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1 appear in the cnha:itu_df an individual rnsogf:hor and not as a
.rﬁpfctqntativ: of our School, University: or any organization. The
research I am reporting comes Froh our ongoing prﬁ;o:f c.ligd Cultural
Indicators delign|d to invnstig,tg_?@,ﬂnnturi of tolavision programming

and its relationships to viewer ;oncoptioﬁi.of social reality.

We have conducted the long.st~runniﬁg and still only coapr!hinsiv¢ 
and cumulative research on what it means to'grOBQUp and live with
telcvision. The prﬁ;oct originated in 1?67. It.hns been supported by
?unds from the President’s Commission on tbe Causes and Prevention 6?
Violente. tho'Burgbén Oinnfll's Bcilﬁti?ic Advisoru Committes on
Television and Botinl Behavior: the National Institute of‘k:ntal
Health, the White House Office of Tolo:oﬁnun!cations Policy, The
Ampffcln Medical Association., the Administration on Aging. and the
"National Scitnco‘Foundation. It is a team sffort coﬁductid by my

collcaguos Drs. Larrq gross, Hidhael Morgan, Nancy Signoriellil and

mysels.




In this report I will highlight our Violence Profile No. 13
summarize our research on vieswer conceptions of relevant aSpqctl of
roaittq: and discusd'findings Telated Qq sexual portrayals and
conceptions. .Dutcllid tabulations, ?1guro;. and bibliogriphies can be

found at the end of the report.

Viglsnce Profils No. 13

Our hiasuras of viclence art‘basod on the rciiablo observation of
clear—cut and unambiguous episodes of physical violence (in any
conti:t) on network dramatic pfograns aired in prime time and during
weekend daytime (children’s) program houfnr - Thesa measures include the
prevalence of violence in the programs:. the rate of vioionco pof
program and per hour, and the involvnmant of nn;or chiflctor' in
various types of violence as vielents or victims {or both). Tho
measures are combinoﬁ into :onposito 1ndicltors of violonco nnd a
Viclence Index to facilitato coaparisons ovcr time and across
programming hours and networks. The Violence Index meets the
statiiticai and o-piricpl'ro{ﬁironuntl'of an Index. The ssparate
 measures and indicltors thit compo;g the Index iro also included in the
tabulat;ons lttaéhod to the riport s0 that they may bu-prainod
separately. The findings since 1947 cfn reported in Apbcnﬁix Tables
.1—15 and illustrated on Figures 1-4. These results include new data
for the 1982-83 and 1983-84 seasons. and co-prisi Violence Prafiii

No. 13.

Tho ovar.lx Violoﬁcl Index for'tho last two seasons re.nined close

to the average of our nonitoring fosults since 194647. However, while




prino time vtqlonco fell slightly below the 17-year average, weekend
daytime {(children’s programs) violence Tose far above it ipcludlhg'n
record high in 1982-83. The three major networks tended to

converge: differences for the last two ssasons are negligibile.

The relatively lower level of violence during the prime time
“family huur‘ that porsitfud dbring the ‘70s vhnisbod.iﬁ thi ‘80s. In
fact. thé'”fanilu houyr" when most children are in the auﬂ;on:o; hecame
morg violent, For |xnﬁplo. the raii of viblent incidents on pro;rams |
aired 8-~9 p.m. was 3.4 and 6.0 for the last two scllnns. fc§p0ct1vd1ua_
Iwhild comparable figures for 9-11 p.m. were 4.1 and 5.2 (See Tabdles 1-3 -

and Figures 1-4),

Vioclence in childroh‘s uooipnd.progrcui reached & record high inw_'
1982-83 and tremained above the 17-year level in 1983484. The rate
during the +irst period uls_sd.a violent incidents per hour, The Tate
for the second period was 23. 5 per hour. The 17-year average is 20

violent incidents per hour.

‘The saturation of children‘s programs with vinlonco.(consistontlu
5 to 7 times higher than in prime time) comes at a time when the |
regulatory hocﬁanisat'o! publ;c-partt:ibation and public interest are
being dishantlod and_!unding for ﬁubli: television ~— the rénﬁining

source of quality programming for children —— is severely cut.

Television certainly did not invent violence: 1t just '“fmffmﬁﬂﬁ,m 

'”fﬁiﬁiiii;biipfiﬁ;:m"6;I§ﬁ;;i;vision reaches virtually all homes with

the same pattern of images and messages. Unlike other media,



tll!v!l!ﬂﬂ.il used Trelatively non—selectively. It is a ritusl, a
‘common symbolic environment into which children are born and whose
inescapable messages help shape and maintain common conceptions of

1ifw, society, and the world.

