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VIOLENCE PROFILE NO. 7

SUMMARY

Americans: live much of their lives in the world of television drama.
Children and adults aiike are exposed to vivid ﬁétterhs of the facts of
liée in that world. What are those fac;s, especially with regard tb the
tontext, structure, and functions of viblence, and what lessons dé.'
ghildren and adults derive froﬁ.their éxPﬁSure to those facts?

These afe the basic questions addressed in the research thét yields
the Viéleﬁée-Profile. Trends in network television drama and the conceﬁtioﬁs
of socigl'reality that viewing tends to cultivate in ﬁhe minds of viewers
are studied in a éontinuing project galied Cuitural'lndicators. The feséérch
is designed to provide annual indicators of television content and effeqts.

The current season's Violence Profile is the first to report a=specia1
_coﬁparison of,frends‘during the so-called fémily hour (fbr practical_pufposes
.8 fo 9 p.m. EST) and othér hours ﬁf progfamming ineluding late eveﬁing'and
ﬁéekehd daytime (children's) progrém héurs; fhe research is based.oﬁ‘fhe
observations of trained analysts_codiﬁg-videqtaped samples of'each'éeason's
proéraﬁming gince 1967, ahd on surveys of child and adult viewers conducted
since 1973. |

The Violence Profile copsisfs of measures of (1) the prog;émming 
context in.ﬁhich dramatic violence occuré, (2) the composite coyﬁté.of
the'prevaleqce, raté, and roles of violence that make up the Violgnce
Index, (3) the structure of-poWef in the world of television drama:as

indicated by the different risks of violence and victimization for



for differeﬁt groups in thg fictidnal population,-and (4) the extent to
Whicﬁ.television.cultivétes its oﬁh viéw of social reality as reflected
in the responses of light and'heavy:viewers to questions related to the
meésggg of_violence-on teiévision'but'appiied to the real world.
1)
 TEé-critica1 aspeét of prggfam@ingfis the. proportion of "action programs"
which contfibuté_ﬁoSt violence éo the world of televisiqh dpéﬁa,. Figufe 1
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Figure 1: “Action” (crime, western, adventure) programs as percent of cartoon and of other.
' (general) programs analyzed

shows that such programs comprlse ﬁbre than half of all prime-time and week—
'end daytlme carteon programmlng, and thelr proportlon of the total haslnot
‘changed much in'recent Years. In fgct, While general (non—cartoon)

crime an& adventure'ﬁlays dropﬁed from their 1974 high.af 62 perqéﬁtito
54:percent iﬁ'1975, cértdon crime and adventﬁre roée in the same périod

from 47 percent to 66 percent of all cartoons.



(2)
These programming trends foreshadow the violence findings that
follow. We can summarize them by noting that there has been no significant

reduction in the overall Violence Index despite some fluctuations in the

specific measures and a definite drop in "family hour" violence, especially

on CBS, in the current season. The “family hour" decline has been matched

by a sharp increase in violence during . children's (weekend daytime) programming.
in the current season and by an even larger 2-year rise in violence after

9 p.m. EST.

Figure 2 shows these trends in detail.
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Figuie 2: \«’iolem:é Index for different h'oﬁrs of dramatic programming
Figure 3-provides similar_informatiOn sgparately by each network,
shpwingfthat-late:evening violence 'shot up on all three networks in the
pést two or three years (with minor dips on CBS and ABC in 19755, and that

‘children's (weekend daytime) programs became more violent on ABC and NBC
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Figure 3: Violence Index for different hours of programming By
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-in the past season. Figure 4 is a direct comparison of the Violence Index
fof all hours for each nétwdfk, showing remarkable long-term étability and
similarity among them. Figure 5 is a diréct comparison of the "family hour™
Violence Index for each ngtwork, showing little chaﬁge over a two-year
period.for ABC and NBC, but a substantial reduction for the secoﬁd year in

a row for CBS.
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Figure 4: vViolence Index for #ach network, all programs in sample
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Figl.ire 5: Violence Index for each network, (amiI);' hour only‘




The Tables at the end of this report present all measures for the
diffepent hou;s of programming. They.show how.the specific measures fluctugté
and qombine each year to make up the composite Violencg_lndex.

