13 
53.7 -1.03 +2.40 152 51.9 -1.03 

79.4 -1.31 -1.11 1242 81.2 -1.31 

89.7 -1.17 1.00 P)2 89.6 -1.16 
73.5 -1.31 -2.00 129 77.5 -1.27 
73.8 -1.63 +1.50 300 75.0 -1.59 
81.1 -1.38 -0.00 198 80.3 -1.45 
85.6 -1.19 +2.00 99 88.9 -1.17 
77.2 -1.22 0.00 114 82.5 -1.26 
66.0 -1.39 0.00 78 85.9 -1.30 
74.8 -1.10 0.00 132 78.8 -1.17 

Female Characters 
Killer- Involved Violent- Killer-
Killed in Victim Killed 
RatiO N Violence ~ Ratio 

+2.04 1040 45.9 -1.32 +1.19 

+2.00 123 43.9 -1.26 -4.00 
+2.15 138. 39.1 -1.56 -2.00 
+1.92 240 45.4 -1.47 +1.29 
+1.70 129 43.4 .. l.H~ +2.00 
+2.50 67 56.7 -1.03 +1.33 
+2.80 168 47.0 -1.13 +0.00 
+1.50 91 56.0 -2.14 +1.50 
+2.75 84 42.9 -1.07 1,,00 

+2.13 814 40.2 -1.25 +1.21 

+2.30 101 33.7 -1.33 -4.00 
+2.33 109 35.8 -1.45 -2.00 
+1. 95 168 35.1 -1.27 +1.29 
+1. 77 107 35.5 -1.21 +4.00 
+2.50 53 56.6 +1.09 1.00 
+2.80 140 45.0 -1.13 +0.00 
+1.50 71 49.3 -1.94 +1.50 
+2.75 65 43.1 -1.09 1.00 

-1.14 226 66.4 -1.48 1.00 

1.00 22 90.9 -1.14 0.00 
-2.00 29 51.7 -1.86 0.00 
+1.50 72 68.1 -1.82 0.00 
-0.00 22 .81.8 1.00 -0.00 
0.00 14 57.1 -1.60 +2.00 
0.00 28 57.1 -1.09 0.00 
0.00 20 80.0 -2.80 0.00 
0.00 19 42.1 1.00 0.00 

Risk Ratios are obtained by dividing the more numerous of thes~· two roles by the less numerous within each group. A plus sign indicates that 
there are more violents or killers than victims or killed and a minus sign indicates" that there are more victims or killed than 
violents or killers. A ratio of 0.00 means that there were ~o victims or killers or violents or killed. A +0.00 means that there 
were porne violents or kUlers but no victims or killed; a .. 0.00 r"tia means that there Were victims or killed but n"o viOlent. 01' killer •• 
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only 40 percent for females. 
increase in involvement scores 
percentage points for females. 

In the 1979 season there is a slight 
for males, and a reduction of about six 

The risk-ratios are also fairly stable for prime-time characters but 
we do see that in most years women are much more likely to be victimized than 
are males. Killer-killed ratios exhibit much more fluctuation than violent­
victim ratios, especially for women. Among males, however, during each 
year included in the study, more males kill than are killed, usually at the 
rate of two to one. Killer-killed ratios for female characters jump around 
and the trends are certainly not stable. The 11 year average reveals that 
women are slightly more likely to kill than to be killed but there are wide 
differences from year to year. For example, in the very early years of the 
study, women were four times as likely to be killed as to kill, but in 1975 
they were four times as likely to kill as to be killed. In the 1978 season 
there were 15 killers for every 10 who were killed, but in the present 1979 
sample, the number of women who are killers is exactly the same as the 
number who are killed. 

Involvement in violence is a much more prevalent aspect of both male 
and female characterizations in weekend-daytime programs -- the 11 year 
average reveals that more than 8 out of 10 males and two-thirds of the 
females are involved in violence. For the most part, these measures are 
fairly stable. We do find, however, that in the present season, the percent 
of women involved in violence has dropped considerably -- from 80 percent 
in 1978 to only 42.1 ·percent in 1979. This present level is consider-
ably below the typical yearly figure and it will be interesting to 
see whether or not this continues as a trend. The percent of males involved 
in violence also decreased slightly in 1979. 

Turning to Table 10, when we examine the percent of characters in each 
demographic and social group who are involved in violence, we find fairly 
stable levels. In prime-time programs, different social types of female 
characters show more fluctuation than corresponding male characters. Male 
characters, in all social groups except older men, IIbad" men and non­
American men, range between 50 and 60 percent. Older men are less likely 
to be involved in violence (only 44.8 percent) while "bad" men and non­
American men are more likely to be so involved -- 86.6 percent of the "bad" 
men and 78.0 percent of the non-American men. 

Female characters exhibit some of the same patterns. Older women are 
less likely to be involved in violence (only 26.1 percent), while "bad" 
women are much more likely to be so involved (73.5 percent). Women in 
minority racial groups are also very unlikely to be involved in violence 
only 22.2 percent. 

In weekend-daytime programs (Table 11) there is generally less fluctua­
tion but also some of the same patterns. An interesting difference is that 
older women in children's programs are about as likely as "bad" women to be 
involved in violence -- more than 8 out of 10 are involved. In general, 
most groups of weekend-daytime characters are involved in violence and at 
fairly high levels. 

Our analysis of the 1979 sample of dramatic programs reveals that 
violence continues to demonstrate patterns of unequal relative risks among 



_N_ 

A 11 Characters 2797 

Social Age 
Children-Adolescents 187 
young Adults 609 
Settled Adults 185<J 
Older Adults 90 

Harital Status 
Not Married U97 
Married 953" 

Soc tal Class 
Clearly Upper 232 
Mixed 2459 
Clearly Lower 106 

Race 
White 2486 
Other 272 

Character Txee 
"Good l

' 1614 
Mixed 850 
"Bad II 332 

Nationality 
U. S. 2567 
Other 142 

1 

Table 10 

1 
RISK RATIOS 

Major Characters in Prime~Time programs 
(1969-1979) 

All Characters Male Characters 
Involved Violent~ Killer- Involved Violent ... 

in Victim Killed in Victim 
Violence Ratio Ratio _N_ Violence Ratio 

54.5 -1.10 +2.00 1980 60.3 -1.07 

45.5 -1.31 -14 .00 125 51.2 -1.39 
58.5 -1.20 +2.14 384 64.6 -1.09 
54.0 -1.05 +2.08 1361 60.1 -1.04 
40.0 -1.08 -1.40 67 44.8 +1.15 

59.1 -1.11 +1.97 902 64.0 -1.06 
43.9 -1.21 +1.63 591 51.3 -1.19 

57.3 -1.30 +1.56 156 66.7 -1.15 
53.8 .. 1.08 +2.19 1742 59.4 -1.05 
64.2 -1.24 -1.11 82 ~7.1 -1.16 

54.9 -1.10 +2.03 1742 60.6 ;'1.06 
46.0 -1.13 +1.69 209 53.1 -1.07 

50.2 -1.13 +2.67 U08 56.4 -1.07 
50.7 -1.18 +1.54 589 54.8 ·-1.18 
84.6 +1.06 +1.97 283 86.6 +1.04 

53.1 -1.10 +2.13 1819 58.8 -1.06 
68.3 -1.22 +1.40 100 18.0 -1.21 

Female Characters 
Killer~ Involved Violent ... Killer .. 
Killed in Victim Killed 
Ratio .JL Violence Ratio Ratio 

+2.13 814 40.2 -1.25 +1.21 

-14.00 62 33.9 -1.08 0.00 
+2.26 225 48.0 -1.52 +1.60 
+2.16 489 37.0 -1.09 +1.50 
+1.25 23 26.1 ~6.00 -0.00 

+2.14 377 47.5 -1.31 +1.10 
+1.76 362 31.8 -1.27 +1.11 

+1.64 76 38.2 .. 2.36 +1.25 
+2.33 714 39.9 -1.17 +1.21 
-1.13 24 54.2 -1.71 1.00 

+2.19 744 41.5 -1.23 +1.26 
+1.69 63 22.2 -1.86 0.00 

+3.50 506 36.8 -1.40 -2.67 
+1.47 258 40.7 -1.22 +1.80 
+1.98 49 73.5 +1.24 +1.83 

+2.29 748 39.3 -1.27 +1.19 
+1.36 42 45.2 .. 1.25 +2.00 

Risk Rat ios are obtained by dividing the more numerous of these t·",o roles by the less numerous within each group. A plus sign indicates that 
there are more violente or killers than victims or killed and a minus sign indicates that there are more victims or killed than 
violents or killers. A ratio of 0.00 means that there were no victims or killers or violents or killed. A +0.00 ratio meaRS that there 
were some violente or killers bu·t no victims or killed; a -0.00 Latia means that there were victims or killed but no .violents or killers. 

N ..... 



_N_ 

All Characters 1533 

social Age 
Chi Idren·Adole8centB 251 
young Adults 278 
Settled Adult8 576 
Older Adults 25 

Marital Status 
Not Harried 772 
Harried 102 

Social Class 
Clearly Upper 51 
Mixed 1453 
Clearly Lower 29 

Race 
Wi\ite 888 
Other 110 

Character Tlee 
t'Good" 887 
Nixed 365 
118ad" 280 

Nationality 
U.S. 807 
Other 130 

1 

Table 11 

1 
RISK RATIOS 

Major Characters in Weekend·Daytime Programs 
(1969-1979) 

All Characters Male Characters 
Involved Violent- KUler- Involved Violent-

in Victim Killed in Victim 
Violence Ratio Ratio ...!L Violence Ratio 

79.4 -1.31 -1.11 1242' 81 .. 2 -1.31 

70.9 -1.73 0.00 189 74; 1 -1.84 
75.5 -1 .. 67 -0.00 203 78.3 -1.52 
79.0 -1.29 +1.67 506 80.8 -1.28 
68.0 -1.23 0.00 19 63.2 -1.10 

76.4 -1.35 1.00 601 79.2 -1.33 
61.8 -1.62 1.00 78 65.4 -1. 70 

72.5 -1..;2 0.00 38 73.7 -1.65 
79.4 -1.31 -1.U 1176 81.2 -1.31 
89.7 -1.25 0.00 28 92.9 -1.25 

73.8 -1;41 1.00 700 76.0 -1.40 
80.9 -1. 77 0.00 92 81.5 -1. 76 

73.7 -1.49 +0.00 690 76.1 -i,49 
83.6 -1.27 -0.00 306 84.3 -1.28 
91. 8 -1.05 -1.67 245 91.8 -1,06 

73.0 -1.47 +1.33 646 75.1 -1.44 
80.0 -1.40 -0.00 109 84.4 -1.35 

Female Characters 
Killer- Involved Violent- Kin.r-
Killed in Victim Killed 
Ratio ...!L Violence Ratio Ratio 

-1.14 226 66,4 -1.48 1.00 

0.00 60 61.7 -1.44 0.00 
... 0.00 71 66.2 -2.39 -0.00 
+1.50 69 65.2 -1.33 +2.00 
0.00 6 83.3 -1.67 0.00 

-2.00 159 65.4 -1.55 +0.00 
+0.00 24 50.0 -1 .. 29 -0.00 

0.00 13 69.2 -1,11 0.00 
-1.14 2P 66.5 -1.51 1.00 
0.00 1 0.0 0.00 0,00 

-1.33 188 65.4 -1.43 +2.00 
0.00 15 73.3 -2.00 0.00 

+0.00 167 62.3 -1.71 +0.00 
-0.00 32 68.8 -1.45 -0.00 
-1.33 27 88.9 +l.05 ·0,00 

1.00 151 63.6 -1.68 +2.00 
.. 0.00 21 51.1 -1.83 0.00 

Risk Ratios are obtained by dividing the more numerous of these two roles by the less numerous within each groupo A plus sign indicates 
that there are more violents or killers than Victims or killed and a minus sign indicates that there are more victims or killed than 
violents or killers. A ratio of 0.00 means that there 'were no victims or killers or violents or killed. A +0.00 ratio means that there 
were some violents or killers but no victims or killed; a .. 0,00 ratio means ,that there were viett-rns or killed but no violents Or killers. 

N 
00 



major characters in different age, sex, and social groups. Since 1969, 
certain groups of major characters are more likely to be hurt than to do 
any hurting. 

In prime-time programs (Table 10), women are more likely to be 
victimized than to inflict violence upon others. And, in fact, when we 
rank the violent-victim ratios for male and female characters, we find that 
there is only one group of male characters -- young boys-- among the ten 
groups who are most likely to be victimized. Older women are especially 
likely to suffer violent fates -- for every older woman who commits 
violence, 6 times as ma,ny are victimized. 

Victimization is especially prevalent among women who portray various 
kinds of minority groups -- among upper class women 24 are victimized for 
every 10 who inflict violence; among "other" racial groups, there are 19 
victims for every 10 who commit violence; and among lower class women, 17 
are hurt for every 10 who hurt others. Young women also exhibit a high 
ratio -- for every 10 who inflict violence, 15 are victimized. 

There are only three groups who are more likely to hurt others than 
to be hurt themselves. Thes~ are "bad" men, older men, and "bad'! women. 
"Bad" women show the highest positive ratio -- in this case there are 12 
women who commit violence for every 10 who are victimized. 

In prime-time programs, in regard to victimization, there are also 
some very interesting differences among male-female portrayals. We have 
noted that older women are the most likely group to be victimized and that 
they have a very high ratio of victimization as compared to committing 
violence. Older men, on the other hand, are much more likely to commit 
violence than to be hurt. For every 10 older men who are hurt, 11.5 hurt 
others. But when we look at younger characters, an entirely different 
pattern emerges. In this case the young girls are about equally likely to 
commit as to suffer violence while young boys are more likely to be victimized. 
For every ten boys who commit violence, 14 are victimized; while for every ten 
girls who commit violence, only 10.8 are victimized. 

The patterns of committing and suffering violence are somewhat similar 
in weekend-daytime programs (see Table 11), but they are not as extreme as 
those uncovered in the analysis of prime-time programs. While women still 
predominate in the "ten most likely to be victimized" group, there are 
three groups of males -- boys, other race males, and married men -- who are 
also included. Among the characters in this sample of children's programs, 
young women are the ones most likely to be victimized -- there are 24 young 
female victims for every 10 young women who commit violence. Older women 
are ranked 8th in victimization potential -- for every 10 older women who 
hurt other characters, 17 are hurt. Older men are slightly more likely to 
be victimized -- 11 are hurt for every 10 who hurt others. 

In weekend-daytime programs, "bad" characters are also the last in line: 
"bad" men exhibit a negative ratio -- that is, they are slightly more likely 
to be victimized than to commit violence (for every 10 who hurt others, only 
10.6 are hurt), while "bad" women are slightly more likely to commit violence 
than be hurt (for every 10 women who are victimized, 10.5 commit violence.) 
"Bad" women are also the only group of characters in children's programming 
who are more likely to commit violence than to be a victim. 

29 



30 

Cultivation Analysis 

Cultivation analysis is the study of what is usually called effects or 
impact. We consider the latter terms inappropriate to the study of broad 
cultural influences. The "effects" of a pervasive medium upon the composi­
tion and structure of the symbolic environment are subtle, complex and 
mingled with other influences. Also, the concept of causation, borrowed 
from simpler experimental studies in the physical and biological sciences, 
is not fully applicable to the steady flow of images and messages that make 
up much of contemporary popular culture. 

Questions about the influence of a broad medium of enculturation are 
very different from the usual research questions about individual messages, 
campaigns, or programs. Thus, the traditional procedures used in media 
effects research are not always appropriate to the study of television. 

First, we canno't presume consequences, as conventional research para­
digms often do, without prior investigation of content. Nor can the study 
of content be limited to isolated elements (such as news, commercials, or 
particular programs) taken out of context, or to the selections made by 
individual viewers. 

We have argued that the world of television is an aggregate system of 
stories and images. Only a system-wide analysis of these messages can lead 
to understanding the facts, lessons, and contours of the symbolic world 
which structures common assumptions and definitions for viewers and provides 
the basis for interaction (though not necessarily agreement) among large 
and heterogeneous communities. The system as a whole plays a major role in 
setting the agenda of issues that people will agree or disagree about; it 
may shape the most pervasive norms and cultivate the dominant perspectives 
of society. 

Although a conventional research assumption is that the experiment is 
the most powerful method, and that change (in attitudes, opinions, likes­
dislikes, etc., toward or conveyed by "variable X") is the most significant 
outcome to measure, experiments are not suited to study television's long 
range effects. In the ideal experiment, subjects are exposed to "X" and 
the researcher assesses salient aspects of these receivers both before and 
after exposure, and compares the change, if any, to data obtained from a 
control group (identical in all relevant ways to the experimental group) 
who have not received "X". No change or no difference means no effect. 

When "X" is television, however, we must turn this paradigm around: 
stability (or even resistance to change) may be a significant outcome of 
viewing. Moreover, if nearly everyone "lives" to some extent in the world 
of television,* clearly we cannot find unexposed (control) groups who are 
identical in all important respects to viewers. Finally, experimental 
designs are not the most appropriate way to study the effects of television 
because they are not comparable to people's day-to-day viewing habits, 
either in content or in context. 

* Marilyn Jackson-Beeck, "The Nonviewers: Who Are They?" Journal of 
Communication, 1977, 48, 65-72. 



We cannot isolate television from the mainstream of modern culture 
because it is the mainstream. We cannot look for change as the most signifi­
cant accomplishment of the chief arm of established culture if its main 
social function is to maintain, reinforce, and exploit rather than to under­
mine or subvert prevalent conceptions, beliefs, and behaviors. The observed 
relative ineffectiveness of many isolated campaigns may itself be testimony 
to the power of mainstream communications. 

Cultivation analysis begins with the patterns found in the "world" of 
television drama. The message system composing that world presents 
coherent images of life and society. How are these images reflected in the 
assumptions and values held by. audiences? How are the "lessons" of symbolic 
behavior which are presented in fictional forms applied to conceptions about 
real life? 

Our approach reflects the hypothesis that the more time one spends 
"living" in the world of television, the more likely one is to report 
perceptions of social reality which can be traced to (or are congruent with) 
television's representations of life and society. Accordingly, we examine 
the difference amount of viewing makes in people's images, expectations, 
and assumptions, particularly how this difference is independent of other 
social and demographic factors. . 

At the same time, we must acknowledge that even those whom we designate 
as "light" viewers may be watching up to 14 hours of television each week! 
Further, few people -- even the "absolute" no';'-viewers ~ may be able to 
avoid or escape the consequences of living in a television saturated 
society. But what differentiates heavy viewe.rs from light is the way tele­
vision monopolizes and subsumes other sources of information, ideas, and 
consciousness. Given our premise that television's images present and 
perpetuate the norms and agendas of our culture's beliefs, ideologies, and 
world views, the observable (and measurable) effects of mass communication 
will usually be relatively small. 

Our instruments cannot fully measure the depth and pervasiveness oftele­
vision's gradual, subtle, and·cumulative impact; they can only provide 
empirical hints and subtle trends. Thus, finding ):elatively small relation­
ships is to be expected and d.oes not necessarily falsify cultivation theory. 

A Theoretical Refinement 

The cultivation potential of television is very complex as well as 
subtle. Consequently there are many factors that must be examined and 
taken into consideration in postulating how television viewing will influ­
ence people's conceptions of social reality. 

Until recently we have largely focused upon uni-directional effects. 
That is, we have hypothesized that, across-the-board, light viewers of 
television are less likely to give the "television answers" than are heavy 
viewers. Thus, as the amount of television viewing increases, we have 
looked for increases in the percentage of respondents who give the "tele­
vision answer," both overall and within important subgroups. Woile this 
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theoretical perspective still holds and very often provides the most 
compelling evidence for cultivation, we have found, in a number of analyses, 
that cultivation is not always uni-directional. New evidence suggests a 
refinement of our theory to state that television cultivates a "mainstream" 
conception of life and society. That is, within certain subgroups, and 
depending upon baselines, both positive and/or negative correlations or 
cultivation differentials can be taken as evidence of cultivation. Thus, 
in some cases and in some groups, contrary results (those in the "unexpected" 
direction) may actually provide powerful and pervasive support for the 
notion that television cultivates common norms and perspectives -- that is, 
a "mainstream" view of the world. 

"Mainstreaming lt is, however, only one way to explain variat-ions in culti­
vation patterns among different groups. There may be other factors, influences, 
and processes which might mediate or enhance cultivation in different ways. A 
further important aspect of the refinement of our theoretical perspective argues 
that cultivation may be most pronounced when other aspects of one's social 
environment are most congruent with (and thereby reinforce) television's mes­
sages -- that is, specific real-world circumstances may "resonate" with tele­
vision's imagery and enhance the cultivation process. The analyses in this 
report provide numerous examples of both "mainstreaming" and IIresonance. H 

Dimensions of Analysis 

To investigate these ideas, we conduct several different types of 
analyses, ranging from simple to complex. In our simplest type of analysis, 
we partition the population and our samples according to television expo­
sure. By contrasting light and heavy viewers, some of the "difference" 
television makes in people's conception of social reality can be examined. 
Of course, factors other than television viewing account for some of these 
differences. We, and others, have found that both heavy television viewing 
and certain outlooks are part and parcel of a complex syndrome which also 
includes lower education, lower mobility, lower aspirations, higher 
anxieties, and other class-, age-, and sex- related characteristics. 
Accordingly, analyses are designed with statistical controls for these and 
other demographic and descriptive variables, These characteristics are 
held constant by comparing responses of heavy and light viewers within 
relatively homogeneous groups. For example, college-educated respondents 
may answer differently than non-college respondents. Therefore, we examine 
heavy and light viewing respondents within the college and non-college 
groups as well as between them. 

This type of crosstabular within-groups analysis does not, however, 
fully guard against spuriousness. That is, each individual control might 
explain only part of the observed association between amount of television 
viewing and some attitude, outlook or behavior, and implementing simultaneous 
controls for all of these demographic factors might fully eiiminate the 
apparent evidence for cultivation. We would also add that finding that a 
relationship holds within one subgroup or another clearly does not insure 
that another variahle is not a source of spuriousness, even within the 
particular group under investigation. Our latest analyses are thus designed 
to focus upon specific subgroups while we control for other potential 



sources of variation. These analyses consist of the calculation of partial 
correlations for respondents within specific demographic classifications 
while simultaneously controlling for all relevant demographics. For 
example, we will examine non-white respondents while simultaneously 
controlling for their social class, newspaper reading habits, sex, education, 
and so on. 

Samples of Respondents 

To test our hypotheses we continually gather data reflecting television 
viewers' beliefs and behaviors. These data have been collected from samples 
diverse in characteristics such as age, location, and institutional affili­
ation.* Within each sample, television viewers' responses are further 
analyzed in terms of age, education, sex, and other social and personal 
characteristics. 

The present analyses focus on four cross-sectional adult samples and 
one longitudinal adolescent sample. The adult samples are national, and 
the adolescents coine from a public'school in rural/suburban New Jersey. The 
samples are described in Figure 3. 

** ORC data were contracted for by the Cultural Indicators Project as 
part of the March 1979 Opinion Research Corporation General Public Caravan 
Survey. The survey consisted of face-to-face interviews of national 
probability samples of men and women 18 years of age or over living in 
private households in the continental United States. The primary sampling 
unit (PSU) was the community, defined as those people included in the 
largest telephone book containing a randomly selected "minor civil division" 
(MCD). The HCD's came from sixty U.S. counties chosen by systematic random 
methods (with probability proportional to size of population). Within the 
community (PSU), individuals to be interviewed were chosen on the basis of 
randomly determined starting points, which became the first of a household 
cluster. In effect, int'erviewing thus proceeded, by- neighborhood, and 
included households with and without listed telephone numbers. 

The NEW JERSEY SCHOOL CHILDREN sample represents the second and third 
waves of a longitudinal panel study, which administered two questionnaires 
each year for a period of three years, personal interviews with the students, 
and questionnaires completed by their parents. The 349 respondents were 
students in a public school situated in rural/suburban New Jersey. These 
students were in the sixth through ninth grades in the second year of the 
study (1975-76). Data are presented here for all students who took part in 
the second and third years of the study. Questionnaires were completed at 
the school under group administration conditions supervised by Cultural 
Indicators staff members. The New Jersey sample is mostly white, and, like 
the adult samples, includes more females than males. Over half of the 

* A full description of a number of earlier samples not analyzed in this 
report may be found in the Technical Report of Violence Profile No.9. 

** These data were collected as part of AoA grant No. 90-A-1299, "Aging 
with Television," George Gerbner, Larry Gross, and Nancy Signorielli, 
co-principal investigators. 
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Location 

sampling 

Number of 
Respondencs 

Collection 
Organization 

Method of 
Collection 

Demographic 

Sex 

Age 

Race 

TV Viewing 

light 

medium 

heavy 

Newspaper 
Reading 

light 

heavy 

ORC 

March 1979' 

National 

Probability, 
stratified by 
geographic area 
and cluster at 
neighborhood level 

2060, unweighted 
5762, weighted 

Opinion Research 
Corporation 

Personal Interview 

male 
female 

under 29 
30-54 
55 and over 

i<- 43.1 

white 
non ... white 

no college 
some college 

under 2 hrs/day 

2 - 4 hrsfday 

over 4 hra/day 

less than da ily 

daily 

% 

47.2 
52.8 

30.2 
40.9 
28.9 

87.9 
12.1 

70.4 
29.6 

30.9 

42.6 

26.5 

36.7 

63.3 

Figure 3 

New Jersey School Children* 

Dec. 1975; May 1976 
Dec. 1976: May 1977 

Rura 1/Suburban 
New Jersey 

students in the second and 
third waves of a three~year 
study~ from a population of 
a public middle school 

349 

Cultural Indicators 

Se if -Admini stered 
Questionnaire 

male 
female 

11-13 
14 
15-16 

i~ 13.9 

Perceived Ethnicity 
American 
Italian 
Black, Afro 
Jewish 
Other 

parents l Education 
neither paren't went 

% 

44.4 
55.6 

36.7 
38.4 
24.9 

77.4 
6.1 
1.6 
4.2 

10.7 

to college 44.3 

either parent or 
both went to 
college 55.7 

under 3 hrs / da y 

3 - 6 hrsfday 

6 hrs/day and up 
x= 4~4l 

less than ~8ily 

almost every day 

*third wave data 

26.9 

49.1 

24.0 

54.3 

45.7 

Data Bases Used "in Cultivation Analyses 
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NORC 1975 NORC 1977 NORC 1978 

~ Mar. -Apr. 1975 Feb. -Mar. 1977 Feb.-Apr. 1978 

Location National National National 

sameUns . ModHied Probabilitz. Full Probabilitz, Full Probability • 
half block quota, Household-based Household-based 
half full probability 

Number o~ 
Respondents 1490 1530 1532 

Collecting National Opinion National Opinion National Opinion 
Org&nization Research Center Research Center Research Center 

Method of 
Collection Personal Interview Personal Interview Personal Interviev 

DemoBraehic 'l. 'I. 'l. 

Sex male 45:0 male 45.3 male 42.0 
female 55,0 female 54.7 female 58.0 

Age under 29 27.3 under 29 24.2 under 29 26 • .7 
30-54 42.6 30-54 45.0 30-54 43.5 
over 55 30.1 ov"er 55 30.0 over 55 29.8 

lt~ 44.3 it: 44.6 X- 44.0 

Race white 88.8 white 87.5 white 88.6 
non-white 11.2 non-white 12.5 non-white 11.4 

Education no college 69.7 no college 70.0 no college 67.2 
some college 30.3 some college 30.0 some college 32.S 

TV Viewins 

light under 2 hrs/day 21.1 under 2 hrs/day 25.0 under 2 hrs/day 26.6 

medium 2 • 4 hrs/day 46.3 2 - 4 hrs/day 45.6 2 - 4 hrs/day· 46.1 

heavy over 4 hrs/day 32.6 over 4 hra/day 29.4 over 4 brs/day 27.2 
.x= 3.05 x= 2.93 x'" 2.79 

Newseaeer 
Readins 

light lea,S than daily 34.1 le,ss than daily 37.7 less than daily 42.8 

heavy daily 65.9 daily 62.3 daily 57.2 

Figure 3 

Data Bases Used in Cultivation Analyses 

continued 
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sample has at least one parent who attended college, but there is a high 
degree of socio-economic heterogeneity within the sample. In fact, the 
entire range of the Hollingshead SES index (x = 39.6, s.d. = 17.3) is 
covered. IQ scores were available and range from 60 to 147 (x = 103.7, 
s.d. = 13.3). Reported amount of daily viewing for all six administrations 
of the questionnaires is highly reliable, in terms of consistency, internal 
homogeneity, and unidimensionality; only one factor underlies the six 
measures, and Cronbach's alpha = .83. 

NORC data come from the General Social Surveys. These surveys are 
conducted under the National Data Program for the Social Sciences, as part 
of its data diffusion project and continuing program of social indicators 
research. This report presents data from the 1975, 1977, and 1978 surveys. 
The 1975 study is mixed with respect to sampling technique: because of a 
transition to full probability sampling, it is one-half full-probability 
and one-half block-quota. The quota sample is a multi-stage area probabil­
ity sample to the block or segment level. At the block level, however, 
quota sampling was used (interviewing occurred only after 3 p.m. on weekdays 
or during the weekend or holidays). Interviewers at the block or segment 
level traveled from the first dwelling unit of the northwest corner of the 
block and proceeded as specified until age, sex, and employment quotas 
were filled (based on the exact proportions in each segment determined by 
the 1970 Census tract data). The full probability samples in 1975, 1977, 

-and 1978 are stratified, multi-stage, area probability samples of clusters 
of households in the continental United States. Households at which inter­
views took place were probabilistically selected from available lists of 
addresses for blocks and enumeration districts within Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas or counties. 

Despite the four~year time span and varying sampling techniques, the 
four adult samples show very similar demographic profiles, particularly in 
regard to age, racial compOSition, and education. About 30% of each sample 
attended college, and about 88% of each sample is white. All contain more 
females than males, particularly the -1978 NORC General Social Survey (which 
is 58.0% female). The percentage of respondents watching over four hours 
of television a day shows a gradual but steady decline, from 32.6 in 1975 
(NORC) to 26.5 in 1979 (ORC). Newspaper reading also declines with time 
among the NORC samples, but is a little higher in the ORe sample. 

Development of Questions 

The investigation of television's effects upon conceptions of social 
reality begins with systematic analysis of the world of television drama. 
Message system analysis reveals how certain "facts" and aspects of social 
reality are presented in television drama; these "facts" are then compared 
with other conceptions of the same "facts" and aspects derived from direct 
and independent observations, such as U.S. Census figures. For example, 
in prime-time television drama aired from 1969-76, 64 percent of major 
characters and 30 percent of all characters (major and minor*) were involved 

* This report presents findings for major characters only. 



in violence as either perpetrators or victims or both. According to the 
1970 Census, there were only .32 violent crimes per 100 persons.* In the 
world of television, therefore, one has between a 30 and 64 percent chance 
of being involved in violence, but, in the real world, only a one-third of 
one percent chance.** 

Once the "television view" and the "real world" or some other view of 
selected facts and aspects of social reality have been determined, we con­
struct questions dealing with these facts and aspects of life. Each 
question has an inferred or objectively determined "television response" 
reflecting the "television view" of the fact as well as a "non-television 
answer." For example, one cultivation question asks: "During any given 
week, what are your chances of being involved in some kind of violence? 
About one in ten? About one in a hundred?" The first answer -- "about one 
in ten" -- more closely reflects the world of television and is used as 
the "television answer," while-the "one in a hundred" more closely matches 
the U.S. Census data and reflects the real-life circumstances of most 
Americans. 

Question Wordings 

In this report we focus on a number of questions which seek to measure 
images of violence, attitudes of interpersonal mistrust, and alienation. 
This section presents the wordings of the specific items used, with the 
"television ,answer" underscored. 

Three of Srole's "anomie"*** items were included in the 1977 NORC 
General Social Survey; here they are combined into an index. Theitems 
are: 

In spite of what some people say, the lot of the average man is 
getting worse, not better. (Agree, Disagree) 

It's hardly fair to bring 
things look for the future. 

a child into the world with the way 
(Agree, Disagree) 

* Additional data on personal violent crime victimization range from .41 
per 100 (based on 1973 Police reported figures which include homicide) 
to 3.3 per 100 persons over 12 (based on 1974 probability sample which 
doesn't include homicide). 

** 

**'* 

Although there are regional variations in real-world victimization, the 
television rates are certainly greater than one finds in any reasonably 
large geographic area. 

Leo Srole, "Social Integration and Certain Correlaries: An Exploratory 
Study," American Sociological Review, 1956, 3.!., 709-712. These items 
are analyzed separately in Violence Profile No.9. 
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Most public officials are not really interested in the problems of 
the average man. (Agree, Disagree) 

We combined three of Rosenberg's "faith in people"* items to form what 
we call the "Mean World Index" of interpersonal mistrust: 

Do you think most people would ~!£ take advantage of you if they 
~~ chance, or would they try to be fair? 

Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, 
or that you can 't ~ too careful El dealing with people? 

Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful, or 
that they ~ mostly just looking out for themselves? 

This index is analyzed in the New Jersey School sample and in the 1975 and 
1978 NORC samples. 

Six questions relating to 
,were asked of ORC respondents. 
and in index form: 

images of violence and fear of victimization 
Five of these are analyzed both separately 

During any given week about how many people out of 100 are involved 
in some kind of violence in the U.S.? Would you say it is closer to 
about one person in 100 or about ten people in 100? 

How safe do you feel walking around in your own neighborhood alone, 
at night -- very safe, somewhat safe, or !!£! safe at ill? 

How serious would you say the fear of crime is for you personally? 
Would you say it is ~~ serious problem, a somewhat serious 
problem, or hardly a problem at all for you personally? 

Women are more likely than men to be victims of violent crimes. 
(Agree, Disagree) 

Crime in the nation is rising. (Agree, Disagree) 

The sixth question touches upon perceptions of the elderly's likelihood of 
victimization: 

Elderly persons are more likely to be victims of violent crimes than 
any other age group. (Agree, Disagree) 

In the second and third years of the New Jersey panel study, the 
students were asked several other questions relating to images of violence: 

Think about the number of people who are involved in some kind of 
violence each week. Do you think that 1 person out of every 100 is 

* Morris Rosenberg, Occupations and Values, Glencoe, Ill: Free Press, 1957, 
25-35. These items are also analyzed separately in Violence Profiles No. 
9 and No. 10. 



involved in some kind of violence in any given week, or is it 
closer to lQ. peiiple out of every 100? 

Which crime has gone up more in the last few years -- robbery 
or murder? 

Does most killing take place between people who know each other 
well, or between strangers? 

How important do you think it is to learn to defend yourself? 
(~ important, Not very important) 

Reading the Tab'les 

Most of the cultivation analysis tables in this report are of two 
kinds: (1) contingency tables (cross-tabulations) comparing responses of 
light, medium, and heavy viewers in various control conditions, and (.2) 
within-group partial correlations. 

In the former, the proportions of respondents who give the television 
answer to cultivation questions are tabulated on the basis of reported 
daily television exposure, controlling for numerous personal and social 
characteristics. The comparison is made in terms of gamma and what we call 
the "Cultivation Differential" (CD). The "Cultivation Differential" is the 
difference between the percent of heavy viewers who give "television 
answers" and the percent of light viewers who give these answers. TheCD 
represents the difference heavy viewing makes with respect to a particular 
concept. 

These tables include the following information. The first two columns 
report the percentage of respondents who gave the "televiSion answer" (the 
answer reflecting the television view of the world), overall and within 
each demographic subgroup, and (in parentheses) the number of respondents 
in that cell. The next six columns present the percentages (and cell N' s) 
of those who gave "television answers," divided into groups of light, 
medium, and heavy viewers. The next column provides the Cultivation 
Differential (CD). Following that is a column of gammas, which measure the 
strength of the association between amount of viewing and the tendency to 
give the television answer. The significance of the relationship (based 
on Kendall's tau) is denoted with asterisks; the first-order partial gamma 
(controlling for the demographic factor) is denoted with a "II". 

These tables are useful for evaluating the general differences between 
light and heavy viewers and for determining baseline patterns. As noted, 
they do not fully guard against the possibility of spuriousness within any 
given demographic group. Accordingly, we also include tables of within­
group partial correlations in which the association found in important sub­
groups is further controlled for other variables. 

In these tables, each column includes data for a specified subgroup. 
The first row of coefficients contains the simple correlation between amount 
of viewing (in continuous form) and the dependent variable. Subsequent rows 
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contain partial correlations controlling for the specified "third variables," 
one at a time. The final row of coefficients represents the partial 
correlation obtained by controlling for these other variables all at once. 
The last row presents the appropriate degrees of freedom; as on other tables, 
significance is denoted by asterisks. 



Findings of Cultivation Analysis 

Our research on sexist views offers a clear example of how television 
may cultivate I1mainstream" perspectives. In one analysis* we constructed a 
sexism index made up of four items from the 1975, 1977 and 1978 NORC General 
Social Survey (see Table 12). We found that, among adults, there is a posi­
tive relationship between amount of television viewing and responding that 
women should stay home, that a woman should not work if her husband can sup­
port her, that men are better suited emotionally for politics, and that one 
would not vote for a qualified woman nominated for President. This relation­
ship is positive and statistically significant for most groups of viewers 
except non-whites. Among non-whites, who as a group score vastly higher on 
the sexism index, heavy viewing goes with lesser sexism. This finding also 
holds when controlling simultaneously (among non-whites) for sex, education, 
income, prestige, age, and newspaper reading (r = -.09, p < .05). 
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Television viewing thus seems to cultivate homogeneous and normative 
outlooks and orientations. For those groups who are generally less sexist 
(such as most young respondents, and especially those respondents who have been 
to college) television viewing cultivates a more sexist view of the world. 
But, for the groups who are otherwise more sexist, television viewing may be 
somewhat enlightening. Heavy television viewing goes with a "mainstream" view 
of woman's role in society -- it brings different groups either "up" or fldownl1 
to that view. 

Similar specification effects can be found in a reanalysis of three of 
Srole's** anomie items.*** We previously reported that the relationship 
between amount of viewing and the tendency to endorse statements of alienation 
holds up in most groups. The overall association, however, seems to disappear 
when a number of controls are implemented all at once.**** But this does not 
mean that the relationship is zero in all groups. When these items are com­
bined into an index (alpha = .61) we find that the relationship between tele­
vision" viewing and endorsing statements of alienation is strongest for those 

* Nancy Signorielli, "Television's Contribution to Sex Role Socialization," 
paper presented at Seventh Annual Tele-Communication Policy Research 
Conference, Sky Top, Pa., April 1979. 

** 

*** 

**** 

Leo Srole, "Social Integration and Certain Corrollaries: An Exploratory 
Study." American Sociological Review, 1956, 21, 709-712. 

Our original analysis can be found in: George Gerbner, Larry Gross, 
Marilyn Jackson-Beeck, Suzanne Jeffries-Fox and Nancy Signorielli 
"Violence Profile No.9: Trends in Network Television Drama and Viewer 
Conceptions of Social Reality, 1967-1977" Annenberg School of Communica­
tions, University of Pennsylvania, March 1978, Tables 108-110. 