Video mayhem pervades the typical Amaf;c.n h§u| in which the
- television set is on an average of 7 hours i day. Cable sesems only to
increase the poncfration of its patterns into iv.rndlu li#e (Morgan nn&

Rothschild, 1983). For the past 17 years, at least, our children grew

up and we al!_livod with a steady diet of about 16 entertaining acts of

violoncn (2 of them lethal) in prime time alone every night. and
probnblu dozens if not hundr.ds more for our children every weekend.
We have b.!ﬂ immersed in a tide of violent representations that is

hiitorjcallq unprocodohtod and shows no real sign of receding.

What are the lessons?

Evon‘norc significant than the sheer amount of televised violence
is 1its rol§ on talavision and in the lives of viewers. Defining that
role as only or primarily related t§ inciting aggrossion and potential
threats to law and order has been the great media game that tended to
make most violence studies, reports- and'hoariﬁgs the sociai and
pnlitical doad ends they have been. We havi concentrated our studies

of the past Pow years on uxploring ;11 thc potontial lessons that might

be related to oxposuro to violonco-ladan tolovision anﬂ hnvo come to

-concluqions.vcru dif?crtnt from tho convrntionll concerns.




Qur rosoar:h suggests lessons more far-reaching than the
initiyatidn pf occasion.l acts of-violinc-- no matter how disruptiv.
and tragic they might be. We have concluded that'violonco is one mbani
._09 d:stributing power in the sqnbolic.(and real) world. wWhile the
cnnvorgoncn of rlsclrch on the sub;oct indicates thot nxpusurn to
violence does occasion.llu incite and often dotonsitizo. aur ?indingi'
indi:atn that for most viewers television’s mean and violent ﬁorld
tends to doaonltrate and cultivate a paftorn of 1noqualitu and

doaination.

Humans threaten to hurt or kill. and actually do so, mostly to_
scare, terrorize, and impose their uili'upon others. Symbolic violence
cafrias the same message. It is a shdﬁ of force and domonstratibn of
power. It is the quickest and most dramatic demonstration of who can

get away with what against whom.

Viclence as a scohlrip_of social relationships reflects the
.;tru:turo of power in society and tends td-cuitivatl ac;cptanco of that
structure. 1If we take a p;rf!tular social greyﬁ_and divide the number
of those who fall victim of violence by the number who yictimizo
others, we can cbtain a relaftve lndi:ator of risk and vulnerability
for that group. For example, for svery 10 American men characters who
commit violence on television, 11 American men and 12 foroign men falll
victim to it.  But for every 10 American women whose roles call for
inflgcfing violeance on cthers, is American women and 23 foreign wamen.
‘suffer vlolonco A fullor indicat!on of the reverse pecking ordur of

'tho wofld of prino tino drama (the groups -hoso ratio of victimization




to violence is lightest on television) can be seen in the followibg

list:

For every 10 violents in each of these groups.
the number of victims in the same group is:

quoign women | 23
Nonwhite wﬁmnn : . 22
Qlder women ' | 19
- Birls ' | 19
-Yﬁung women 7 ' ' 18
White women ' | 16
Older men | B 13
Boui : | ' 14

it is cl.br that women, young and old poopl@: and sdno niﬁoritios
rank as the most vulnerable to victimiintion on television. We have
also found that symbolic victimization on television and real worlﬁ
fear among women and minorities, even if contrirg to thi facts: are

highly related (Morgan. 1983).

Heavy viswers are most likely to express the feeling of living in
that s?lf—rolnforcing cycle of the "mean world. " Our analysis of large
scale surveys (rdperto& in dotcii in the articles cited in the
bibliography) 1nﬁicatos how the cucio woTks. Responses to'quoitions
abopf chlncis'of.on:ountoring.vib;onco. safety of noighbofhcbdsa fear
of crime. etc., have been combined into an Index of Images of Violnnco.
. % . ’

Table 16 and Figure 5 show that most heavy viewers in every education,

age, income; sex, newspaper reading and neighborehood category express




& gresater sanse of 1ns¢curitg and abpr.honsidﬂ than do light viewers in
the sase groups. '(Proviaui results also show that heavy viswers are

more likely to acquire new locks, uatchﬂojs and guns "for protection. ™)

The djta show sizable group differences, Teflecting in@qualifins
~of risk and power. Even though_mnit heavy viswers feel noro.af risk
than light #iou.rs: the most vulnerable to the "mean'ubrld" syndrome
are women, older pbopl..'thpso.with lower cducation and income, those
who do not riad newspapers roguqulq; ant those who live in largo'

cities.