Tﬁe indicatofs :Efiected_in the Violence Index are clear manifestations
of what network programmeré actqally.&o as compéred to what théy_say or intend
_pb do. While our data permit many sbécific.quaiificatipns_to any generaliiétion
that migﬁt be made, ié is safe td say.that ﬁétwork policy éeems_to have responded
in narrow.termé, when at all, to very-specific pressuré,.aﬁd only while the heaﬁ
was on. Affer nine yeérs'of'investigations, heariﬁgs; and Commissions_(of since
we have been tracking:violence on_teleﬁision), eigﬂt_out of every tenxprbgrams
(nine out of évery ten Wgekend children's hour programs) stili cdntain some
viqlence.' The ovefall raﬁe of violent episodes, 5.6 per play, is,.if‘anything,
highést on record. (Thé Violencevsaturation of weekend children's p?ograms
déclinéd from the 1969 high bﬁt-increased_from'its 1974 low to 16 ﬁe: hour,
double that of overall prdg?amming; as can be seen on Table 4.) Between
5ix and seven ouﬁ of every ten.leading chara@ters.(éigﬁt and nine.for éhiidren)
are still involved in some Violénce; ‘Between one and two out of:every.ten
are still involved in killing. Reductions ﬁave been achieved in the portrayal
of on-screen killers (especially during weekend childrén's hours). and in
ffamilf hour" violenée (especially by CBS), but, as we havé notéd, a sharp.
;iéé in late eveniﬁg and gehgfal.éhildreﬁ's violeﬁéé has canceled out
any overall gains from the létter.

(3)

The most elementary -- and felling.-Q'relationshib involved. in violent

action is that of wviolent and viptim. The pattérn of those #ho_inflict and

those who suffer violence (or Both) provides a differential calculus of



life chances for different groups of people in the world of television
drama.

Table 5 presents a summary of the scores of involvement and wﬁat
we call risk ratios. The character score is the roles component (CS) of
the Violence Ipdex; it is the percent of all cﬁaracters involved in any
violence plus the percent involved in any killing. The violent-victim and
killer-killed (risk) ratios are obtained by dividing violents and victims,
or killers and killed Within each group. The plus sign means mofe.violents
or killers in the group; the miﬁus sign méans more victims.

We see that the 1967-75 totals show 1.19 male and 1.32 female victims
for every violent male and female. .Eveﬁ more striking are the differential
.ﬁisks or fatal victiﬁiéétion. There were nearly two male killers for every
male killed;..however, for every female killer one woman was killed.

-:Table'S alsc shows the differenﬁial-risks of involvement -and victim-
ization attributed to other groups, projecting assumptions about social and
power relations. 0ld men, married men, lower class, foreign, and nonwhite
males were most likély to get killed rather than to.inflict lethal injury.
"Good guys" were of coursé most likely to be the killers.

Among females, more'vulnerable than men in most categories, both
,yéung and old Women as well as unmarried, iower class, foreign, and nonwhite
women bore especially heavy burdéns of relative victimization. 0id, poor,
and black Womgp were shown ggiz as killed and never as killeré. Interestingly,
"good" Women; unlike "go0d" men, had no lethal powér,'but "bad" women were |
even more lefhal than "bad" men. (The victimization of the.''good” woman is
often the cﬁrtain—raiser that provokes the hero to righteous "acﬁion.")

The pattern of relative victimization_is remarkably stable from year

to year. It demonstrates an invidious (but socially functional) sense of



risk and power. We do not yet know whether it also cultivates a correspond-
ing hierarchy of fear and aggression. But we do have evidence to suggest
that television viewing cultivates a general sense of danger and mistrust.
That evidernce comeélfrom.the fourth and final element of the Violence Profile,
the cQﬁponent_we call the Cultivation Differential.

| (%)

'The_Cultivatioﬁ Differential is the differenqe'in the pattern of
" responses bétwéén light and heavy viewers of television, with age, sex,.
education, and'newspaper reading controlled, Child and adult samples'afe :
,aéked'queStions abéut sacial~féality that relate to the "facts" televiéion
presents in its own partiéuiar way. The difference bétWeen light viewers
(ﬁéually watching 2 hours or less a day) and heavy viewers (usually watching
4 hours or more a'day).giving the ftelevisioﬂ version“ of two divergent
'anSWerézis the Cultivation Differentiai indiéating'the "biasing" effecﬁs
0£-exposure to television-draﬁéi_