Michael Hughes, "The Fruits of Cultivation Analysis: A Re-examination 
of the Effects of Television Watching on Fear of Victimization, Aliena­
tion, and the Approval of Violence," Public Opinion Quarterly, in press. 
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Tab1. 12 

Percent who are High Scorers on an Index of sexism1 

Television Vie~in~ 2 CD 
'total Lisht !-tedium Ilcavv ('/, Heavy-

~ --!- ~ _N_ 1- _N_ 1- _N_ 7, Light) gam.,!!'l 

OVerall 41 (1838) 37 (403) 41 (846) 45 .(589) .,. 8 .09*": 

controlling for: 

~ .09t1 

18 - 29 25 ( 293) 21 ( 52) 24 (119) 29 (122) .,. 8 .15** 
30 - 54 37 ( 726) 34 (183) 38 (366) 40 (177) .,. 6 .09"'d~ 

55 and OVer 60 ( 809) 58 (163) 60 (359) 62 (287) +4 .05 

Sex .09# 
-Male 40 ( 792) 36 (191) 42 (391) 43 (210) .,. 7 .10** 

Female 42 (1046) 39 (212) 41 (455) 45 (379) + 6 .09"'" 

Race .131;: 
-wttite 40 (1587) 35 (342) 40 (744) 45 (501) +10 .14'''* 

Other 48 (251) 62 ( 61) SO (102) 40 ( 88) -22 .... 27** 

Education -.02i' 
No College 49 (1515) 52 (311) 49 (684) 48 (520) - 4 -.04 
Some College 23 ( 314) 19 ( 89) 24 (159) 28 ( 66) .,. 9 .16~·* 

Newseaoer Reading .11:: 
Everyday 41 (1137) 34 (219) 41 (547) 47 (371) ... 13 617"'''': 
Som"!t!me>~ 41 ( 700) 47 (1'34-) 41 (299) 40 (2!7) - 2 -.01 

Income ~O4# 
less than $10,000 51 ( 832) 52 (l7l) 52 (347) 50 (314) - 2 -.03 
$10,000 - $24,999 36 ( 715) 31 (157) 37 (362) 38 (196) .,. 7 .08* 
$25,000 and more 24 ( 132) 21 ( 39) 24 ( 69) 32 ( 24) +11 .16' 

1 . . 
Among.all major and minor characters coded bet~"een 1969 and 1977, only 19.4 percent of 
female characters portrayed as married were also employed; 80.6 percent of ~arried 
female character? were not employ-ed (comparable figures for r:tale characters: 58.8 
percent of married male characters were also working). In real life, ~2.1 percent 
of the women in the U.S. population who were married and living with their husbands 
'Were also in the civilian labor forcc; 52.9 perc-ent were not in the labor force 
(U.S. Dept.. of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statist,ies, Report No. 545, Spring 1976). 

2 lion the average day, about how many hours do you personally watch television?" 

.. p $ .05 (tau) 

** p ~ .01 (tau) 

Light: one hour or tess 
Medium: two to three hours 
Heavy: four hours or more 

Data Source: NORC 1975, 1977 and 1978 General Social Surveys 
Interview D3~e: February, March, April 1975, 1977 and 1978 
Method: Personal Interview 

Total 

-L 

4470 

1163 
1945 
1343 

1965 
2505 

3950 
520 

3068 
1386 

'277'2 
1695 

1626 
1995 
544 

Question (}ICr3'iEAR.): An index c.alculated from. responses to four sexism-related items including 
FEROME and FEWORK. 



respondents who, as a group, are far less likely to express alienation --
in this case, those with more education (the correlation between education 
and anomie is -.31, p < .001). For respondents with less education (who are 
relatively alienated to begin with), television viewing has no apparent 
relationship with anomie. Thus, we again see that cultivation may imply a 
homogenization of outlooks, rather than absolute across-the-board increments. 
Most importantly, as seen on Table 13, the positive association between 
vier.ing and alienation among college-educated respondents withstands the 
implementation of a large number of controls, either singly or simultaneously. 

Other indications of "mainstreaming" can be found in analyses of questions 
relating to what we have called the "Mean World syndrome."* Three items from 
the 1975 and 1978 NORC General Social Surveys were combined to forman index 
of interpersonal mistrust (alpha = .68). Table 14 shows within-group partial 
correlations between amount of viewing and this index. Overall, heavy viewing 
is significantly associated with the tendency to believe that most people are 
just looking out for themselves, that you can't be too careful in dealing with 
people, and that most people would take advantage of you if they got a chance 
(r = .12, P < .001). This relationship is not fully accounted for by any 
individual control; and, with all controls simultaneously held constant, the 
small correlation still remains statistically significant. Nevertheless, the 
"main effect"may be less important than the clear specifications. 

Once again, the relationship is strongest for respondents who have had 
some college education -- those who are also least likely to express inter­
personal mistrust (the correlation between education and the Mean World Index 
is -.28, p < .001). We also find that the association is greatest for those 
in the middle income category ($10,000 to $25,000 a year). 
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The most striking specification differences emerge for whites and non­
whites. As a group, non-whites score higher on the Mean World Index (r = .23, 
P < .001). Yet, as ',ith sexism, there is a significant negative association 
for non-whites (r = -.10, P < .05) between television viewing and this index. 
The relationship for whites, 'however, remains positive. Thus, mainstreaming 
implies two processes: not only are those who are least likely to share a 
given attitude brought "up" into the mainstream, but those ~ likely to 
hold an extreme view may even be brought "down." 

New data from a nationality probability sample of adults** provide numer­
ous examples of this "mainstreaming" phenomenon in regard to images about crime 
and violence. Table 15 summarizes these findings and the individual analyses 
are presented in Tables 16-20. 

* The "Mean World" index is based upon three items from Rosenberg's "faith 
in people scale. (Morris Rosenberg, Occupations and Values, Glencoe, Ill: 
Free Press, 1957, pp. 25-35.) 

** These data were collected as part of AoA grant No. 90-A-1299, "Aging with 
Television," George Gerbner, Larry Gross and Nancy Signorielli, co-principal 
investigators. 



Table 13 

Partial Correlations between Amount of 
Viewing and Anomie by Educational Level 

Simple r 

controlling for: 

§!!. 

Age 

Newseaeer Readins 

Urban Proximity 

Sub.1ective Social ClasB 

Education 

Income 

R!£!. 

AU Controls 

Final d. f. 
(8th order) 

* p ~ .OS 

** P f, .01 

Education 
Less than 

High School HiSh School 

.01 .06* 

\.' 

-.00 .06* 

.01 .06* 

.01 .06* 

.01 ,06* 

.01 ,OS 

.01 .06 

-.01 .03 

.01 .05 

-.03 .01 

(4SS) (686) 

Data Source: 1977 NORC General Social Survey 

Some 
Collese 

.14** 

.1S** 

.14* 

.1S** 

.14* 

.14* 

.14* 

.1.5** 

.13* 

.14* 

(229) 

'" '" 



Simple r 

controlling for: 

~ 

& 

Newseaeer Readins 

Sublecttve Social 

~ 

Education 

~ 

B!.£!. 

Occu.p_~t iOQ_~_Ure8t ige 

All Controls 

Final d.f .. 
(8th order) 

* p _ .05 

** p '= .01 

*** p k .001 

Table 14 

Within-Group Partial Correlations between Amount of Television Viewing 
and an Index of Interpersonal Mistrust 

Ed~cation 
No Some Income 

Overall College Colle Be' !eli ~ Hish 

.12*** .06** .14*** .03 .16*** .08 

.12*** .06** .15*** .03 .17*** .09* 

.12*** .06** .14*** .02 .16*** .08 

.11*** .06** .14*** .03 .16*** .08 

.10*** .05** .. 13*** .02 .15*** .07 

.07*** .06** .12*** .01 .12*** .04 

.09*** .04* .12** 

.09*** .04 .10** -.01 .15*** .08 

.08*** .04* .13*** .01 .13*** .04 

.04* .02 .OS** -.02 .11*** .04 

(2727) (1853) (861) (1090) (1290) (317) 

Data SOUTce: 1975 and 1978 NORC General Social surveys 

Race 

. !l!!lli. Non-wh-(te 

.12*** -.08 

.12*** -.07 

.12*** -.08 

.12*** -.08 

.10*** -.07 

0'07*** -.08 

.09*** -.11* 

.08*** -.08 

.06** -.10* 

(2431) (288) 

-I'-
en 
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Using a question that replicates some of our earlier work, we asked, "In 
any given week, what are your chances of being involved in an act of violence 
about one in ten or about one in a hundred?" Our basic expectation is that 
heavy viewers will tend to answer that their chances of encountering violence 
are higher. 

We find that heavy viewers are indeed significantly more likely to give 
this response, overall, and within most subgroups. Yet, there are important 
specifications. 0 For example, a large majority (84 percent) of both light and 
heavy viewers with low incomes give this response. Thus, among respondents 
with low incomes, there is no relationship between amount of viewing and 
responses to these questions. When we examine the middle and upper income 
groups, however, we find that the proportion of light viewers giving the 
"television answer" drops markedly; "only" 62 percent of light viewers with 
higher income overestimate their chances of being involved in violence. And, 
as a result, the difference between lighter and heavier viewers rises sharply. 
Light viewers with middle or upper incomes are considerably less likely to 
manifest fear while heavy viewers with middle or high incomes exhibit almost 
the same level of perceived danger as the low income group. 

While this could be explained in terms of a ceiling effect, we think 
that it is indicative of television's cultivation of COmmon perspectives. 
Heavy viewing tends to bring into the mainstream of beliefs those disparate 0 

and divergent groups who would otherwise qe apart from it. 

"Mainstreaming" is only one way to explain variations in cultivation 
patterns among different groups. There may be other factors, influences, 
and processes which might mediate or enhance cultivation in different ways. 
For example, related analyses of children and adolescents show that cultivation 
is stronger when parents are not involved in their children's viewing*, 
or when children are less integrated into cohesive peer groups**. 

A further important aspect of the refinement of our theory concerns 
the notion that cultivation will be most pronounced when other aspects of 
one's social environment are most congruent with (and thereby"resonate1:·.;ith") 
television's messages. Among Canadians, Doob and MacDonald*** found the 
strongest positive associations between viewing and fear of crime among 
those who live in high crime centers. . 

Although these researchers interpreted this finding as evidence of 
spuriousness, clearly, neighborhood does not "explain" the observed relation­
ship. Rather, it points to an important specification. Given the high 
levels of violence in programming as well as the fact that many cities have 
high crime rates, television's imagery may be very congruent with the rea1-
life experiences of urban dwellers in high crime areas. Accordingly, these 
people receive a "double-dose" of messages that the world is violent, and 
consequently show the strongest associations between viewing and fear. 

* Larry Gross and Michael Morgan, lITelevision and Enculturation," in J.R. 
and J. Fletcher, eds., Broadcasting Research Methods: A Reader. 
Boston: Allyn and Bacon, in press. 

** Nancy F. Rothschild, 
among Young Children." 
Communications, 1979. 

*** 

"Group as a Mediating Factor in the Cultivation Process 
Unpublished M.A. Thesis, The Annenberg School of 

Anthony N. Doob and Glenn E. Macdonald, "TeleVision Vi_owing and Fear of 
Victimization: Is the Relationship Causal?" Journal £!. Personality and Social 
Psychology, 1979, 37(2), 170-179. 



Overall 

cout'rollhlg for: 

~ 
18 .. 29 
30-54 
over 5S 

Education 
No college 
Some College 

. Newspaper Reading 
Sometimes 
Eve'ryday 

Race 
Whiu 
Non-white 

Urban Proximity 
City over 2.50,000 
City under 250,000 
Suburban 
Oon_MetropolitaQ 

tnc_ 
---;;rurer $10,000 

$10,000 - $25,000 
over $25,000 

Sex -"". 
Female 

1 

Su~ry of Analyses of Questions Relating to 
Fear Bnd Violence in the 1979 ORC Survey 

Percent 
Overestimating 
Chances of 
Involvettaent in 
Violence 

Percent 
Light 3 
Vievers2 ~ gamma 

71 +10 .14 *** 

76 +14 .28*** 
68 +9 .11** 
71 +4 .07* 

16 +7 .13*** 
63 +9 .10* 

75 +14 .25*** 
69 +7 .10*** 

69 +10 
86 +7 

13-
' .. .25 

69 • +10 .13** 
74 +3 .05 
67 +13 .18*** 
71 +8 .13** 

84 0.04 
68 +8 .12:* 
62 +18 .13 

68 +8 .09** 
76 +8 .15*** 

Percent 
Agreeing that 
Women are 
More likely to 
Be Victims 
Of Cdttae 

Percent 
.Saying Their 
Neighborhoods are 
Only Somewhat 
Safe or not 
Safe at all 

percent Percent 
Light 2 3 Light 3 
~....£Q. ljatnma Viewers~ gamna 

72 +10 .18*** 55 +11 .10*** 

13 +<; 
70 +10 
77 +10 

.n** 

.18*** 

.22*** 

70 +12'.20*** 
76 +7 .06 

70 +15 .26*** 
74 +17 .13*** 

13 +9 
70 +12 

.17*** 

.21** 

77 0 -.00*** 
64 +24 .42*** 
75 .10 .19 
70 +9 .17*** 

67 +18 .32:: 
74 +6 .12 
76 0 -.03 

68 +10 .:W*** 
18 +6 .14*** 

49 +11 
53 +12 
65 +9 

.09** 

.09*** 

.06)\: 

58 +10 .07*** 
49 +9 .01* 

58 +17 .10:: 
53 +8 .09 

53 +10 
72. +16 

.09*** 

.09* 

71 +14 .19*** 
59 +8 .04*** 
50 +13 .13 
51 +7 .01 

.1.0*** 

.04 
61 +14 
55 +<; 
49 +1 -.01 

38 +16 .16*** 
73 +1 -.01 

"On the average weekday, about how maa, hours do you personally watch television?" 

2 

Light: under 2 hours 
Medium: 2 - 4 hours 
Heavy: over 4 hours 

percent Light Viewers - percent of light viewers giVing the ''Television Answerll 

3 

Percent 
Saying that 
Fear of Crime 
Is a very_ 
Serious Prob lem 

Percent 
Agreeing that 
Crime is 
Rising 

47 

Percent Percent 
Light 3 Light 3 
~2£!.. gamma Viewers2EL &allll!ll1 

20 +9 .12 *** 94 +4 .30 *** 

16 +11 .21*** 
17 +11 .12*** 
31 +1 -.01 

24 +8 .11*** 
13 +5 .09* 

23 +11 .14:: 
18 +8 .11 

17 +10 .14*** 
46 -6 .... 07 

26 +20 
22 +5 
19 +10 
18 +2 

.19*** 

.09* 

.12*** 

.08** 

35 -2 -.00 
16 +9 .16*** 
10 +16 .11** 

21 -+4 .07** 
20 +12 .14*** 

93 
96 
94 

+4 • 27 H* 

+3 .27** 
+4 .38*** 

96 +3 .28*** 
91 +5 .22** 

94 +4 .27*** 
95 +4 .. 36 ***. 

94 
95 

88 +10 .52 **'* 
89 .11 .57*** 
%. +2 .13 
98 0 .10 

96 -+4. .51 *'ti-

93 +5 .35*** 
96 .. f -.13 

95 +2 .07 
94 +5 .55 ***' 

CD - Cultivation Differential: percent of heavy viewers minus the percent of light viewer. 
giving the ''Television Answer" 

* p ~ .05 (tau) 

** p f: .01 (tau) 

*** p~ .001 (tau) 

Dats Source: Opinion Resea~ch Co~poration 

"-1 ~-
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Table 16 

Percent Saying Their Chances of Being Involved 
in Violence are "10 in lOa" 

Giving Television Answer 
Television ViewingI 

Total Light Nedium Heavy 

L _N_ L _ N_ L _N _ L _N_ 

OVerall 73 (3992) 71 (1206) 69 (1603) 81 (1183) 

controlling for: 

~ 
18-29 81 (1377) 76 (405) 77 (532) 90 (440) 
30-54 69 (1549) 68 (492) 65 (657) 77 (400) 
over 55 70 (1066) 71 (309) 65 (414) 75 (343) 

Ed_ucation 
No College 76 (2914) 76 (807) 71 (U33) 83 (973) 
Some College 65 (1067) 63 (393) 65 (467) 72 (207) 

Newseaeer Read1ns 
sometimes 80 (1566) 75 (490) 76 (599) 89 (478) 
Everyday 69 (2421) 69 (714) 65 (1004) 76 (702) 

Race 
-White 70 (3421) 69 (1042) 66 (1385) 79 (993) 

Non-White 90 (572) 86 (164) 90 (21S) 93 (189) 

Urban P-roximit;z 
City over 250,OQO 70 (6S0) 69 (200) 64 (267) 79 (213) 
City under 250,000 73 (44S) 74 (125) 70 (182) 76 (141) 
Suburban 70 (1496) 67 (456) 68 (614) 80 (426) 
Non-Metropolitan 77 (1369) 77 (426) 72 (540) 85 (402) 

Fami1l: Income 
under $10,000 81 (1567) 84 (431) 75 (539) 84 (597) 
$10,000 - $25,000 71 (1703) 68 (483) 70 (777) 76 (443) 
over $25,000 63 (723) 62 (293) 57 (287) 80 (143) 

Sex 
-Male 66 (1719) 67 (581) 61 (698) 76 (439) 

Female 18 (2274) 76 (625) 76 (905) 84 (743) 

1 
"an the average weekday, about how many hours do you personally watch television'?" 

Light: under 2 hours 
Medium: 2 - 4 hours 
Heavy: over 4 hours 

# First·order partial gamma 

* p ~ .05 (tau) 

** p ~ .01 (tau) 

*** p ~ .001 (tau) 

Data Source: Opinion Research Corporation 

CD 
('7. Heavy-

'7. Lisht) 

+10 

+14 
+9 
<4 

+7 
+9 

+14 
+7 

+10 
+7 

+10 
+3 

+13 
... 8 

0 
+8 

+1S 

+8 
+8 

gamma _ Total N 

.14*** 5490 

.14i1 

.28*** 1706 

.u** 2256 

.07 1528 

.12i1 

.13*** 3844 
~lO** 1630 

.1311 

.25*** 1971 

.10*** 3514 

.1311 

.13*** 4854 

.25** 636 

.1511 

.13** 974 

.05 614 

.18*** 2122 

.13** 1780 

.1011 

.04 1937 

.12*** 2402 

.. 13** 1152 

.1211 

.09** 2589 

.15*** 2901 



Table 17 

Percent Saying They "Agree" that Women are 
More Likely to be Victims of Crimea 

Givi~S Television Answer 
Television Viewing! 

Total Lisht Medium Heavl: 

L _N_ l... .....!L. 7:.... _N_ l... _N_ 

Overall 78 (4192) 72 (1183) 79 (1822) 82 (1187) 

controlling for: 

!z!. 
18-29 77 (1286) 73 (369) 78 (542) 79 (376) 
30-54 75 (1660) 70 (493) 76 (749) 80 (418) 
over 55 83 (1246) 77 (321) 84 (531) 87 (393) 

Educat1:,on 
No College 79 (2957) 70 (715) 82 (1297) 82 (945) 
Some College 76 (1223) 76 (462) 73 (522) 83 (239) 

NewsEaeer ReadinS 
Sometimes 77 (1477) 70 (428) 76 (597) 85 (451) 
Everyday 79 (2713) 74 (753) 81 (1224) 80 (736) 

Race 
-White 78 (3713) 73 (1055) 80 (1633) 82 (1025) 

Non-White 76 (479) 70 (129) 76 (188) 82 (162) 

Urban PrOlti}UitZ 
City Over -250,000 79 (776) 77 (213) 82 (355) 77 (209) 
City under 250,000 78 (1834) 64 (110) 80 (207) 88 (152) 
Suburban 79 (1633) 75 (4S8) 78 (688) 85 (447) 
Non-Metropolitan 76 (1314) 70 (363) 79 (572) 79 (379) 

Familz Inc_cine 
under $10,000 80 (1508) 67 (321) 84 (588) 85 (599) 
$10,000 - $25,000 78 (849) 74 (516) 79 (864) 80 (454) 
over $25,000 75 (849) 76 (346) 74 (369) 76 (134) 

Sex 
-Male 75 (1903) 68 (560) 80 (899) . 78 (443) 

Female 80 (2289) 78 (623) 79 (922) 84 (744) 

1 
''On the average weekday, about how many hours do you personally watch television?" 

Light! under 2 hours 
Medium! 2 • 4 hours 
Heavy: over 4 hours 

# First-order partial gamma 

* p ;;. .05 (tau) 

**p 
"" 

.01 (tau) 

*** p '= .001 (tau) 

Data Source: Opinion Research Corporation 
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CD 
(% HeaVY-
% LYlhtl g ...... Total H 

+10 • IS*** 5376· 

.17# 
+6 .11** 1668 

+10 .18*** 2208 
+10 .22*** 1500 

.1a1i 
+12 .20*** 3753 

+7 .06 1605 

.1611 
+15 .26*** 1923 
+17 .13*** 3450 

~1711 . 
+9 .17** 4747 

+12 .21** 629 

.1711 
0 -.00 981 

+24 .42*** 603 
+10 .19*** 2066 

+9 .17*** 1726 

.1,11 
+18 .32*** 1885 
+6 .12*** 2362 

0 -.03 1129 

.17# 
+10 .20*** 2524 
+6 .14*** 2853 



50 Table 18 

Percent Saying Their Neighborhoods are Only 
Somewhat Safe or not Safe at-All 

Givins Television Answer 
Television viewingl CD 

Total Li.s;ht Hedium Heav:l (l Heavy-

!.. -.J!.... !.. -L !.. _N_ !.. _N_ 7. Light) gamma Total N 

OTera!1 59 (3354) 55 (974) 57 (1385) 66 (995) +11 .10*** 5701 

cO'I1tro 11 tng for: 

A •• .08* 
-18-29 53 (90S) 49 (267) SO (344) 60 (294) '+11 .09** 1719 

20-54 53 (1251) 53 (406) 47 (503) 65 (342) +12 .09*** 2352 
over 5S 74 (1200) 65 (302) 79 (538) 74 (259) +9 .06* 1630 

!:~!.lcation .07* 
No College 62 (2477) 58 (641) 60 (1010) 68 (825) +10 .07*** 3995 
Some College 51 (862) 49 (325) 50 (371) 58 (166) +9 .07* 1683 

Nevs2aeer Readins .09t..., 
Sometimes 65 (1356) 58 (397) 64 (535) 75 (424) +17 .10 2088 
Everyday 55 (1993) 53 (575) 53 (851) 61 (566) +8 .09*** 3608 

Raee .09# 
-"White 56 (2828) 53 (824) . 55 (1199) 63 (804) +10 .09*** 5014 

Non-White 77 (526) 72 (150) 71 (186) 88 (191) +16 . . 09* 3608 

Ur":lan Proximitz ,09# 
City over 250,000 75 (770) 71 (215) 71 (318) 85 (236) +14 019*** 1026 
City under 250,000 64 (404) 59 (108) 64 (167) 67 (129) +8 .04 635 
Suburban 54 (1187) 50 (356) 52 (488) 63 (343) +13 1"*** 2194 . , 
Non-Metropolitan 54 (993) 51 (296) 53 (412) 58 (285) +7 .01 1846 

Falli II Income .0611 
under $10, 000 69 (1397} 61 (330) 68 (515) 75 (552) +14 .10*** 2037 
$10,000 - $25,000 55 (1364) 55 (403) 53 (609) 61 (352) +6 .04 2469 
OVer $25,000 50 (593) 49 (242) 50 (262) SO ( 90) +1 -.01 1195 

Se% .06# 
-Male 43 (1168) 38 (352) 41 (493) 54 (323) +16 .16*** 2699 

Female 73 (2186) 73 (622) 72 (893) 74 (671) +1 •• 01 3002 

1 
'~ the average weekday, about how -many hours do you personally watch television?" 

Light: under 2 hours 
Medium: 2 - 4 hours 
Heavy: over 4 hours 

IF rirst-order partial gamma 

~ p ~.05 (tau) 

ftp b, .01 (tau) 

*** p b,.OOl (tau) 

Data Source: Opinion Reeearc:h corporation 
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Table 19 

Percent Saying Fe~l." of Crime is a ''Very Serious" Problem 

Givins Television Answer 
Television Viewing! CD 

Tot!l t Lis;ht Medium Heav:i ('L Heavy- Total 
L -!L L _N_ L _N_ L _N_ 'I. Lishtl gamma -l!-

Overall 24 (1382) 20 (357) 24 (585) 29 (440) +9 .12 5708 

controlling for: 

~ .11# 
18-29 21 (362) 16 ( 85) 20 (142) 27 (135) +11 .21*** 1736 
30-54 21 (498) 17 (130) 21 (222) 28 (145) +11 .12*** 2331 
over 55 32 (522) 31 (142) 32 (221) 32 (160) +1 -.01 1640 

Educati'on • nil 
No College 29 (1142) 24 (260) 29 (495) 32 (387) +8 .11*** 3993 
Some Co Uege 13 (227) 13 ( 86) 12 ( 89) 18 ( 53) +S .09** 1693 

NewsE8Eer Reading .1211 

So~tinl!!s 27 (565) 23 (155) 26 (217) 34 (193) +11 .14*** 2086 
Everyda) 22 (813) 18 (199) 23 (368) 26 (245) +8 .11*** 3617 

Race .14# 
---Wltite 21 (1073) 17 (263) 21 (459) 27 (352) +10 .. 14*** 5017 

Non-White 45 (309) 46 ( 94) 48 (126) 40 ( 88) -6 -.07 691 

Urban PrOXimitl: .12# 
City over 250,000 39 (403) 26 ( 78) 42 (193) 46 (132) +20 .19*** 1044 
City under 250,000 26 (165) 22 ( 41) 28 ( 72) 27 ( 52) +5 .09* 638 
Suburban 22 (490) 19 (138) 21 (194) 29 (158) +10 .12*** 2183 
Non-Metropolitan - 18 (325) 18 (100) 16 (127) 20 ( 97) +2 .08** 1843 

Farn!!;:! Income .0911 
under $10,000 33 (679) 35 (191) 32 (241) 33 (246) -2 -.00*** 2034 
$10,000 --$25,000 21 (530) 16 (116) 23 (268) 25 (146) +9 .16_ 2473 
over $25,000 14 (174) 10 ( 50) 14 ( 76) 26 ( 48) +16 .11 1200 

Se" .1111 -
-Male' 22 (583) 21 (191) 21 (243) 25 (149) +4 .07** 2687 

Female 26 (799) 20 (166) 27 (342) 32 (290) +12 .14*** 3021 

1 
"On the avera~e weekday, about how many hours do you personally watch television?" 

Light: under 2 hours 
Medium: 2 • 4 hours 
Heavy: over 4 hours 

# First-order partial g~ 

* p .. ~ .05 (tau) 

** p f: .01 (tau) 

*** p f, .001 (tau) 

Data Source: Opinion Research Corporation 
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Table 20 

Percent Agreeing that "Crime 1s Rising" 



We have found parallel results in an analysis of data from our most 
recently conducted survey of adults across the country. We asked people 
about how safe they felt walking around alone, at night, in their own neigh­
borhoods, and found (see Table 18) that even light viewers who live in larger 
cities are much more likely to be afraid in their own neighborhoods at night. 
But, city dwellers show the strongest association between amount of viewing 
and expressing this fear. And while urban dwellers are most likely to say 
that "crime is a very serious personal problem," they also show the largest 
association between viewing and giving this response. 

53 

To provide further evidence, using an index composed of the five questions 
in Table 15*, we tried to approximate Doob and MacDonald's high crime! 
low crime distinction for respondents who live in cities. Basically, we 
are assuming that respondents who live in larger cities and have lower incomes 
are likely to live in areas with relatively high crime rates. High income 
urban residents arguably live in less dangerous areas. The data on Table 21 
support the notion that viewing may have a reinforcing influence when messages 
are congruent with other environmental factors. The correlation between amount 
of television viewing and violence index scores is .26 (p < .001) for low income 
(presumable high crime) urban residents; but, it is only .05 for high income 
(presumably low crime) city dwellers. 

When within-group controls for demographic factors are implemented 
simultaneously, the correlation remains positive and significant (r = .13, 
p <.001) for urban dwellers with low incomes, and falls to zero for high 
income urban residents. While the correspondence between income and neighbor­
hood crime is ambiguous in suburban and non .... metropolitan areas, it is worth 
noting that the association between amount of viewing and these images of 
crime and violence remains significant despite controls. Comparable 
patterns are found for education and income -- those with less education 
and lower incomes are more susceptible to the cultivation of these images. 
The differences are particularly striking, though, when we compare respondents 
in the residence! income groups .. 

Thus,. cultivation may be most pronounced t,hen the issue at hand has direct 
relevance to the respondent's life. For another example, there is one question 
to which older respondents are particularly sensitive. That question suggests, 
contrary to fact, that "elderly persons are more likely to be the victims of 
violence than any other a·ge group" (see Table 22). In Table 23 we see that the 
relationship between amount of viewing and the tendency to think that the 
elderly are most likely to be victimized is quite small for young and middle­
aged respondents. Yet, among older respondents, there is a dramatic positive 
association between television viewing and expressing this belief. 

Thus, older people may be vulnerable to the cultivation process when 
television's messages are most salient to their lives. In this case, older 
people may be most "receptive" to images concerning their personal safety. 
The associations between amount of viewing and responding that older people 
are more likely to be victimized, for those over 55, are some of the strong­
est cultivation relationships we have ever found. 

* These items essentially tap discrete dimensions; their conceptual link 
however, is that they examine various aspects of television's portrayal of 
violence. Thus, it is not surprising that while these questions are all 
positively and significantly related to each other, their additive index has 
relatively low internal homogeneity (alpha = .34). At the same time, there is 
only one factor underlying the five items, indicating a high degree of 
unidimensionality. 



Table 21 

Within-Group Partial Correlations between Amount of Viewing and an Index of Images of Violence 

Residence and Income 
Suburban, 

. Educs,tlon Income Race Cit! Non-MetroDolitan 
No Some Non- Low H1gh Low High 

OVerall Collese Collese !e!!. Medium High ~ H!!!!L ~ ~ .!!!£2!!!!. ~ 

Simple..,!. .16*** .15*** .10*** .17*** 811*** .11*** .15*** .12*** .26*** .05 .10*** .20*** 

controlling fo~: 

~ .15*** .15*** .10*** .16*** .10*** .10*** .14*** .12*** .27*** .05 .01*** .16*** 

~ .16*** .15*** .10*** .16*** .n*** .12*** .15*** .13*** .24*** .05 .09*** .20*** 

~ .13*** .13*** .08*** .17*** .10*** .11*** .13*** .07* .26*** .02 .10*** .18*** 

Newapaper Reading .16*** .16*** .11*** .17*** .11*** .12*** .16*** .13*** .,2.6*** .04 .10*** .20*** 

Education .13*** .16*** .06*** • .15*** .08*** .09*** .12*** .11*** .14*** .02 .11*** .15*** 

Race .15*** .14*** .10*** .15*** .10*** .12*** .. 21*** .03 011*** .20*** 

Urban Proximity .16*** .14*** .11*** .16*** .12*** .11*** .16*** .oa* -- -
All Controls .10*** .12*** .06** .13*** .08*** ' .O7~ .11*** .03 .13*** .00 010*** .12*** 

Final d. f. 
(7th order) (3555) (3879) (1648) (2018) (2475) (1024) (4887) (661) (969) (656) (2017) (1866) 

* p ~ .05 

** p , .01 

*** p " .001 

Data Source: Opinion Research Corporation, March 1979 

V> ..,. 



Table 22 

Percent Saying They IIAgree ll that the Elderly are, 
More Likely to be Victims of Crimes 

Giving Television Answer 
Television Viewing! 

Total Lis.ht Medium Heav;z: 

L _ N_ L _N _ L _ N_'_ L _N _ 

Overall 76 (4127) 73 (1246) 76 (1749) 78 (1132) 

controlling for: 

~ 
18-29 70 (1152) 71 (360) 72 (471) 68 (315) 
30-54 76 (1715) 74 (549) 76 (765) 78 (402) 
over S5 82 (1259) 75 (331) 81 (513) 88 (416) 

Education 
No College 76 (2881) 75 (795) 74 (1175) 79 (911) 
Some College 76 (1236) 72 (449) 80 (569) 75 (218) 

News2a2er Readins 
Sometimes 73 (1409) 67 (431) 71 (544) 82 (433) 
Everyday 77 (2714) 77 (812) 79 (1204) 75 (699) 

Race 
----white 75 (3615) 72 (1094) 7S (1536) 79 (985) 

Non-White 80 (511) 81 (152) 85 (212) 73 (147) 

Urban Proximit~ 
City over 250,000 84 (838) 82 (233) 83 (368) 86 (236) 
City under 250,000 74 (449) 72 (121) 78 (200) 70 (128) 
Suburban 76 (1592) 76 (517) 74 (663) 78 (412) 
Non-Metropolitan 72 (1248) 67 (375) 73 (517) 76 (355) 

Pamil! Income 
under $.10,000 78 (1489) 74 (373) . 78 (541) 81 (574) 
$10,000 - $25,000 75 (1789) ·74 (525) 76 (848) 74 (416) 
over $25,000 74 (849) 73 (347) 72 (360) 80 (142) 

Sex 
-Male 74 (1915) 71 (634) 76 (856) 77 (425) 

Female. 77 (2212) 76 (612) 76 (893) 78 (707) 

1 
"On the average weekday~ about how many hours do you per~onally watch television?" 

Light: under 2 hours 
Medium: 2 - 4 hours 
Heavy: ove~ 4 hours 

I First-order partial ga1lllD8 

* p f:. .05 (tau) 

** p f: .01 (tau) 

*** p ~ .001 (tau) 

Data Source: Opinion Research Corporation 
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CD 
('l. Heavy-
, Lishtl gamma Total Ii 

+5 .08** 5454 

.0";; 
-3 -.04 1643 
+4 .06 2265 

+13 .27*** 1546 

.07i1 
+4 .06* 3803 
+3 .09* 1631 

.0411 
+15 .24*** 1941 

-2 -.03 3508 

.1011 
+7 .10*** 4815 
-8 .17* 639 

.0811 
+4 .11 1002 
-2 -.04 608 
+2 .03 2101 
+9 .14*** 1743 

.0511 
+7 .13** 1910 
0 .01 2392 

. +7 .08 1152 

.07i1 
+6 .10** 2578 
+2 .05 2876 



Table 23 

percent Agreeing that the Elderly are MOl'e r.ikel), to be Victims of Violent Crimes, within Age-Groupa ~ 

'" 
YOUNGER(l8-29) MIDDLE(30-54) OLDER(Over 55) 

%Ll CD2 
~ %L 9L Q!!!!!!!L ...L 9L ~ 

OVERALL 71 -3 -.04 74 +4 .06 75 +13 .27*** 

Controlling for: 

SEX 
Male lS -5 -.08 73 +1 .03 64 +24 .41*** 
Female 66 0 -.01 75 +5 .08 91 ,2 -.01 

EDUCATION 
No College 74 -8 -.U· 75 +2 .04 74 +14 .31**· 
Some College 67 +4 .14* 73 +5 .06 81 -4 .06 

NEWSPAPER READING 
High 73 -12 -.17*· 78 -1 -.01 81 '+5 .10 
Low 68 +7 .09 67 +14 .16* 64 +29 .56··. 

RACE 
White 69 -2 -.02 73 +7 .10·* 76 +13 .27*** 
Non-White 89 -20 -.36** 85 -17 -.34·· 71 +14 .34·· 

URBAN PRn)(ltfTTY 
City over 250,000 82 -5 -.11 79 +8 .16 84 +8 .21 
ctty under 250,000 55 +8 .08 17 -23 -;33'" 80 +18 .51** 
Suburban 65 +12 .17·· 78 -2 -.02 84 -2 -.03 
Non-metropolitan 70 -14 -,21*· 66 +19 .26**· 65 +24 .41·*· 

INCOME 
Low 71 -4 -.07 86 -4 -.08 69 +19 .34*** 
Medium 69 -5 -.07 74 +2 .06 83 +9 .21" 
High 75 +10 .22* 70 +3 .02 78 +12 .08 

·p~05 ·*p'=.Ol ***p~ 001 (tau) 

1 %L ... percent of light viewers giving "television answer" 

2 
CD "" Cultivation Differential; percent heavy viewers minus .percent light viewers 

giving television answer 



We must stress, however, tha.t these sp0'.cifications do not "explain" 
apparent cultivation patterns. In our recent national adult survey, amount 
of viewing remains significantly related to scores on this index 
over _and above the effects of education, income, sex, race, age, and 
newspaper reading (6th order partial, r = .11, P < .001). Although 
viewing in and of itself explains a small amount of the variance in index 
scores, with other things held constant, its predictive power is equal to 
or greater than that ,of age, race, urban proximity, income, or newspaper 
reading •. Moreover, even with all those. controls included in a hierarchical 
regression equation, viewing produces a significant increase in the equationrs 
R2 (F = 68.28, p < .001) 

Thus, we have seen two distinct processes which help explain differential 
susceptibility to cultivation: "mainstreaming" and "resonance. It Resonance 
happens when a given feature of the television world has special salience for 
a given group; e.g., neighborhood fear among city dwellers, or perceived 
over-victimization by the elderly. In these cases, the rumplications of 
heavy viewing are most apparent among those for whom the topic holds con­
siderable personal relevance. Mainstreaming, on the other hand, is more 
general and less issue-specific. It is a more diffuse process, related 
more to images and norms of social reality than to personal concerns. 

Data from our longitudinal study of adolescents also provide strong 
evidence for both an overall effect and important specification/interaction 
effects. In this case, the evidence for an overall effect is particularly 
striking. The data for amount of viewing and two dependent measures --
an images of violence index and a "Mean World" (interpersonal mistrust) 
index -- were analyzed in the form of structural equation models, using 
Joreskog's LISREL program.* This technique, a more sophisticated form of 
path analysis, performs a maximum likelihood estimation of parameters in 
causal models. It also takes measurement error into account, and reveals 
how well the hypothesized model fits the observed data. 

This procedure can simultaneously evaluate a "measurement model,1I 
(that is, how well the observed indicators relate to the "true," underlying 
concepts) and a "causal model" (that is, the patterns of association among 
the "true" unobserved constructs). The results of the measurement model 
are shown in Figure 4. All of the observed indicators show reasonably 
strong links with the "true" variables; and, as with adults, the images of 
violence index measures are essentially discrete concepts, so the links 
are slightly weaker. 