_Houovor. on some questions Qono hrbups rosﬁdnd ditferently.
T.lovi;ion vi!wing-mau blpr some distinctions and Sfing groups clolgr
together into what we Eall the telavision "maiﬁstrnam.?r VioQing may
also leave some groups ro:ativi!u unaffected while making others

"extremely responsive to the tnlovi!ion;isngo.

Figure 6‘qhous the “mainstreaming” implications of viewing. Those
who.livo in iuhurbs and_non-notfopolitan irlai ;ru %0 convinced that
ucrime is rising” that television adds 1ittle or nothing to that
perception. But those who live in citiol'(smail and lirgo) eXpTess an

equally near~unanimous belief in the Tising crime rate only i# they are

SR

heavy viewers.

Bimilarly, high and medium ihcomo (but not low income) rospondants
over—estimate their chances of hocon!ng involved in violence {if they

~are heavy viewers. The more affluent hin#y viswers share the violent

"main:trann““sith lower income respondents.



These grohp differsnces 1llustrito the complex interplay of
donogfaphic nnd_reni world factors and television viewing. On the
whole: the most general and prevalent association with television
viewing is & hiighf&ndd sonso.of living in @ “moin world" of violence

- and danger,

1 believe that an unoquai_and cofrosivn sense of insecurity and
mistrust-invitis not only aggression but alsc lxploitntibn and
r.pfnlsion. _Fonrful people are nori iopoﬁdcﬁty more sasily manipulitod
nﬁd contrqllod. more susceptible to dicopti#olu simple. stfpngs tough;
measuTes and hard-liﬁo postures —-— both political and religious. .Thoq
maq.aé:npt and sven u.lcoﬁo Tepression if it pronisis-tn relisve their

insecurities. That is the desper problem of violence—-laden telavision.
Explojitive Sex

It should come as no surprise, at this point. that sex. as much as
violence. is an sxpression of a gocial relationship. Although they are
opposites in that violence is confliét while sex is (or should bde)
copporativca they are simllar_inItheir demonstration of sither

inequality or the struggle toward equity and mutuality.

Qur pﬁn monitoring and studies ﬁu others (see “Journal of
Communication Arficlos on Sex in Violence™ in the bibliography) show
thlt‘ﬂd?. oiplicit and more permissive sexual references (and
occasional portrayals) have increased since the niq 70‘s. However,

while television may have become more sexy, it has ngt become




significantly less sexist. The combination of the two trends makes for

exploitive sex as a nighflu staple of prini time entertainment.

_ Most nudity and other forms of o:ﬁlicit vulnerability depicted on
tellvision-is:fonalns most isioftion of ﬁoucr is male. Although the
proportion of f.naln_lna¢s has incroisod; non_itill outnumbgr women 3
tn 1 in prtﬁo time television drams, and most uohon are still cast in

more restricted and dependent roles than in rojl'lifo._

The lessons? Hﬁ have coﬁstructpc s "Sexism Index" from respanses
to National Dpininn.Resayrch Cantgr Gohorli.sotill‘aurvoys that
ihditlto a iolist ofitntafion. These o:aross_btliifs‘tﬁat-ubmon afe
not suited to pbliticsa shovuld nqt work cutside the home if their
husbands can sypport them. and should_fnko care qf'rgnniﬁg.fhoir hoho_
but leave Tunning the country to_mon. Thoso.who iqbscribod to 111'
these propositioht were grouped into donngrdphicaliu matched low,
medium, and high television viewing groups. The results are given in

Table 17 and Figure 7.

The more television viewers watch the more sexist their
'or;ontation. In the typical "mainstreaming” fashion, the least sexist
groupi-(qouﬁg people and those who call thomsclvoq-liborals) qxhibit_'
the greatest d;ffcroncls botuoon.holvq and lighf viewers. Furfhormdro.
while most viewers become more scxiét- one group of low—income viswers.
the most traditional and sexist as light viewers, approach the
television mainstroﬁm from the opposite ﬁirccflon: the heavy vi;uors
among them are less sexist than their light viewing ;ountorparti. Seo

while sol';stqlod liberals and moderates Joih the more sexist




television mainstream: for the most traditional and bigoted viewers

television seems to be a relatively “"liberalizing"” experisnce.
Ihe Politics of Exoloitive Violence and Sex

The television experience blurs many traditional distin:tibni;
cultivates a realtively insecure and anxious attitude toward ofhori and
tho.uorld._and tends to maintain or even onﬁanco foqlings of inesquality
_of plgco and power. Tho nochanisns of representation and cultivation
are rilistant to substantial and lasting change (and tend to :ultivatl
similar resistance to change) because thog'uorh:ucll'fér the |
institutions producing it ind because teslevision is relatively
inqulnttd from public participation by either the ballot box or the box

office.