‘The Violence Profile's Cultiﬁgtion Differential shows heavy-viewers
significantly ovefestimating (ébmpared to light viewers in the saﬁé age,
sex, educétion;-and reader categories) the extent of violence and'déngér in
thé world,: Théir heighﬁéned sense of fear an& mistrust ig manifésfed-in
their typically more apprehensive responses to questions about their own
personal.safety, about crime and iaw énforcement, and about trust in other
U people. | |

Children exhibit the same patterns_as.aduits, but the "under 30" or
"television generation' is even more imbued with the television view of
iife than the "over 30" genération —-- the last to grow up without television.

Education makes a difference, as does regular newspaper reading, but heavy



viewing of television tends -to counter these other cultural iﬁflﬁences
~even within the college and news réader.groups;

The facts of life iﬁ Ehe world of téleViéion drama -— a violent world
_ and a mean ﬁérld - seém to be reflecféd_in the concéﬁtions ofiﬁeavy viewers
ébout social_reality; Tﬁis is particﬁiariy true Qf the young and lesé
edﬁcatéd viewers. Figufes 6, 7,.and 8 show the typical patternrbf responsés-
to threé of the questions askéd in the sufveys conducted fof‘fhe Violence
Profile. ' Future reports Will-bg able to sh0w whéther fhésé coﬁceptioﬁs |
can also reflect chaﬁges in television prégramming, if any, thét méy occﬁri

in the years ahead.
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.Figure 7: Question:_ "What percent of all males who have jobs work in law
enforcement or crime detection -- 1 percent, 3 percent, or 9 percent?"
Percent of respondents answering "3 percent" or "9 percent"
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Percent of respondents answering 'you can't be too careful™



SAMPLES (100%)

- Programs (plays) analyzed
~ Program Hours Analyzed
-Leading charscters enalyzed

PREVALENCE
T {%P) -Progpams contdaining violence ‘
.Program hours containing violence
RATE '
. Number of viotent episodes'
A{R/P) Rate per al) programs {playsi
{R/H) Rate per &11 hours .

Duration of Violent Episcdes (hrs)
ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS)

Viclents (committing violence).
victims (subjected to violence)
(%¥Vv) Any Invo!vement in violence

Killers (committing fatal violence)

. - Killed (victims of lethal violence)
(¥K) Any iInvolvement In killing

lnoxcnfbns OF VIOLENCE

E Program Score- PSB!%P]+2(R/P)+2{R/H}
Charnctor V- Scorl._ cs --($VI (%Klﬂ

vuolonct lndou. vVl = Ps +* cs

TABLE .

" 1967

96

62.0
T 240

55.8

64.6 -
73.3

12.5
7.1

18.7

106.6
02.1,
1198.7..

. 7968

87
58.5

215

- 104.1

76.7
180.9

1969

121
71.8
377

11.4
7.9

183.3

1970

111

67.2

196

101}3f
71.4

172.7

oo b
- Q0

1: ALL PROGRAMS, ALL-NETWORKS

1971

103
70.3

252

wowao -
SN MO

103.7
7.4
SRR

1972

100
72.0
300

39,3

104.8

68.0

172,08

1973 -

99

75.2

359

-97.3
63.2

160.5.

1974

96

76.0
346

40.8
51.2
60.7

9.8

13 6

107.9
74.3

182.3

1975

t R
77.3
364

-]
w@OW D@ -

105.8
73.9

179.7.