* K.G. Joreskog, "Structural Analysis of Covariance and Correlation Matrices," 
Psychometrika, 1978, 43, 443-477; "Structural Equation Models in the Social 
Sciences: Specification, Estimation, and Testing," in P.R. Krishnaiah, ed., 
Applications 2! Statistics, Amsterdam: North Holland Publishing Co., 1977; 
"A General Method for Estimating a Linear Structural Equation System," in 
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A.S. Goldberger and O.D. Ducan eds., Structural Equation Models in ~ Social 
Sciences, New York: Siminar Press, 1973, 85-112; K.G. Joreskog and D. Sorbom, 
"Statistical Models and Methods for Analysis of Longitudinal Data," in D.J. 
Aigner and A.S. Goldberger, eds., Latent Variables in Socioeconomic Models, 
Amsterdam: North Holland Publishing Co., 1976; K.G. Joreskog and M. van Thil]_C', 
"LISREL: A General Computer Program for Estimating a Linear Structural Equation 
System Involving Multiple Indicators of Unmeasured Variables," Princeton: 
ETS Research Bulletin RS-72-56, 1972. 
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Figure 5 presents the maximum likelihood solution of this model, which 
includes IQ and SES as controls. Most importantly, we see that previous 
level of viewing has a positive impact on subsequent levels of mistrust and 
conceptions of fear and violence. The third year dependent variables (the 
Mean World and Images of Violence Indices) are controlled for their second 
year scores, SES, and IQ. Thus, they represent "new information" or 
"change" in attitudes that is not attributable to previous levels or demo­
graphics. We see that the amount of viewing has a positive impact on 
subsequent Mean W.orld and Images of Violence Index scores. Those who were 
heavy viewers in the second year will score higher on both fear and mistrust 
in the third year even controlling for demographics and second year index 
scores.* 

Most important, the model provides an excellent fit to the observed 
data. Hith 246 degrees of freedom, the chi-square value is 456.43 which 
yields a likelihood ratio of only 1.86.** Thus, when measurement error 
is removed (that is, the coefficients are disattenuated) and even when 
IQ and SES are held constant, television viewing, over time, increases 
perceptions of fear, danger, and mistrust among adolescents. 

Finally, the longitudinal data provide striking evidence of yet another 
important specification. Among boys, there is a dramatic interaction be­
tween second year viewing and second year violence index scores upon third 
year violence index scores. Even with IQ, SES, grade, early viewing and 
early violence index scores already in a regression equation, the interaction 
term (viewing by violence index) is negative and significant (partial = .30, 
F = 6.26, d.f. = 1/64, P <'05). 

As can be seen on Figure 6, this means that as those boys who had 
low violence index scores watch more television in the second year, their 
third year violence scores increase. But, among those who were initially 
more afraid, heavy viewing leads to less fear. This is a dramatic and 
significant demonstration of the power of television to cultivate mainstream 
outlooks. There are, to be sure, significant "main effects" in a generally 
positive direction. But perhaps the more fundamental, underlying process 
is that of centralization into the mainstream regardless of starting pOints. 
The homogenization of initially different perspectives may be the critical 
consequence of living with television. 

* The conclusion is not challenged by the finding that it seems to also run 
the other way. In this case the "effects" of different variables cannot 
be "compared" because they are measured in different units. The finding 
that television viewing exerts a longitudinal causal influence on attitudes 
of fear and mistrust is not negated by the finding that these variables 
also affect viewing. The two causal processes are by no means mutually 
exclusive. The important thing, from our p-erspective, is that television 
demonstrably affects attitudes towards violence and mistrust among 
adolescents. 

** The lower the ratio, the better the fit. 
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Table ---
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Title 

Network of Program 
Time of Broadcast 
New or Old Program 
Format of Program 
Tone of Program 
Type of Program 
Date of Program 
Place of Program 
Setting of Program 

All Programs, All Networks 
Prime-Time Programs 
Programs Aired 8-9 p.m. E.S.T. 
Programs Aired 9-11 p.m. E.S.T. 
Weekend Morning Programs 
Television Plays 
Movies (Feature and For-TV) 
Cartoons 
All Action Programs 
Prime-Time Action Programs 
Weekend Morning Action Programs 
All Comic Tone Programs 
Prime-Time Comic Tone Programs 
Weekend Morning Comic Tone Programs 
All Serious Programs 
Prime-Time Serious Tone Programs 
Weekend Morning Serious Tone Programs 
All Programs Continued from the Previous Year 
All New Programs 
Prime-Time Programs Continued from the Previous Year 
New Prime-Time Programs 
Weekend Morning Programs Continued from the Previous Year 
New Weekend Morning Programs 
All ABC Programs 
ABC Prime-Time Programs 
ABC Programs Aired 8-9 p.m. E.S.T. 
ABC Programs Aired 9-11 p.m. E.S.T. 
ABC Weekend Morning Programs 
ABC Cartoon Programs 
ABC Action Programs 
All CBS Programs 
CBS Prime-Time Programs 
CBS Programs Aired 8-9 p.m. E.S.T. 



34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 

45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

CBS Programs Aired 9-11 p.m. E.S.T. 
CBS Weekend Morning Programs 
CBS Cartoon. Programs 
CBS Action Programs 
All NBC Programs 
NBC Prime-Time Programs 
NBC Programs Aired 8-9 p.m. E.S.T. 
NBC Programs Aired 9-11 p.m. E.S.T. 
NBC Weekend Morning Programs 
NBC Cartoon Programs 
NBC Action Programs 

Risk Ratios Characters in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Characters in Prime-Time Programs 
Risk Ratios - Characters in Weekend Morning Programs 
Risk Ratios - Social Age - Characters in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Social Age - Men in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Social Age - Women in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Harit';l Status - All Characters in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Marital Status - Men in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Marital Status - Women in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Social Class - All .Characters in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Social Class - Men in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Social Class - Women in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Race - All Characters in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Race - Men in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Race - Women in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Type - All Characters in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Type - Men in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Type - Women in All Programs 
Risk Ratios Nationality All Characters in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Nationality - Men in All Programs 
Risk Ratios - Nationality - Women in All Programs 



NETWORK 

ABC 

CBS 

NBC 

YEAR 
COUNT I 

TABLE A: NETWORK OF PROGRAM 

COL peT 167-68 69-70 71-72 73-74 -1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 ROW 
I TOTAL 
1112131415161718191 

--------1--------1--------1,-------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
1 I 57 I 80 I 64 I 100 I 77 I 32 I 59 I 35 I 34 I 538 

I 31.1 I 34.5 I 31.5 I 34.4 I 34.1 I 29.1 I 30.7 I 31.5 I 27.0 I 32.1 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

2 I 67 I 85 I 78 I 95 I 80 I 41 I 80 1 48 I 56 1 630 
I 36.6 I 36.6 I 38.4 I 32.6 I 35.4 I 37.3 I 41.7 I 43.2 I 44.4 I 37.6 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3 1 59 1 67 1 61 1 96 1 69 I 37 I 53 1 28 1 36 1 506 

I 32.2 I 28.9 I 30.0 I 33.0 I 30.5 I 33.6 I 27.6 I 25.2 I 28.6 I 30.2 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

COLUMN 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 
TOTAL 10.9 13.9 12.1 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 100.0 

YEAR 
COUNT 1 

TABLE B: TIME OF BROADCAST 

COL PCT 167-68 69-10 71-72 73-74 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 ROW 
I TOTAL 
I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I. 5 I 6 I 7 I B I 9 I 

TIME --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
o I 62 I 107 I 81 I 114 I 92 I 49 I 53 I 48 I 62 I 668 

WEEKEND DAYTIME I 33.9 I 46.1 I 39.9 I 39.2 1 40.7 I 44.5 1 27.6 I 43.2 I 49.2 I 39.9 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

I 74 I 73 I 55 I 86 1 61 1 25 I 65 I 27 I 31 I 497 
8-9 PM EST 1 40.4 I 31.5 I 27.1 1 29.6 1 27.0 1 22.7 I 33.9 I 24.3 1 24.6 1 29.7 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2 1 47 52 1 67 I 91 1 73 I 36 I 74 1 36 1 33 1 509 

9-11 PM EST I 25.7 1 22.4 1 33.0 I 31.3 1 32.3 1 32.7 I 38.5 I 32.4 I 26.2 1 30.4 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------I--------I--------I~-------I 

COLUMN 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 
TOTAL 10.9 13.9 12.1 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 100.0 



YEAR 
COUNT I 

TABLE C: NEW OR OLD PROGRAH 

COL PCT 167-68 69-70 71-72 73-74 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 ROW 
I TOTAL 
1112131415161718191 

NEWOLO --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
o 1 80 1 100 I 72 1 81 1 70 I 41 1 80 I 34 1 61 1 619 

NEW PROGRAM I 43.7 I 43.1 1 35.5 1 27.8 1 31.0 1 37 .. 3 1 41.7 I 30.6 1 48.4 1 37.0 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1 103 132 I 131 I 210 1 156 1 69 1 112 1 77 1 65 I 1055 
CONTINUE PROGRAM I 56.3 I 56.9 I 64.5 I 72.2 I 69.0 I 62.7 I 58.3 I 69.4 I 51.6 I 63.0 

-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------l----~-- -[--------1--------1--------1 

COLUMN 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 
TOTAL 10.9 1a.9 12.1 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 100.0 

YEAR 
COUNT I 

TABLED: FORMAT OF PROGRAH 

COL peT 167-68 69-70 71-72 73-74 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 ROW 
I TOTAL 
1112131415161718191 

FORMAT --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
1 I 57 1 103 1 70 1 96 1 77 1 34 I 48 1 45 1 63 I 593 

CARTOON I 31.1 I 44.4 I 34.5 I 33.0 r 34.1 I 30.9 I 25.0 I 40.5 I 50.0 I 35.4 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

2 1 113 1 115 I 110 I 161 1 135 1 67 1 131 I 56 1 55 1 943 
TV PLAY I 61.1 I 49.6 I 54.2 I 55.3 I 59.7 I 60.9 I 68.2 I 50.5 I 43.7 I 56.3 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------I--------I--------I--------i 
3 I 13 I . 14 I 23 I 34 I 14 1 9 I 13 I 10 1 8 I 138 

MOVIE I 7.1 I G.O I 11.31 11.7 1 6.2 I 8.2 I 6.8 1 9.0 I· 6.3 I 8.2 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I~------ -1--------1--------1--------1 

COLUMN 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 
TOTAL 10.913.9 12.1 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 100.0 



YEAR 
COUNT I 

· TABLE E: TONE OF PROGRAM 

COL peT 167-68 69-70 71-72 73-74 1915 1976 1917 1978 1979 ROW 
I TOTAL 
11121314 5 6 71819 

TONE --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--,-----1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
1 I 86 I 120 I 88 I 107 I 94 I 43 I 68 I 46 I 51 I 709 

COMIC I 47.0 I 51.7 I 43.3 I 36.8 I 41.6 I 39.1 I 35.4 I 41.4 I 45.2 I 42.4 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

2 I 97 37 I 38 I 56 I 34 I 21 I 56 I 22 I 28 I 389 
MIXEO I 53.0 I 15.9 I 18.7 I 19.2 I 15.0 I 19.1 I 29.2 I 19.8 I 22.2 I 23.2 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3 I 0 I 75 I 77 I 128 I 98 I 46 1 68 1 43 1 41 1 576 

SERIOUS I 0.0 I 32.3 I 37.9 I 44.0 1 43.4 I 41.8 I 35.4 I 38.1 I 32.5 I 34.4 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

COLUMN 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 
TOTAL to.9 13.9 12.t 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 100.0 

YEAR 
COUNT 1 

COL peT 167-68 
1 

69-70 

TABLE F: TYPE OF PROGRAM 

71-72 73-74 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

1112131415161718191 
PGMTVPE --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

ROW 
TOTAL 

1 I 18 I 28 I 41 I 74 I 51 I 19 I 43 I 14 I 14 I 302 
CRIME I 9.8 112.1 120.2 I 25.4 I 22.6 117,.3 I 22.4 112.6 111.1 118.0 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2 I 20 I 12 I 8 I 12 I 6 I 3 I 6 I 1 I 1 1 69 

WESTERN 1 10.9 1 5.2 1 3.9 1 4.11 2.7 1 2.7 I 3.1 1 0.9 I 0.8 I 4.1 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

3 1 80 1 85 1 56 1 76 1 65 1 20 1 35 1 29 1 37 I 483 
ACTION-ADV 1 43.7 1 36.6 1 27.6 1 26.1 1 28.8 1 18.2 I 18.2 I 26.1 1 29.4 1 28.9 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
4 I 65 I 107 I 98 I 129 104 68 I 10B I 67 I 74 I 820 

OTHER 1 35.5 1 46.1 1 48.3 I 44.3 I 46.0 1 61.8 1 56.3 1 60.4 1 58.7 1 49.0 
-1--------1--------1----"---1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

COLUMN 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 
TOTAL 10.9 13.9 12.1 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 100.0 



YEAR 
COUNT I 

TABLE G: DATE OF PROGRAM 

COL peT 161-68 69-10 11-12 13-14 1915 1916 1911 1918 1919 ROW 
I TOTAL 
111213141516171 SI 91 

DATE --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1-"------1 
1 1 38 I 34 1 33 1 40 1 36 I 15 1 21 1 13 1 11 1 241 

PAST I 20.8 I 14.7 I 16.3 I 13.7 I 15.9 I 13.6 I 14.1 I 11.7 I 8.7 I 14.8 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1:-------1--------1--------1--------1 

2 I 113 170 I 152 I 228 I 172 I 84 I 156 I 92 I 99 I 1266 
PRESENT 1 61.1 1 73.3 1 14.9 1 78.4 1 16.1 1 16.4 1 81.3 1 82.9 1 18.6 1 15.6 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3 1 13 1 6 1 5 1 13 1 4 1 2 1 6 1 5 1 9 1 63 

FUTURE 1 1. 1 1 2.6 1 2.5 1 4.5 1 1. 8 1 1. 8 1 3. 1 1 4 . 5 1 1. 1 1 3.8 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

4 1 19 1 22 1 13 1 10 1 14 1 9 1 3 1 1 1 7 1 98 
OTHER I 10.4 I 9.5 I 6.4 I 3.4 I 6.2 I 8.2 I 1.6 I 0.9 I 5.6 I 5.9 

-1--------1--------1-----7--1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
COLUMN 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 

TOTAL 10.9 13.9 12.1 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 100.0 



PLACE 

CANNoT 

u.s. 

U.S.ANO 

ONLY 

YEAR 
COUNT 1 

COL PCT 167-68 69-70 

TABLE H: PLACE OF PROGRAM 

71c72 73-74 1975 1976 1971 1978 1979 
1 
1112131415161718191 

--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--"----.1--------1--------1--------1 
o 1 0 1 17 1 12 1 6 1 4 1 10 1 5 1 4 1 13 1 

CODE 1 0.0 1 7.3 1 5.9 1 2.1 1 1.8 1 9.1 1 2.6 1 3.6 1 10.3 1 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

1 121 1 157 1 149 1 230 1 183 1 82 1 160 1 86 1 90 1 
ONLY 1 66.1 1 67.7 1 73.4 1 79.0 1 81.0 1 74.5 1 83.3 1 77.5 1 71.4 1 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2 I 0 I 12 I 15 I 19 I 6 I 4 I 8 I 5 I 4 I 

OTHER 1 0.0 1 5. 2 1 7.4 I 6.5 1 2. 7 1 3.6 1 4.2 1 4.5 1 3. 2 1 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

3 1 62 I 46 1 27 1 36 1 33 1 14 1 19 1 16 1 19 1 
OTHER r 33.9 I 19.8 I 13.3 I 12:4 I 14.6 I 12.7 I 9.9 I 14.4 I 15.1 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
COLUMN 183 232 203 291 . 226 110 192 111 126 

TOTAL 10.9 13.9 12.1 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 

ROW 
TOTAL 

71 
4.2 

1258 
75.1 

73 
4.4 

272 
16.2 

1674 
100.0 



YEAR 
COUNT 1 

TABLE I: SETTING OF PROGRAM 

COL peT 167-68 69-70 71-72 73-74 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 ROW 
I TOTAL 
1112131415161718191 

SETTING --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
o I 0 I 3 I 4 I 2 I 3 I 1 I 2 I 1 I 3 I 19 

CANNOT CODE I 0.0 I 1 . 3 I 2: • 0 I 0.1 I 1 . 3 1 0.9, I 1 .0 I 0.9 I 2.4 I 1 . 1 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

I 61 I 80 I 91 I 121! 115 I 53 1 104 I 50 1 62 I 743 
URBAN SUBURBAN I 33.3 I 34.5 I 44.8 I 43.6 I 50.9 I 48.2 I 54.2 I 45.0 I 49.2 I 44.4 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
2 1 50 I 46 1 34 1 55 1 32 1 27 1 40 1 33 1 30 I 347 

SMALL TOWN 1 27.3 1 19.8 I 16.7 1 18.9 I 14.2 I 24.5 1 20.8 1 29.7 I 23.8 1 20.7 
-I--------I--------I--------I--------I--------I--c-----1--------1--------1--------1 

3 I 33 I 18 I 16 I 29 I 35 I 15 I 26 I 10 I 12 I 194 
UNINHAB-MOBILE 1 18.0 1 7.8 1 7.9 I 10.0 1 15.5 1 13.6 1 13.5 1 9.0 1 9.5 1 11.6 

-I--------I---~----I--------I--------I--------I------- -1--------1-:------1--------1 
4 1 39 I 85 1 58 I 78 1 4 j 1 14 I 20 1 17 I 19 1 37 j 

MIXED I 21.3 I 36.6 I 2"8.6 I 26.8 I 18.1 I 12.7 I 10.4 I 15.3 I 15.1 I 22.2 
-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

COLUMN 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 
. TOTAL 10.9 13.9 12.1 17.4 13.5 6.6 11.5 6.6 7.5 100.0 



TABLE 1 , ALL PROGRAMS. ALL NETWORKS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (1001.) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 183 232 203 291 226 110 192 111 126 1674 
Program Hours Analyzed 120.5 138.9 142.3 225.7 153.0 71.6 143.7 77.3 77.2 1150.2 
Leading characters analyzed 455 573 552 987 664 290 585 298 381 4785 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 81.4 80.6 79.8 78.0 77.4 89.1 75.5 84.7 81.0 80.0 
Program hours containing violence 85.1 80.8 85.7 82.8 81.8 89.5 79.7 85.6 78.0 82.9 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 872 1128 1022 1562 1185 680 959 643 628 8679 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 4.8 4.9 5.0 5.4 5.2 6.2 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.2 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 7.2 8. 1 7.2 6.9 7.7 9.5 6.7 8.3 8. 1 7.5 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 10.8 6.8 4.4 5.6 2.8 3.6 34.0 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % 1. % % % % % % 

V101ents (committing viOlence) 52.7 49.7 42.4 40.1 43.8 60.7 47.2 42.3 49.3 46.2 
Victims (subjected to violence) 60.4 58.1 50.2 53.0 54.1 64.8 49.9 51.4 52.5 54.7 

(%V) Any involvement tn violence 69.5 65.1 59.8 61.4 64.2 74.8 60.9 64.8 62.? 63.9 

Killers (committi.ng fatal violence.) 11.6 4.7 8.2 8.5 6.5 6.6 5. 1 3.0 3. 1 6.7 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 5.5 3.0 4.0 4.7 3.8 3. 1 1.7 2.0 1.3 3.4 

. (%K) Any involvement in killing i5.4 6.6 9.8 10.9 9.2 8.3 5.8 5.0 3.9 8.8 

Violents Vtctlms Ratio 1. 15 1. 17 - 1. 18 1. 32 1. 23 1.07 1.06 1. 36 1.06 1. 18 
Kil1ers Ki lled Ratio + 2.12 + 1. 59 + 2.05 + 1.83 + 1. 72 + 2.11 + 3.00 + 1.50 + 2.40 + 1. 95 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%pj+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 105.4 106.6 104.2 102.6 103.4 120.5 98.9 112.9 107.2 105.4 

Character V-Score: CS = (%v) + (%K) 84.8 71.7 69.6 72.3 73.3 83.1 66.7 69.8 66.7 72.6 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 190.3 178.3 173.8 174.9 176.8 203.6 165.5 182.7 173.9 178. 1 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
*'* The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 2: PRIME-TIME PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1-975* 1916 1977** 1978 1-979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 121 125 122 177 134 61 139 63 64 1006 
program Hours Analyzed 106.0 111. 8 111. 8 174.5 120.1 56.5 127.2 63.0 60.7 931.4 
Leading characters analyzed 340 350 386 609 431 172 440 191 218 3137 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 75.2 66.4 73.8 67.8 68.7 80.3 69.8 74.6 70.3 71.0 
Program hours containing violence 84.0 77.0 84.4 79.8 ·80,0 86.7 78.4 82.5 75.3 80.6 

RATE N 'ON N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 549 43. 533 919 716 342 701 285 344 4823 
(RiP) Rate per all programs (p'lays) 4.5 3.5 4.4 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.0 4.5 5.4 4.8 
(R/H) Rate per· all hours 5.2 3.9 4.8 5.3 6.0 6.1 5.5 4.5 5.7 5.2 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) B.O 4.B 3.2 4.5 1.5 2.6 24.7 

ROLES (% Of LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 47.6 36.6 39.1 40.7 40.1 56.4 44.8 33.5 45.0 42.0 
Victims (subjected to violence) 53.8 42.9 43.5 46.3 45.5 54.7 44.5 44.5 46.3 46.4 

(%v) Any involvement in violence 64.4 49.4 53.9 53.7 55.0 67.4 55.5 52.9 53.7 55.5 

Killers (committtng fatal violence) 14. 1 6.9 11.4 13.3 10.0 9.9 6.8 4.7 5.5 9.8 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 5.6 4.0 5.2 7.2 5.3 4.7 2.3 3. 1 2.3 4.7 

(';10K ) Any involvement in k111ir'9 17 .4 9.4 13.5 16.9 13.7 12.2 7.7 7.9 6.9 12.5 

Violents Victims Ratto 1. 13 1.17 1. 11 1. 14 1. 13 + 1.03 + 1.01 1. 33 1.03; 1.10 
Kill ers Killed Ratio + 2.53 + 1. 71 + 2.20 + 1.84 + 1. 87 + 2.13 + 3.00 + 1.50 + 2.40 + 2.07 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 94.6 81.1 92.0 88.7 91.3 103.6 90.9 92.7 92.4 90.9 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (';10K) 81.8 58.9 67.4 70.6 68.7 79.7 63.2 60.7 60.6 68.0 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 176.4 140.0 159.4 159.3 159.9 183.3 154. 1 153.4 153.0 158.9 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1"975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 3: PROGRAMS AIRED 8-9 P.M. EST 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (p-l ays) ana 1 yzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hours conta1n1ng violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

DUration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

V101ents (committing vic'lence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) ,Any involvement 1n killing 

Vtolents Victims Ratto 
Killers Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 

Character V-Score: CS (%V) + (%K) 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 

67-68 

N 

74 
57.0 

205 

% 

77.0 
85.1 

N 

363 
4.9 
6.4 

% 

48.8 
57.6 
66.3 

16.6 
6.3 

20.5 

69-70 

N 

73 
53.3 

206 

% 

60.3 
70.9 

N 

208 
2.B 
3.9 

% 

35.0 
40.3 
46.1 

5.3 
2.4 
7.3 

71-72 

N 

55 
48.5 

176 

% 

74.5 
85.6 

N 

232 
4.2 
4.8 

% 

37.5 
39.8 
50.0 

6.2 
2.8 
7.4 

73-74* 

N 

B6 
79.0 

292 

% 

60.5 
72.2 

N 

340 
4.0 
4.3 

2.6 

% 

30.8 
37.0 
44.2 

9.2 
5. 1 

12.3 

1975* 

N 

61 
40.3 

184 

% 

52.5 
60.3 

N 

164 
2.7 
4.1 

1.1 

% 

21.2 
27.2 
37.0 

1.1 
0.0 
1 . 1 

1976 

N 

25 
20.0 

69 

% 

72.0 
77 .5 

N 

94 
3.8 
4.7 

0.7 

% 

42.0 
43.5 
55.1 

1.4 
0.0 
1.4 

1977** 1978 

N 

65 
51.5 

186 

% 

66.2 
74.8 

N 

273 
4.2 
5.3 

1.9 

% 

39.8 
44.1 
53.2 

2.2 
0.5 
2.2 

N 

27 
20.5 

79 

% 

59.3 
63.4 

N 

82 
3.0 
4.0 

0.3 

% 

22.8 
34.2 
39.2 

3.8 
0.0 
3:8 

1.181.151.061.201.281.031.111.50 
+ 2.62 + 2.20 + 2.20 + 1.80 + 0.00 + 0.00 + 4.00 + 0.00 

99.6 73.8 92.5 77.0 66.0 88.9 85.2 73.3 

86.B 53.4 57.4 56.5 38.0 56.5 55.4 43.0 

186.4 127.2 149.9 133.5 104.0 145.4 140.5 116.4 

* The figures glven for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

31 
27.7 

96 

% 

71.0 
74.7 

N 

174 
5.6 
6.3 

O.B 

% 

41.7 
43.7 
53.1 

5.2 
5.2 
8.3 

1.05 
1.00 

94.8 

61.5 

156.2 

TOTAL 

N 

497 
397.8 

1493 

% 

65.4 
74.6 

N 

1930 
3.9 
4.9 

7.5 

% 

35.4 
40.9 
49.2 

6.6 
2.9 
8.3 

1. 16 
+ 2.23 

82.9 

57.5 

140.4 



TABLE 4: PROGRAMS AIRED 9-11 P,M, EST 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed .7 52 67 91 73 36 7. 36 33 509 
Program Hours Analyzed 49,0' 58,5 63.3 95,5 79.8 36,5 75.7 42.5 33,0 533.7 
Leading characters analyzed 135 144 210 3\7 247 103 254 112 122 1644 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 72.3 75.0 73.1 74.7 82.2 86. I 73.0 86. I 69.7 76.4 
Program hours con-taining violence 82.7 82,5 83.5 86. I 90.0 91.8 80,8 91.8 75.8 85.1 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 186 226 301 579 552 248 428 203 170 2893 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 4.0 4.3 4.5 6,' 7,6 6.9 5.8 5.6 5.2 5.7 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 3.8 3,9 4,8 6, I 6,9 6.8 5.7 4.8 5.2 5.' 

Ouratton,of Violent Episodes (hrs) 5.' 3.7 2.5 2.6 1.2 1.~ 17.2 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing viOlence) 45.9 38.9 40.5 49.8 54.3 66.0 48.4 41.1 47.5 48.1 
Victims (subjected to violence) 48.1 46.5 46.7 54.9 59. I 62.1 44.9 51..8 48.4 51.4 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 61.5 54.2 57. I 62.5 68.4 75.7 57,1 62.5 54.1 61.3 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 10.4 9.0 15.7 17.0 16.6 15.5 10.2 5.4 5.7 12.8 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 4.4 6.2 7. I 9.1 9.3 7.8 3,5 5 .• 0.0 6.4; 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 12.6 12.5 18.6 21.1 23.1 19.4 11.8 10.7 5.7 16.2 

VioJents Victims Ratio 1.05 1. 20 I. 15 1.10 - 1.09 • 1.06 • 1.08 I. 26 1.02 1.07 
Killers Ki lied Ratio + 2.33 • 1. 44 + 2.20 • 1. 86 • I. 78 + 2.00 + 2.89 1.00 + 0.00 + 2.00 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)'2(R/P)'2(R/H) 87.8 91.4 91.6 99.6 111 .2 113.5 95.9 106.9 90.3 98.6 

Character V-Score: CS = (%v) • (%K) 74.1 66.7 75.7 83.6 91.5 95.1 68.9 73.2 59.8 77.5 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 161. 9 158. 1 167.4 183.2 202.7 208,6 164.8 180.2 150.1 176.1 

* The figures given for 1973-74 1-nclude a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 5: WEEKEND MORNING PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(RIp) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement 1n violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents Victims Ratio 
Killers Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

62 
14.5 

115 

% 

93.5 
93.t 

N 

323 
5.2 

22.3 

% 

67.8 
80.0 
84.3 

4.3 
5.2 
9.6 

69-70 

N 

107 
27.2 

223 

% 

97.2 
96.6 

N 

694 
6.5 

25.5 

% 

70.4 
82.1 
89.7 

1.3 
1.3 
2.2 

1.18 - 1.17 
1.201.00 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 148.5 161. 3 

Character V-Score: CS; (%V) + (%K) 93.9 91.9 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 242.4 253.2 

71-72 

N 

81 
30.5 

166 

% 

88.9 
90.4 

N 

489 
6.0 

16.0 

% 

50.0 
65.7 
73.5 

0.6 
1.2 
1.2 

73-74* 

N· 

114 
51.2 

378 

% 

93.9 
93.2 

N 

643 
5.6 

12.6 

2.8 

% 

39.2 
63.8 
73.8 

0.8 
0.5 
1.3 

1.31 1.63 
2.00 + 1.50 

133.0 130.3 

74.7 75.1 

207.7 205.4 

1975* 

N 

92 
32.9 

233 

% 

90.2 
88.4 

N 

469 
5.1 

14.2 

1.9 

% 

50.6 
70.0 
81.1 

0.0 
0.9 
0.9 

1976 

N 

49 
15. 1 

118 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

338 
6.9 

22.4 

1.2 

% 

66.9 
79.7 
85.6 

1.7 
0.8 
2.5 

1.38 - 1.19 
0.00 + 2.00 

128.9 158.7 

·82.0 88.1 

210.9 246.8 

1977** 1978 

N 

53 
16.5 

145 

% 

90.6 
89.9 

N 

258 
4.9 

15.6 

1.1 

% 

54.5 
66.2 
77.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 22 
0.00 

131. 5 

77 .2 

208.8 

N 

48 
14.3 

107 

% 

97.9 
98.8 

N 

358 
7.5 

25.0 

1.3 

% 

57,9 
80.4 
86.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 39 
0.00 

162.8 

86.0 

248.8 

* The figures given for 1973-74 Include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of ,prime-time and one weekend mo~ning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

62 
16.5 

163 

% 

91.9 
87.9 

N 

284 
4.6 

17.2 

0.9 

% 

55.2 
60.7 
74.8 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.10 
0.00 

135.4 

74.8 

210.3 

TOTAL 

N 

668 
218.8 

1648 

% 

93.6 
92.7 

N 

3856 
5.8 

17.6 

.9.3 

% 

54.2 
70.6 
79.7 

0.8 
1.0 
1.7 

1. 30 
1. 14 

140.4 

81.4 

221. 8 



TABLE 6, TELEVISION PLAYS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 113 115 110 161 135 61 131 56 55 943 
Program Hours Analyzed 79.1 84.6 19.0 124.5 103.5 46.8 102.7 44.2 42.3 706.6 
Leading characters analyzed 304 321 328 530 430 181 391 164 180 2835 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 13.5 64.3 68.2 65.2 65.9 82.1 66.4 11.4 60.0 68.0 
Program hours containing violence 80.9 12.2 18.0 13.1 14.9 84.0 72.6 15.1 65. j 75.1 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 466 363 380 603 566 312 455 168 219 3532 
(Rip) Rate per ali programs (plays) 4. 1 3.2 3.5 3.1 4.2 4.1 3.5 3.0 4.0 3.1 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 5.9 4.3 4.8 4.8 5.5 6.1 4.4 3.8 5.2 5.0 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 4.1 3.8 2.3 3.0 1.1 1.1 16.5 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 45.4 35.8 34.8 36.6 36.5 54.1 39.0 29.9 38.9 38.5 
Victims (subjected to vi-olence) 53.3 42.1 31.5 41.1 43.5 58.0 38.3 31.2 41.1 43.1 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 62.5 48.9 41.0 51.3 52.8 71.3 50.4 46.3 46.7 52.5 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 13.5 6.2 1.9 9.1 1.4 1.2 3.5 4.3 2.8 1.3 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 5.3 3.4 2.4 4.0 4.2 2.8 1.0 1.2 1.1 3. 1 

(%K) Any involvement 1n kill lng 16.8 8.4 8.5 11.3 10.7 8.8 4.0 5.5 3.9 9.2 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 17 1. 19 1.08 1. 14 1. 19 1.06 + 1. 02 1. 2. 1.06 1. 12 
Ki llers Killed Ratto + 2.56 + 1.82 + 3.25 + 2.29 + 1. 78 + 2.60 + 3.50 + 3.50 + 2.50 + 2.37 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 93.5 19.2 84.1 82.4 85.2 104.7 82.2 85.0 18.3 85.5 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 19.3 51.3 55.5 62.6 63.5 80.1 54.4 51.8 50.6 61,7 

Violence Index: VI '" PS + CS 172.8 136.6 140.2 145.0 148.7 184.8 136.6 136.9 128.9 141.2 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spr1ng 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 7: MOVIES (FEATURE AND FOR-TV) 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (~lays) analyzed 

~~~~~~~ ~~~~:C~~~!Y:~:'YZed 
, 

I 

PREVALENCE I 

i (%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hOlrrs containing violence 

RATE 
I 

Number of violent episodes 
(RIP) Rate per a1'1 programs (plays) 
(R!H) Rate per a,l hours 

Duration o~ Violent Episodes (hrs) 
! 

i 
ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing. violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%v) Any involv~ment in violence 

I Killers (committing fatal Violence) 
Killed (vidtims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any inVOlv~ment in killing 

67-68 

N 

13 
27.5 

42 

% 

92.3 
92.7 

N 

93 
7.2 
3.4 

% 

61.9 
59.5 
78.6 

1«?7 
7. 1 

19.0 

69-70 

N 

14 
29.Q 

43 

% 

92.9 
92.2 

N 

99 
7. 1 
3.4 

% 

51.2 
62.8 
69.8 

9.3 
7.0 

14.0 

71-72 

N 

23 
38.8 

85 

% 

95.7 
94.8 

N 

195 
8.5 
5.0 

% 

51.8 
64.7 
75.3 

21.2 
14. 1 
28.2 

73-74* 

N 

34 
60.5 

137 

% 

94.1 
95.0 

N 

367 
10.8 
6.1 . 

3.7 

% 

54.7 
63.5 
70.1 

24.1 
16.8 
31.4 

1975* 

N 

14 
26.8 

52 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

194 
13.9 
7.3 

1.3 

% 

73.1 
65.4 
84.6 

21.2 
9.6 

25.0 

1976 

N 

9 
17.0 

32 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

105 
11.7 
6.2 

1.3 

% 

53.1 
59.4 
59.4 

18.8 
12.5 
25.0 

1977** 1978 

N 

13 
26.8 

57 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

221 
17.0 
8.3 

1.5 

% 

71.9 
75.4 
82.5 

28.1 
10.5 
31.6 

N 

10 
20.0 

34 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

131 
13. 1 
6.5 

0.5 

% 

55.9 
85.3 
91.2 

5.9 
11.8 
17.6 

1979 

N 

8 
17.7 

34 

% 

87.5 
88.7 

N 

87 
10.9 
4.9 

0.8 

% 

58.8 
55.9 
64.7 

20.6 
8.8 

23.5 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims Ratio 
Killed Ratio 

+ 1.04 1.23 1.25 1.16 + 1.12 1.12 1.05 
+ 2.33 + 1.33 + 1.50 + 1.43 + 2.20 + 1.50 + 2.67 

1.53 + 1.05 
2.00 + 2.33 

INDICATORS OF VI~LENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 113.4 
! 

Charac"ter V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 97.6 

Violence I~dex: VI PS + CS 211.0 

113.8 122.7 127.8 

83.7 103.5 101. 5 

197.5 226.2 229.3 

142.2 135.7 150.5 139.3 

109.6 84.4 114.0 108.8 

251.8 220.1 264.6 248.1 

* The figures given!for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sam~le consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

119. 1 

88.2 

207.3 

TOTAL 

N 

138 
263.9 

516 

% 

95.7 
95.7 

N 

1492 
10.8 
5.7 

9.1 

% 

58.5 
65.5 
74.8 

-20.2 
12.2 
26.0 

1. 12 
+ 1.65 

128.6 

100.8 

229.4 



TABLE 8, CARTOONS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (p1iays) analyzed 
Program Hou~s Analyzed 
Leading cha~acters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%P) 

RATE 

I 
Programs containing violence 
Program hOU~S containing violence 

I 

I 

I 

Number of vi,olent episodes 
(Rip) Rate per all' programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per aq hours 

Duration of !Violent Episodes (hrs) 
i 

ROLES (% OF LEAOI~G CHARACTERS) 
I 

~!~!~~!s(~~~~:~!!~n~ov~~~~~~~!) 
(%V) Any tnvolve1ent in violence 

Kt Ilers (commUting fatal vi-olenee) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involve~ent in killing 
I 

Vlo1ents ~jctims Ratio 
Killers ~tl1ed Ratio 

, 

INDICATORS OF VIOliENCE 

67-68 

N 

57 
13.9 

109 

% 

94.7 
93.4 

N 

313 
5.5 

22.5 

% 

69.7 
80.7 
85.3 

4.6 
5.5 

10. 1 

- 1. 16 
1.20 

Program sc01e, PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 150.7 

Character V~Score: Cs = (%V) + (%K) 95.4 
I 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 246.1 
I 

i 

69-70 

N 

103 
25.3 

209 

% 

97.1 
96.4 

N 

666 
6.5 

26.3 

% 

70.8 
BO.9 
89.0 

I., 
1.4 
2.4 

- 1. 14 
1.00 

162.6 

91.4 

254.0 

71-72 

N 

70 
24.5 

139 

% 

92.9 
96.2 

N 

447 
6.4 

18.2 

% 

54.7 
71.2 
80.6 

0.7 
1.4 
1.4 

- 1. 30 
2.00 

142. 1 

82.0 

224.1 

73-74* 

N 

96 
40.7 

320 

% 

93.8 
92.6 

N 

592 
6.2 

14.6 

2.4 

% 

39.7 
67.2 
74.4 

0.9 
0.6 
1.6 

1. 69 
+ 1.50 

135.2 

75.9 

211. 1 

1975* 

N 

77 
22.8 

182 

% 

93.5 
91.9 

N 

425 
5.5 

18.7 

1.6 

% 

52.7 
75.8 
85.2 

0.0 
1.1 
1.1 

1. 44 
0.00 

141. 9 

86.3 

228.1 

1976 

N 

34 
7.7 

77 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

263 
7.7 

34.0 

0.9 

% 

77.9 
83.1 
89.6 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.07 
0.00 

183.5 

89.6 

273.1 

1977** 1978 

N 

48 
14.3 

131 

% 

93.8 
93.0 

N 

283 
5.9 

19.8 

1.2 

% 

61.1 
74.0 
83.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 21 
0.00 

145.2 

83.2 

228.4 

N 

45 
13. 1 

100 

% 

97.8 
98.7 

N 

344 
7.6 

26.2 

1.3 

% 

58.0 
81.0 
86.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.40 
0.00 

165.5 

86.0 

251. 5 

* The figures given ~or 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and thOSe for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

i 

1979 

N 

63 
17.3 

167 

% 

98.4 
98.6 

N 

322 
5. 1 

18.6 

1.0 

% 

58.7 
64.1 
79.6 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.09 
0.00 

145.9 

79.6 

225.5 

TOTAL 

N 

593 
179.7 

1434 

% 

95.4 
95.0 

N 

3655 
6.2 

20.3 

8.4 

% 

57.1 
73.8 
82.4 

0.8 
1.0 
1.7 

1. 29 
1. 25 

148.5 

84.1 

232.6 



TABLE 9: ALL ACTION PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-12 73-74'" 1975* 1976 1917** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 118 125 105 162 122 42 84 44 52 854 
Program Hours Analyzed 83.4 13.5 86.6 151.6 101.7 37.7 75.3 32.0 36.4 678,1 
Leading characters analyzed 299 328 296 596 375 133 282 133 166 2608 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 96.6 96.8 95.2 95.1 92.6 95.2 91.7 95.5 94.2 94.8 
Program hours containing violence 96.5 97.2 98.0 95.1 94.1 94.7 93.8 93.8 97.3 95.6 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 760 819 757 1208 831 347 . 633 305 327 5987 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 6.4 6.6 7.2 7.5 6.8 8.3 7.5 6.9 6.3 7.0 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 9.1 11. 1 8.7 8.0 8.2 9.2 8.4 9.5 9.0 8.8 

Duration of Violent Eptsodes (hrs) 9.4 5.4 3.0 4.4 1.8 2.6 26.7 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 69.6 65.5 59.1 52.3 56.0 71.4 65.2 48.1 62.7 60.1 
Victims (subjected to violence) 77.3 76.8 66.9 66.8 63.5 72.2 67.4 64.7 65.) 68.9 

(%V) Any involvement tn violence 86.0 84.8 77.7 76.3 75.2 85.0 7B.0 72.2 75.3 78.B 

K1llers (committing fatal violence) 17.4 6.7 13.2 13.8 11.2 12.8 10.6 6.0 5.4 11.5 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 7.7 3.7 5.4 7.4 5.9 5.3 3.5 0.0 1.8 5.3 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 22.7 9.5 15.2 17 .4 15.2 15.8 12. 1 6.0 6.6 14.5 

Vtolents Victims Ratio 1. 11 1.17 1. 13 1. 2& 1. 13 1.01 1.03 1. 34 1. 04 1. 15 
Killers Killed Ratio + 2.26 + 1.83 + 2.44 + 1. 86 + 1. 91 + 2.43 + 3.00 + 0.00 + 3.00 + 2.20 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 127.7 132.2 127. 1 125.9 122.6 130.2 123.6 128.4 124.8 126.5 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (J',K) 108.7 94.2 92.9 93.B 90.4 100.8 90.1 7B.2 81.9 93.4 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 236.4 226.4 220.0 219.7 213.0 230.9 213.6 206.6 206.7 219.9 

, The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 Include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 10, PRIME-TIME ACTION PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 11-72 13-74* 1975* 1976 t977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 69 49 59 100 74 28 54 20 22 475 
Program Hours Analyzed 72.0 55.3 68.8 122.5 82.0 31.5 ~4.7 22.3 26.0 544.9 
Leading characters analyzed 206 142 200 369 254 92 195 70 75 1603 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 97.1 95.9 98.3 94.0 94.6 92.9 90.7 90.0 100.0 94.9 
Program hours containing Violence 96.5 97.3 99.3 94.7 95.7 93.7 93.8 91.0 100.0 95.9 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 481 323 424 857 593 256 486 116 182 3718 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 7.0 6.6 7.2 8.6 8.0 9.1 9.0 5.8 8.3 7.8 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 6.7 5.8 ·6.2 7.0 7.2 8. 1 7.5 5.2 7.0 6.B 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 7.7 4.2 2.6 3.6 0.9 1.9 21.0 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) .% % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 67.0 64.1 59.5 61.0 57.5 78.3 69.2 44.3 76.0 63.3 
Victims (subjected to violence) 73.8 70.4 62.5 67.8 59.8 70.7 67.2 52.9 72.0 66.5 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 85.0 80.3 76.0 77.5 72.4 87.0 77.9 61.4 81.3 77.8 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 22.8 14.8 19.0 21.7 16.5 16.3 15.4 11.4 12.0 18. 1 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 8.3 7.0 7.5 11.9 8.3 6.5 5. 1 0.0 4.0 7.9 

; (%K) Any involvement in killing 21.7 19.7 22.0 27.6 22.0 19.6 17 .4 11.4 14.7 22.3 

Violents Victims Ratio 1.10 1.10 1.05 1.11 1.04 + 1.11 + 1.03 1. 19 + 1.06 1. 05 
Ki'lers Killed Ratio t"2.76 + 2.10 + 2.53 + 1.82 + 2.00 + 2.50 + 3.00 + 0.00 + 3.00 + 2.30 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R!H) 124.4 120.8 125.0 125. 1 125. 1 127.4 123.8 112.0 130.5 124.2 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 112.6 100.0 98.0 105.1 94.5 106.5 95.4 72.9 96.0 100.1 

Violence Index: VI :: PS + CS 237.0 220.8 223.0 230.3 219.6 233.9 219.2 184.9 226.5 224.4 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 11: WEEKEND MORNING ACTION PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committtng violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing .fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims Ratio 
Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

49 
11.4 

93 

% 

95.9 
96.4 

N 

279 
5.7 

24.4 

% 

75.3 
84.9 
88.2 

5.4 
6.5 

11.8 

1. 13 
1.20 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 156.2 

Character V-Score: CS (%V) + (%K) 100.0 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 25S.2 

69-70 

N 

76 
18.3 

186 

% 

97.4 
9S.8 

N 

496 
6.5 

27.1 

% 

66.7 
81.7 
88.2 

0.5 
1.1 
1.6 

71-72 

N 

46 
17.8 

96 

% 

91.3 
93.2 

N 

333 
7.2 

18.7 

% 

58.3 
76.0 
81.2 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

73-74* 

N 

62 
29.1 

227 

% 

96.8 
96:6 

N 

351 
5.7 

12. 1 

1.7 

% 

38.3 
65.2 
74.4 

0.9 
0.0 
0.9 

1.23 - 1.30 1.70 
2.00 1.00 + 0.00 

164.6 143. 1 132.2 

89.8 82.3 75.3 

254.4 225.4 207.6 

.1975* 

N 

48 
19.7 

121 

% 

89.6 
87.3 

N 

238 
5.0 

12.1 

1.2 

% 

52.9 
71.1 
81.0 

0.0 
0.8 
0.8 

1976 

N 

14 
6.2 

41 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

91 
6.5 

14.8 

0.4 

% 

56.1 
75.6 
80.5 

4.9 
2.4 
7.3 

1.34 1.35 
0.00 + 2.00 

123.7 142.5 

81.8 87.8 

205.5 230.3 

1977** 1978 

N 

30 
10.6 

87 

% 

93.3 
93.7 

N 

147 
4.9 

13.9 

0.8 

% 

$6.3 
67.8 
78.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.20 
0.00 

130.9 

78.2 

209.0 

N 

24 
9.8 

63 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

189 
7.9 

19.4 

0.9 

% 

52.4 
77 .8 
84.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 48 
0.00 

154.5 

84.1 

23B.6 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

30 
10.4 

91 

% 

90.0 
90.4 

N 

145 
4.8 

13.9 

0.7 

% 

51.6 
59.3 
70.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 15 
0.00 

127.5 

70 .. 3 

197.8 

TOTAL 

N 

379 
133.2 

1005 

% 

94.7 
94.5 

N 

2269 
6.0 

17.0 

5.7 

% 

55.0 
72.7 
BO.5 

1.1 
1.1 
2. 1 

1. 32 
1.00 

140.8 

82.6 

223.3 



TABLE 12: ALL COMIC TONE PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%p) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(R/P) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% Of LEAOING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to viOlence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (vfctims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any iiwo·lvement in killing 

Violents 
Ktllers 

Victims Ratto 
Killed Ratto 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R!P)+2(R!H) 

Character V-Score: CS (%V) + (%K) 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 

67-68 

N 

86 
40.5 

189 

% 

66.3 
61.1 

N 

255 
3.0 
6.3 

% 

37.6 
·45.0 
54.0 

4.2 
0.5 
4.8 

1. 20 
+ 8.00 

M.8 

58.7 

143.5 

69-70 

N 

120 
43.1 

258 

% 

79.2 
67.7 

N 

584 
4.9 

1a.5 

% 

52.7 
59.1 
65.5 

0.8 
0.8 
1.2 

71-72 

N 

88 
34.2 

196 

% 

69.3 
67.1 

N 

333 
3.8 
9.7 

% 

31.1 
38.3 
46.4 

0.5 
1.0 
1.0 

73-74* 

N 

107 
45.5 

324 

% 

70.1 
65.9 

N 

475 
4.4 

10.4 

2.2 

% 

34.6 
50.0 
59.6 

0.9 
0.6 
1.5 

1.13 - 1.23 1.45 
1.00 2.00 + 1.50 

116.0 96.3 99.8 

66.7 47.4 61.1 

182.7 143.8 161.0 

1975* 

N 

94 
33.9 

247 

% 

69.1 
58.3 

N 

374 
4.0 

11.0 

1.4 

% 

39.3 
52.2 
61.9 

0.0 
0.8 
0.8 

1. 33 
0.00 

99.1 

62.8 

161.9 

1976 

N 

43 
13.2 

96 

% 

90.7 
84.9 

N 

268 
6.2 

20.3 

0.8 

% 

68.7 
72.9 
83.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 06 
0.00 

143.7 

83.3 

227.0 

1977** 1978 

N 

68 
28.2 

173 

% 

70.6 
62.7 

N 

257 
3.8 
9.1 

1.0 

% 

38.2 
42.8 
54.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 12 
0.00 

96.4 

54.9 

151.3 

N 

46 
16.5 

98 

% 

82.6 
74.7 

N 

295 
6.4 

17.9 

1.0 

% 

50.0 
65.3 
71.4 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 31 
0.00 

131. 2 

71.4 

202.6 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

57 
18.5 

158 

% 

86.0 
79.8 

N 

261 
4.6 

14 . 1 

0.6 

% 

46.8 
52.5 
63.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 12 
0.00 

123.3 

63.3 

186.6 

TOTAL 

N 

709 
273.8 

1739 

% 

74.3 
66.8 

N 

3102 
4.4 

11.3 

6.9 

% 

42.1 
51.5 
60.6 

0.8 
0.5 
1.2 

1. 22 
+ 1.56 

105.7 

61.8 

167.5 



TABLE 13: PRIME-TIME COMIC TONE PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(R/P) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal violenc~) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims Ratio 
Killed Ratto 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 

Character V-Score: CS (%V) + (%K) 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 

67-68 

N 

51 
33.0 

131 

% 

49.0 
54.5 

N 

106 
2. 1 
3.2 

% 

29.8 
32.8 
42.7 

4.6 
0.8 
5.3 

1.10 
+ 6.00 

·59.6 

48.1 

107.7 

69-70 

N 

41 
24.3 

104 

% 

43.9 
45.4 

N 

48 
1.2 
2.0 

% 

12.5 
18.3 
22.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 46 
0.00 

50.2 

22.1 

72.3 

71-72 

N 

35 
16.9 

100 

% 

45.7 
47.8 

N 

35 
1.0 
2. 1 

% 

11.0 
15.0 
23.0 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

1. 36 
1.00 

51.9 

24.0 

75.9 

73-74* 

N 

39 
20.3 

106 

% 

25.6 
30.9 

N 

45 
1.2 
2.2 

0.4 

% 

11 .3 
11.3 
16.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.00 
0.00 

32.4 

16.0 

48.4 

1975* 

N 

37 
17.5 

100 

% 

32.4 
28.6 

.N 

55 
1.5 
3. 1 

0.3 

% 

11.0 
24.0 
28.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1976 

N 

11 
5.5 

21 

% 

63.6 
63.6 

N 

22 
2.0 
4.0 

0.0 

% 

47.6 
42.9 
57.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

2.18 + 1.11 
0.00 0.00 

41.7 75.6 

28.0 57.1 

69.7 132.8 

1977** 1978 

N 

39 
21.7 

100 

% 

53.8 
53.8 

N 

94 
2.4 
4.3 

0.5 

% 

21.0 
21.0 
32.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.00 
0.00 

67.3 

32.0 

99.3 

N 

16 
10.0 

38 

% 

56.3 
60.0 

N 

63 
3.9 
6.3 

0.3 

% 

26.3 
34.2 
42. j 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 30 
0.00 

76.7 

42.1 

118.8 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

21 
12.0 

67 

% 

66.7 
70.8 

N 

107 
5.1 
8.9 

0.3 

% 

38.8 
47.8 
49.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 23 
0.00 

94.7 

49.3 

143.9 

TOTAL 

N 

290 
161. 1 

767 

% 

45.5 
48.4 

N 

575 
2.0 
3.6 

1.9 

% 

19.9 
24.5 
31.3 

0.9 
0.3 
1.0 

1. 23 
+ 3.50 

56.6 

32.3 

89.0 



TABLE 14: WEEKEND MORNING COMIC TONE PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%p) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEAOING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement tn violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims Ratio 
Ki lled Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

35 
7.5 

58 

% 

91.4 
90.0 

N 

149 
4.3 

19.9 

% 

55.2 
72.4 
79.3 

3.4 
0.0 
3.4 

1. 31 
+ 0.00 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/p)+2(R/H) 139.7 

Character V-Score: CS (%V) + (%K) 82.8 

Violence Index: VI PS + C5 222.4 

69-70 

N 

79 
18.9 

154 

% 

97.5 
~.5 

N 

536 
6.8 

28.4 

% 

79.9 
87.7 
94.8 

1.3 
1.3 
1.9 

1. 10 
1.00 

167.9 

96.8 

264.6 

71-72 

N 

53 
17.3 

96 

% 

-84.9 
85.9 

N 

298 
5.6 

17 .2 

% 

52.1 
62.5 
70.8 

0.0 
1.0 
1.0 

73-74* 

N 

68 
25.3 

218 

% 

95.6 
94.1 

N 

430 
6.3 

17.0 

1.8 

% 

45.9 
68.8 
80.7 

1.4 
0.9 
2.3 

1. 20 1. 50 
0.00 + 1.50 

130.6 142.3 

71.9 83.0 

202.4 225.3 

1975* 

N 

57 
16.4 

147 

% 

93.0 
89.9 

N 

319 
5.6 

19.4 

1.1 

% 

58.5 
71.4 
85.0 

0.0 
1.4 
1.4 

1. 22 
0.00 

143.0 

86.4 

229.4 

1976 

N 

32 
7.7 

75 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

246 
7.7 

31.8 

0.8 

% 

74.7 
81.3 
90.7 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.09 
0.00 

179.0 

90.7 

269.7 

1977** 1978 

N 

29 
6.5 

73 

% 

93.1 
92.3 

N 

163 
5.6 

25.1 

0.5 

% 

61.6 
72.6 
86.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 18 
0.00 

154.5 

86.3 

240.8 

N 

30 
6.5 

60 

% 

96.7 
97.4 

N 

232 
7.7 

35.7 

0.7 

% 

65.0 
85.0 
90.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 31 
0.00 

183.5 

90.0 

273.5 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic progr~ms. 

1979 

N 

36 
6.5 

91 

% 

97.2 
96.2 

N 

154 
4.3 

23.5 

0.2 

% 

52.7 
56.0 
73.6 

0.0 
0.0. 
0.0 ; 

1.06 
0.00 

i52.8 

73.6 

226.4 

TOTAL 

N 

419 
112.7 

972 

% 

94.3 
93.0 

N 

2527 
6.0 

22.4 

5.1 

% 

59.6 
72.8 
83.6 

0.7 
0.7 
1.3 

1. 22 
1.00 

151.2 

85.0 

236.2 



TABLE 15 ALL SERIOUS PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 0 75 77 128 98 46 68 43 41 576 
Program Hours Analyzed 0.0 74.2 88.3 141. 5 99.0 48.2 73.9 45.0 42.1 612.2 
Leading characters analyzed 0 214 260 467 320 1.1 23. 131 130 18$7 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 0.0 84.0 96.1 89.8 89.8 93.5 88.2 90.7 82.9 89.6 
Program hours containing violence 0.0 88.2 95.5 91.2 92.' 93.8 91.0 92.2 84.6 91.4 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 0 399 474 900 703 351 511 239 270 3847 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 0.0 5.3 6.2 7.0 7.2 7.6 7.5 5.6 6.6 6.7 
(R/H) Rate per a\.l hours 0.0 5.' 5.' 6.' 7.1 7.3 6.9 5.3 6.' 6.3 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 7.9 5. 1 3.4 3.2 1., 2.5 23.4 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) .% % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 0.0 50.5 51.9 49.9 51.6 63.1 60.3 45.0 57.7 53.0 
Victims (subjected to violence) 0.0 56.5 57.7 60.6 60.3 66.7 62.0 59.5 58.5 60.1 

(%V) Any involvement in vio·lence 0.0 66.' 69.6 69.0 70.0 75.9 72.6 67.9 68.5 69.8 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 0.0 11. 2 15.8 16.3 13. 1 13.5 12.0 6.9 9.2 13.2 
Killed (victims of lethal vio·lence) 0.0 6.5 7.7 9.0 7.2 6.4 4.3 4.6 3.8 6.8 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 0.0 15.4 18.8 20.8 18. 1 17.0 13.7 11.5 11.5 17.0 

Violents Victims Ratto 0.00 1. 12 1.11 1. 22 1.17 1.06 1.03 1. 32 1.01 1. 14 
K H lers Ki lled Ratio 0.00 + 1. 71 + 2.05 + 1. 8 1 + 1. 83 + 2.11 + 2.80 + 1.50 + 2.40 + 1.95 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS:(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 0.0 105.4 119. 1 116.6 118.3 123.3 117. 1 112.4 108.9 115.5 

Character V-Score: CS : (%V) + (%K) 0.0 81.8 88.5 89.7 88.1 92.9 86.3 79.4 80.0 86.8 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 0.0 187.2 207.6 206.3 206.5 216.2 203.4 191. 8 188.9 202.3 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 16: PRIME-TIME SERIOUS TONE PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 0 61 71 109 79 36 54 31 30 471 
Program Hours Analyzed 0.0 70.3 85.3 131.0 89.0 43.5 6B.2 40.0 37.7 564.8 
Leading characters analyzed 0 174 245 410 272 114 195 104 102 1616 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 0.0 82.0 95.8 90.8 91.1 91.7 88.9 87.1 80.0 89.4 
Program hours containing violence 0.0 87.9 95.3 91.6 93.3 93.1 91.2 91.2 84. I 91.5 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 0 331 460 837 617 294 458 167 217 3381 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 0.0 5.4 6.5 7.7 7.8 8.2 8.5 5.4 7.2 7.2 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 0.0 4.7 5.4 6.4 6.9 6.8 6.7 4.2 5.~ 6.0 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 7.3 4.4 3. 1 2.9 1.1 2.2 21.0 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 0.0 51.7 53.5 53.2 54.4 "64.9 62.6 42:3 58.8 54.9 
Victims (subjected to violence) 0.0 57.5 58.4 61.2 58.8 63.2 62.1 53.8 55.9 59.4 

(%v) Any involvement in violence 0.0 66.7 71.0 69.0 69.5 74.6 73.3 62.5 66.7 69.5 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 0.0 13.2 16.3 18.5 15.4 14.9 14.4 8.7 11.8 15.3 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 0.0 7.5 7.8 10.2 8.5 7.0 5. 1 5.8 4.9 7.8 

(%K) Any involvement in ki·l1ing 0.0 17.8 19.6 23.7 21.3 18.4 16.4 14.4 14.7 19.6 

Violents Victims Ratio 0.00 1. 11 1.09 - 1. 15 1.08 + 1.03 + 1.01 1. 27 + 1.05 - 1.08 
Killers : Kill ed Rat io 0.00 + 1. 77 + 2.11 + 1. 81 + 1. 83 + 2.13 + 2.80 + 1. 50 + 2.40 + 1. 96 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R!P)+2(R!H) 0.0 102.2 119.5 119.0 120.6 121. 5 119.3 106.2 106.0 115.7 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 0.0 84.5 90.6 92.7 90.8 93.0 89.7 76.9 81.4 89.1 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 0.0 186.7 210.1 211.6 211. 4 214.5 209.0 183. 1 187.4 204:8 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 17: WEEKEND MORNING SERIOUS TONE PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

('YoP) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing viOlence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents Victims Ratio 
Killers Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(RiH) 

Character V-Score: CS (%v) + (%K) 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 

67-68 

N 

o 
0.0 

o 

% 

0.0 
0.0 

N 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

.'Yo 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

69-70 

N 

14 
3.9 

40 

% 

92.9 
93.6 

N 

68 
4.9 

17.4 

% 

45.0 
52.5 
65.0 

2.5 
2.5 
5.0 

1. 17 
1.00 

137.3 

70.0 

207.3 

71-72 

N 

6 
3. 1 

15 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

14 
2.3 
4.5 

% 

26.7 
46.7 
46.7 

6.7 
6.7 
6.7 

1. 75 
1.00 

113.7 

53.3 

167.0 

73-74* 

N 

19 
10.5 

57 

% 

84.2 
85.7 

N 

63 
3.3 
6.0 

0.5 

% 

26.3 
57.9 
68.4 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

2.20 
0.00 

102.8 

68.4 

171. 3 

1975* 

N 

19 
10.0 

48 

% 

84.2 
85.0 

N 

86 
4.5 
8.6 

0.7 

% 

35.4 
68.8 
72.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1976 

N 

10 
4.7 

27 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

57 
5.7 

12.2 

0.3 

% 

55.6 
81.5 
81.5 

7.4 
3.7 

11. 1 

1.94 1.47 
0.00 + 2.00 

110.5 135.8 

72.9 92.6 

183.4 228.4 

1977** 1978 

N ,. 
5.8 

39 

% 

85.7 
88.5 

N 

53 
3.8 
9.2 

0.3 

% 

48.7 
61.5 
69.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 26 
0.00 

111. 6 

69.2 

180.8 

N 

12 
5.0 

27 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

72 
6.0 

14.4 

0.3 

% 

55.6 
81.5 
88.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 47 
0.00 

140.8 

88.9 

229.7 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and thOse for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sampJe consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

11 
4.4 

28 

% 

90.9 
88.7 

N 

53 
4.8 

12.0 

0.3 

% 

53.6 
67.9 
75.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

TOTAL 

N 

105 
47.4 

281 

% 

90.5 
90.7 

N 

466 
4.4 
9.8 

2.5 

% 

42.0 
64.4 
71.5 

1.4 
1.1 
2. 1 

1.27 1.5'3 
0.00 ,+ 1. 33 

124.5 119.0 

75.0 73.7 

199.5 192.7 



TABLE 16: ALL PROGRAMS CONTINUEO FROM THE PREVIOUS YEAR 

61-68 69-10 11-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 103 132 131 210 156 69 112 71 65 1055 
Program Hours Analyzed 66.5 92.1 81.1 161.2 105.6 48.0 92.5 56.4 50.7 169.3 
Leading characters analyzed 26 I 326 349 108 448 185 342 214 203 3036 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 77.7 78.8 76.3 79.0 77.6 81.0 76.8 89.6 70.8 78.9 
Program hours containing violence BO.2 B2.4 B2.5 B3.1 Bl.4 B9.6 83.5 B9.1 12.9 62.9 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 450 614 106 1138 B54 436 631 494 331 5662 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 4.4 4.1 5.' 5,.4 5.5 6.3 5.1 6.4 5. I 5.4 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 6.6 6.6 6.1 6.8 B. I 9. I 6.9 6.5 6.5 7.4 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 6.2 4.9 2.6 4.0 2.2 2.3 24.4 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 50.6 46.5 45.6 41.4 45 .. 3 55.1 51.5 43.9 44.8 46.4 
Victims (subjected to violence) 58:.2 55.8 53.0 52.B 56.1 62.2 52.9 56.4 46.8 55.1 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 67.4 62.6 61.6 61.6 65.6 11.4 62.9 65.9 54.2 63.4 

Killers (commttt.tng fa'tal violence) 11 .9 6.1 8.0 7.6 7.4 5.4 1.9 2.3 3.9 1. 1 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 3.6 3.1 4.6 4.9 4.2 3.6 2.6 2.8 1.5 3.9 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 14.6 8.9 10.0 10.6 10.5 7.6 8.8 5.1 4.4 9.5 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 15 1. 15 1. 16 - 1. 28 1.30 - 1. 12 1. 03 1. 33 1.04 1. 19 
Killers Kt lled Ratio + 3.10 + 1. 67 + I. 75 + 1. 57 + 1.74 + 1. 43 + 3.00 1.20 + 2.67 + 1. 85 

INOICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R!P)+2(R!H) 99.9 101. 3 103.3 103.5 104.1 117.8 101.9 119.4 94.0 104.3 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 82.0 71.5 71.6 72.2 76.3 18.9 71.6 71.0 58.6 12.9 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 181.9 112.8 114.9 115.1 181.0 196.1 113.6 190.4 152.6 117.2 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
"'* The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 19: ALL NEW PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100)0 N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 80 100 72 81 70 41 80 34 61 619 
Program Hours Analyzed 54.0 46.3 54.6 58.5 47.4 23.6 51.1 18.9 26.5 380.9 
Leading characters analyzed 194 247 203 279 216 105 243 84 178 1749 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 86.2 83.0 86.1 75.3 77.1 92.7 73.7 73.5 91.8 81.9 
Program hours containing violence 91.0 77.7 90.8 80.3 82.8 89.4 72.8 72.7 87.7 83.0 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of vfolent episodes 422 514 314 424 331 244 322 149 297 3017 
(Rip) Rate per a 11 programs (p 1 ays) 5.3 5. 1 4.4 5.2 4.7 6.0 4.0 4.4 4.9 4.9 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 7.8 11. 1 5.8 7.2 7.0 10.4 6.3 7.9 11.2 7.9 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 2.6 1.8 1.6 1.6 0.7 1.3 9.6 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

V101ents (committing violence) 55.7 51.4 36.9 36.9 40.7 69.5 41.2 38.1 54.5 45.9 
Victims (SUbjected to violence) 63.4 61.1 45.3 53.4 44.4 69.5 45.7 54.8 59.0 54.1 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 72'.2 68.4 56.7 60.9 60.6 81.0 58.0 61.9 72.5 64.7 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 11.3 2.8 8.4 10.4 4.6 8.6· 1.2 4.8 2.2 6.0 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 7.7 2.0 3.0 3.9 2.8 1.9 0.4 0.0 1.1 2.7 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 16.5 3.6 9.4 11 .. 8 6.5 9.5 1.6 4.8 3.4 7.5 

Violents Victims Ratio 1.14 1. 19 - 1. 23 1. 45 1.09 1.00 1. 11 1. 44 - 1.08 1. 18 
Killers , Killed Ratio + 1. 47 + 1. 40 + 2.83 + 2.64 + 1. 67 + 4.50 + 3.00 + 0.00 + 2.00 + 2.19 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R!P)+2(R!H) 112.4 115.5 106.3 100.3 100.6 125.3 94.4 98.0 124.0 107.5 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 88.7 72.1 66.0 72.8 67.1 90.5 59.7 66.7 75.8 72.2 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 201.1 187.6 172.4 173.0 167.7 215.8 154. 1 164.7 199.8 179.7 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1.975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 20: PRIME-TIME PROGRAMS CONTINUED FROM THE PREVIOUS YEAR 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 74 85 73 129 90 43 87 45 42 668 
Pl'ogram Hours Analyzed 60.0 81.0 68.8 131. 5 BO.8 40.0 85.2 48.5 44.2 639.9 
Leading characters analyzed 205 244 236 451 286 123 276 140 152 2113 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 71.6 69.4 67.1 68.2 68.9 79.1 72.4 82.2 61.9 70.5 
Program hours containing violence 79.2 80.6 80.5 80.4 79.6 87.5 83.0 87.6 71.7 BO.9 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 317 329 337 668 508 251 510 253 214 3387 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 4.3 3.9 4.6 5.2 5.6 5.8 5.9 5.6 5. 1 5. 1 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 5.3 4. 1 4.9 5.1 6.3 6.3 6.0 5.2 4.8 5.3 

DUration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 6.2 3.6 2.2 3.3 1.3 1.9 18.5 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Viotents (committing violence) 46.8 40.6 39.4 40.8 43.0 52.8 48.6 35.7 42.1 43.0 
Victims (subjected to violence) 53.2 45.1 45.8 45.7 51.4 53.7 48.6 48.6 42.1 47.9 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 62.9 52.9 54.7 53.2 58.7 65.0 59.1 57.1 48.7 56.4 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 14 . 1 7.B 11.9 11.5 11.5 8. 1 9.8 3.6 5.3 10.0 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 4.9 4.5 6.4 7.3 6.3 5.7 3.3 4.3 2.0 5.3 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 17 .6 11. 1 14.4 15.5 16. 1 11.4 10.9 7.9 5.9 13. 1 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 14 1. 11 1. 16 - 1. 12 1.20 1.02 1.00 1. 36 1.00 1. 11 
Killers Killed Ratio + 2.90 + 1. 73 + 1. 87 + 1. 58 + 1.83 + 1.43 + 3.00 1.20 + 2.67 + 1. 88 

INOICATORS Of VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 90.8 85.3 86.2 88.7 92.7 103.3 96.1 103.9 81.8 91.2 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) BO.5 63.9 69.1 68.7 74.8 76.4 69.9 65.0 54.6 69.5 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 171. 2 149.2 155.2 157.5 167.6 179.7 166.0 168.9 136.4 160.8 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 21: .NEW PRIME-TIME PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 47 40 49 48 44 18 52 18 22 338 
Program Hours Analyzed 46.0 30.8 43.0 43.0 39.3 16.5 42.0 14.5 16.5 291. 5 
leading characters analyzed 135 106 150 158 145 49 164 51 66 1024 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 80.9 60.0 83.7 66.7 68.2 83.3 65.4 55.6 86.4 71.9 
Program hours containing violence 90.2 67.5 90.7 77.9 80.9 84.8 69.0 65.5 84.8 79.9 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 232 105 196 251 208 91 191 32 130 1436 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 4.9 2.6 4.0 5.2 4.7 5.1 3.7 1.8 5.9 4.2 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 5.0 3.4 4.6 5.8 5.3 5.5 4.5 2.2 7.9 4.9 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 1.8 1.2 1.0 1.2 0.2 0.8 6.2 

ROLES ('Yo OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % .-

Violents (committing violence) 48.9 27.4 38.7 40.5 34.5 65.3 38.4 27.5 51.5 40.0 