TOTAL

924

$30.2

2649

44.8
54.0
62.9

- T.7

4,2
10.2

104.8

'73.0

177.8

=¥

IT



SAMPLES (100%)

Programs (plays) analyzed
Program Hours Analyzed . o
Leading characters analyied

"PREVALENCE
 (%P) Programs containing violence
S Program. hours containing viojence-f
RATE. '
o Number of violent episodes
(R/P} Rate per all programs lplays)
AR/H) Ra‘% per all hours -
Durﬁtion of Violent Episodes (hrob
-ROLES (% QF LEADING CHAR&CTERS)
.Viqgents {committing violence)
-Viggims {subjected to violence)
{%V) Any invoivement in violence
-Kftigns'{committing fatal vialence)
Kiiled (victims of lethal violence)
(XK) Any invoivement in kiilling

INDICATORS OF YIOLENCE

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

Character_V-Scbra:' C5 « (XV) + (%K)

Violence Index: VI = PS + CS

| TABLE. 3:°

- t967 -

. 38
30.0

103

58.
6B.
75,

22.

AW -3 0 W

107.6
103.9
211.8

1968

36.

27.0
102

90.9

69.6

160.8

1969

38
27.3
130.

36,
40.
49,

78.5
58.5

137.0 ©

N =N B @GN

ALL FAMILY, HOUR PROGRAMS

1970

3s’
26.0
76

66.7
aa.7

1134

1971

28

© 25,0
78

th W

ong. o=
WO oun

91,7

60,3

-~ 40,
- 50,

1972

27

23.5
98

a7.

1]
-

23.%5

55.1

148.6

com

1973

“32..
29.0Q
110

29,
33.
40,

i0.

75.6

50.9
126,85

;3
CUMAE OG-

1974.

27.0
109

84.4°
1.5

145.9

29"

1975

i
21.5

105

coo0 waw

63.7
371

100.9

" TOTAL.

294
236.3;

- 914

84.0
60.5
144.8

Al



TABLE

SAMPLES (100%)

Programs {(plays) analyzed
Program Hours Analyzed
Leading characters analyzed

PREVALENCE

(%P}

RATE

Programs containing violence
Program hours containing violence

. Number of violent episodes’

(R/P). Rate per all programs ipiaysl
(R/H] Rate per a&l! hours

Duration of Violent Episodes (hrs) -

ROLES (% OF LEADING CHARACTERS)

(%vV)

(%K)

Violents (committing violence)

‘Victims (subjected to violence)
-Any tnvotvement tn violence

_Kl?lers”(cnmmittinq fatatl violence)

Kilted (victims of lethal violence)
Any involvement in-hill\ng

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE

Frogram Score: PS={XP)+2(R/P)+2(R/H)

Charactep V-5core: CS = j%V) + (%KP 

" ¥iolence Index: V1 = PS + CS

1967

26
25.0
75

38.
42,
_56.

82.9

65.3 . .
. 148.2

24,0

wn
WOW O~~~

1968

21
&0

- = muow
aee oan
~w~ou weoo

- 93.9
85.0
178.9

1569

v 26
30.5
g8

34.1

44.3

§2.3

anwm
DW

. 96,4

59. 1
155.8

1870

26

28.0

56

46.4
50.0
57.1
14.3

12.5
21.4

86.4
78.6

165.0

'3:. ALL EVENING PROGRAMS FOLLOWING FAMILY HOUR

1971 1972 1973 1974

N N N N

34 33 30 29
30,3 33.0 27.5 33.0

91 119 104 115
‘% % % . %

129 172 130 220
3.8 . 5.2 4.3 7.6
6.3 5.2 4.7 6.7
- - 1.3 1.8
% % % X
44.0 .37.8 32,7 56.5
48.4 - 45.4  36.5  61.7
9.3 55.5 41.3  71.3
15.4 16.0 12.5  16.5
5.5 8.4 6.7 10,4
17.6 19.3  14.4  24.3

82.6 ~ 90.5 .81.5 114.7
76.9 174.8 55.8  95.7
169.5  165.3 137.2 210.4

" 1975
M

35

39.5

133

51.
59.
68.
16.
23.

i116.3

91.7
208.1

WOG bh -

. TOTAL

260

- 270.7

841

44,0
49.7
59.t

13.6

7.4
17.6

- 98,7

76,7

172.4

£T



'SAMPLES (100%)

- Programs {plays} analyzed
Program Hours Analyzed

Leading characters analyzed
PREVALENCE |
(%P) Programs containing violence

Prpgram hours contatning violence
RATE
i Number of vicolent episodes
(R/P) Rate per all programs (plays)

- (R/H) Rate per &1} hours
. Duration of violent Episodes (hrs)
ROLES (X OF LEADING CHARACTERS)
Violents (committing violence)
© Victims (gubjected to viclence} .
{%V) Any involvement in vicience

Killers (committing fatal violence)

Killed (victims of lethal violence)
(%K)

Any Involvement tn kitling

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE

Proqram Score: PS-l%P)+2(R/P)+2(RIHl
Character V-Scoro.