Victims (subjected to violence) 54.8 37.7 40.0 48.1 33.8 57.1 37.8 33.3 56.1 43.3 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 66.7 41.5 52.7 55.1 47.6 73.5 49.4 41.2 65.2 53.7 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 14. 1 4.7 10.7 18.4 6.9 14.3 1.8 7.8 6.1 9.5 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 6.7 2.8 3.3 7.0 3.4 2.0 0.6 0.0 3.0 3.6 

(%K) Any involvement in kill 1ng 17.0 5.7 12.0 20.9 9.0 14.3 2.4 7.B 9.1 11 . t 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 12 - 1. 3B 1.03 1. 19 + 1.02 + 1.14 + 1.02 1. 21 - 1.09 LOB 
Killers Ki lIed Ratio + 2. 11 + 1.67 + 3.20 + 2.64 + 2.00 + 7.00 + 3.00 + 0.00 + 2.00 + 2.62 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 100.B 72.1 100.B B8.B 8B.2 104.5 B1.B 63.5 113.9 90.2 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 83.7 47.2 64.7 75.9 56.6 87.8 51.8 49.0 74.2 64.8 

Violence Index: VI = PS + cs 184.5 119.2 165.5 164.7 144.8 192.2 133.7 112.5 188.2 155. 1 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 22: WEEKEND MDRNiNG PROGRAMS CONTINUED FROM THE PREVIOUS VEAR 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 29 47 58 81 66 26 25 32 2.3 387 
P~ogram Hours Analyzed 6.5 11.7 19.0 35.7 24.8 8.0 7.4 9.9 6.5 129.4 
Leading characters analyzed 56 82 113 257 162 62 66 74 51 923 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 93.1 95.7 87.9 96.3 89.4 100.0 92.0 100.0 87.0 93.3 
Program hours containing violence 89.7 95.0 89.8 95.8 .B7.2 100.0 89.8 100.0 80.9 92.4 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 133 285 371 470 346 185. 127 241 117 2275 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 4.6 6.1 6.4 5.8 5.2 7.1 5. 1 7.5 5.1 5.9 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 20.5 24.4 19.6 13.2 14.0 23.1 17.2 24.3 17 .9 17.6 

Duration of Violent EpisOdes (hrs) 2.0 1.4 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.4 5.9 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 64 .. 3 72.0 58.4 42.4 49.4 61.3 63.6 59.5 52.9 54.3 
Victims (subjected to violence) 76.8 87.8 68.1 65.4 71.6 79.0 71.2 77.0 ·60.8 71.5 

·(%V) Any involvement tn violence 83.9 91.5 76.1 76.3 78.4 83.9 78.8 82.4 70.6 79.3 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 3.6 1.2 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 0.0 1.2 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 

(%K) Any involvement 1n killing 3.6 2.4 0.9 1.9 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 

Violents Victims Ratio - 1. 19 - 1. 22 - 1. 17 1. 54 1. 45 1. 29 - 1. 12 1. 30 1. 15 - 1. 32 
KilJers Killed Ratio + 0.00 1.00 - 0.00 + 1.50 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 + 1. 20 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 143.2 156.7 139.8 134.2 127.8 160.5 136.6 163.7 132.9 140.2 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 87.5 93.9 77.0 78.2 79.0 83.9 78.8 82.4 70.6 BO.5 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 230.7 250.6 216.8 212.5 206.8 244.4 215.3 246.1 203.4 220.7 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 197'5 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fa1 '1 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 23: NEW WEEKEND MORNING PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%p) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents Victims Ratio 
Killers Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

33 
8.0 

59 

% 

93.9 
95.8 

N 

190 
5.8 

23.8 

% 

71.2 
83.1 
84.7 

5.1 
10.2 
15.3 

1.17 
2.00 

Program Score: PS~(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 153.0 

Character V-Score: CS ('XV) + ('YoK) 100.0 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 253.0 

69-70 

N 

60 
15.5 

141 

% 

98.3 
97.8 

N 

409 
6.8 

26.4 

... 

% 

69.5 
78.7 
88.7 

1.4 
1.4 
2. 1 

1. 13 
1.00 

164.7 

90.8 

255.5 

71-72 

N 

23 
11.6 

53 

% 

91.3 
91.4 

N 

118 
5. 1 

10.2 

% 

32.1 
60.4 
67.9 

1.9 
1.9 
1.9 

1. 88 
1.00 

122.0 

69.8 

191.8 

73-74* 

N 

33 
15.5 

121 

% 

87.9 
87.1 

N 

173 
5.2 

11 . 2 

0.8 

% 

32.2 
60.3 
68.6 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 87 
0.00 

120.7 

68.6 

189.3 

1975* 

N 

26 
8.2 

71 

% 

92.3 
. 91.8 

N 

123 
4.7 

15. 1 

0.6 

% 

53.5 
66.2 
87.3 

0.0 
1.4 
1.4 

1976 

N 

23 
7. 1 

56 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

153 
6.7 

21.7 

0.6 

% 

73.2 
80.4 
87.5 

3.6 
1.8 
5.4 

1.24 1.10 
0.00 + 2.00 

131.9 156.6 

88.7 92.9 

220.6 249.5 

1977** 1978 

N 

28 
9. 1 

79 

% 

89.3 
90.0 

N 

131 
4.7 

14.3 

0.5 

% 

46.8 
62.0 
75.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 32 
0.00 

127.3 

75.9 

203.2 

N 

16 
4.4 

33 

% 

93.8 
96.2 

N 

117 
7.3 

26.5 

0.5 

% 

54.5 
87.9 
93.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 61 
0.00 

161.4 

93.9 

255.3 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1915 include a spring 1916 sample. 
** The Fall 1917 sample consists of two weeks of .prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

39 
10.0 

112 

% 

94.9 
92.5 

N 

167 
4.3 

16.1 

0.5 

% 

56.2 
60.7 
76,8 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.08 
0.00 

136.8 

76.8 

213.6 

TOTAL 

N 

281 
89.4 

725 

% 

94.0 
93.1 

N 

1581 
5.6 

17.7 

3.5 

% 

54.2 
69.4 
80.3 

1 . 1 
1.5 
2.3 

1.28 
1.38 

140.6 : 

82.6 

223.2 



TABLE 24: ALL ABC PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 57 80 64 100 77 32 59 35 34 538 
Program Hours Analyzed 39.5 43.7 46.4 77.3 50.5 21.2 42.1 24.5 23.5 368.7 
Leading characters analyzed 149 203 192 326 225 97 197 92 113 1594 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 89.5 75.0 73.4 76.0 79.2 93.8 74.6 88.6 70.6 78.8 
Pro'Qram hours containing violence 92.4 69.1 84.0 80.9 82.5 92.9 78.0 89.8 74.5 81.9 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 306 341 318 521 426 189 253 199 151 2704 
(,RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 5.4 4.3 5.0 5.2 5.5 5.9 4.3 5.7 4.4 5.0 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 7.7 7.8 6.9 6.7 8.4 S.9 6.0 8.1 6.4 7.3 

DUration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 3.6 2.3 1.4 1.7 1.1 1 .. 1 11.2 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 59.7 43.8 34.4 40.8 47.1 61.9 41.1 43.5 44.2 44.8 
Victims (subjected to violence) 65.8 50.2 42.7 54.0 59.1 64.9 45.2 59.8 46.0 53.3 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 75.8 58.1 51.0 58.6 71. 1 76.3 55.8 66.3 52.2 61.7 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 13.4 3.4 8.9 8.9 4.4 4.1 2.0 3.3 0.9 6.0 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 5.4 2.0 5.7 4.3 3.6 3. 1 1.5 0.0 0.0 3.2 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 18.1 4.9 10.9 1.1 .0 7.6 7.2 2.5 3.3 0.9 8.0 

Violents Victims Ratio - 1.10 - 1. 15 1. 24 1.32 1. 25 1.05 1.10 1. 38 1.04 1. 19 
Killers , Killed Ratio + 2.50 + 1. 75 + 1.55 + 2.07 + 1. 25 + 1.33 + ·1.33 + 0.00 . + 0.00 + 1. 86 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R!P)+2(R!H) 115.7 99.1 97.1 99.9 107.2 123.4 95.2 116.2 92.3 103.5 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 94.0 63.1 62.0 ·69.6 78.7 83.5 58.' 69.6 53.1 69.7 

Violence Index: VI ::: PS + CS 209.7 162.2 159.1 169.5 185.8 206.9 153.5 185.8 145.4 173.2 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975. include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 25: ABC PRIME-TIME PROGRAMS 

61-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 40 42 43 61 41 19 43 24 23 336 
Program Hours Analyzed 35.0 35.0 36.8 59.5 40.0 17.0 36.8 20.5 19.0 299.5 
Leading characters analyzed 115 123 148 207 136 60 149 65 81 1084 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 85.0 54.8 65.1 67.2 73.2 89.5 67.4 83.3 60.9 70.2 
Program hours containing violence 91.4 62.1 82.5· 78.6 82.5 91.2 75.5 B7.8 71.1 79.7 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 210 128 176 317 289 110 167 94 80 1571 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 5.3 3.0 4. 1 5.2 7.0 5.8 3.9 3.9 3.5 4.7 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 6.0 3.7 4.8 5.3 7.2 6.5 4.5 4.6 4.2 5.2 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 2.7 1.9 1.1 1.3 0.6 0.7 8.4 

ROLES (%OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 60.0 32.5 33.8 43.5 49.3 63.3 36.9 32.3 30.9 42.0 
Victims (SUbjected to violence) 62.6 37.4 39.9 51.2 54.4 61.7 36.9 50.8 33.3 47.0 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 73.9 43.1 49.3 55.6 66.2 75.0 48.3 60.0 38.3 55.6 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 16.5 5.7 10.8 13.0 7.4 3.3 2.7 4.6 1.2 8.2 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 6.1 3.3 6.8 6.3 5.1 3.3 2.0 0.0 0.0 4.2 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 21.7 8.1 13.5 15.9 11.8 6.7 3.4 4.6 1.2 10.8 

Violents Victims Ratio 1.04 1. 15 1. 18 1. 18 1.10 + 1.03 1.00 1. 57 1.08 1. 12 
Killers : Kt lIed Ratio + 2.71 + 1. 75 + 1.60 + 2.08 + 1. 43 1.00 + 1.33 + 0.00 + 0.00 + 1. 93 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 107.5 68.2 82.9 88.3 101.7 114.0 84.3 100.3 76.2 90.1 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 95.7 51.2 62.8 71.5 77.9 81.7 51.7 64.6 39.5 66.4 

Violence Index: VI := PS + CS 203.2 119.4 145.7 159.8 179.7 195.7 136.0 165.0 115.8 156.5 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 26: ABC PROGRAMS AIRED 8-9 P.M. EST 

67-6B 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1915* 1976 1971** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 24 27 19 31 20 8 21 12 13 175 
Program Hours Analyzed 18.5 19.3 17.0 30.5 15.0 5.0 14 _ 5 B.O 10.0 137.8 
leading characters analyzed 67 82 68 108 60 22 61 29 39 536 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

()lp) Programs containing violence 79.2 44.4 63.2 67.7 60.0 87.5 66.7 83.3 61.5 65.7 
Program hours containing violence 86.5 55.B 79.4 77.0 73.3 90.0 75.9 87.5 70.0 75.7 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 139 64 81 159 76 35 65 27 46 692 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 5.8 2.4 4.3 5.1 3.8 4.4 3.1 2.3 3.5 4.0 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 7.5 3.3 4.B 5.2 5. 1 7.0 4.5 3.4 4.6 5.0 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 1.4 0.7 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 3. 1 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Vlo1ents (committing violence) 58.2 31.7 36.8 38.9 33.3 68.2 29.5 34.5 30.8 38.6 
Victims (subjected to violence) 65.7 34.1 42.6 48.1 38.3 72.7 36.1 51.7 28.2 44.8 

()IV) tAny involvement in violence 70.1 40.2 50.0 51.9 51.7 86.4 44.3 62.1 35.9 52.1 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 17 .9 6.1 5.9 13.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 2.6 7.3 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 6.0 2.4 5.9 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 

()lK) Any i nVo.' vement in kl1ling 23.9 8.5 8.8 15.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 2.6 9.3 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 13 1.0B 1. 16 1. 24 1. 15 1.07 1. 22 1.50 + 1.09 1. 16 
Kt1lers Killed Ratio + 3.00 + 2.50 1.00 + 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 + 0.00 + 2.44 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 105.8 55.8 81.2 88.4 77.7 110.3 81.B 94.6 77 .8 83.7 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 94.0 48.8 58.8 67.6 51.7 86.4 44.3 72.4 38.5 61.4 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 199.8 104.6 140.0 156.0 129.4 196.6 126. 1 167.0 116.3 145.1 

• The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample . 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 27: ABC PROGRAMS AIRED 9-11 P.M. EST 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%p) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of'Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

V101ents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to -violence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal' violence) 
Killed- (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement tn killing 

Violents Victims Ratto 
Killers Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

16 
16.5 

48 

% 

93.8 
97.0 

N 

71 
4.4 
4.3 

% 

62.5 
58.3 
79.2 

14.6 
6.2 

18.7 

+ 1.07 
+ 2.33 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 111.2 

Character V-Score; CS = (%V) + (%K) 97.9 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 209.1 

69-70 71-12 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 

N 

15 
15.8 

41 

% 

73.3 
69.8 

N 

64 
4.3 
4.1 

% 

34.1 
43.9 
48.8 

4.9 
4_9 
7.3 

N 

24 
19.8 

80 

% 

66.7 
85.2 

N 

95 
4.0 
4.8 

% 

31.2 
37.5 
48.7 

15.0 
7.5 

17 .5 

N 

30 
29.0 

99 

% 

66.7 
80.2 

N 

f58 
5.3 
5.4 

1.3 

% 

48.5 
54.5 
59.6 

13. 1 
7. I 

16.2 

N 

21 
25.0 

7G 

% 

85.7 
88.0 

N 

213 
10. 1 
8.5 

1.2 

% 

61.8 
67. I 
77.6 

13.2 
9.2 

21.1 

N 

11 
12.0 

38 

% 

90.9 
91.7 

N 

75 
6.8 
6.3 

0.9 

% 

60.5 
55.3 
68.4 

5.3 
5.3 

10.5 

N 

22 
22_3 

88 

% 

68.2 
75.3 

N 

102 
4.6 
4.6 

1.0 

% 

42.0 
37.5 
51.1 

4.5 
3.4 
5.7 

1.29 1.20 1.13 1.09 + 1.10 + 1.12 
1.00 + 2.00 + 1.86 + 1.43 1.00 + 1.33 

90.0 84.2 88. I 123.0 117.0 86.6 

56.1 66.2 75.8 98.7 78.9 56.8 

146. 1 150.5 163.9 22 t. 7 196.0 143.4 

N 

12 
12.5 

36 

% 

83.3 
88.0 

N 

67 
5.6 
5.4 

0.3 

% 

30.6 
50.0 
58.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. G4 
0.00 

105.2 

58.3 

163.6 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 s'arnple consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

10· 
9.0 

42 

% 

60.0 
72.2 

N 

34 
3.4 
3.8 

0.5 

% 

31.0 
38.1 
40.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 23 
0.60 

74.4 

40.5 

114.8 

TOTAL 

N 

161 
·161. 8 

548 

% 

75.2 
83.0 

N 

879 
5.5 
5.4 

5.3 

% 

45.3 
49. I 
59.1 

9. 1 
5.5 

12.2 

- 1.08 
+ 1.67 

96.9 

71.4 

168.3 



TABLE 28, ABC WEEKEND MORNING PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

programs (plays) analyzed 17 38 21 39 36 13 16 11 11 202 
Program Hours Analyzed 4.5 8.7 9.7 17.8 10.5 4.2 5.4 4.0 4.5 69.2 
Leadtng characters analyzed 34 80 44 119 89 37 48 27 32 510 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 100.0 97.4 90.5 89.7 86.1 100.0 93.8 100.0 90.9 93.1 
Program hours containing violence 100.0 97.1 B9.7 BB.B B2.5 100.0 . 95.3 100.0 8B.9 91.6 

RATE 'N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 96 213 142 204 137 79 86 105 71 1133 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 5.6 5.6 6.B 5.2 3.B 6.1 5.4 9.5 6.5 5.6 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 21.3 24.6 14.7 11.4 13.0 19.0 16.0 26.3 15.B 16.4 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 0.9 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.3 2.8 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Vtolents (committing violence) 58.8 61.2 36.4 36.1 43.8 59.5 54.2 70.4 78.1 50.8 
Victims (subjected to violence) 76.5 70.0 52.3 58.8 66.3 70.3 70.8 81.5 78.1 66.9 

(%V) Any involvement in violence B2.4 B1.2 56.B 63.9 7B.7 78.4 79.2 81.5 87.5 74.7 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 2.9 0.0 2.3 1.7 0.0 5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 2.9 0.0 2.3 0.8 1.1 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 

(%K) Any tnvolvement tn killing 5.9 0.0 2.3 2.5 1.1 B.l 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 30 1. 14 1.44 1. 63 - 1. 51 - 1. 18 1. 31 1. 16 1.00 1. 32 
Kit 1 ers Ki I led Ratio 1.00 0.00 1.00 + 2.00 - 0.00 + 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 + 1. 20 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 154.0 157.7 133.4 123. 1 119.8 150.1 136.5 17'1.6 135.4 137.0 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) BB.2 B1.2 59.1 66.4 79.B 86,5 79.2 81.5 87.5 76.7 

Violence Index: VI '" PS + CS 242.2 239.0 192.5 lB9.5 199.6 236.6 215.7 253.,1 222.9 213.7 

* The figures gtven for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
+:* The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 29: ABC CARTOON PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing vtolence 

RATE 

Number of.violent episodes 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all ~ours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Vtolents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement 1n violence 

Killers (commttting fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents 
K i 11 ers 

Victims Ratio 
Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

17 
4.5 

34 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

96 
5.6 

21.3 

.% 

58.8 
76.5 
82.4 

2.9 
2.9 
5.9 

1.30 
1.00 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 154.0 

Character V-Score: CS (%V) + (%K) 88.2 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 242.2 

69-70 

N 

38 
8.7 

80 

% 

97.4 
97.1 

N 

213 
5.6 

24.6 

% 

6.1.2 
70.0 
81.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 14 
0.00 

157.7 

81.2 

239.0 

71-72 

N 

15 
6.7 

24 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

117 
7.8 

17.5 

% 

37.5 
66.7 
70.8 

4.2 
4.2 
4.2 

73-74* 

N 

36 
16.3 

112 

% 

88.9 
87.8 

N 

198 
5.5 

12. I 

0.7 

% 

36.6 
58.0 
62.5 

1.8 
0.9 
2.7 

1975* 

N 

34 
9.5 

83 

% 

85.3 
80.7 

N 

132 
3.9 

13.9 

0.4 

% 

44.6 
68.7 
79.5 

0.0 
1.2 
1.2 

1.78 1.59 1.54 
1.00 + 2.00 - 0.00 

150.7 124. 1 120.8 

75.0 65.2 80.7 

225.7 189.3 201.6 

1976 

N 

9 
2.8 

23 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

61 
6.8 

21.5 

0.2 

% 

65.2 
73.9 
82.6 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 13 
0.00 

156.6 

82.6 

239.2 

1977** 1978 

N 

13 
4. 1 

38 

% 

92.3 
93.9 

N 

76 
5.8 

18.5 

0.4 

% 

55.3 
76.3 
76.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 38 
0.00 

140.9 

76.3 

217.2 

N 

11 
4.0 
,27 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

105 
9.5 

26.3 

0.5 

% 

70.4 
81.5 
81.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 16 
0.00 

171. 6 

81.5 

253.1 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

11 
4.5 

33 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

75 
6.8 

16.7 

0.3 

% 

78.8 
81.8 
90.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.04 
0.00 

147.0 

90.9 

237.9 

TOTAL 

N 

184 
61.1 

454 

% 

94.0 
92.9 

N 

1073 
5.8 

17.6 

2.5 

% 

52.2 
69.4 
76.2 

0:9 
0.9 
1.5 

1. 33 
1.00 

140.8 

77.8 

218.6 



TABLE 30: ABC ACTION PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 41 47 28 55 45 14 27 14 15 286 
Program Hours Analyzed 30.S 23,5 26.4 52.8 35.2 11.5 19.4 9.5 10.0 219.1 
Leading characters analyzed 110 124 91 187 140 49 94 41 49 885; 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 100.0 97.9 96.4 92.7 88.9 100.0 92.6 100.0 100.0 95.5 
Program hours containing violence 100.0 9B.9 9B.l 93.4 90.0 100.0 94.B 100.0 100.0 96.0 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 269 277 230 41B 330 134 175 112 93 2038 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 6.6 5.9 B.2 7.6 7.3 9.6 6.5 8.0 6.2 7. 1 
(R/H) Rate per all hours B.7 11.8 8.7 7.9 .9.4 11.7 9.0 l1.B 9.3 9.3 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 3.2 2.0 1.3 1.5 0.7 0.7 9.4 

ROLES (% OF LEAOING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 70.0 62.9 56.0 59.4 60.7 81.6 62.8 56.1 73.5 63.3 
Victims (subjected to viOlence) 78.2 72.6 62.6 70.6 62.9 83.7 67.0 80.5 73.5 70.7 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 86.4 B1.5 74.7 76.5 77.9 93.9 78.7 82.9 81.6 BO.2 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 17.3 5.6 11.6 15.0 7. 1 8.2 4.3 7.3 0.0 10.3 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 6.4 3.2 8.B 7.0 4.3 6. 1 3.2 0.0 0.0 5.0 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 23.6 B. j 19.8 18.2 10.7 14.3 5.3 7.3 0.0 13.3 

V10lents Victims Ratio 1. 12 1. 15 i. 12 1. 19 1.04 1.02 1.07 1. 43 1.00 1. 12 
K i 11 ers Killed Ratto + 2.71 + 1. 75 + 2.00 + 2.15 + 1. 67 + 1. 33 + 1. 33 + 0.00 0.00 + 2.07 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 130.6 133.2 130.3 123.B 122.3 142.4 123.6 139.6 131.0 128.3 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 110.0 B9.5 94.5 94.7 B8.6 108.2 84.0 90.2 81.6 93.6 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 240.6 222.7 224.8 218.4 210.9 250.6 207.7 229.8 212.6 221. 9 

* The figures given for 1973-74 inclUde a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 31: ALL CBS PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 13-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 67 85 78 95 80 41 80 48 56 630 
Program Hours Analyzed 39.5 48.0 49.0 73. t 50.2 24.0 54.2 26.8 28.5 393.2 
leading characters analyzed 152 198 189 336 232 101 22. 122 152 1706 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % 0' % % ,0 

(%P) Programs containing violence 71.6 77.6 74.4 74.7 67.5 82.9 70.0 85.4 87.5 75.7 
Program hours containing violence 75.3 79.9 79.7 80.9 72.1 83.3 75.2 83.2 81.6 78.5 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 248 384 376 539 320 199 403 263 284 3016 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 3.7 4.5 4.8 5.7 4.0 4.9 5.0 5.5 5.1 4.8 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 6.3 8.0 7.7 7.4 6.4 8.3 7.4 9.8 9.9 7.7 

DUration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 3.5 1.9 1.0 1.7 1.1 1.5 10.6 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

V101ents (committing violence) 40.1 51.0 42.9 39.0 39.2 50.5 48.7 41.8 53.9 44.4 
Victims (subjected to violence) 49.3 56.6 51.9 50.9 47.8 56.4 47.3 56.6 57.9 52.0 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 56.6 63.6 60.3 60.1 55.6 67.3 58.0 63.9 69.1 60.8 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 7.9 4.0 9.5 8.6 6.0 5.0 5.4 2.5 3.3 6.2 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 5.3 3.0 2.6 6.0 4.3 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 3.2 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 11.2 6.6 10. 1 12.2 9.1 5.0 5.8 3.3 3.3 8. 1 

Vtolents Victims Ratio 1. 23 1. 11 1. 2 t 1. 31 1. 22 1. 12 + 1. 03 1. 35 1.07 1. 17 
Killers : Kl lled Ratio + 1.50 + 1. 33 + 3.60 + 1. 45 + 1.40 + 5.00 + 6.00 + 3.00 + 5.00 + 1. 96 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 91.6 102.7 99.4 100.8 88.3 109.2 95.0 116.0 117.5 100.6 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 67.8 70.2 70.4 72.3 64.7 72.3 63.8 67.2 72.4 68.9 

Violence Index: VI = Ps + CS 159.4 172.9 169.7 173.1 152.9 181. 5 158.8 183.3 189.9 169.6 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1971 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 32, CBS PRIME-TIME PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 44 46 42 63 48 24 59 22 24 372 
Program Hours Analyzed 34.5 36.5 37.5 57.0 37.8 1B .0 47.,9 20.3 22.0 311. 4 
Leading characters analyzed 113 122 123 219 153 61 172 65 73 1101 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 59.1 63.0 66.7 63.5 50.0 70.8 64.4 68.2 79.2 63.4 
Program hours containing violence 72.5 75.3 77.3 76.3 65.6 77,8 73.9 77 .B 79.5 74.6 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 127 124 176 323 16B B4 30B B.9 129 1528 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 2.9 2.7 4.2 5. 1 3.5 3.5 5.2 4.0 5.4 4.1 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 3.7 3.4 4.7 5.7 4.5 4.7 6.4 4.4 5.9 4.9 

Duratton of Violent Episodes (hrs) 2.6 1.1 0.4 1.4 0.5 1.1 7.3 

ROLES (% OF LEAOING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents' (committing violence) 27.4 33.6 37.4 35.6 30.7 42.6 44.2 33.8 50.7 36.7 
Victims (subjected to violence) 36.3 38.5 42.3 42.9 36.6 37.7 41.3 36.9 53.4 40.6 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 45. I 45.1 49.6 4B.9 42.5 54.1 51.2 44.6 64.4 48.7 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 8.8 5.7 14.6 12.B 9.2 B.2 7.0 4.6 6.B 9.3 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 4.4 4. I 4. I 9.1 5.9 1.6 1.2 1.5 1.4 4.5 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 10.6 9.0 15.4 18.3 i 3. 1 8.2 7.6 6.2 6.B 11.7 

Vtolents Victims Ratio 1. 32 1. 15 1. 13 1. 21 1. 19 + 1. 13 + 1.07 1.09 I. 05 I. 11 
Killers Ki lled Ratio + 2.00 + 1.40 + 3.60 + 1.40 +" 1.56 + 5.00 + 6.00 + 3.00 + 5.00 + 2.0B 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 72.2 75.2 84.4 85.1 65.9 87.2 87.7 B5. I 101. 6 81.5 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 55.8 54. I 65.0 67.1 55.6 62.3 5B.7 50.8 71.2 60.4 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 12B.O 129.3 149.5 152.2 121. 5 149.5 146.4 135.8 172.9 141.9 

, The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 33: CBS PROGRAMS AIRED 8-9 P.M. EST 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 24 25 17 28 19 8 27 8 11 167 
Program Hours Analyzed 17 .5 16.0 13.5 21.5 11.5 5.0 18.5 5.5 9.0 118.0 
Leading characters analyzed 64 64 49 100 62 22 78 21 32 492 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 66.7 60.0 64.7 53.6 21.1 62.5 55.6 50.0 81.8 56.3 
Program hours containing violence 77.1 68.8 77.8 62.8 26.1 60.0 59.5 54.5 77.8 64.0 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number. of violent episodes 92 62 63 98 24 11 109 16 61 536 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 3.8 2.5 3.7 3.5 1.3 1.4 4.0 2.0 5.5 3.2 
(R!H) Rate per all hours 5.3 3.9 4.7 4.6 2. 1 2.2 5.9 2.9 6.8 4.5 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.3 1.4 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 35.9 31.3 30.6 21.0 4.8 18.2 42.3 23.8 34.4 27.4 
Victims (subjected to violence) 46.9 40.6 34.7 31.0 16. 1 27.3 37.2 28.6 46.9 34.6 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 54.7 43.8 40.8 38.0 17.7 31.B 46.2 33.3 59.4 40.9 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 15.6 3. 1 10.2 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 6.3 5.1 
Killed (Victims of lethal violence) 6.3 3. 1 2.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3. 1 2.8 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 17.2 6.3 10.2 9.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 6.3 6.5 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 30 1. 30 - t. 13 1. 48 3.33 1. 50 + 1. i4 1.20 1. 36 1. 26 
Killers : Kt lled Ratio + 2.50 1.00 + 5.00 - 1. 20 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 0.00 + 2.00 + 1. 79 

,INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R!P)+2(R!H) 84.8 72.7 81.5 69.7 27.8 69.6 75.4 59.8 106.5 71.8 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 71.9 50.0 51.0 47.0 17.7 31.8 47.4 33.3 65.6 47.4 

Violence Index: VI == PS + CS 156.7 122.7 132.5 116.7 45.5 101. 5 122.8 93.2 172.1 119. 1 

* The figures g1ven for 1973-74 1nclude a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 34: CBS PROGRAMS AIRED 9-11 P.M. EST 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1917** 1978 1919 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 20 21 25 35 29 16 32 14 13 205 
Program Hours Analyzed 17.0 20.5 24.0 35.5 26.3 13.0 29.4 14.8 13.0 193.4 
leading characters analyzed 49 58 74 119 91 39 94 44 41 609 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%p) Programs containing violence 50.0 66.7 6B.0 71.4 69.0 75.0 71.9 78.6 76.9 69.3 
Program hours containing violence 67.6· 80.5 77.1 84.5 82.9 84.6 83.0 86.4 80.8 81.1 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 35 62 113 225 144 73 199 73 68 992 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 1.8 3.0 4.5 6.4 5.0 4.6 6.2 5.2 5.2 4.8 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 2. 1 3.0 4.7 6.3 5.5 5.6 6.8 4.9 5.2 5.1 

DUration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 2.2 0.9 0.4 1.0 0.5 0.9 5.8 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 16.3 36.2 41.9 47.9 48.4 56.4 45.7 38.6 63.4 44.2 
Victims (subjected to violence) 22.' 36.2 47.3 52.9 50.5 43.6 44.7 40.9 58.5 45.5 

(W) Any involvement in violence 32.7 46.6 55.4 58.0 59.3 66.7 55.3 50.0 68.3 55.0 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 0.0 8.6 17.6 19.3 15.4 12.8 11. 7 6.8 7.3 12.6 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 2.0 5.2 5.4 11.8 9.9 2.6 2.1 2.3 0.0 5.7 

(%K) Any involvement 1n kf1ling 2.0 12. 1 18.9 26.1 22.0 12.8 12.8 9.1 7.3 15.9 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 38 1.00 1. 13 1. 11 - 1.05 + 1.29 + 1.02 1.06 + 1.08 1.03 
Ki l1el's Ki 11ed Ratio 0.00 + 1. 67 + 3.25 + 1. 64 + 1. 56 + 5.00 + 5.50 + 3.00 + 0.00 + 2.20 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H)· 57.6 78.6 86.5 97.0 89.9 95.4 97.8 98.9 97.8 89.2 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 34.7 58.6 74.3 84.0 81.3 79.5 68.1 59.1 75.6 70.9 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 92.3 137.2 160.8 181.0 171. 2 174.8 165.9 158.0 173.5 160.1 

• The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample . 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 35: CBS WEEKEND MORNING PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%p) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement tn violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents Victims Ratio 
Killers Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

23 
5.0 

39 

% 

95.7 
95.0 

N 

121 
5.3 

24.2 

% 

76.9 
87.2 
89.7 

5.1 
7.7 

12.8 

1. 13 
1.50 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 154.6 

Character V-Score; CS (%V) + (%K) 102.6 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 257.1 

69-70 

N 

39 
11.5 

76 

% 

94.9 
94.2 

N 

260 
6.7 

22.6 

'% 

78.9 
85.5 
93.4 

1.3 
1.3 
2.6 

1.08 
1.00 

153.4 

96.1 

249.5 

71-72 

N 

36 
11.5 

66 

% 

83.3 
87.5 

N 

200 
5.6 

17.4 

% 

53.0 
69.7 
80.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

73-74* 

N 

32 
16. 1 

117 

% 

96.9 
96.9 

N 

216 
6.8 

13.4 

0.8 

% 

45.3 
65.8 
81.2 

0.9 
0.0 
0.9 

1.31 1.45 
0.00 + 0.00 

129.3 137.2 

80.3 82.1 

209.6 219.2 

1975* 

N 

32 
12.4 

79 

% 

93.8 
92.0 

N 

152 
4.8 

12.2 

0.7 

% 

55.7 
69.6 
81.0 

0.0 
1.3 
1.3 

1. 25 
0.00 

127.7 

82.3 

210.0 

1976 

N 

17 
6.0 

40 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

115 
6.8 

19.2 

0.5 

% 

62.5 
85.0 
87.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 36 
0.00 

151. 9 

87.5 

239.4 

1977** 1978 

N 

21 
6.3 

52 

% 

85.7 
85.4 

N 

95 
4.5 

15.2 

0.3 

% 

63.5 
67.3 
80.8 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.06 
0.00 

125. 1 

80.8 

205.9 

N 

26 
6.5 

57 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

174 
6.7 

26.8 

0.5 

% 

50.9 
78.9 
86.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 55 
0.00 

166.9 

86.0 

252.9 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend mornlng network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

32 
6.5 

79 

% 

93.8 
88.5 

N 

155 
4.8 

23.7 

0.4 

% 

57.0 
62.0 
73.4 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 09 
0.00 

150.8 

73.4 

224.2 

TOTAL 

N 

258 
81.8 

605 

% 

93.4 
93.3 

N 

1488 
5.8 

18.2 

3.3 

% 

58.5 
72.7 
~3.0 

0.7 
0.8 
1.5 

1. 24 
1. 25 

141. 3 

84.5 

225.8 



TABLE 36: CBS CARTOON PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALEJ>ICE 

(%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number'of violent episodes 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violants (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

{%K) Any involvement in ki 1 Hng 

Violents 
Ki llers 

Victims Ratio 
Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

23 
5.0 

39 

% 

95.7 
95.0 

N 

121 
5.3 

24.2 

% 

76.9 
87.2 
89.7 

5.1 
7.7 

12.8 

1. 13 
- 1. 50 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 154.6 

Character V-Score: CS (%v) + (%K) 102.6 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 257.1 

69-70 

N 

37 
10.5 

70 

% 

94.6 
93.7 

N 

252 
6.8 

24.0 

% 

77.1 
84.3 
92.9 

1.4 
1.4 
2.9 

1.09 
1.00 

156.2 , 
95.7 

251. 9 

71-72 

N 

33 
9.5 

61 

% 

84.8 
90.1 

N 

lB6 
5.6 

19.6 

% 

54.1 
72.1 
83.6 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

73-74* 

N 

28 
13. 1 

101 

% 

96.4 
96.2 

N 

201 
7.2 

15.3 

0.8 

% 

42.6 
70.3 
82.2 

1.0 
0.0 
1.0 

1.33 1.65 
0.00 • 0.00 

135.4 141.4 

83.6 83.2 

219.0 224.~ 

1975* 

N 

23 
6.9 

53 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

138 
6.0 

19.9 

0.7 

% 

64.2 
77.4 
86.8 

0.0 
1.9 
1.9 

1. 21 
0.00 

151. 8 

88.7 

240.5 

1976 

N 

12 
3.0 

26 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

89 
7.4 

29.7 

0.4 

% 

76.9 
84.6 
88.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.10 
0.00 

174.2 

88.5 

262.6 

1977** 1978 

N 

20 
6.1 

51 

% 

95.0 
95.9 

N 

131 
6.5 

21.5 

0.4 

% 

76.5 
78.4 
92.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.03 
0.00 

151 . 1 

92.2 

243.2 

N 

23 
5.3 

50 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

160 
7.0 

30.2 

0.5 

% 

50.0 
80.0 
86.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.60 
0.00 

174.3 

86.0 

260.3 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

34 
7.8 

85 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

189 
5.6 

24.2 

0.4 

% 

61.2 
64.7 
78.8 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.06 
0.00 

159.6 

78.8 

238.4 

TOTAL 

N 

233 
67.2 

536 

% 

95.7 
96.1 

N 

1467 
6.3 

21.8 

3.2 

% 

61.6 
75.7 
85.8 

0.7 
0.9 
1.7 

1.23 
1. 25 

152.0 

87.5 

239.5 



TABLE 37: CBS ACTION PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 '1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 36 36 37 46 38 13 27 16 19 268 
Program Hours Analyzed 19.0 20.2 27.5 43.5 28.0 11.5 25.3 13.3 12.9 201.1 
Leading characters analyzed 75 96 88 183 105 40 88 52 54 781 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % . 
(%P) Programs containing violence 94.4 97.2 89.2 97.8 97.4 92.3 96.3 93.8 89.5 94.8 

Program hours containing violence 96.1 98.3 95.6 97.7 98.2 91.3 99.3 92.5 94.2 96.7 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 206 253 281 408 220 86 240 99 111 1904 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 5.7 7.0 7.6 8.9 5.8 6.6 8.9 6:2 5.8 7. 1 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 10.8 12.5 10.2 9.4 7.9 7.5 9.5 7.5 8.6 9.5 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 3.0 1.5 0.5 1.4 0.6 1.0 8. 1 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

V101ents (committing violence) 66.7 72.9 67.0 53.0· 59.0 60.0 72.7 46.2 57.4 61.6 
Victims (subjected to violence) 80.0 82.3 79.5 69.4 69.5 55.0 72.7 55.8 59.3 71.2 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 85.3 89.6 86.4 78.7 79.0 72.5 83.0 65.4 66.7 80.0 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 16.0 8.3 18.2 15.8 13.3 12.5 13.6 5.8 9.3 13.3 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 9.3 5.2 5.7 10.9 9.5 2.5 2.3 0.0 1.9 6.5 

(%K) Any i'nvolvement in killing 21.3 12.5 19.3 22.4 20.0 12.5 14.8 5.8 9.3 17.0 

Vlo1ents Victims Ratio 1. 20 1. 13 1. 19 1. 31 - 1. 18 + 1.09 1.00 1. 21 1.03 1 . 16 
Kt1lers Kl1led Ratio + 1. 71 + 1. 60 + 3.20 + 1.45 + 1. 40 + 5.00 + 6.00 + 0.00 + 5.00 + 2.04 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS·(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 127.6 136.4 124.8 134.3 124.7 120.5 133. 1 121 . 1 118.3 127.9 

Character V-Score: CS • (%V) + (%K) 106.7 102.1 105.7 101. i 99.0 85.0 97.7 71.2 75.9 97.1 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 234.2 238.5 230.5 235.4 223.7 205.5 230.8 192.2 194.3 22.5.0 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977· sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 38: ALL NBC PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 59 67 61 96 69 37 53 28 36 506 
Program Hours Analyzed 41.5 47.3 46.9 75.2 52.3 26.4 47.4 26.1 25.2 388.3 
Leading characters analyzed 154 172 171 325 207 92 164 84 116 1485 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 84.7 91.0 93.4 83.3 87.0 91.9 84.9 78.6 80.6 86.6 
Program hours containing violence 87.3 92.6 93.6 86.7 90.4 92.4 B6.3 84.0 77.2 88.4 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 318 403 328 502 439 292 303 181 193 2959 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 5.4 6.0 5.4 5.2 6.4 7.9 5.7 6.5 5.4 5.8 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 7.7 8.5 7.0 6.7 8.4 11. 1 6.4 6.9 7.7 7.6 

DUration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 3.8 2.6 2. 1 2.1 0.7 1.0 12.2 

ROLES (% OF LEAOING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents, (committing violence) 58.4 55.2 50.9 40.6 45.4 70.7 52.4 41.7 48.3 49.8 
Victims (subjected to violence) .66.2 69.2 56.7 54.2 55.6 73.9 59.1 56.0 51.7 59.3 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 76.0 75.0 69.0 65.5 66.2 81.5 70.7 64.3 64.7 69.6 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 13.6 7.0 5.8 8.0 9.2 10.9 8.5 3.6 5.2 8.1 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 5.B 4. 1 3.5 3.7 3.4 5.4 3.0 6.0 3.' 4.0 

(%K) Any involvement In kll1tng 16.9 8.7 8.2 9.5 11. 1 13.0 9.8 9.5 7.8 10. , 

Vtolents Victims Ratio 1.13 - 1. 25 - 1. 11 - 1. 33 - 1. 22 - 1.05 - 1. 13 1. 34 1.07 1. 19 
Killers Ki l1ed Ratio + 2.33 + 1. 71 + 1.67 + 2.17 +. 2.71 + 2.00 + 2.80 1. 67 + 1.50 + 2.02 

INDICATORS Of VIOLENCE 

.Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 110.9 120.1 118.2 107.1 116.5 129.8 109.1 105.4 106.6 113.5 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 92.9 83.7 77.2 75.1 77.3 94.6 80.5 73.8 72.4 80.0 

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS 203.7 203.9 195.4 182.2 193.8 224.4 189.6 179.2 179.0 193.5 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 s~mple and those for 1975 tnclude a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 39: NBC PRIME-TIME PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 37 37 37 53 45 18 37 17 17 298 
Program Hours Analyzed 36.5 40.3 37.5 58.0 42.3 21.5 42.5 22.3 19.7 320.5 
Leading characters analyzed 112 105 115 183 142 51 119 61 64 952 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 83.8 83.8 91.9 73.6 84.4 83.3 81.1 70.6 70.6 81.2 
Program hours containing violence 87.7 91.3 93.3 84.5 90.6 90.7 85.9 82.0 74.6 87.4 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 212 182 181 279 259 148 226 102 135 1724 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 5.7 4.9 4.9 5.3 5.8 8.2 6. 1 6.0 7.9 5.8 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 5.8 4.5 4.8 4.8 6.1 6.9 5.3 4.6 6.9 5.4 

DUratton of Violent Episodes (hrs) 2.7 1.8 1.6 1.8 0.4 0.8 9.0 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 55.4 44.8 '47.8 43.7 41.5 64.7 55.5 34.4 56.3 48.2 
Victtms (subjected to violence) 62.5 54.3 49.6 44.8 46.5 66.7 58.8 45.9 54.7 52.4 

(%V) Any invo1vement in violence 74.1 61.9 64.3 57.4 57.7 74.5 70.6 54.1 60.9 63.3 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 11.0 9.5 8.7 14.2 13.4 19.6 11.8 4.9 9.4 12.3 
Killed (vtctims of lethal violence) 6.2 4.8 4.3 6.0 4.9 9.8 4.2 8.2 6.3 5.1 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 19.6 11.4 11.3 16.4 16.2 23.5 13.4 13. 1 14. 1 15.2 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 13 1. 21 1.04 1.02 1. 12 1.03 1.06 1. 33 + 1.03 1.09 
Ki llers Ki lled Rat 10 + 2.11 + 2.00 + 2.00 + 2.36, + 2.71 + 2.00 + 2.80 1. 61 + 1. 50 + 2.17 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS:(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) t06.9 102.7 111. 3 93.7 108.2 113.5 103.9 91.8 100.2 103.5 

Character V-Score: CS :: (%V) + (%K) 93.7 73.3 75.7 73.8' 73.9 98.0 84.0 67.2 75.0 78.6 

Violence Index: VI =: PS + CS 200.6 176.0 187.0 167.5 182. 1 211. 6 188.0 159.0 175.2 182.1 

• The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample . 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 40: NBC PROGRAMS AIRED 8-9 P.M. EST 

67-68 '69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 26 21 19 27 22 9 17 7 7 155 
Program Hours Analyzed 21.0 18.0 18.0 27.0 13.8 10.0 18,5 7.0 8.7 142.0 
LeadJng characters analyzed 74 60 59 84 62 25 47 29 25 465 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 84.6 81.0 94.7 59.3 72.7 66.7 82.4 28.6 71.4 74.8 
Program hours containing violence 90.5 88.9 97.2 74.1 74.7 80.0 89.2 42.9 76.9 82.4 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 132 82 88 83 64 48 99 39 67 702 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 5. 1 3.9 4.6 3. 1 2.9 5.3 5.8 5.6 9.6 4.5 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 6.3 4.6 4.9 3.1 4.6 4.8 5.4 5.6 7.7 4.9 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 0.7 0.3 0.4 1.1 0.0 0.3 2.9 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Vlo1ents (committing violence) 51.. 43.3 44.1 32.1 25.8 40.0 48.9 10.3 68.0 40.0 
Victims (subjected to violence) 59.5 4B.3 40.7 29.B 27.4 32.0 66.0 20.7 64.0 43.0 

(%v) Any involvement in violence 73.0 56.7 57.6 41.7 41.9 48.0 76.6 20.7 72.0 54.8 

Killers (comm1tting fatal violence) 16.2 6.7 3.4 9.5 3.2 4.0 6.4 0.0 8.0 7.3 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 6.8 1.7 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 2. 1 0.0 16.0 3.0 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 20.3 6.7 3.4 11.9 3.2 4.0 6.4 0.0 20.0 9.0 

Violents Victims Ratio 1. 16 1.12 + 1.08 + 1.08 1.06 + 1. 25 1. 35 2.00 + 1.06 1. 08 
Killers K i 11 ed Ratio + 2.40 + 4.00 + 0.00 + 2.67 + 0.00 + 0.00 + 3.00 0.00 2.00 + 2.43 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 107.3 97.9 113.B 71.6 87.8 86.9 104.7 50.9 106.0 93.8 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 93.2 63.3 61.0 53.6 45.2 52.0 83.0 20.7 92.0 63.9 

Violence Index: VI ::: PS + CS 200.6 161. 2 174.8 125, 1 133.0 138.9 187.7 71.5 198.0 157.7 

• The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample . 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLEA1: NBC PROGRAMS AIRED 9-11 P.M; EST 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 11 16 18 26 23 9 20 10 10 143 
Program Hours Analyzed 15.5 22.3 19.5 31.0 28.5 11.5 24.0 15.3 11.0 178.5 
leading characte~s analyzed 38 45 56 99 BO 26 72 32 39 487 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 81.8 B7.5 88.9 88.5 95.7 100.0 80.0 100.0 70.0 88.1 
program hours containing violence 83.9 93.3 89.7 93.5 98.2 100.0 83.3 100.0 72.7 91.3 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 80 100 93 196 195 100 127 63 68 1022 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 7.3 6.3 5.2 7.5 8.5 11. 1 6.3 6.3 6.8 7. 1 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 5.2 4.5 4.8 6.3 6.8 8.7 5.3 4.1 6.2 5.7 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 1.9 1.5 1.2 0.6 0.4 0.4 6. 1 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violen~s (comm1~~tng violence) 63.2 46.7 51.8 53.5 53.7 88.5 59.7 56.3 48.7 56. t 
Victims (subjected to violence) 68.4 62.2 58.9 57.6 61.2 100.0 54.2 68.8 48.7 61.4 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 76.3 68.9 71.4 70.7 70.0 100.0 66.7 84.4 53.8 71.5 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 18.4 13.3 14.3 18.2 21.2 34.6 15.3 9.4 10.3 17.0 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 5.3 8.9 8.9 8.1 8.7 19.2 5.6 15.6 0.0 B.2 

(%K) Any involvement in ki 11in9 18.4 17.8 19.6 20.2 26.2 42.3 18. 1 25.0 10.3 21. 1 

Violents Victims Ratio 1.08 1. 33 1. 14 1.08 - 1. 14 1. 13 +' 1.10 1. 22 1.00 1.10 
Killers Kill ed Ratio + 3.50 + 1. 50 + 1. 60 + 2.25 + 2.43 + 1.80 + 2.75 1. 67 + 0.00 + 2.01 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program, Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) "106.7 109.0 10B.8 t 16.2 126.3 t39.6 103.3 120.9 96.0 113.9 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 94.7 86.7 91.1 90.9 96.2 142.3 84.7 109.4 64.1 92.6 

Violence Index: VI '" PS + CS 201.4 195.7 199.8 207.1 222.5 281.9 18B.0 230.2 160. J 206.5 

• The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample . 
** The Fall 1917 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 42: NBC WEEKEND MORNING PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (plays) analyzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

(%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of violent episodes 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Violents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents 
Ki llers 

Victims Ratio 
Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 .69-70 

N 

22 
5.0 

42 

% 

86.4 
85.0 

N 

106 
4.8 

21.2 

% 

66.7 
76.2 
81.0 

4.8 
4.8 
9.5 

1. 14 
1.00 

N 

30 
7.0 

67 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

221 
7.4 

31.6 

% 

71.6 
92.5 
95.5 

3.0 
3.0 
4.5 

1. 29 
1.00 

Program .Score: PS'(%P)+2(R/p)+2(R/H) 138.4 177.9 

Character V-Score: CS (%V) + (%K) 90.5 100.0 

Violence Index: VI PS + CS 228.9 277.9 

71-72 

N 

24 
9.4 

56 

% 

95.8 
94.7 

N 

147 
6.1 

15.6 

% 

57.1 
71.4 
78.6 

0.0 
1.8 
1.8 

1. 25 
0.00 

139.4 

80.4 

219.7 

73-74* 

N 

43 
17.2 

142 

% 

95.3 
94.2 

N 

223 
5.2 

12.9 

1.1 

% 

36.6 
66.2 
76.1 

0.0 
0.7 
0.7 

1. 81 
0.00 

131. 6 

76.8 

208.4 

1975* 

N 

24 
10.0 

65 

% 

91.7 
90.0 

N 

180 
7.5 

18.0 

0.8 

% 

53.8 
75.4 
84.6 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 40 
0.00 

142.7 

84.6 

227.3 

1976 

N 

19 
4.9 

41 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

144 
7.6 

29.4 

0.4 

% 

78.0 
82.9 
90.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.06 
0.00 

173.9 

90.2 

264.2 

1977** 1978 

N 

16 
4.9 

45 

% 

93.8 
89.8 

N 

77 
4.8 

15.7 

0.4 

% 

44.4 
60.0 
71.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 35 
0.00 

134.8 

71. 1 

205.9 

N 

11 
3.8 

23 

% 

90.9 
95.7 

N 

79 
7.2 

20.6 

0.3 

% 

60.9 
82.6 
91.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 36 
0.00 

146.5 

91.3 

231.8 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

19 
5.5 

52 

% 

89.5 
86.4 

N 

58 
3. 1 

10.5 

0.3 

% 

38.5 
48.1 
69.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.25 
0.00 

116.7 

69.2 

185.9 

TOTAL 

N 

208 
67.8 

533 

% 

94.2 
93.1 

N 

1235 
5.9 

18.2 

3.2 

% 

52.7 
71.7 
80.9 

0.8 
1.1 
1.7 

1.86 
1. 50 

142.6 

82.6 

225.1 



TABLE 43: NBC CARTOON 'PROGRAMS 

SAMPLES (100%) 

Programs (p'l ays) ana 1 yzed 
Program Hours Analyzed 
Leading characters analyzed 

PREVALENCE 

.(%P) Programs containing violence 
Program hours containing violence 

RATE 

Number of v'iolent episodes 
(RIP) Rate per all programs (plays) 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS) 

Vtolents (committing violence) 
Victims (subjected to violence) 

(%v) Any involvement in violence 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 

(%K) Any involvement in killing 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims Ratio 
Killed Ratio 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

67-68 

N 

17 
4.4 

36 

% 

88.2 
84.9 

N 

96 
5.6 

21.7 

% 

72.2 
77 .8 
83.3 

5.6 
5.6 

11. 1 

1.08 
.1.00 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R!P)+2(R!H) 143.0 

Character V-Score: CS (%V) + (%K) 94.4 

Violence Index; VI PS + CS 237.4 

69-70 

N 

28 
6.2 

59 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

201 
7.2 

32.6 

% 

76.3 
91.5 
94.9 

3.4 
3.4 
5.1 

1. 20 
1.00 

179.5 

100.0 

279.5 

71-72 

N 

22 
8.4 

54 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

144 
6.5 

17. 1 

% 

63.0 
72.2 
81.5 

0.0 
1.9 
1.9 

1. 15 
0.00 

147.4 

83.3 

230.7 

73-74* 

N 

32 
11.2 

107 

% 

96.9 
95.5 

N 

193 
6.0 

17.2 

0.9 

% 

40.2 
73.8 
79.4 

0.0 
0.9 
0.9 

1. 84 
0.00 

143.3 

80.4 

223.7 

1975* 

N 

20 
6.3 

46 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

155 
7.8 

24.5 

0.6 

% 

54.3 
87.0 
93.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.60 
0.00 

164.4 

93.5 

257.9 

1976 1977** 1978 

N 

13 
1.9 

28 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

N 

113 
8.7 

59.5 

0.3 

% 

89.3 
89.3 
96.4 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

N 

15 
4. 1 

42 

% 

93.3 
87.7 

N 

76 
5. 1 

18.7 

0.4 

% 

47.6 
66.7 
78.6 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1.00 - 1.40 
0.00 0.00 

236.3 140.8 

96.4 78.6 

332.8 219.4 

N 

11 
3.8 

23 

% 

90.9 
95.7 

N 

79 
7.2 

20.6 

0.3 

% 

60.9 
82.6 
91.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1. 36 
0.00 

146.5 

91.3 

231.8 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring. 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1971 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morni~g network dramatic programs. 

1979 

N 

18 
5.0 

49 

% 

94.4 
95.0 

N 

58 
3.2 

11.6 

0.3 

% 

40.8 
51.0 
73.5 

0.0 
·0.0 
0.0 

1. 25 
0.00 

124.1 

73.5 

197.6 

TOTAL 

N 

176 
51.3 

444 

% 

96.6 
95.9 

N 

1115 
6.3 

21.7 

2.7 

% 

56.8 
75.9 
84.5 

0.9 
1.4 
2.0 

1.34 
1.50 

152.7 

86.5 

239.2 



TABLE 44: NBC ACTION PROGRAMS 

67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 

SAMPLES (100%) N N N N N N N N N N 

Programs (plays) analyzed 41 42 40 61 39 15 30 14 18 300 
Program Hours Analyzed 33.7 29.8 32.6 55.2 38.5 14.7 30.6 9.3 13.5 257.9 
Leading characters analyzed 114 108 117 226 130 44 100 40 63 942 

PREVALENCE % % % % % % % % % % 

(%P) Programs containing violence 95.1 95.2 100.0 95.1 92.3 93.3 86.7 92.9 94.4 94.3 
Program hours containing violence 93.6 95.0 100.0 94.6 94.8 93.2 88.6 89.2 98.1 94.4 

RATE N N N N N N N N N N 

Number of violent episodes 285 289 246 382 281 127 218 94 123 2045 
(Rip) Rate per all programs (plays) 7.0 6.9 6.1 6.3 7.2 8.5 7.3 6.7 6.8 6.8 
(R/H) Rate per all hours 8.5 9.7 7.5 6.9 7.3 8.7 7. 1 10.2 9.1 7.9 

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) 3.1 1.9 1.3 1.5 0.5 0.9 9.2 

ROLES (% OF LEAOING CHARACTERS) % % % % % % % % % % 

Violents (committing violence) 71.1 62.0 55.6 46.0 48.5 70.5 61.0 42.5 58.7 55.8 
Victims (subjected to violence) 74.6 76.9 60.7 61.5 59.2 75.0 63.0 60.0 63.5 65.3 

(%V) Any involvement in violence 86.0 84.3 73.5 74.3 69.2 86.4 73.0 70.0 77.8 76.5 

Killers (committing fatal violence) 18.4 6.5 6.0 11. 1 13.8 18.2 14.0 5.0 6.3 11.3 
Killed (victims of lethal violence) 7.9 2.8 2.6 4.9 4.6 6.8 5.0 0.0 3.2 4.5 

(%K) Any involvement in' killing 22.8- B.3 B.5 12.B 16.2 20.5 16.0 5.0 9.5 13.6 

Vlo1ents Victims Ratio 1.05 1. 24 1.09 1. 34 1. 22 1.06 1.03 - 1.41 1.08 1. 17 
Ki llers Killed Ratio + 2.33 + 2.33 + 2.33 + 2.27 + 3.00 + 2.67 + 2.80 + 0.00 + 2.00 + 2.52 

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE 

Program Score: PS=(%P)+2(R/P)+2(R/H) 126.0 128.4 127.4 121. 4 121. 3 127.6 115.4 126.6 126.3 123.8 

Character V-Score: CS = (%V) + (%K) 108.8 92.6 82.1 87.2 B5.4 106.8 89.0 75.0 87.3 90.1 

Violence Index: VI "" PS + CS 234.7 221.0 209.4 208.6 206.7 234.4 204.4 201.6 213.6 214.0 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



ALL CHARACTERS 
Tota 1 

MEN 

WOMEN 

V101ents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Total 

Vtolents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

K t 11 ers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Total 

Violents 
Vict tms 

Victims 
Ki lled 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

. Character V-Score 

Violents 
Kj llers 

Victims 
Kill ed 

TABLE 45: RISK RATIOS - CHARACTERS IN ALL PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

1978 
N % 

1979 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

573 100.0 552 100.0 987 100.0 6.64·100.0 290 100'.0 585 100.0 298 100.0 381 100.0 4330 100.0 

285 
333 
373 

27 
17 
38 

49.1 234 
58. I 277 
65.1 330 

4.7 45 
3.0 22 
6.6 54 

71.7 

1. 17 
+ 1 .. 59 

42.4 396 
50.2 523 
59.8 606 

8.2 84 
4.0 46 
9.8 108 

69.6 

40.1 
53.0 
61.4 

8.5 
4.7 

10.9 

72.3 

1. 18 
+ 2.05 

1. 32 
. + 1. 83 

291 
359 
426 

43 
25 
61 

43.8 
54.1 
64.2 

6.5 
3.8 
9.2 

73.3 

1. 23 
+ 1.72 

176 
18B 
217 

19 
9 

24 

60.7 
64.B 
74.8 

6.6 
3. 1 
8.3 

83.1 

1.07 
+ 2. 11 

276 
292 
356 

30 
10 
34 

47.2 
49.9 
60.9 

5. I 
1.7 
5.8 

66.7 

1.06 
+ 3.00 

126 
Iii 
193 

9 
6 

15 

42.3 
57.4 
64.8 

3.0 
2.0 
5.0 

69.8 

1. 36 
+ 1.50 

188 
200 
239 

12 
5 

15 

49.3 
52.5 
62:1 

3. 1 
1.3 
3.9 

66.7 

- 1.06 
+ 2.40 

1912 
2343 
2740 

269 
140 
349 

45.5 
54.1 
63.3 

6.2 
3.2 
8.1 

71.3 

1. 19 
+ 1.92 

441 100.0 405 100.0 741 100.0 522 100.0 218 100.0 413 100.0 198 100.0 284 100.0 3222 100.0 

244 
281 
311 

26 
13 
34 

55.3 200 
63.7 227 
70.5 268 

5.9 43 
2.9 20 
7.1 50 

78.2 

1. 15 
+ 2.00 

49.4 334 
56.0 431 
66.2 492 

10.6 75 
4.9 39 

12.3 93 

78.5 

1. 13 
+ 2.15 

45.1 
5B.2 
66.4 

10.1 
5.3 

12.6 

78.9 

1. 29 
+ 1.92 

248 
309 
358 

39 
23 
55 

47.S 
59.2 
68.6 

7.5 
4.4 

10.5 

19.1 

t.25 
+ 1.70 

123 100.0 138 100.0 240 100,0 129 100.0 

35 28.5 
44 35.8 
54 43.9 

0.8 
4 3.3 
4 3.3 

47.2 

1. 26 
4.00 

27 19.6 
42 30.4 
54 39. 1 

1 0.7 
2 1.4 
3 2.2 

41.3 

1.56 
2.00 

59 24.6 
87 36.2 

109 45.4 

9 3.7 
7 2.9 

15 6.2 

51.7 

1. 47 
+ 1.29 

33 25.6 
39 30.2 
56 43.4 

4 3.1 
2 1.6 
6 4.7 

48.1 

1. 18 
+ 2.00 

14 I 
152 
174 

15 
6 

17 

64.7 
69.7 
79.8 

6.9 
2.S 
7.8 

87.6 

1.08 
+ 2.50 

211 
227 
274 

28 
10 
32 

52.5 
55.0 
66.3 

6.8 
2.4 
7.7 

74.1 

1.05 
+ 2.80 

67 100.0 168 100.0 

30 44.8 
31 46.3 
38 56.7 

4 .6.0 
3 4.5 
7 10.4 

67.2 

1.03 
+ 1.33 

56 33.3 
63 37.5 
79 41.0 

2 1.2 
o 0.0 
2 1.2 

48.2 

1. 13 
+ 0.00 

98 49.5 
11960.1 
133 67.2 

6 3.0 
4 2.0 

10 5.1 

72.2 

1. 21 
+ 1.50 

91 100.0 

21 23. 1 
45 49.5 
51 56.0 

3 3.3 
2 2.2 
5 5.5 

61.5 

2.14 
+ 1.50 

149 
1~4 
192 

11 
4 

13 

52.5 
57.7 
67.6 

3.9 
1.4 
4.6 

72.2 

-1.10 
+ 2.75 

1631 
1910 
2202 

243 
119 
304 

50.6 
59.3 
68.3 

7.5 
3.7 
9.4 

77 .8 

1. 17 
+ 2.04 

84 100.0 1040 100.0 

29 34.5 
31 36.9 
36 42.9 

1 1.2 
1 1.2 
2 2.4 

45.2 

1.07 
1.00 

290 27.9 
382 36.7 
477 45.9 

25 2.4 
21 2.0 
44 4.2 

50.1 

1. 32 
+ 1.19 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a·spring. 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** Tile Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



ALL CHARACTERS 
TCTAL 

HEN 

VIOtENTS 
I/IC11"15 
INVOLVED IN vIOLENce 

KILLERS 
KILLED 
INVOLVED IN KILLING 

CHARACTER V-SCORE 

YJ.OlENTS VICTJHS 
KILLERS ~ KILLED 

TOTAL 

v-tOLENTS 
VIC TlMS 
INVOLVED IN VIOLENCE 

KILLERS 
KILLED 
INVOLVED 1'" KILLING 

CHARACTER V-SCOPE 

VIOLENTS I VICTIMS 
KILLEPS : KILLED 

WOMEN 
IOTAl 

II rOlENTS 
VICTIMS 
INVOLVED IN VIOLENCE 

KILLERS 
KILLED 
INvoLveD IN KILLING 

CHARACTER V-SCORE 

YIOLENTS VICTIMS 
KILLERS KILLED 

TAOU; 46" RISK RATlOS.- CltARACTERS IN PRIME-TiME PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N , 

71-72 

N * 
73--14. 
N , 

1915· 
N , 

1976 
N I 

1977·· 
N * 

1970 
N ~ 

1979 TOTAL 
N • N , 

350 100.0 386 100.0 609 100.0 431 100.0 112 100.0 440 100.0 191 100.0 218 100.0 2797 100.0 

126 
150 
113 

2~ 
I~ 
31 

36,6 
42.9 
49.4 

6.9 
4.0 
9.4 

56.9 

.. t.17 
• 1.71 

151 
168 
206 

44 
20 
'2 

39,,1 
43.5 
53.9 

11.4 
5.2 

13.5 

67.4 

.. loll 

.. 2.20 

2~.8 
282 
.21 

81 
4~ 

10. 

400 7 
46.3 
53.7 

13.3 
1.2 

16.9 

10.6 

... 1011t 

... 1.84 

113 
196 
2>7 

~3 
z; 
59 

40.1 
45.5 
55.0 

10.0 
5.3 

13.7 

6B.7 

'"' 1.13 
... 1.87 

91 
94 

116 

11 
o 

21 

56.4 
54.1 
67.4 

. 9.9 
~.1 

12.2 

19.7 

.. 1.03 
• 2 ... 13 

197 
19. 
244 

.0 
10 
34 

44.8 
44.5 
55.5 

b.8 
2 •• 
1.7 

63 .. 2 

... 1.01 
t 3.00 

64 
85 

101 

• 6 
15 

33 .. 5 
44.5 
52.9 

4.1 
3.1 
1.9 

60.7 

.. 1.33 
... 1.50 

98 
101 
111 

12 
5 

15 

456 () 
46.3 
53. !. 

5.5 
2.1 
6.9 

60.6 

1.03 
• 2.40 

115. 
1212 
1523 

260 
130 
.32 

41.3 
45.5 
SIt.5 

9.3 
~ .. 

11.9 

66.3 

.. 1.10 
.. 2.00 

249 100.0 216 100.0 441 100.0 324 100.0 119 100.0 299 100.0 120 100.0 152 100.0 1980 100.0 

101 
122 
1)9 

43.0 
49 0 0 
55.8 

23 9.2 
10 4.0 
29 11.6 

130 
138 
168 

41.1 211 
50.0 235 
60.9 261 

41.8 
53.3-
60.5 

42 15.2 
18 6.5 
48 17.4 

12 16.3 
H 8.4 
88 20.0 

151 46.6 
168 5-1.9 
199 61.4 

39 12.0 
22 6.8 
54 16.1 

72 60.5 
7t 5~.1 
86.72.3 

15 12.6 
6 5.0 

11 14.3 

151 
144 
180 

50.5 
48.2 
60.2 

28 9.ft 
10 3.3 
32 10.7 

48 
5~ 
66 

6 
~ 

10 

40~O 
45.0 
55.0 

5,0 
3 •• 
8.3 

74 48.7 
16 50.0 
88 57.9 

11 
~ 

13 

1.Z 
2.6 
6.6 

944 
1008 
1193 

41.7 
50.9 
60.3 

236 11.9 
III 5.b 
ZU 14.7 

67.5 18.3 eO.5 78.1 8b.6 70.9 6303 66.4 74.9 

.. 1.14 - 1.06 - 1.11 - 1.U + 1.01 + 1.05 .. 1.13 - 1.03 ... 1.01 
+ 2.30 + 2.33 + 1.95 + 1.77 + 2.50 .. 2.,80 ... 1.5;0 + 2.15 • 2.U 

101 100.0 109 1UO.0 168 100,0 101100.0 53 100.0 140100.0 71 100.0 65100.0 811t 100.0 

21 20.8 
28 21.1 
31t 33.7 

1 1.0 
'+ 4.0 
4 4.0 

31.6 

- 1.33 
- 4.00 

20 18 .. 3 
29 2b.6 
39 35.8 

1 0.9 
2 1.8 
3 2.8 

38.5 

... 1.45 

.. 2.00 

37 22.0 
47 28.0 
60 35.1 

9 5.4 
7 4.2 

15 B.9 

44.6 

.. 1.21 
... 1.29 

22 20.6 
28 26.2 
38 35.5 

" 3.7 
'1 0.9 
5 4.1 

40.2 

- 1.27 
+ 4.00 

25 47.2 
23 43.4 
)0 56.6 

2: 3.8 
2 3.8 
4 7.5 

64.2 

+ 1.09 
1.00 

45 32~ 1 
51 36.4 
63 45.0 

2 1 .. 4 
o 0.0 
2 1 .. 4 

46.4 

.. leU 
+ 0.00 

16 22.5 
31 43.7 
35 49.3 

3 4.2 
2 2.8 
5 1.0 

56.3 

.. 1.94 

.. 1.50 

23 35 .. 4 
2S 38.5 
28 43.1 

1 1.5 
1 1.5 
2 3.1 

46.2 

.. 1.09 
1.00 

209 25.7 
2b2 32.2 
3Z7 40.2 

23 2.8 
19 203" 
~o "t.9 

45 .. 1 

.. 1.25 
+ 1.21 

• THE FIGURES GIWEN fOR 1973-74 INCLUDE A SPRING 1975 SAMPLE AND THOSE fOR 1915 INCLUDE A SPRING 1976 SAMPLE • 
•• THE FALL 1971 SAMPLE CONSISTS OF TWO WeEKS OF PRIME-TIKE AND ONE WEEKEND MORNING NETWORK DRAMATIC PR3GRAMS. 



ALL CHARACTERS 
TOTAL 

MEN 

WOMEN 

vlOlENTS 
VICTl"S 
INVOLVED IN VIOLENCE 

KILLERS 
KILLED 
INVOLVED IN KILLING 

CHARACTER V-SCORE 

VIOLENTS VICTIHS 
KILLERS : KILLED 

TOTAL 

VIOLENTS 
VICTIMS 
INVOL veo 

KIllERS 
lOLLED 

IN VIOLENCE 

INVOLVED IN KilLING 

CHARACTER V·SCORE 

VIOlENTS I VICTIMS 
KILLERS a KILLEO 

TOTAL 

VIOLENT$ 
VICTUtS 
INVOLVED IN VIOLENCE 

KILLERS 
KILLEO 
INVOLVED IN KILLING 

CHARACTER V-SCORE 

YIOLENTS a VICTIMS 
KILLERS KILLED 

TABLE 41 a RISK RATIOS - CHARACTERS IN WEEKEND HORNING PROGRAHS 

69·70 
N I 

n-12 
N I 

13'"'1It* 
N , 

1975· 
N I 

1976 
N • 

1911*· 
N I 

1978 197. TOTAL 
N • N • N , 

223 100.0 166 100.0 378 100.0 233 100.0 118 100.0 Ilt5 100.0 101 100.0 163 100.0 1533 100.0 

157 
. 183 

200 

3 
3 
5 

10.4 
82.1 
89.1 

1.3 
1.3 
2.2 

91.9 

... 1.11 
1.00 

83 
10'9 
122 

1 
2 
2 

50.0 
65.7 
73.5 

0.6 
1.2 
1.2 

14.1 

... 1.31 

... 2.00 

148 
241 
279 

3 
2 
5 

39.2 
63.8 
13.8 

0.8 
0.5 
1.3 

15.1 

... 1.63 
+ 1".50 

118 
163 
18. 

o 
2 
2 

50.6 
10.0 
81.1 

0.0 
0.9 
0.' 

82.0 

- 1.:i8 
... 0.00 

192 100.0 129 100.0 300 100.0 198 100.0 

137 
15' 
172 

3 
3 
5 

71.4 
82.8 
89.6 

I •• 
I •• 
2 •• 

C)2.2 

... 1.16 
1.00 

2.2 100.0 

1ft 63.6 
I. 12.7 
20 C)0.9 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

90.9 

... 1.14 
0.00 

70 
89 

100 

I 
2 
2 

54.3 
69.0 
71.5 

0.8 
I •• I.' 

123 
19 •. 
225 

3 
2 
5 

41.0 
65.3 
75.0 

1.0 
0.7 
1.7 

7C).1 16.1 

- 1.21 .. 1.59 
.. 2.00 .. 1.50 

29 100.0' 72 100.0 

7 24.1 
13 44.8 
15 51.1 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

51.1 

... 1.8f: 
0.00 

22 30.6 
40 55.6 
49 68.1 

o 0.0 
o O.Q 
a 0.0 

68.1 

.. 1.82 
0.00 

.7 
141 
15. 

o 
1 
1 

49.0 
71.2 
80.3 

0.0 
0.5 
0.5 

eO.8 

... 1.45 

... 0.00 

22 100.0 

11 50.0 
11 50. a 
18 81.8 

o 0.0 
1 4.5 
1 4.5 

86.4 

1.00 
... 0.00 

79 
94 

101 

2 
.1 

3 

66.9 
19.1 
8S.6 

1.7 
0.8 
2.5 

88.1 

.. 1.19 

.. 2.00 

79 

•• 112 

o 
o 
o 

54115 
66.2 
71.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

71.2. 

.. 1.22 
0.00 

99 100.0 11 t, 100. a 
69 
81 
88 

o 
o 
o 

69.1 
81.8 
89.9 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

88.9 

- 1.11 
0.00 

14 100.0 

5 35.7 
8 5,7.1 
8 51.1" 

2 14.3 
1 1.1 
3 21.4 

76.6 

.. 1.60 

.. 2.00 

•• 83 9. 
o 
o 
o 

51.9 
12.8 
82.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

82.5 

... 1.26 
0.00 

28 100.0 

11 39.3 
12 42.9 
16 51.1 

a 0.0 
o 0.0 
a 0.0 

51.1 

... 1.0Q 
0.00 

.2 
8. .2 
o 
o 
o 

57.9 
80.4 
66,.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0,0 

86.0 

... 1.39 
0.00 

.0 
99 

122 

o 
o 
o 

55.2 
60.1 
14.8 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

14.8 

... 1.10 
0.00 

81. 
1071 
lZ17 

9 
10 
17 

53.2 
69.9 
19.4 

0 •• 
0.7 
1.'1 

80.5 

... 1.31 
- 1.11 

78 100.0 132 100.0 1242 100.0 

50 64.1 
65 83.3 
67 '85",9 

o 
o 
o 

0.0" 
0.0 
0.0 

85.9 

... 1.30 
0.00 

20 100,,0 

5 2.5.0 
14 10.0 
16 80~0 

o 0.0 
o O~O 
o 0.0 

80aD 

.. 2. eo 
0.00 

75 
88 

t04 

o 
o 
o 

56.8 
66.1 
78.8 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

78.8 

~ 1.17 
0.00 

19 100.0 

6 31.6 
6 31.6 

. 8 42.1 

a 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

42..1 

1.00 
0.00 

687 
.n 
10~' 

7 
8 

I. 

55.3 
12.6 
81.2 

0 •• 
0.0." 
1.0 

82..3 

... 1.31 

.. 1.14 

226 100.0 

81 35.8 
120 53.1 
150 66.4 

2 0.9 
2 0'.9 
4 1.8 

68.1 

... 1.48 
1.00 

• THE FIGURES GIVEN FOR 1973-74 INCLUDE A SPRING 1975 SAMPLE AND THOSE FOR 1975 INCLUDE A SPRING 197. SAMPLE. 
** THE FALL 1917 SAMPLE CONSISTS OF TWO wEEKS OF PRIME-TIME AND ONE w~EKENO HORNING NETWJRK ORAMATIC PROGRAMS. 



CHILD-ADOLESCENT 
Total 

Violents 
Vict ims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
J< i lied 
Involved In Kill1ng 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Ki 11ers 

YOUNG ADULT 
Total 

V101ents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Vlo1ents Victims 
Killers Killed 

SETTLED ADULT 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Vlo1ents 
Killers 

Vic-tims 
Killed 

TABLE 48: RISK RATIOS - SOCIAL AGE - CHARACTERS IN ALL PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

44 100.0 

15 34.1 
20 45.5 
23 52.3 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

52.3 

1. 33 
0.00 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

49 100.0 138 100.0 

16 32.7 
19 38.8 
25 51.0 

1 
o 
1 

2.0 
0.0 
2.0 

53.1 

1. 19 
+ 0.00 

31 22.5 
71 51.4 
83 60.1 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

60.1 

2.29 
0.00 

1975* 
N % 

59 100.0 

18 30.5 
35 59.3 
40· 67.8 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

67.8 

1. 94 
0.00 

142 100.0 110 100.0 222 100.0 139 100.0 

63 44.4 
84 59.2 
95 66.9 

5 3.5 
4 2.8 
8 5.6 

12.5 

1. 33 
+ t. 25 

55 50.0 
64 58.2 
73 66.4 

10 9.1 
3 2.7 

13 11.8 

78.2 

1. 16 
+ 3.33 

73 32.9 
117 52.7 
129 58.1 

18 8. 1 
7 3.2 

22 9.9 

68.0 

1.60 
+ 2.57 

62 44.6 
85 61.2 
99 71.2 

13 9.4 
11 7.9 
19 13.7 

84.9 

1. 37 
+ t. 18 

1976 
N % 

17 100.0 

9 52.9 
9 52.9 

13 76.5 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

76.5 

1.00 
0.00 

1977** 
N % 

79 100.0 

33 41. 8 
39 49.4 
49 62.0 

2 
o 
2 

2.5 
0.0 
2.5 

64.6 

1. 18 
+ 0.00 

30 100,0 114 100.0 

11 36.7 
17 56.7 
18 60.0 

4 13.3 
2 6.7 
5 16.7 

76.7 

1. 55 
+ 2.00 

63 55.3 
69 60.5 
78 68.4 

8 7.0 
2 1..8 
8 7.0 

75.4 

1.10 
+ 4.00 

1978 
N % 

29 100.0 

9 31.0 
16 55.2 
18 62.1 

o 
1 
1 

0.0 
3.4 
3.4 

65.5 

1. 78 
0.00 

56 100.0 

16 28.6 
30 53.6 
32 57. 1 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

57.1 

- 1. 88 
0.00 

1979 
N % 

23 100.0 

9 39.1 
11 47.8 
12 52.2 

1 
o 
1 

4.3 
0.0 
4.3 

56.5 

1. 22 
+ 0.00 

74 100.0 

33 44.6 
37 50.0 
42 56.8 

2 2.7 
.2 2.7 
3 4.1 

60.8 

1. 12 
1.00 

TOTAL 
N % 

438 100.0 

140 32.0 
220 50.2 
263 60.0 

4 
1 
5 

0.9 
0.2 
1.1 

61.2 

1. 57 
+ 4.00 

887 100.0 

376 42.4 
503 56.7 
566 63.8 

60 6.8 
31 3.5 
78 8.8 

72.6 

1. 34 
+ 1.94 

266 100.0 299 100.0 524 100.0 396 100.0 200 100.0" 345 100.0 182 100.0 214 100.0 2426 100.0 

119 44.7 
130 48.9 
148 55.6 

19 7. 1 
11 4. 1 
26 9.8 

65.4 

1.09 
+ 1.73 

117 39.1 231 44.1 
138 46.2 271 51.7 
169 56.5 318 60.7 

28 9.4 64 12.2 
12 4.0 34 '6.5 
31 10.4 79 15.1 

66.9 

1. 18 
+ 2.33 

75.8 

1. 17 
+ 1.88 

171 43.2 
191 48.2 
234 59.1 

30 7.6 
12 3.0 
40 10.1 

69.2 

1. 12 
+ 2.50 

121 60.5 
126 63.0 
145 72.5 

14 7.0 
7 3.5 

18 9.0 

81.5 

1.04 
+ 2.00 

150 43.5 
154 44.6 
194 56.2 

18 5.2 
8 2.3 

22 6.4 

62.6 

1.03 
+ 2.25 

81 44.5 
100 54.9 
114 62.6 

7 3.8 
3 1.6 

10 5.5 

68.1 

1. 23 