Violence Ingex: V! = P5 + C8

€S = (%V) » liKI

TABLE 4; ALL DAYTIME PROGRAWMS

1967

1968
N "N N
32 30 . 57
7.0 7.5 ' 14.0
-~ 62 ' 53 159
x %, %
93.8 93,3 98,2
94.0  92.2.  97.6
N N N
151 0 172 3 398
ay7'c .8,7%% 7.0
21.6 7 92,9  28.4
% %x- %
72.6 62.3 66.7
83.9 . 75.5  B1.8
90.3  77.4  8B.1
4.8 3.8 0.6
9.7 0.0 1.3
14.5 3.8 1.9
148.3 . 150.7 169,19
104.8 ° B1.1  89.9
'351.2  231.8 259.0

1969

1970

- 50
i13.2
. B4

W = W
N Y

152.8

96.0

1971

a1
"15.0
83

<o
agG

-

132.2

75.9
~ 208.%

NN e

(WEEKEND) |

1972

a0

15.8
83 .

. 1.
—-—-0 NOWw
NNG  Wws

133.9

73.8°
207.4

1973

a7

48.7.

145

134.4

77.9

RIES

1974

38
i6.0
© 122

126.6

65.68
192.1

Qoo

1978

45
16.3
126

135.3
05.7
2211

TOTAL .

370
123.2
897 -

144 .1

82.3

223.4

1



Groups
All characters

Social age

‘Children-adoléscents

Young adults
Settled adults
Old

Marital status
Not married
Married

‘Class

Clearly upper
Mixed; indeterminate
- Clearly lower

Nationality
LS.
Other

Race
White
Other

Character type**
“Good” (heroes}
Mixed type
“Bad"” (villains)

Table 5: Risk ratios for all prdgrams studied 1967-75

Male Characters

" Female Characters

2010

188

431
_1068°
o8t

1133

" 462

196

1744
70

1505
276
1533
264
928

432
291

Character  Violent—victim  Killer—killed -

score

80.0

64.9.
81.2
80.8
58.0

83.6
66.9
87.2

787
91.4

75.0

96.7 -

776
83.3

69.3
71.1
114.1

ratio

-1.19

=183

-1.21 .

=135

+1.03

-116
-1.33

-1.28

-119°

=11

-1.19

122

-1.20
-1.27

126

~1.31

- —1.03

‘ratio

+197

+0.00

Lo+3.07

+1.98
—2.00

+2.24

+1.57

+"|..'15
+236
-1.33

+2.39
+1.13

+2.12
+1.33

+3.47
+1.09
+1.80

605"

77
209
267

22

. 306
252

70
517
18
503
66

541
50

314

156

41

Character
. score

48.9
468
'59.8

378
50.0

57.2
39.3

529
48.2 -
55.6

46.1
60.6

49.9
38.0

433
43.6
829

viglent-victim  Killer-killed

ratio.

-1.32.

—1.39
~-1.67

C1.00

© 225

=151
—1.11

-1.64
-1
—2.67

~1.39
-1.55

~1.29
—2.43

-1.56
-1.37
+1.14

ratio

1.00

0.00*
+1.29
1,00
—(,00*.

~1.43
+1.40

+1.33
1.00
=0.00*

—1.08
+3.00

+1.07
—0.80*

-6.00 -
1.00
+2.00

* Group has neither vi_ole_nté nor victims. if 0.00 is. preceded by a sign, group- has either no violents or no victims; +0.00 means only violent(s)

but no victims(s}, ~0.00 means only victims but no violent(s}.
** This classification was intraduced in 1969. _ _ _
Note; Character score is the percent of characters involved in any violence plus the percent involved in any killing. V-V ratio s of viclents (+) and

victims (=). K-k ratio is of killers {+) and killed {-).

6T