+ 2.33 

105 49.1 
115 53.7 
132 61.7 

6 2.8 
3 1.4 
8 3.7 

65.4 

1.10 
+ 2.00 

1095 
1225 
1454 

186 
90 

234 

45.1 
50.5 
59.9 

7.7 
3.7 
9.6 

69.6 

1. 12 
+ 2.07 



TABLE 48: RISK RATIOS - SOCIAL AGE - CHARACTERS IN ALL PROGRAMS CONTINUED 

69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1971** 1978 1979 TOTAL 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

OLO 
Total 17 100.0 26 100.0 27 100.0 17 100.0 0 0.0 12 100.0 7 100.0 9 100.0 115 100.0 

Violents 7 41.2 6 23.1 8 29.6 5 29.4 0 0.0 5 41.7 3 42.9 3 33.3 37 32.2 
Victims 10 58.8 6 23.1 11 40.7 4 23.5 0 0.0 5 41.7 3 42.9 3 33.3 42 36.5 
Involved In Violence 11 64.7 9 34.6 14 51.9 5 29.4 0 0.0 6 50.0 5 71.4 3 33.3 53 46.1 

Killers 1 5.9 1 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 28.6 1 11.1 5 4.3 
Killed 1 5.9 2 7.7 2 7.4 1 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 0 0.0 7 6.1 
Involved In Killing 2 11.8 2 7.7 2 7.4 1 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 42.9 11. 1 11 9.6 

Character V-Score 76.5 42.3 59.3 35.3 0.0 50.0 114.3 44.4 55.7 

Vio1ents Victims 1. 43 1.00 1. 38 + 1. 25 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 - 1. 14 
Killers Kll led 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 + 2.00 + 0.00 - 1.40 

CANNOT COOE SOCIAL AGE 
Total 104 100.0 68 100.0 76 100.0 53 100.0 43 100.0 35 100.0 24 100.0 61 100.0 464 100.0 

Vtolents 81 17.9 40 58.8 53 69.7 35 66.0 35 81.4 25 71.4 17 70.8 38 62.3 324 69.8 
Victims 89 85.6 50 73.5 53 69.7 44 83.0 36 83.7 25 71.4 22 91.7 34 55.7 353 76.1 
Involved In Violence 96 92.3 54 79.4 62 81.6 48 90.6 41 95.3 29 82.9 24 100.0 50 82.0 404 87.1 

Ki llers 2 1.9 5 7.4 2 2.6 0 0.0 1 2.3 2 5.7 0 0.0 2 3.3 14 3.0 
Killed 1 1.0 5 7.4 3 3.9 1 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.2 0 0.0 11 2.4 
Involved In Kjl1ing 2 1.9 7 10.3 5 6.6 1 1.9 1 2.3 2 5.7 1 4.2 2 3.3 21 4.5 

Character V-Score 94.2 89.7 88.2 92.5 97.7 88.6 104.2 85.2 91.6 

Violents Victims 1.10 1. 25 1.00 1. 26 1.03 1.00 1. 29 + 1. 12 1.09 
Killers : Ki lied + 2.00 1.00 1.50 0.00 + 0.00 + 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 + 1. 27 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two,weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



CHILD-ADOLESCENT 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Ki 1lers 

YOUNG ADULT 
Total 

Violents 
Viet 1ms 

Victims 
Ki lled 

Involved ]n Violence 

Killers 
Ki lIed 
Involved tn Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

SETTLED ADULT 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki 1led 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Killed 

TABLE 49: RISK RATIOS - SOCIAL AGE - MEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

32 100.0 

12 37.5 
17 53. 1 
19 59.4 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

59.4 

- 1. 42 
0.00 

89 100.0 

47 52.8 
60 67.4 
66 74.2 

5 5.6 
2 2.2 
6 6.7 

80.9 

1. 28 
+ 2,50 

71-72 
N % 

34 100.0 

12 35.3 
16 47.1 
19 55.9 

1 
o 
1 

2.9 
0.0 
2.9 

58.8 

1. 33 
+ 0.00 

73-14* 
N % 

96 100.0 

21 21.9 
53 55.2 
60 62.5 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

62.5 

2.52 
0.00 

1975* 
N % 

44 100.0 

15 34. 1 
28 63.6 
31 70.5 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

70.5 

1.87 
0.00 

73 100.0 152 100.0 102 100.0 

45 61. 6 
48 65.8 
55 75.3 

9 12.3 
2 2.7 

11 15.1 

90.4 

1.07 
+ 4.50 

59 38.8 
83 54.6 
93 61. 2 

15 9.9 
5 3.3 

17 11.2 

72.4 

1. 41 
+ 3.00 

51 50.0 
65 63".7 
77 75.5 

11 10.8 
10 g,. B 
16 15.7 

91.2 

1. 27 
+ 1.10 

1976 
N % 

13 100.0 

6 46.2 
8 61.5 

10 76.9 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

76.9 

1. 33 
0.00 

21 100.0 

10 47.6 
12 57. 1 
13 61.9 

4 19.0 
2 9.5 
5 23.8 

85.7 

- 1. 20 
+ 2.00 

1977** 
N % 

57 100.0 

26 45.6 
34 59.6 
40 70.2 

2 
o 
2 

3.5 
0.0 
3.5 

73.7 

- 1. 31 
+ 0.00 

75 100.0 

47 62.7 
50 66.7 
55 73.3 

6 8.0 
2 2.7 
6 B.O 

81.3 

1.06 
+ 3.00 

1978 
N % 

21 100.0 

8 38.1 
13 61.9 
14 66.7 

o 0.0 
4.8 
4.8 

71.4 

1.63 
0.00 

27 100.0 

11 40.7 
15 55.6 
16 59.3 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

59.3 

1. 36 
0.00 

1979 
N % 

17 100.0 

8 47.1 
11 64.7 
t 1 64.7 

1 
o 
1 

5.9 
0.0 
5.~ 

70.6 

1. 3'8 
+ 0.00 

TOTAL 
N % 

314 100.0 

108 34.4 
180. 57.3 
204: 65.0 

4 
1 
5 

1.3 
0.3 
1.6 

66.6 

1. 67 
+ 4.00 

48 100.0' 587 100.0 

23 47.9 
27 56.2 
32 66.7 

2 4.2 
2 4.2 
3 6.2 

72.9 

1. 17 
1.00 

293 49.9 
36061.3 
407 69.3 

52 8.9 
25 4.3 
64 10.9 

80.2 

1. 23 
+ 2.08 

219 100.0 229 100.0 409 100.0 323 100.0 146 100.0 242 100.0 130 100.0 169 100.0 1867 100.0 

110 50.2 
120 54.8 
135 61.6 

18 8.2 
9 4.1 

24 11. 0 

72.6 

1.09 
+ 2.00 

106 46.3 
121 52.8 
145 63.3 

28 12.2 
12 5.2 
31 13.5 

76,9 

1. 14 
+ 2.33 

203 49.6 
242 59.2 
277 67.7 

58 14.2 
31 7.6 
71 17.4 

85.1 

1. 19 
+ 1.87 

153 47.4 
178 55.1 
209 64.7 

28 8.7 
11 3.4 
37 11.5 

76.2 

1. 16 
+ 2.55 

95 65.1 
101 69.2 
115 78.8 

to 6.8 
4 2.7 

11 7.5 

86,3 

1.06 
+ 2.50 

120 49.6 
118 48.8 
150 62.0 

18 7.4 
8 3.3 

22 9.1 

11.1 

+ 1.02 
+ 2.25 

65 
76 
85 

4 
2 
6 

50.0 
58.5 
65.4 

3.1 
1.5 
4.6 

70.0 

1. 17 
+ 2.00 

90 53.3 
96 56.8 

111 65.7 

5 3.0 
2 1.2 
6 3.6 

69.2 

1.07 
+ 2.50 

942 
1052 
1227 

169 
79 

208 

50.5 
56.3 
65.7 

9.1 
4.2 

11.1 

76.9 

1. 12 
+ 2.14 



TABLE 49: RISK RATIOS - SOCIAL AGE - MEN IN ALL PROGRAMS CONTINUEO 

69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

OLD 
Total 13 100.0 18 100.0 20 100.0 12 100.0 0 0.0 11 100.0 6 100.0 6 100.0 86 100.0 

Violents 6 46.2 6 33.3 6 30.0 5 41.7 0 0.0 5 45.5 3 50.0 2 33.3 33 38.4 
Viet ims 8 61.5 4 22.2 6 30.0 4 33.3 0 0.0 5 45.5 2 33.3 2 33.3 31 36.0 
Involved In Violence 9 69.2 7 38.9· 9 ·45.0 5 41.7 0 0.0 6 54.5 4 66.7 2 33.3 42 48.8 

Ki llers 7.7 5.6. 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 33.3 1 16.7 5 5.8 
Ki lled 1 7.7 5.6 1 5.0 1 8.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.7 
Involved In Killing 2 15.4 5.6 1 5.0 1 8.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 33.3 1 16.7 8 9.3 

Character V-Score 84.6 44.4 50.0 50.0 0.0 54.5 100.0 50.0 58.1 

Violents Victims 1. 33 + 1.50 1.00 + 1. 25 0.00 1.00 + 1.50 1.00 + 1.06 
Killers , Killed 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 + 0.00 + 1.25 

CANNOT COOE SOCIAL AGE 
Total 88 100.0 51 100.0 64 100.0 41 100.0 38 100.0. 28 100.0 14 100.0 44 100.0 368 100.0 

Violents 69 78.4 31 60.8 45 70.3 24 58.5 30 78.9 19 67.9 11 78.6 26 59.1 255 69.3 
Victims 76 86.4 38 74.5 47 73.4 34 82.9 31 81.6 20 71.4 13 92.9 28 63.6 287 78.0 
Involved In Violence 82 93.2 42 82.4 53 82.8 36 87.8 36 94.1 23 82.1 14 100.0 36 81.8 322 87.5 

Killers 2 2.3 4 7.8 2 3. 1 0 0.0 2.6 2 7. 1 0 0.0 2 4.5 13 3.5 
Ki lIed 1 1.1 5 9.8 2 3. 1 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7. 1 0 0.0 10 2.7 
Involved In Killing 2 2.3 6 11.8 4 6.3 2.4 1 2.6 2 7. 1 1 7.1 2 4.5 19 5.2 

Cha~acter V-Score 95.5 94.1 89.1 90.2 97.4 89.3 107.1 86.4 92.7 

Violents Victims 1.10 1. 23 - 1.04 t. 42 1.03 1.05 1. 18 1.08 1.13 
Killers Ki 11 ed + 2.00 1. 25 1.00 0.00 + 0.00 + 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 + 1. 30 

• The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1971 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



CHILD-ADOLESCENT 
Total 

Vlo1el"lts 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Ki 1 ters 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

YOUNG ADULT 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

SETTLED ADULT 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Ki lIed 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

TABLE 50: RISK RATIOS - SOCIAL AGE - WOMEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

12 100.0 

3 25.0 
3 25.0 
4 33.3 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

33.3 

1.00 
0.00 

53 100.0 

16 30.2 
24 45.3 
29 54.7 

o 0.0 
2 3.8 
2 3.8 

58.5 

1. 50 
0.00 

47 100.0 

9 19. 1 
10 21.3 
13 27.7 

1 2. 1 
2 4.3 
2 4.3 

31.9 

1. 11 
2.00 

71-72 
N % 

15 100.0 

4 26.7 
3 20.0 
6 40.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

40.0 

+ 1. 33 
0.00 

36 100.0 

9 25.0 
15 41. 7 
17 47.2 

1 2.8 
1 2.8 
2 5.6 

52.8 

- 1. 67 
1.00 

73-74* 
N % 

42 100.0 

10 23.8 
18 42.9 
23 54.8 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

54.8 

1.80 
0.00 

69 100.0 

14 20.3 
33 47.8 
35 50.7-

3 4.3 
2 2.9 
5 7.2 

58.0 

2.36 
+ 1.50 

70 100.0 115 100.0 

11 15.7 
17 24.3 
24 34.3 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

34.3 

1. 55 
0.00 

28 24.3 
29 25.2 
41 35.7 

6 5.2 
3 2.6 
8 7.0 

42.6 

1.04 
+ 2.00 

1975* 
N % 

14 100.0 

3 21.4 
7 50.0 
9 64.3 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

64.3 

2.33 
0.00 

35 100.0 

10 28.6 
18 51.4 
20 57. 1 

2 5.7 
1 2.9 
3 8.6 

65.7 

- I. 80 
+ 2.00 

73 100.0 

18 24.7 
13 17.8 
25 34.2 

2 2.7 
1 1.4 
3 4.1 

38.4 

+ 1.38 
+ 2.00 

1976 
N % 

4 100.0 

3 75.0 
1 25.0 
3 75.0' 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

75.0 

+ 3.00 
0.00 

9 100.0 

1 11. 1 
5 55.6 
5 55.6 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

55.6 

5.00 
0.00 

1977** 
N % 

22 100.0 

7 31.8 
5 22.7 
9 40.9 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

40.9 

+ 1.40 
0.00 

39 100.0 

16 41.0 
19 48.7 
23 59.0 

2- 5,1 
o 0.0 
2 5.1 

64.1 

1. 19 
+ 0.00 

54 100.0 103 100.0 

26 48. 1 
25 46.3 
30 55.6 

4 7.4 
3 5.6 
7 13 .. 0 

68.5 

+ 1.04 
+ 1.33 

30 29.1 
36 35.0 
44 42.7 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

42.7 

1.20 
0.00 

1978 
N % 

7 100.0 

o 0.0 
3 42.9 
3 42.9 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

42.9 

0.00 
0.00 

29 100.0 

5 17.2-
15 51. 7 
16 55.2 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

55.2 

3.00 
0.00 

51 100.0 

15 29.4 
23 45. 1 
28 54.9 

3 5.9 
I 2.0 
4 7.8 

62.7 

I. 53 
+ 3.00 

1979 
N % 

6 100.0 

1 16.7 
o 0.0 
1 16.7 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

16.7 

+ o.ob 
0.00 

26 100.0 

10 38.5 
10 38.5 
10 38.5 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

38.5 

1.00 
0.00 

45 100.0 

15 33.3 
19 42.2 
21 46.7 

1 2.2 
1 2.2 
2 4.4· 

51. "1 

1. 27 
1.00 

TOTAL 
N % 

122 100.0 

31 25.4 
40 32.8 
58 41.5 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

47.5 

1.29 
0.00 

296 100.0 

81 27.4 
139 47.0 
155 52.4 

8 2.7 
6 2.0 

14 4.7 

57.1 

1. 72 
+ 1.-33 

558 100.0 

152 27.2 
172 30.8 
226 40.5 

17 3.0 
11 2.0 
26 4.7 

45.2 

1. 13 
+ 1. 55 



TABLE 50: RISK RATIOS - SOCIAL AGE - WOMEN IN ALL PROGRAMS CONTINUED 

69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

OLD 
Total 4 100.0 8 100.0 7 100.0 5 100.0 0 0.0 100.0 100.0 3 100.0 29 100.0 

V101ents 1 25.0 0 0.0 '2 28.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 33.3 4 13.8 
Victims 2 50.0 2 25.0 5 71.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 33.3 11 37.9 
Involved In Violence 2 50.0 2 25.0 5 71.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 33.3 11 37.9 

Killers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Kt lIed 0 0.0 1 12.5 1 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 3 10.3 
Involved In Killing 0 0.0 1 12.5 1 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 3 10.3 

Character V-Score 50.0 37.5 85.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 200.0 33.3 48.3 

Violants Victims 2.00 0.00 - 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 2.75 
Killers Killed 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

CANNOT CODE SOCIAL AGE 
Total 7 100.0 9 100.0 7 100.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 3 100.0 3 100.0 4 100.0 35 100.0 

Viol ants 6 85.7 3 33.3 5 71.4 2 100.0 0 0.0 3 100.0 1 33.3 2 50.0 22 62.9 
Victims 5 71.4 5 55.6 2 28.6 1 50.0 0 0.0 3 100.0 3 100.0 1 25.0 20 57.1 
Involved In Violence 6 85.7 5 55.6 5 7.1. 4 2 100.0 0 0.0 3 100.0 3 100.0 3 75.0 27 77.1 

Ki llers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Killed 0 0.0 0 0."0 1 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2.9 
Involved In Killing 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2.9 

Character V-Score 85.7 55.6 85.7 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 75.0 80.0 

Violants Victims + 1. 20 1.67 .. 2.50 + 2.00 0.00 1.00 - 3.00 + 2.00 + 1.10 
Killers Killed 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morn1ng network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 51: RISK RATIOS - MARITAL STATUS - ALL CHARACTERS IN ALL PROGRAMS 

UNMARRIED, UNKNOWN 
Total 

Viclants 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Vlo1ents 
Killers 

MARRIED 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

VictHns 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Ki llers 
1<1 t led 
Involved In Kill1ng 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Kill ed 

CANNOT CODE MARITAL STATUS 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Killed 

69-70 
N % 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

1978 
N % 

1979 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

365 100.0 313 100.0 400 100.0 235 100.0 143 100.0 272 100.0 145 100.0 178 100.0 2051 100.0 

191 52.3 
220 60.3 
251 68.S 

19 5.2 
14 3.8 
30 8.2 

77.0 

1. 15 
+ 1.36 

148 47.3 
169 54.0 
202 64.5 

25 8.0 
10 3.2 
29 9.3 

73.8 

1. 14 
+ 2.50 

147 36.7 
215 53.7 
247 61.7 

30 7.5 
14 3.5 
37 9.2 

71.0 

1. 46 
+ 2.14 

96 
134 
156 

16 
9 

21 

40.9 
57.0 
66.4 

6.8 
3.8 
8.9 

75.3 

1.40 
+ 1.78 

149 100.0 165 100.0 258 100.0 157 100.0 

47 31.5 
62 41. 6 
68 45.6 

8 5.4 
3 2.0 
8 5.4 

51.0 

1. 32 
+ 2.67 

59 toO.O 

47 
51 
54 

o 
o 
o 

79.7 
86.4 
91.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

91.5 

1.09 
0.00 

41 24.8 
59 35.8 
71 43."0 

12 7.3 
7 4.2 

16 9.7 

52.7 

1. 44 
+ 1.11 

83 32.2 
100 38.8 
122 47.3 

21 8. 1 
17 6.6 
32 12.4 

59.7 

1. 20 
+ 1.24 

43 27 .• 
53 33.8 
64 40.8 

11 7.0 
to 6 .• 
18 11.5 

52.2 

1. 23 
+' 1.10 

74 100.0 329 100.0 272 100.0 

45 
49 
57 

8 
5 
9 

60.8 
66.2 
77.0 

10.B 
6.8 

12.2 

89.2 

- 1.09 
+ 1.60 

166 
208 
237 

33 
15 
39 

50.5 
63.2 
72.0 

to.O 
4.6 

11.9 

83.9 

1. 25 
+ 2.20 

152 
172 

·206 

16 
6 

22 

55.9 
63.2 
75.7 

5.9 
2.2 
8. 1 

83.8 

1. 13 
+ 2.67 

85 59.4 
94 65.7 

108 75.5 

10 7.0 
7 4.9 

14 9.8 

85.3 

1.11 
+ 1. 43 

133 
141 
173 

13 
5 

15 

48.9 
51.8 
63.6 

4.8 
1.8 
5.5 

69.1 

1.06 
+ 2.60 

63 100.0 123 100.0 

28 44.4 
30 47.6 
37 58.7 

6 9.5 
o 0.0 
6 9.5 

68.3 

1.07 
+ 0.00 

36 29.3 
40 32.5 
50 40.7 

8 6.5 
1 0.8 
9 7.3 

48.0 

- 1. 11 
+ B.OO 

84 100.0 190 100.0 

63 
64 
72 

3 
2 
4 

75.0 
76.2 
85.7 

3.6 
2.4 
4.8 

90.5 

- 1.02 
+ 1.50 

to7 
'111 
133 

9 
4 

10 

56.3 
58.4 
70.0 

4.7 
2.1 
5.3 

75.3 

~ 1.04 
+ 2.25 

57 
79 
92 

3 
2 
5 

39.3 
54.5 
63.4 

2. 1 
1.4 
3.4 

66.9 

1. 39 
+ 1.50 

72 100.0 

20 27.8 
33 45.8 
37 51.4 

4 5.6 
4 5.6 
8 11.1 

62.5 

1. 65 
1.00 

1.00 56.2 
toO 56.2 
117 65.7 

6 3.4 
3 1.7 
7 3.9 

69.7 

1.00 
+ 2.00 

957 
1152 
1346 

122 
64 

158 

46.7 
56.2 
65.6 

5.9 
3. I 
7.7 

73.3 

- 1. 20 
+ 1.91 

68 100.0 1055 100.0 

25 36.8 
27 39.7 
32 47.1 

1 1.5 
2 2.9 
3 4.4 

51.5 

1.08 
2.00 

323 30.6 
494 38.3 
481 45.6 

71 6.7 
44 4.2 

100 9.5 

55.1 

- 1.25 
+ 1.61 

81 100.0 135 100.0 1224 100.0 

49 
59 
64 

2 
o 
2 

60.5 
72.8 
79.0 

2.5 
0.0 
2.5 

81.5 

1.20 
+ 0.00 

63 
73 
90 

5 
o 
5 

46.7 
54.1 
66.7 

3.7 
0.0 
3.7 

70.4 

1. 16 
+ 0.00 

692 
787 
913 

76 
32 
91 

56.5 
64.3 
74.6 

6.2 
2.6 
7.4 

82.0 

1. 14 
+ 2.38 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 52: RISK RATIOS - MARITAL STATUS - MEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1916 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

UNMARRIED. UNKNOWN 
Total 298 100.0 242 100.0 287 100.0 176 100.0 100 100.0 180 100.0 

Violents 170 57.0 
Victims 192 64.4 
Involved In Violence 216 72.5 

Killers 19 6.4 
Killed 113.7 
Involved In Killing 27 9.1 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Killed 

81.5 

1. 1-3 
+ 1.73 

129 
138 
165 

24 
8 

26 

53.3 
57.0 
68.2 

9.9 
3.3 

10."1: 

78.9 

1.07 
+ 3.00 

116 40.4 
165 57.5 
185 64.5 

26 9.1 
11' 3.8 
31 10.8 

75.3 

1. 42 
+ 2.36 

82 46.6 
108 61.4 
125 71.0 

13 7.4 
9 5.1 

18 10.2 

81.2 

1. 32 
+ 1.44 

MARRIED 
Total 95 100.0 104 100.0 163 100.0 106 100.0 

Vlolents 
Victims 
I-nvolved In Violence 

Killers 
Kill ed 
Involved In Ktlling 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Kill ed 

CANNOT CODE MARITAL STATUS 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killi'ng 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

35 36.8 
47 49.5 
50 52.6 

7 7.4 
2 2.1 
7 7.4 

60.0 

1. 34 
+ 3.50 

48 100.0 

39 81. 3 
42 87.5 
45 93.8 

o 
o 
a 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

93.8 

1.08 
0.00 

33 31. 7 
4-8 46.2 
55 52.9 

12 11. 5 
7 6.7 

16 15.4 

68.3 

1. 45 
+ t. 71 

·64 39.3 
77 47.2 
90 55.2 

16 9.8 
13 8.0 
23 14. 1 

69.3 

1. 20 
+ 1.23 

34 32. 1 
44 41.5 
50 47.2 

11 10.4 
8 7.5 

16 15.1 

62.3 

1. 29 
+ 1.38 

59 100.0 291 100.0 240 100.0 

38 64.4 154 52.9 132 55.0 
41 69.5·189 64.9 157 65.4 
48 81.4 217" 7"4.6 183 76.2 

7 11. 9 
5 8.5 
8 13.6 

94.9 

Loa 
+ 1.40 

33 11.3 
15 5.2 
39 13.4 

88.0 

- 1. 23 
+ 2.20 

15 
6 

21 

6.2 
2.5 
8.7 

85.0 

1. 19 
+ 2.50 

63 63.0 
69 69.0 
79 79.0 

7 7.0 
5 5.0 
9 9.0 

88.0 

1. 10 
+ 1. 40 

42 100.0 

21 50.0 
25 59.5 
29 69.0 

5 11. 9 
o 0.0 
5 11. 9 

81.0 

1. 19 
+ 0.00 

99 
106 
126 

12 
5 

14 

55.0 
58.9 
70.0 

6.7 
2.8 
7.8 

17.8 

1.07 
+ 2.40 

72 100.0 

25 34.7 
27 37.5 
34 47.2 

7 9.7 
1 1.4 
8 11. 1 

58.3 

1.08 
+ 7.00 

76 100.0 161 100.0 

57 75.0 
58 76.3 
66 86.8 

3 
1 
3 

3.9 
1.3 
3.9 

90.8 

1.02 
+ 3.00 

93 57.8 
94 58.4 

114 70.8 

9 
4 

10 

5.6 
2.5 
6.2 

77.0 

1.01 
+ 2.25 

1978 
N % 

1979 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

91 100.0 129 100.0 1503 100.0 

44 
54 
62 

2 
2 
4 

48.4 
59.3 
68.1 

2.2 
2.2 
4.4 

72.5 

1. 23 
1.00 

44 100.0 

15 34. 1 
20 45.5 
23 52.3 

2 4.5 
2 4.5 
4 9.1 

61.4 

... . 33 
1.00 

80 62.0 
83 64.3 
95 73.6 

6 4.7 
3 2.3 
7 5.4 

79.1 

1.04 
+ 2.00 

43 100.0 

19 44.2 
18 41.9 
23 53.5 

2.3 
2.3 

2 4.7 

58.1 

+ 1.06 
1.00 

783 
915 

t053 

109 
54 

136 

52.1 
60.9 
70.1 

7.3 
3.6 
9.0 

79 .... 

1.17 
+ 2.02 

669 100.0 

246 36.8 
306 45.7 
354 52.9 

61 9.1 
34 5.1 
81 12.1 

65.0 

1. 24 
+ 1.79 

63 100.0 112 100.0 1050 100.0 

39 61. 9 
45 71. 4 
48 76.2 

2 
o 
2 

3.2 
0.0 
3.2 

79.4 

1. 15 
+ 0.00 

50 44.6 
63 56.2 
74 66.1 

4 
o 
4 

3.6 
0.0 
3.6 

69.6 

1. 26 
+ 0.00 

602 57.3 
689 65.6 
795 75.7 

73 
31 
87 

7.0 
3.0 
8.3 

84.0 

1. 14 
+ 2.35 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1915 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 53: RISK RATIOS 

69-70 71-72 
N % N % 

MARITAL STATUS - WOMEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

UNMARRIED, UNKNOWN 
Total 66· 1.00.0 70 100.0 112 100.0 56 100.0 42 100.0 92 100.0 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Ki llers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Ki llers 

MARRIED 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Ki lled 

I-nvolved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
K i 11 ers 

Victims 
Killed 

CANNOT COOE MARITAL STATUS 
Total 

Violants 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki 1led 
Involved In 'Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Ki llers 

Victims 
K f lled 

21 31.B 
27 40.9 
34 51.5 

a 0.0 
3 4.5 
3 4.5 

56.1 

1. 29 
0.00 

54 100.0 

12 22.2 
15 27.8 
18 33.3 

1.9 
1.9 
1.9 

35.2 

1. 25 
1.00 

3 100.0 

2 66.7 
2 66.7 
2 66.7 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

66.7 

1.00 
0.00 

18 25.7 
30 42.9. 
36 51. 4 

1 1.4 
2 2.9 
3 4.3 

55.7 

1.67 
2.00 

61 100.0 

8 13.1 
11 18.0 
16 26.2 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

26.2 

1. 38 
0.00 

7 100.0 

14.3 
1 14.3 
2 28.6 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

2B.6 

1.00 
0.00 

31 27.7 
49 43.7 

'61 54.5 

4 3.6 
3 2.7 
6 5.4 

59.8 

1. 58 
+ 1. 33 

95 100.0 

19 20.0 
23 24.2 
32 33.7 

5 
4 
9 

5.3 
4.2 
9.5 

43.2 

1.21 
+ 1. 25 

33 100.0 

9 27.3 
15 45.5 
16 48.5 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

48.5 

1. 67 
0.00 

12 21.4 
24 42.9 
29 51. 8 

3 5.4 
o 0.0 
3 5.4 

57.1 

2.00 
+ 0.00 

51 100.0 

9 17.6 
9 17.6 

14 27.5 

o 
2 
2 

0.0 
3.9 
3.9 

31.4 

1.00 
0.00 

22 100.0 

12 54.5 
6 27.3 

13 59.1 

1 4.5 
o 0.0 
1 4.5 

63.6 

+ 2.00 
+. 0.00 

21 50.0 
24 57. 1 
28 66.7 

3 7.1 
2 4.8 
5 11.9 

78.6 

1. 14 
+ 1.50 

21 100.0 

7 33.3 
5 23.8 
8 38.1 

1 
o 
1 

4.8 
0.0 
4.8 

42.9 

+ 1.40 
+ 0.00 

4 100.0 

2 50.0 
2 50.0 
2 50.0 

o 0.0 
1 25.0 

25.0 

75.0 

1-.00 
0.00 

34 37.0 
35 38.0 
47 51.1 

1 1.1 
o 0.0 
1 1. 1 

52.2 

1.03 
+ 0.00 

51 100.0 

11 21.6 
13 25.5 
16 31. 4 

1 
o 
1 

2.0 
0.0 
2.0 

33.3 

1. 18 
+ 0.00 

25 100.0 

11 44.0 
15 60.0 
16 64.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

64.0 

1. 36 
0.00 

1978 
N % 

53 100.0 

12 22.6 
25 47.2 
29 54.7 

1 1.9 
o 0.0 
1 1.9 

56.6 

- 2.08 
+ 0.00 

28 100.0 

5 17.9 
13 46.4 
14 50.0 

2 7.1 
2 7.1 
4 14.3 

64.3 

2.60 
1.00 

10 100.0 

4 40.0 
7 70.0 
8 80.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

80.0 

1. 75 
0.00 

1979 
N % 

45 100.0 

17 37. B 
16 35.6 
19 42.2 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

42.2' 

+ 1.06 
0.00 

25 100.0 

6 24.0 
9 36.0 
9 36.0 

o 0.0 
4.0 
4.0 

40.0 

1.50 
0.00 

14 100.0 

6 42.9 
6 42.9 
8 57.1 

1 7. 1 
o 0.0 
1 7.1 

64.3 

1.00 
+ 0.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning ,network dramatic programs. 

TOTAL 
N % 

536 100.0 

166 31.0 
230 42.9 
283 52.8 

13 2.4 
to t .9 
22 4.1 

56.9 

1. 39 
+ 1.30 

386 100.0 

77 19.9 
98 25.4 

127 32.9 

10 
10 
19 

2.6 
2.6 
4.9 

37.8 

1. 27 
1.00 

118 100.0 

47 39.8 
54 45.8· 
67 56.8 

2 1.7 
1 0.8 
3 2.5 

59.3 

1. 15 
+ 2.00 



UPPER CLASS 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Ki llers 
Ki lIed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

VioTents 
Killers 

Victims 
Kl lIed 

TABLE 54: RISK RATIOS 

69-70 
N % 

54 100.0 

16 29.6 
27 50.0 
29 53.7 

4 7.4 
4 7.4 
5 9.3 

63.0 

1.69 
1.00 

71-72 
N % 

48 100.0 

20 41.7 
23 47.9 
28 58.3 

3 6.2 
4 8.3 
5 10.4 

68.7 

1. 15 
- 1.33 

SOCIAL CLASS - ALL CHARACTERS IN ALL PROGRAMS 

73-74* 
N % 

70 100.0 

26 37.1 
39 55.7 
44 62.9 

11 15.7 
5 7.1 

13 18.6 

81.4 

1.50 
+ 2.20 

1975* 
N % 

45 100.0 

21 46.7 
28 62.2 
30 66.7 

5 11. 1 
4 8.9 
9 20.0 

86.1 

1. 33 
+ 1. 25 

1976 
N % 

10 100.0 

5 50.0 
5 50.0 
6 60.0 

2 20.0 
o 0.0 
2 20.0 

80.0 

1.00 
+ 0.00 

1911:'* 
N % 

23 100.0 

11 41.8 
13 56.5 
14 60.9 

2 8.1 
1 4.3 
3 13.0 

13.9 

1. 18 
+ 2.00 

1978 
N % 

19 100.0 

5 26.3 
8 42.1 
9 47.4 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

47.4 

1. 60 
0.00 

1979 
N % 

14 100.0 

10 71.4 
10 71.4 
10 11.4 

1 1. 1 
o 0.0 

7. 1 

18.6 

1.00 
+ 0.00 

TOTAL 
N % 

283 100.0 

114 40.3 
153 54. 1 
170 60.1 

28 9.9 
18 6.4 
38 13.4 

13.5 

1. 34 
+ 1.56 

MIXEO CLASS 
Total 508 100.0 494 100.0 814 100.0 589 100.0 269 100.0 543 100.0 212 100.0 363 100.0 3912 100.0 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Ki l1ers 

LOWER CLASS 
Total 

Violents 
V let ims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
K t lIed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

262 
298 
335 

23 
1 1 
31 

51.6 
58.1 
65.9 

4.5 
2.2 
6.1 

72.0 

1. 14 
+ 2.09 

11 100.0 

7 63.6 
8 72.7 
9 81.8 

o 0.0 
2 18.2 
2 18.2 

100.0 

1. 14 
0.00 

207 
248 
293 

41 
17 
48 

41.9 
50.2 
59.3 

8.3 
3.4 
9.7 

69.0 

1.20 
+ 2.41 

10 100.0 

7 70.0 
6 60.0 
9 90.0 

10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

100.0 

+ 1. 17 
1.00 

354 
460 
537 

71 
39 
92 

40.5 
52.6 
61.4 

8.1 
4.5 

10.5 

72.0 

1.30 
+ 1.82 

43 100.0 

·16 37.2 
24 55.8 
25 58.1 

2 
2 
3 

4.7 
4.7 
7.0 

65.1 

1. 50 
1.00 

251 43.6 
312 53.0 
316 63.8 

31 6.3 
18 3. t 
49 8.3 

72.2 

1. 21 
+ 2.06 

30 100.0 

13 43.3 
19 63.3 
20 66.7 

3.3 
3 10.0 
3 10.0 

76.7 

1. 46 
3.00 

163 
174 
201 

60.6 250 
64.7 262 
74.7 325 

46.0 
48.3 
59.9 

14 
8 

19 

5.2 26 
3.0 8 
7.1 29 

4.8 
1.5 
5.3 

81.8 

1.07 
+ 1.75 

11 100.0 

.8 72.7 
9 81.8 

10 90.9 

3 27.3 
1 9. 1 
3 27.3 

11B.2 

1. 13 
+ 3.00 

65.2 

1.05 
+ 3.25 

19 100.0 

15 78.9 
17 89.5 
17 89.5 

2 10.5 
1 5.3 
2 10.5 

100.0 

1. 13 
+ 2.00 

120 
162 
183 

9 
6 

15 

44.1 
59.6 
67.3 

3.3 
2.2 
5.5 

72.8 

1. 35 
+ 1.50 

7 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

14.3 
14.3 
14.3 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

14.3 

1.00 
0.00 

175 
187 
226 

11 
5 

14 

48.2 
51.5 
62.3 

3.0 
1.4 
3.9 

66.1 

1.07 
+ 2.20 

4 100.0 

3 75.0 
3 75.0 
3 75.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

75.0 

t .00 
0.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic p~ograms. 

1788 
2103 
2476 

232 
112 
297 

45.7 
53.8 
63.3 

5.9 
2.9 
7.6 

70.9 

1. 18 
+ 2.07 

135 100.0 

70 51. 9 
87 64.4 
94 69.6 

9 6.7 
10 7.4 
14 10.4 

80.0 

1. 24 
1. 11 



UPPER CLASS 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lIed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

TABLE 55: RISK RATIOS 

69-70 
N % 

38 100.0 

14 36.8 
21 55.3 
23 60.5 

3 7.9 
2 5.3 
3 7.9 

68,4 

1.50 
+ 1.50 

71-72 
N % 

36 100.0 

19 52.8 
19 52.8 
23 63,9 

3 8.3 
3 8.3 
4 11. 1 

75.0 

1.00 
1.00 

SOCIAL CLASS - MEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

73-74* 
N % 

44 100.0 

20 45.5 
31 70.5 
33 75.0 

9 20.5 
4 9.1 

10 22.7 

97.7 

1. 55 
+ 2.25 

1975* 
N % 

33 100.0 

17 51.5 
23 69.7 
24 72.7 

4 12. 1 
4 12. 1 
8 24.2 

97.0 

1. 35 
1.00 

1976 
N % 

1 100.0 

4 51.1 
3 42.9 
4 57.1 

1 14.3 
o 0.0 
1 14.3 

11.4 

+ 1.33 
+ 0.00 

1917** 
N % 

13 100.0 

9 69.2 
9 69.2 

10 76.9 

2 15.4 
1 7.7 
3 23.1 

100.0 

1.00 
+ 2.00 

1978 
N % 

11 100.0 

5 45.5 
5 45.5 
6 54.5 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

54.5 

1.00 
0.00 

1979 
N % 

12 100.0 

9 75.0 
9 75.0 
9 75.0 

1 8.3 
o 0.0 
1 8.3 

83.3 

1.00 
+ 0.00 

TOTAL 
N % 

194 100.0 

97 50.0 
120 61.9 
132 68.0 

23 11.9 
14 7.2 
30 15.5 

83.5 

1. 24 
+ 1.64 

MIXED CLASS 
Total 394 100.0 363 100.0 663 100.0 463· 100.0 201 100.0 a8S 100.0 t81 100.0 268 100.0 2918 100.0 

V101ents 223 56,6 
Victims 253 64.2 
Involved In Violence 280 71.1 

Ktllers 23 5.8 
Killed 10 2.5 
Involved In Killing 30 7.6 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

LOWER CLASS 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Kl1lers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

78.7 

1. 13 
+ 2.30 

9 100.0 

7 77.8 
7 71.8 
8 88.9 

o 0.0 
11. 1 
11. 1 

100.0 

1.00 
0.00 

,115 48.2 
205 56.5 
239 65.8 

39 10.7 
16 4.4 
45 12.4 

78.2 

- 1. 17 
+ 2.44 

6 100.0 

6 100.0 
3 50.0 
6 100.0 

16.7 
16.7 
16.7 

116.1 

+ 2.00 
1.00 

300 45.2 219 47.3 
379 57.2 269 58.1 
4~7 65.9 311 68.5 

64 9.7 34 7.3 
33 5.0 16 3.5 
80 12.1 44 9.5 

78.0 

1. 26 
+ 1.94 

34 100.0 

14 41.2 
21 61.8 
22 64.7 

2 
2 
3 

5.9 
5.9 
8.8 

73.5 

1. 50 
1.00 

78.0 

1. 23 
+ 2.13 

26 100.0 

12 46.2 
17 65.' 
17 65.4 

1 3.8 
3 11. 5 
3 11.5 

76.9 

1'.42 
- 3.00 

129 64.2 
140 69.7 
160 79.6 

11 5.5 
5 2.5 

13 6.5 

86.1 

1.09 
+ 2.20 

10 100.0 

8 80.0 
9 90.0 

10 100.0 

3 30.0 
1 10.0 
3 30.0 

130.0 

1. 13 
+ 3.00 

196 50.9 
204 53.0 
250 64.9 

25 6.5 
8 2.1 

28 7.3 

72.2 

- 1.04 
+ 3.13 

15 100.0 

12 80.0 
14 93.3 
14 93.3 

6.7 
6.7 
6.7 

100.0 

1. 17 
1.00 

92 50.8 
113 62.4 
126 69.6 

6 3.3 
.4 2.2 
10 5.5 

75.1 

1.23 
+ 1.50 

6 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

16.7 
16.7 
16.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

16.7 

1.00 
0.00 

131 51.1 
152 56.7 
180 67.2 

10 3.7 
4 1.5 

12 4.5 

71.6 

1. 11 
+ 2.50 

4 100.0 

3 75.0 
.3 75.0 
3 75.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

75.0 

1.00 
0.00 

* The figures given for 1913-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1915' tnclude a sprtng 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1917 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1471 
1715 
1989 

212 
96 

262 

50.4 
58.8 
68.2 

7.3 
3.3 
9.0 

77.1 

- 1.17 
+ 2.21 

110 100.0 

63 51.3 
75 68.2 
81 73.6 

8 7.3 
9 8.2 

12 10.9 

84.5 

- 1. 19 
1. 13 



UPPER CLASS 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

KOlers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

.Violents 
Killers 

MIXED CLASS 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Ki lled 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
K1lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Vlo1ents 
Killers 

LOWER CLASS 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Ki lled 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
K t lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Vtolents 
Kt llers 

Victims 
Ki lled 

TABLE 56: RISK RATIOS - SOCIA'L 'CLASS - WOMEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

16 100.0 

2 12.5 
6 37.5 
6 37.5 

1 6.3 
2 12.5 
2 12.5 

50.0 

3.00 
2.00 

71-72 
N % 

12 100.0 

1 8.3 
4 33.3 
5 41.7 

o 
1 
1 

0.0 
8.3 
8.3 

50.0 

4.00 
0.00 

73-74* 
N % 

26 100.0 

6 23.1 
8 30.8 

11 42.,3 

2 7.7 
1 3.8 
3 11. 5 

53.8 

1. 33 
+ 2.00 

1975* 
N % 

12 1'00.0 

4 33.3 
5 41.7 
6 50.0 

1 
o 

8.3 
0.0 
8.3 

58.3 

1. 25 
+ 0.00 

105 100.0 122 100.0 205 100.0 113 100.0 

33 31.4 
37 35.2 
47 44.8 

o 0.0 
1 1.0 
1 1.0 

45.7 

1. 12 
0.00 

2 100.0 

o 0.0 
1 50.0 
1 50.0 

o 0.0 
50.0 
50.0 

100.0 

0.00 
0.00 

25 :20.5 
35 28.7 
46 37.7 

1 0.8 
1 0.8 
2 1.6 

39.3 

1. 40 
1.00 

4 100.0 

1 25.0 
3 75.0 
3 75.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

75.0 

3.00 
0.00 

51 24.9-
76 37.1 
95 46.3 

7 3.4 
6 2.9 

12 5.9 

52.2 

- 1. 49 
+ 1.17 

9 100.0 

2 22.2 
3 33.3 
3 33.3 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

33.3 

1.50 
0.00 

28 24.8 
32 28.3 
47 41. 6 

3 2.7 
2 1.8 
5 4.4 

46.0 

1. 14 
+ 1.50 

4 100.0 

1 25.0 
2 50.0 
3 75.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

75.0 

2.00 
0.00 

1976 
N % 

3 100.0 

1 33.3 
2 66.7 
2 66.7 

1 33.3 
o 0.0 

33.3 

100.0 

2.00 
+ 0.00 

1977** 
N % 

10 100.0 

2 20.0 
4 40.0 
4 40.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

40.0 

2.00 
0.00 

63 100.0 154 100.0 

29 46.0 
29' 46.0 
36 57.1 

3 4.8 
3 4.8 
6 9.5 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

66.7 

1.00 
1.00 

100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

51 33.1 
56 36.4 
72 46.8 

1 0.6 
o 0.0 

0.6 

47.4 

1.10 
+ 0.00 

4 100.0 

3 75.0 
3 75.0 
3 75.0 

25.0 
o 0.0 
1 25.0 

100.0 

1.00 
+ 0.00 

1978 
N % 

8 100.0 

o 0.0 
3 37.5 
3 37.5 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

37.5 

0.00 
0.00 

82 100.0 

21 25.6 
42 51. 2 
48 58.5 

3 3.7 
2 2.4 
5 6.1 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

64.6 

2.00 
+ 1.50 

100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

1979 
N % 

2 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

50.0 
50.0 
50.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

50.0 

1.00 
0.00 

82 100.0 

28 34.1 
30 36.6 
35 42.7 

1 1.2 
1 1. 2 
2 2.4 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

45.1 

1.07 
1.00 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

TOTAL 
N % 

89 100.0 

17 19.1 
33 37. 1 
38 42.7 

5 
4 
8 

5.6 
4.5 
9.0 

51.7 

1. 94 
+ 1.25 

926 100.0 

266 28.7 
337 36.4 
426 46.0 

19 2. 1 
16 1.7 
34 3.7 

49.7 

1.27 
+ 1. 19 

25 100.0 

7 28.0 
12 48.0 
13 52.0 

1 4.0 
1 4.0 
2 8.0 

60.0 

1. 71 
1.00 



TABLE 57: RISK RATIOS - RACE - All CHARACTERS IN All PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

1978 
N % 

1979 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

WHITE RACE 
Total 428 100.0 451 100.0 800 100.0 494 100.0 210 100.0 463 100.0 241 100.0 286 100.0 3373 100.0 

Violerits 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

K 111 ers 
Killed 
Involved In ~111ing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

OTHER RACE 
Total 

Vio1ents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Ki llers 

CANNOT CODE RACE 
Total 

Vtolents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Killed 

188 
219 
252 

43.9 
51.2 
58.9 

, 

23 
16 
34 

5.4 
3.7 
7.9 

66.8 

1. 16 
+ 1.44 

65 100.0 

33 50.S 
46 70.8 
46 70.S 

2 3.1 
o 0.0 
2 3.1 

73.8 

1. 39 
+ 0.00 

80 100.0 

64 
68 
75 

2 
1 
2 

80.0 
85.0 
93.7 

2.5 
1.2 
2.5 

96.2 

1.06 
+ 2.00 

177 
207 
252 

37 
15 
43 

39.2 
45.9 
55.9 

8.2 
3.3 
9.5 

65.4 

1.17 
+ 2.47 

41 100.0 

18 43.9 
21 51. 2 
26 63.4 

7 17. 1 
7 17.1 

10 24.4 

87.8 

1. 17 
1.00 

60 100.0 

39 
49 
52 

1 
o 
1 

65.0 
81.7 
86.7 

1.7 
0.0 
1.7 

88.3 

- 1.26 
+ 0.00 

304 38.0 
407 50.9 
478 59.7 

75· 9.4 
43 5.4 
97 12. 1 

71.9 

- 1. 34 
+ 1. 74 

95 100.0 

34 35.8 
49 51. 6 
52 54.7 

6 6.3 
o 0.0 
6 6.3 

61.1 

1. 44 
+ 0.00 

208 42.1 
250 50.6 
302 61.1 

41 8.3 
22 4.5 
57 11. 5 

72.7 

- 1.20 
+ 1. 86 

62 100.0 

17 27.4 
26 41.9 
21 43.5 

2 3.2 
2 3.2 
3 4.8 

48.4 

1. 53 
1.00 

92 100.0 108 100.0 

58 
67 
·76 

3 
3 
5 

~ 
63.0 66 
72.8 83 
82.6 97 

3.3 0 
3.3 1 
5.4 1 

88.0 

1. 16 
1.00 

61.1 
76.9 
89.8 

0.0 
0.9 
0.9 

90.7 

1. 26 
- 0.00 

120 57.1 220 
124 59.0 229 
146 69.5 279 

47.5 
49.5 
60.3 

17 8.127 
5 2.4 10 

20 9.5 31 

5.8 
2.2 
6.7 

79.0 

1.03 
+ 3.40 

18 100.0 

1 38.9 
11 61.1 
12 66.7 

2 11. 1 
3 16.7 
3 16.7 

83.3 

1. 57 
1.50 

62 100.0 

49 
53 
59 

o 

79.0 
85.5 
95.2 

0.0 
1.6 
1.6 

96.8 

1.08 
0.00 

67.0 

1.04 
+ 2.70 

62 100.0 

21 33.9 
19 30.6 
28 45.2 

3 4.8 
o 0.0 
3 4.8 

50.0 

+ 1. 11 
+ 0.00 

60 100.0 

35 
44 
49 

o 
o 
o 

58.3 
73.3 
81.7 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

81.7 

1. 26 
0.00 

95 
128 
147 

9 
5 

14 

39.4 
53.1 
61.0 

3.7 
2. 1 
5.8 

66.8 

1. 35 
+ 1.80 

17 100.0 

4 23.5 
6 35.3 
7 41.2 

o 0.0 
1 5.9 

5.9 

47.1 

1. 50 
0.00 

40 100.0 

27 67.5 
37 92.5 
39 97.5 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

97.5 

1. 37 
0.00 

131 
144 
163 

11 
5 

14 

45.8 
50.3 
57.0 

3.8 
1.7 
4.9 

61.9 

1.10 
+ 2.20 

23 100.0 

11 47.8 
15 65.2 
17 73.9 

1 4.3 
o 0.0 

4.3 

78.3 

1. 36 
+ 0.00 

72 100.0 

46 63.9 
41 56.9 
59 81.9 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

81.9 

+ 1. 12 
0.00 

* The figures gtven for 1973-74 include a spring '1975 sample and those for 1975 tnclude a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1443 
1708 
2019 

240 
121 
310 

42.8 
50.6 
59.9 

7. 1 
3.6 
9.2 

69.0 

1. 18 
+ 1.98 

383 100.0 

145 37.9 
193 50.4 
215 56.1 

23 6.0 
13 3.4 
29 7.6 

63.7 

1. 33 
+ 1.77 

574 100.0 

384 
442 
506 

6 
6 

10 

66.9 
77.0 
S8.2 

1.0 
1.0 
1.7 

89.9 

1. 15 
1.00 



TABLE 58: RISK RATIOS - RACE - MEN IN ALU PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

1978 
N % 

1979 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

WHITE RACE 
Total 320 100.0 321 100.0 583 100.0 385 100.0 147 100.0 322 100.0 157 100.0 207 100.0 2442 100.0 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

'Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killtng 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

OTHER RACE 
Total 

Vtolents 
Victims 

Victims 
Ki lied 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Vlo1ents 
Killers 

CANNOT CODE RACE 
Total 

Vlo1ents 
Victims 

Victims 
Kill ed 

Involved In Violence 

K t llers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

160 50.0 
183 57.2 
207 64.7 

22 6.9 
12 3.7 
30 9.4 

74.1 

1. 14 
+ 1.83 

52 100.0 

28 53.8 
3S 73. 1 
38 73.1 

2 3.8 
o 0.0 
2 3.8 

76.9 

1. 36 
+ 0.00 

69 100.0 

56 81.2 
60 87.0 
66 95.7 

2 2.9 
1 1. 4 
2 2.9 

98.6 

1. 07 
+ 2.00 

151 
168 
201 

36 
13 
40 

47.0 
52.3 
6'2.6 

11. 2 
4.0 

12.5 

75.1 

1. 11 
+ 2.77 

38 100.0 

18 47.4 
20 52.6 
25 65.8 

7 18.4 
7 18.4 

10 26.3 

92.1 

- 1. 11 
1.00 

46 100.0 

31 67.4 
39 84.8 
42 91. 3 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

91.3 

- 1. 26 
0.00 

248 '42.5 
327 56.1 
376 64.5 

66 11. 3 
36 6.2 
82 14,,1 

78.6 

1. 32 
+ 1. 83 

75 100.0 

31 41. 3 
42 56.0 
45 60.0 

6 8.0 
o 0.0 
6 8.0 

68.0 

- 1. 35 
+ 0.00 

83 100.0 

55 66.3 
62 74.7 
71 85.5 

3 3.6 
3 3.6 
5 6.0 

91.6 

1. 13 
1.00 

176 
214 
250 

37 
20 
51 

45.7 
55.6 
64.9 

9.6 
5.2 

13.2 

78.2 

1. 22 
+ 1.85 

45 100.0 

17 37.8 
24 53.3 
25 55.6 

2 4.4 
2 4.4 
3 6.7 

62.2 

1. 41 
1.00 

92 100.0 

55 59.8 
71 77.2 
83 90.2 

o 0.0 
1 1. 1 
1 1. 1 

91.3 

1. 29 
0.00 

91 
95 

110 

13 
3 

14 

61.9 
64.6 
74.8 

8.8 
2.0 
9.5 

84.4 

1.04 
+ 4.33 

17 100.0 

7 41.2 
11 64.7 
12 70.6 

2 11.8 
3 17.6 
3 17.6 

88.2 

1.57 
1.50 

54 100.0 

43 79.6 
46 85.2 
52 96.3 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

96.3 

1.07 
0.00 

172 
176 
212 

25 
10 
29 

53.4 
54.7 
65.8 

7.8 
3. 1 
9.0 

74.8 

- 1.02 
+ 2.50 

41 100.0 

16 39.0 
14 34.1 
21 51.2 

3 7.3 
o 0.0 
3 7.3 

58.5 

+ 1. 14 
+ 0.00 

50 100.0 

29 58.0 
37 74.0 
41 82.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

82.0 

1. 28 
0.00 

75 
87 

100 

6 
3 
9 

47.8 
55.4 
63.7 

3.8 
1.9 
5.7 

69.4 

1. 16 
+ 2.00 

12 100.0 

:3 25.0 
4 33.3 
5 41.7 

o 0.0 
1 B.3 
1 8.3 

50.0 

1. 33 
0.00 

29 100.0 

20 69.0 
28 96.6 
28 96.6 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

96.6 

1.40 
0.00 

104 
116 
132 

10 
4 

12 

50.2 
56.0 
63.8 

4.8 
1.9 
5.8 

69.6 

1. 12 
+ 2.50 

22 100.0 

11 50.0 
14 63.6 
16 72.7 

1 4.5 
o 0.0 
1 4.5 

77.3 

1. 27 
+ 0.00 

55 100.0 

34 61.8 
34 61.8 
44 80.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

80.0 

1.00 
0.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1'916 sample. 
** The fall 1971 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1177 
1366 
1588 

215 
101 
267 

48.2 
55.9 
65.0 

8.8 
4. 1 

10.9 

76.0 

1. 16 
+ 2.13 

302 100.0 

131 43.4 
167 55.3 
187 61.9 

23 7.6 
13 4.3 
29 9.6 

71.5 

1. 27 
+ 1'.77 

478 100.0 

323 67.6 
377 78.9 
427 89.3 

5 1.0 
5 1.0 
8 1.7 

91.0 

1.17 
1.00 



WHITE RACE 
Total 

Viol ants 
Ylctlms 
Involved In Vfolence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

OTHER RACE 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Kill ed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

V-iolents 
Killers 

CANNOT CODE RACE 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

Ki llers 
Ki 11ed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Ki lIed 

TABLE 59: RISK RATIOS RACE - WOMEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

108 100.0 130 100.0 217 100.0 109 100.0 

28 25.9 
36 33.3 
45 41. 7 

i 0.9 
4 3.7 
4 3.7 

45.4 

1. 29 
- 4.00 

10 100.0 

3 30.0 
5 50.0 
5 50.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

50.0 

1. 67 
0.00 

5 100.0 

4 BO.O 
3 60.0 
4 80.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

80.0 

+ 1'.33 
0.00 

26 20.0 
39 30.0 
51 39.2 

1 0.8 
2 1.5 
3 2.3 

41.5 

1.50 
- 2.00 

3 100.0 

o 0.0 
1 33.3 
1 33.3 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

33.3 

0.00 
0.00 

5 100.0 

1 20.0 
2 40.0 
2 40.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

40.0 

2.00 
0.00 

56 25.8 
80 36.9 

102 47.0 

9 4.1 
7 3.2 

15 6.9 

53.9 

1. 43 
+ 1.29 

20 100.0 

3 15.0 
7 35.0 
7 35.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

35.0 

2.33 
0.00 

3 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

32 29.4 
36 33.0 
52 47.7 

4 3.7 
2 1.8 
6 5.5 

53.2 

1. 13 
+ 2.00 

17 100.0 

o 0.0 
2 11.8 
2 11.8 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

11.8 

0.00 
0.00 

3 100.0 

33.3 
i 33.3 
2 66.7 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

66.7 

1.00 
0.00 

1976 
N % 

1917** 
N % 

63 100.0 141 100.0 

29 46 .. 0 
29 46.0 
36 57. 1 

4 6.3 
2 3.2 
6 9.5 

66.7 

1.00 
+ 2.00 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

3 100.0 

1 33.3 
2 66.7 
2 66.7 

o 0.0 
1 33.3 
\ 33.3 

100.0 

2.00 
0.00 

48 34.0 
53 37.6 
67 47.5 

2 1.4 
o 0.0 
2 1.4 

48.9 

1. 10 
+ 0.00 

21 100.0 

5 23.8 
5 23.8 
7 33.3 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

33.3 

1.00 
0.00 

6 100.0 

3 50.0 
5 83.3 
5 83.3 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

83.3 

1.67 
0.00 

1978 
N % 

84 100.0 

20 23.8 
41 48.8 
47 56.0 

3 3.6 
2 2.4 
5 6.0 

61.9 

- 2.05 
+ 1.50 

5 100.0 

1 20.0 
2 40.0 
2 40.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

40.0 

2.00 
0.00 

2 100.0 

o 0.0 
2 \00.0 
2 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

0.00 
0.00 

1979 
N % 

79 100.0 

27 34.2 
28 35.4 
31 39.2 

1 1.3 
1 1.3 
2 2.5 

41.8 

1.04 
1.00 

100.0 

o 0.0 
\ 100.0 
\ 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

0.00 
0.00 

4 100.0 

2 50.0 
2 50.0 
4 \00.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

\00.0 

1.00 
0.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1971 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend mQrning network dramatic programs. 

TOTAL 
N % 

931 100.0 

266 28.6 
342 36.7 
431 46.3 

25 2.7 
20 2.1 
43 4.6 

50.9 

1. 29 
+ 1.25 

78 100.0 

12 \5.4 
23 29.5 
25 32.1 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

32.1 

1. 92 
0.00 

31 100.0 

12 38.7 
17 54.8 
21 67.7 

o 
1 
1 

0.0 
3.2 
3.2 

71.0 

1. 42 
0.00 



'GOO~' (HEROES) 
Total 

V101ents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lIed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

MIXED TYPE 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 

Victims 
Killed 

Involved In Violence 

K t 11 ers 
K tIled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

'BAD' (VILLAINS) 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
K tIled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Killed 

TABLE 60: RISK RATIOS - TVPE - ALL CHARACTERS IN ALL PROGRAMS 

69-70 
N % 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1916 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

1978 
N % 

1979 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

323 100.0 305 100.0 59B 100.0 360 100.0 172 100.0 371 tOO.O 175 100.0 197 100.0 2501 100.0 

136 42.1 
168 52.0 
192 59.4 

9 2.8 
2 0.6 

10 3.1 

62.5 

1. 24 
+ 4.50 

114 
146 
176 

11 
5 

16 

37.4 
47.9 
57.7 

3.6 
1.6 
5.2 

63.0 

1. 28 
+ 2.20 

204 
291 
339 

36 
12 
43 

34. 1 136 37. B 
48.7 172 47.8 
56.7 212 58.9 

6.0 10 2.8 
2.0 2 0.6 
7.2 12 3.3 

63.9 

- 1. 43 
• 3.00 

62.2 

1. 26 
• 5.00 

163 100.0 157 100.0 235 100.0 222 100.0 

72 44.2 
94 57.7 

103 63.2 

8 4.9 
6 3.7 

12 7.4 

70.6 

1. 31 
+ 1.33 

87 100.0 

77 88.5 
71 81.6 
78 89.7 

10 11.5 
9 10.3 

16 18.4 

108.0 

+ 1.08 
+ 1.11 

55 35.0 
64 40.8 
78 49.7 

12 7.6 
B 5.1 

15 9.6 

92 '39. 1 
121 51.5 
140 59.6 

10 4.3 
12 5. 1 
19 8. 1 

59.2 67.7 

1.16 1.32 
+ 1.50 1.20 

90 100.0 152 100.0 

65 72.2 
67 74.4 
76 84.4 

22 24.4 
9 10.0 

23 25.6 

110.0 

1.03 
+ 2.44 

99 65.1 
111 73.0 
126 82.9 

38 25.0 
22 14.5 
46 30.3 

113.2 

1. 12 
+ 1.73 

86 38.7 
119 53.6 
137 61.7 

8 3.6 
11 5.0 
16 7.2 

68.9 

1. 38 
1. 38 

82 100.0 

69 84.1 
68 82.9 
77 93.9 

25 30.5 
12 14.6 
33 40.2 

134.1 

+ 1.01 
+ 2.0B 

91 
96 

116 

6 
2 
8 

52.9 
55.8 
67.4 

3.5 
1.2 
4.7 

72.1 

1.05 
• 3.00 

147 
171 
202 

7 
1 
8 

39.6 
46.1 
54.4 

1.9 
0.3 
2.2 

56.6 

1. 16 
• 7.00 

75 100.0 1.51 100.0 

51 68.0 
59 78.7 
63 84.0 

6 8.0 
2 2.7 
7 9.3 

93.3 

1. 16 
+ 3.00 

43 100.0 

34 79. 1 
33 76.7 
38 88.4 

7 16.3 
5 11. 6 
9 20.9 

109.3 

+ 1.03 
+ 1.40 

76 50.3 
68 45.0 
93 61.6 

10 6.6 
2 1.3 

11 7.3 

68.9 

+ 1. 12 
+ 5.00 

63 100.0 

53 84.1 
53 84.1 
61 96.8 

13 20.6 
7 11. 1 

15 23.8 

120.6 

1.00 
+ 1.86 

61 
102 
108 

3 
4 
7 

34.9 
58.3 
61.7 

1.7 
2.3 
4.0 

65.7 

1. 67 
1. 33 

90 45.7 
95 48.2 

120 60.9 

4 2.0 
2 1.0 
5 2.5 

63.5 

1.06 
• 2.00 

979 
1241 
1465 

86 
30 

109 

39.1 
49.6 
58.6 

3.4 
1.2 
4.4 

62.9 

1. 27 
+ 2.87 

90 100.0 122 100.0 1215 100.0 

38 42.2 
48 53.3 
57 63.3 

3 3.3 
2 2.2 
5 5.6 

68.9 

1. 26 
+ 1.50 

33 100.0 

27 81.8 
21 63.6 
28 84.8 

3 9.1 
o 0.0 
3 9.1 

93.9 

+ 1. 29 
+ 0.00 

48 39.3 
57 46.7 
65 53.3 

3 2.5 
1 0.8 
3 2.5 

55.7 

1. 19 
+ 3.00 

62 100.0 

50 80.6 
48 77.4 
54 87.1 

5 8.1 
2 3.2 
7 11. 3 

98.4 

+ 1.04 
+ 2.50 

518 42.6 
630 51.9 
736 60.6 

60 4.9 
44 3.6 
88 .7.2 

67.8 

1. 22 
+ 1.36 

612 100.0 

474 77.5 
472 77.1 
538 87.9 

123 20.1 
66 10.8 

152 24.8 

112.7 

+ 1.00 
+ 1.86 



TABLE 60: RISK RATIOS - TYPE - ALL CHARACTERS IN ALL PROGRAMS CONTINUED 

69-70 71-72 73-74* 1975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

CANNOT CODE TYPE 
Total 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 

Violents 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 
Victims 0 0.0 0 0·0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Involved In Violence 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 

Killers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Killed 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Involved In Killing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Character V-Score 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 

Violents Victims 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 
Kt11ers K tIled 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

• The ftgures given for t973-14 include a spring 1915 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample . 
** The FaIt 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



'GOOO' (HEROES) 
Total 

Violents 
Viet ims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Vtolents 
Killers 

MIXED TYPE 
Total 

Violents 
Viet 1ms 

Victims 
Kt lled 

Involved In Violence 

Killer,S 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

'BAD' (VILLAINS) 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

TABLE 61: RISK RATIOS 

69-10 
N % 

71-12 
N % 

TYPE -, MEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1916 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

1978 
N % 

1919 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

240 100.0 216 100.0 440 100.0 282 100.0 131 ,100.0 244 100.0 106 100.0 139 100.0 1798 100.0 

115 
139 
156 

9 
1 
9 

47.9 
57.9 
65.0 

3.1 
0.4 
3.7 

68.1 

1. 21 
+ 9.00 

97 
115 
139 

11 
3 

14 

44.9 
53.2 
64.4 

5.1 
1.4 
6.5 

70.8 

1. 19 
+ 3.67 

115 
234 
211 

35 
9 

39 

39.8 
53.2 
61.6 

8.0 
2.0 
8.9 

70.5 

1. 34 
+ 3.89 

118 41.8 
153 54.3 
181 64.2 

10 3.5 
2 0.7 

12 4.3 

68.4 

1.30 
+ 5.00 

121 100.0 110 100.0 177 100.0 169 100.0 

59 48.8 
71 63.6 
84 69.4 

7 5.8 
3 2.5 
9 7.4 

76.9 

1. 31 
+ 2.33 

80 100.0 

10 87.5 
65 81.2 
71 88.7 

10 12.5 
9 11.2 

16 20.0 

108.7 

+ 1.08 
+ 1. 11 

45 40.9 
52 47.3 
62 56.4 

11 10.0 
8 1.3 

14 12.7 

69.1 

1. 16 
+ 1.38 

14 41.8 
100 56.5 
113 63.8 

B 4.5 
11 6.2 
16 9.0 

12.9 

1. 35 
1. 38 

79 100.0 123 100.0 

58 73.4 
60 15.9 
67 84.8 

21 26.6 
9 11. 4 

22 27.8 

112.7 

1.03 
+ 2.33 

84 68,3 
97 18.9 

107 87.0 

32 26.0 
19 15.4 
38 30.9 

117.9 

1. 15 
+ 1.68 

10 41:4 
95 56.2 

109 64.5 

5 3.0 
10 5.9 
12 7. 1 

71.6 

1. 36 
2.00 

71 100.0 

60 84.5 
61 85.9 
68 95.8 

24 33.8 
11 15.5 
31 43.7 

139.4 

- 1.02 
+ 2.18 

74 
81 
98 

3 
2 
5 

56.5 
61.8 
74.8 

2.3 
1.5 
3.8 

78.6 

1.09 
+ 1.50 

109 
126 
145 

1 
1 
8 

44.7 
51.6 
59.4 

2.9 
0.4 
3.3 

62.7 

- 1. 16 
+ 7.00 

52 100.0. 115 100.0 

38 13.1 
43 82.7 
45 86.5 

5 9.6 
1 1.9 
5 9.6 

96.2 

1.13 
+ 5.00 

35 100.0 

29 82.9 
28 80.0 
31 88.6 

7 20.0 
3 8.6 
7 20.0 

108.6 

+ 1.04 
+ 2.33 

63 54.8 
56 48.7 
77 67.0 

10 8.7 
2 1.1 

11 9.6 

76.5 

+ 1.13 
+ 5.00 

54 100.0 

45 83.3 
45 83.3 
52 96.3 

11 20.4 
7 13.0 

13 24. 1 

120.4 

1.00 
+ 1.57 

44 
63 
61 

2 
2 
4 

41.5 
59.4 
63.2 

1.9 
1.9 
3.8 

61.0 

1. 43 
1.00 

63 100.0 

30 47.6 
37 58.1 
41 65.1 

1 1.6 
2 3.2 
3 4.8 

69.8 

1. 23 
- 2.00 

29 100.0 

24 82.8 
19 65.5 
25 86.2 

3 10.3 
o 0.0 
3 10.3 

96.6 

+ 1.26 
+ 0.00 

70 50.4 
15 54.0 
93 6S.9 

4 2.9 
2 1.4 
5 3.6 

70.5 

1.07 
+ 2.00 

88 100.0 

34 38.6 
45 51.1 
50 56.8 

3 3.4 
1 1. 1 
3 3.4 

60.2 

1. 32 
+ 3.00 

57 100.0 

45 18.9 
44 71.2 
49 86.0 

4 7.0 
1 1.8 
5 8.8 

94.1 

+ 1.02 
+ 4.00 

802 
986 

1150 

81 
22 
96 

44.6 
54.8 
64.0 

4.5 
1 .2 
5.3 

69.3 

1. 23 
+ 3.68 

895 100.0 

413 46.1 
505 56.4 
581 64.9 

50 5.6 
38 4.2 
73 8.2 

73.1 

1. 22 
+ 1.32 

528 100.0 

415 78.6 
419 79.4 
470 89.0 

112 21.2 
59 11.2 

135 25.6 

114.6 

1.01 
+ 1.90 



TABLE 61: RISK RATIOS - TYPE MEN IN ALL PROGRAMS CONTINUED 

69-70 71-72 73-74* 1'975* 1976 1977** 1978 1979 TOTAL 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

CANNOT CODE TYPE 
Total 0 0.0 0 0.0 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 100.0 

Violents 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 
Victims 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Involved In Violence 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 

Killers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
I<illed 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Involved In Killing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Character V-Score 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Violents : Victims 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 + 0.00 
Killers Killed 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



'GOOO' (HEROES) 
Total 

Violents 
Vic'tims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violants 
Killers 

MIXED TVPE 
Total 

Violants 
Victims 

Victims 
Kt lled 

Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

. Character V-Score 

Violants Victims 
Killers Killed 

'BAD' (VILLAINS) 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violants Victims 
Killers Killed 

TABLE 62: RISK RATIOS 

69-70 71-72 
N % N % 

TYPE - WOMEN IN· ALL PROGRAMS 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

79 100.0 85 100.0 154 100.0' 74 100.0 41 100.0 124 100.0 

20 25.3 
26 32.9 
33 41. 8 

o 0,0 
1 1.3 
1 1.3 

43.0 

1.30 
0.00 

38 100.0 

9 23.7 
13 34.2 
15 39.5 

1 2.6 
3 7.9 
3 7.9 

47.4 

1. 44 
3.00 

6 100.0 

6 100.0 
5 83.3 
6 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

+ 1.20 
0.00 

14 16.5 
28 32.9 
34 40.0 

o 0.0 
2 2.4 
2 2.4 

42.4 

- 2.00 
0.00 

45 100.0 

B 17.8 
10 22.2 
14 31.1 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

31.1 

1. 25 
0.00 

8 100.0 

5 62.5 
4 50.0 
6 15.0 

1 12.5 
o 0.0 
1 12.5 

87.5 

+ 1 _ 25 
+ 0.00 

27 17.5 
53 34.4 
64 41.6 

1 0.6 
3 1.9 
4 2.6 

44.2 

- I. 96 
3.00 

57 100.0 

18 31.6 
21 36.8 
27 47.4 

2 3.5 
1 1.8 
3 5.3 

52.6 

1. 17 
+ 2.00 

28 100,0 

14 50.0 
13 46.4 
18 64.3 

6 21.4 
3 10.7 
8 28.6 

92.9 

+ 1.08 
+ 2.00 

16 21.6 
16 21.6 
28 37.8 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

37.8 

f.OO 
0.00 

45 100.0 

9 20.0 
17 37.8 
20 44.4 

3 6.7 
1 2.2 
4 8.9 

53.3 

1.89 
+ 3.00 

10 100.0 

8 80.0 
6 60.0 
8 80.0 

1 10.0 
1 10.0 
2 20.0 

100.0 

+ 1.33 
1.00 

17 41.5 
15 36.6 
18 43.9 

3 7.3 
o 0.0 
3 7.3 

51.2 

+ 1.13 
+ 0.00 

19 100.0 

9 47.4 
12 63.2 
14 73.7 

1 5,3 
1 5.3 
2 10.5 

84.2 

1. 33 
1.00 

7 100.0 

4 57.1 
4 57.1 
6 85.7 

o 0.0 
2 28.6 
2 28.6 

114.3 

1.00 
- 0.00 

36 29.0 
44 35.5 
55 44.4 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
O· 0.0 

44.4 

1. 22 
0.00 

35 100.0 

12 34.3 
11 31.4 
15 42.9 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

42.9 

+ 1.09 
0.00 

9 100.0 

8 88.9 
8 88.9 
9 100.0 

2 22.2 
o 0.0 
2 22.2 

122.2 

1.00 
+ 0.00 

1978 
N % 

65 100.0 

14 21.5 
36 55.4 
37 56.9 

1 1.5 
2 3.1 
3 4.6 

61.5 

2.57 
2.00 

23 100.0 

5 21.7 
8 34.8 

12 52.2 

2 8.7 
o 0.0 
2 8.7 

60.9 

1.60 
+ 0.00 

3 100.0 

2 66.7 
1 33.3 
2 66.7 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

66.7 

+ 2.00 
0.00 

1979 
N % 

51 100.0 

14 27.5 
19 37.3 
21 41.2 

o 0.0 
o 0 .. 0 
o 0.0 

41.2 

- 1.36 
0.00 

28 100.0 

10 35.7 
8 28.6 

10 35.7 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

35.7 

+ 1.25 
0.00 

5 100.0 

5 100.0 
4 80.0 
5 100.0 

1 20.0 
1 20.0 
2 40.0 

140.0 

+ 1.25 
1.00 

TOTAL 
N % 

673 100.0 

158 23.5 
237 35.2 
290 43.1 

5 0.7 
8 1.2 

13 1. 9 

45.0 

1. 50 
1.60 

290 100.0 

80 27.6 
100 34.5 
127 43.8 

9 3.1 
6 2.1 

14 4.8 

48.6 

1. 25 
+ 1.50 

76 100.0 

52 68.4 
45 59.2 
60 78.9 

11 14.5 
7 9.2 

17 22.4 

101. 3 

+ 1.16 
+ 1. 57 



TABLE 62: RISK RATIOS - TVPE WOMEN IN ALL PROGRAMS CONTINUED 

69-70 11-12 '73-74* 1975* 1916 1977** 1978 1919 TOTAL 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

CANNOT CODE TYPE 
Total 0 0.0 0 0.0 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 100.0 

Violents 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Victims 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0· 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Involved In Violence 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Ki llers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Ki lled 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Involved In Killing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 .. 0 0 0.0 

Character V-Score 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Violents : Victims 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Killers Ki l1ed 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

• The figures given for 1913-14 include a spring 1,975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and, one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 



TABLE 63: RISK RATIOS 

69-70 71-72 
N % N % 

NATIONALITY - All CHARACTERS IN ALL PROGRAMS 

73-74* 
N % 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

1978 
N % 

1979 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

U.S. NATIONALITY 
Total 391 100.0 42B 100.0 827 100.0 529 100.0 209 100.0 ·464 100.0 252 100.0 274 100.0 3374 100.0 

Violents 158 40.4 169 39.5 
45.6 
55.1 

Victims 186 47.6 195 
Involved In Violence 215 55.0 236 

Killers 1B 4.6 35 8.2 
3.0 
9.6 

Killed 10 2.6 13 
Involved In Killing 26 6.6 41 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

OTHER NATIONALITY 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Ki lled 

61.6 

1. 18 
+ 1.BO 

92 100.0 

56 60.9 
72 78.3 
75 81. 5 

7 
5 
9 

7.6 
5.4 
9.8 

91.3 

1. 29 
+ 1.40 

64.7 

1. 15 
+ 2.69 

58 100.0 

24 41.4 
33 56.9 
39 67.2 

7 12. 1 
7 12. 1 

10 17.2 

84.5 

1. 38 
1.00 

309 
420 
481 

77 
40 
97 

37.4 
50.8 
58.2 

9.3 
4.8 

11.7 

69.9 

1. 36 
+ 1.92 

50 100.0 

25 50.0 
29 58.0 
36 72.0 

3 
1 
4 

6.0 
2.0 
8.0 

80.0 

1. 16 
+ 3.00 

222 42.0 
265 50.1 
315 59.5 

43 8.1 
24 4.5 
6011.3 

70.9 

1. 19 
+ 1.79 

33 100.0 

11 33.3 
19 57.6 
22 66.7 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

66.7 

- 1.73 
0.00 

CANNOT CODE NATIONALITY 
Total 90 100.0 66 100.0 110 100.0 102 100.0 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Ki llers 
Ki lled 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
K ill ers 

Victims 
Ki 1led 

71 78.9 
75 83.3 
83 92.2 

2 
2 
3 

2.2 
2.2 
3.3 

95.6 

1.06 
1.00 

41 62. 1 
49 74.2 
55 83.3 

3 
2 
3 

4.5 
3.0 
4.5 

87.9 

1. 20 
+ 1.50 

62 
74 
89 

4 
5 
7 

56.4" 58 
67.3 75 
80.9 89 

3.6 
4.5 
6.4 

87.3 

1. 19 
1. 25 

o 
1 

56.9 
73.5 
87.3 

0.0 
1.0 
1.0 

88.2 

1. 29 
0.00 

114 54.5 
118 56.5 
141 67.5 

17 8. 1 
5 2.4 

20 9.6 

77.0 

1.04 
+ 3.40 

11 100.0 

6 54.5 
10 90.9 
10 90.9 

2 18.2 
3 27.3 
3 27.3 

118.2 

1.67 
1. 50 

206 44.4 
209 45.0 
262 56.5 

27 5.8 
10 2.2 
31 6.7 

63.1 

1.01 
+ 2.70 

20 100.0 

9 45.0 
9 45.0 

12 60.0 

2 10.0 
o 0.0 
2· 10.0 

70.0 

1.00 
+ 0.00 

70 100.0 101 100.0 

56 80.0 . 61 
60 85.7 74 
66 94.3 82 

o 
1 
1 

0.0 
1.4 
1.4 

95.7 

1.07 
0.00 

1 
o 

60.4 
73.3 
81.2 

1.0 
0.0 
1.0 

82.2 

1. 21 
+ 0.00 

94 
134 
152 

6 
6 

12 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

37.3 
53.2 
60.3 

2.4 
2.4 
4.8 

65.1 

1. 43 
1.00 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

46 100.0 

32 
37 
41 

3 
o 
3 

69.6 
80.4 
89.1 

6.5 
0.0 
6.5 

95.7 

1. 16 
+ 0.00 

117 42.7 
130 47.4 
150 54.7 

11 4.0 
3 1. 1 

12 4.4 

59.1 

1. 11 
+ 3.67· 

a 100.0 

6 75.0 
7 87.5 
7 87.5 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

87.5 

1.17 
0.00 

99 100.0 

65 65.7 
63 63.6 
82 82.8 

1 
2 
3 

1.0 
2.0 
3.0 

85.9 

+ 1.03 
2.00 

• The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample . 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1389 
1657 
1952 

234 
111 
299 

41.2 
49.1 
57.9 

6.9 
3.3 
8.9 

66.7 

1. 19 
+ 2. 11 

272 100.0 

137 50.4 
179 65.8 
201 73.9 

21 7.7 
16 5.9 
28 10.3 

84.2 

1. 31 
+ 1.31 

684 100.0 

446 65.2 
507 74.1 
587 85.8 

14 
13 
22 

2.0 
1.9 
3.2 

89.0 

1. 14 
+ 1.08 



TABLE 64: RISK RATIOS - NATIONALITY 

69-70 
N % 

71-72 
N % 

73-74* 
N % 

MEN IN All PROGRAMS 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

1978 
N % 

1979 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

u.S. NATIONALITY 
Total 293 100.0 309 100.0 616 100.0 413 100.0 148 100.0 319 100.0 165 100.0 202 100.0 2465 100.0 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

·Killers 
Ki lIed 
Involved In Killing 

Charactep V-Score 

V10lents 
K11lers 

Victims 
Kl lIed 

OTHER NATIONALITY 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki tied 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Kil1e-rs Killed 

CANNOT CODE NATIONALITY 
Total 

Via-lents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Ki llers 
Killed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Ki lIed 

135 
155 
177 

18 
1 

23 

46.1 
52.9 
60.4 

6.1 
2.4 
1.8 

68.3 

1. 15 
+ 2.57 

72 100.0 

48 66.7 
60 83.3 
62 86. 1 

6 8.3 
4 5.6 
8 11. 1 

91.2 

1. 25 
+ 1.50 

76 100.0 

61 80.3 
66 86.8 
72 94.7 

2 2.6 
2 2.6 
3 3.9 

98.7 

1.08 
1.00 

146 47.2 262 
160 51.8 342 
190 61.5 388 

42.5 195 
55.5 229 
63.0 267 

47.2 
55.4 
64.6 

34 11.0 69 
11 3.6 34 
38 12.3 84 

11.2 39 
5.5 22 

13.6 54 

9.4 
5.3 

13. 1 

73.8 

1.10 
+ 3.09 

47 100.0 

22 46.8 
30 63.8 
35 74.5 

7 14.9 
7 14.9 

10 21.3 

95.1 

1. 36 
1.00 

49 100.0 

32 65.3 
31 75.5 
43 87.8 

2 4.1 
2 4.1 
2 4.1 

91.8 

- 1. 16 
1.00 

76.6 

1. 31 
+ 2.03 

37 100.0 

21 56.8 
24 64.9 
29 78.4 

2 
1 
3 

5.4 
2.7 
8.1 

86.5 

1. 14 
+ 2.00 

88 100.0 

51 58.0 
65 73.9 
15 85.2 

4 4.5 
4 4.5 
6 6.8 

92.0 

1. 27 
1.00 

77.7 

1. 17 
+ 1.77 

24 100.0 

8 33.3 
16 66.7 
18 75.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

75.0 

2.00 
0.00 

85 100.0 

45 52.9 
64 75.3 
13 85.9 

o 0.0 
1 1. 2 
1 1 . 2 

87.1 

1. 42 
0.00 

86 
91 

101 

13 
3 

14 

58.1 
61.5 
72.3 

8.8 
2.0 
9.5 

81.8 

1.06 
+ 4.33 

9 100.0 

6 66.7 
9 100.0 
9 100.0 

2 22.2 
3 33.3 
3 33.3 

133.3 

1.50 
1.50 

61 100.0 

49 80.3 
52 85.2 
58 95. 1 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

95.1 

1.06 
0.00 

159 49.8 
160 50.2 
191 61.8 

26 8.2 
10 3.1 
30 9.4 

71.2 

1.01 
+ 2.60 

14 100.0 

9 64.3 
8 57.1 

11 78.6 

2 14.3 
o 0.0 
2 14.3 

92.9 

+ 1. 13 
+ 0.00 

80 100.0 

49 61. 2 
59 73.7 
66 82.5 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

82.5 

1.20 
0.00 

74 
93 

105 

4 
4 
8 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

44.8 
56.4 
63.6 

2.4 
2.4 
4.8 

68.5 

1. 26 
1.00 

0.0 

0.0. 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

33 100.0 

24 72.1 
26 78.8 
28 84.8 

2 6.1 
o 0.0 
2 6.1 

90.9 

1.08 
+ 0.00 

95 47.0 
106 52.5 
123 60.9 

10 5.0 
3 1.5 

11 5.4 

66.3 

1. 12 
+ 3.33 

6 100.0 

5 83.3 
6 100.0 
6 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

1.20 
0.00 

76 100.0 

49 64.5 
52 68.4 
63 82.9 

1 1.3 
1 1.3 
2 2.6 

85.5 

1.06 
1.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 Include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1916 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

1152 46.7 
1336 54.2 
1554 63.0 

213 8.6 
94 3.8 

262 10.6 

73.7 

1. 16 
+ 2.27 

209 100.0 

119 56.9 
153 73.2 
170 81.3 

19 9.1 
15 7.2 
26 12.4 

93.8 

1. 29 
+ 1.27 

548 100.0 

360 65.1 
421 76.8 
478 87.2 

11 2.0 
10 1.8 
16 2.9 

90.1 

1.17 
+ 1.10 



U.S. NATIONALITY 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killer.s 
Ki lIed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents Victims 
Killers Killed 

OTHER NATIONALITY 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Killers 
Ki l1ed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

V-iolents 
Killers 

Victims 
Ki lIed 

CANNOT CODE NATIONALITY 
Total 

Violents 
Victims 
Involved In Violence 

Kt 1Iers 
Ki 11 ed 
Involved In Killing 

Character V-Score 

Violents 
Killers 

Victims 
Killed 

TABLE 65: RISK RATIOS 

69-70 71-72 
N % N % 

NATIONALITY 

73-74* 
N % 

WOMEN IN ALL PROGRAMS 

1975* 
N % 

1976 
N % 

1977** 
N % 

95 100.0 118 100.0 210 100.0 111 100.0 61 100.0 145 100.0 

2 f 22 _ 1 
28 29.5 
35 36.8 

o 0.0 
3 3.2 
3 3.2 

40.0 

1. 33 
0.00 

20 100.0 

8 40.0 
12 60.0 
13 65_0 

5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

70.0 

1.50 
1.00 

8 100.0 

6 75.0 
4 50.0 
6 75.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

75.0 

+ 1.50 
0.00 

22 18 _ 6 
34 28.8 
45 38. 1 

1 0.8 
2 1.7 
3 2.5 

40.7 

1.55 
2.00 

11 100.0 

2 18.2 
3 27.3 
4 36.4 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

36.4 

- 1. 50 
0.00 

9 100.0 

3 33.3 
5 55.6 
5 55.6 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

55.6 

1. 67 
0.00 

47' 22.4 
78 37.1 
93 44.3 

8 3.8 
6 2.9 

13 6.2 

50.5 

1.66 
+ 1.33 

13 100.0 

4 30.8 
5 38.5 
7 53.8 

1 
o 
1 

7.7 
0.0 
7.7 

61.5 

1. 25 
+ 0.00 

17 100.0 

8 47.1 
4 23.5 
9 52.9 

o 0.0 
5.9 
5.9 

5B.8 

+ 2.00 
- 0.00 

24 21 _ 6 
32 28.8 
44 39.6 

4 3.6 
2 1.8 
6 5.4 

45.0 

1.33 
+ 2.00 

9 100.0 

3 33.3 
3 33.3 
4 44.4 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

44.4 

1.00 
0.00 

9 100.0 

6 66.7 
4 44.4 
8 88.9 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

88.9 

+ 1.50 
0.00 

28 45.9 
27 44.3 
34 55.7 

4 6.6 
2 3.3 
6 9.8 

65.6 

+ 1 _ 04 
+ 2.00 

2 100.0 

o 0.0 
1 50.0 
1 50.0 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

50.0 

0.00 
0.00 

4 100.0 

2 50.0 
3 75.0 
3 75.0 

o 0.0 
25.0 
25.0 

100.0 

1. 50 
0.00 

47 32.4 
49 33.8 
65 44.8 

1 0.7 
o 0.0 
1 0.7 

45.5 

1.04 
+ 0.00 

6 100.0 

o 0.0 
1 16.7 
1 16.7 

o 
o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

16.7 

0.00 
0.00 

17 100.0 

9 52.9 
13 76.5 
13 16.5 

1 
o 

5.9 
0.0 
5.9 

82.4 

1. 44 
+ 0.00 

1978 
N % 

87 100.0 

20 23.0 
41 47.1 
47 54.0 

2 2.3 
2 2.3 
4 4.6 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

58.6 

2.05 
1.00 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.00 
0.00 

4 100.0 

1 25.0 
4 100.0 
4 100.0 

1 25.0 
o 0.0 
1 25.0 

125.0 

4.00 
+ 0.00 

1979 
N % 

72 100.0 

22 30.6 
24 33.3 
27 37.5 

1 1.4 
o 0.0 
1 1.4 

38.9 

1.09 
+ 0.00 

2 100.0 

o 
o 
o 

50.0 
50.0 
50.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

50.0 

1.00 
0.00 

10 100.0 

6 60.0 
6 60.0 
8 80.0 

o 0.0 
10.0 
10.0 

90.0 

1.00 
0.00 

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1975 sample and those for 1915 include a spring 1976 sample. 
** The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend morning network dramatic programs. 

TOTAL 
N % 

899 100.0 

231 25.7 
313 34.8 
390 43.4 

21 2.3 
17 1. 9 
37 4.1 

47.5 

1. 35 
+ 1.24 

63 100.0 

18 28.6 
26 41.3 
31 49.2 

2 
1 
2 

3.2 
1.6 
3.2 

52.4 

1. 44 
+ 2.00 

78 100.0 

41 52.6 
43 55.1 
56 71.8 

2 
3 
5 

2.6 
3.8 
6.4 

78.2 

1.05 
1.50 
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