Tho.drlmatié ingredients of michanical violence and exploitive sex
are produced ﬁn the cultural lssoaSIU line for greht corporations. The
conventional construction of the issue is both'ironic and deceptive.

It asks only it qodia_violonci and sex are the CAUBE of aggrossion er
immorality. OfFf course; while cbmplol behavior is net_‘causaﬁ"'ﬁg a
simple oxpesﬁroa friquontiind sassive daoses to modiq violence and:
brutcl_pornogfnphu'can doiqﬂsiti:o-and inc;ti. But that is énlu the

tip of an iceberg of different complexion.

Exploitive symbolic vielence and sex may not_pt'throntp to the
social order as much as mechanisms of exisitng inequalities and of
social control. The research shows both incitation of the few and

integration of the many into the prevailing hierarchy of pouori. That




_oxploins why conservative industries keep producing it despite protests
and pressures, and why any attompt to explore existing economic
cnnstrainti'onﬂ to channel the flow into a freer and more humane

direction nocti furious political rusistdncoﬁ

'Abqot eight qoars.déo. the notuorks.succassﬁullu defsated the
efforts of legislators, citizens. and public organization to look into
the structural cayses of their manufacturing of violence as a chcap but
effective industrial ingredient of mass—-cultural production. 'Tho full

story of that counterattack has naver been tdld;"

Briefly., congressional invo;tigdtion:.in the late 50’s and early

- 60‘s resulted in the fifst round of network promises, but ﬁo action.
The National Coﬁniilion of the Causes and Prevention of Viaclence in the
late 60’s:; which sponsored the first of our violence profi}es. came to
the same cuﬁclusion as investigations before and since, and with thor
~then existing 'yidpncn behind it. The Surgeon Ooniral‘s Scientific
Adviiorq Canitteo launched the most anhitiuus_progrca of media studies
' ovor'undcrtnkon- and contirmed the same voraict, providing ample
:lciontific |u§port-For a broad movement of citizens’ organizations.
That movement led to a series of congressional hobringi. first in the
Sonat? under fh- liadorship of John Pastore. and then in the House
“under the guidance firit of Torbert Macdonald and then Lionel Van
Deerlin. Finally, in 1977, after many years of investigations and
hearings, all pointing in the same direction. the House suhcoaﬁittle on
communications drafted » ropoft which instructed its sta#f# "to explore
fuilg tho'gtru?tufo of the broadcasting industry in order to in;bln_tho

Subcomaittee to better evaluate (a) whether the prasant system o




commercial not-ork b?DIdCI!fiﬂ‘.Uthh déminatos.vlouing habits
arbitrarily restricts program choice or is in any way primarily
responsidble for the high levels of violence on tilo§1sion. and (b)
whether éeniidofatioﬁ should be given to altor1n§ the itructufi of th§
broadcast 1ndd;tru by ldgi;lation designed to increase competition and,

perhaps, choice. *

Needless to saj. when that dr.fﬁ was 1p§kod all hell broke loose.
Himberl of the sﬁbtoﬁﬁittlo'told me that they had never before been
'suinttnﬂ to such relontlois_lobhuing'and prassure. Major cnﬁpaign
qontriiutors were also contacted. Thi Teport was delayed for npﬁthi.'
The Subcommittee staffer who wrote the draft was forced out — fired.
‘Tho day before the Fingl vote was to be taken, a nou.vofiion dratted by
_bréadcast lobbuisti'uas substituted. It ignored the oQiﬁoncé of the
hoaringi and gutted the reportarihifting the burden from ntfqork
structure fp the families of Anofica. When the nptuoft-ﬁictatpd'drlft__-
“came to a vote, members of tht_paront committee who had never attoﬁdod
hearings were mobilized. and the watered down version passed by one

vote.

The anohont to reduce viclence and sexism on the airways has nbt
yet rocoverid from fho do?ilt. and both continue at a high level. The
conventional definition of the problem insulates sex and violence from
thoir full symbolic and social functions and narrows the issues to #n_
sasily refutadle single-cause model. By focusing on tﬁo tip of the
icoborg.rathtr than its base, on the symptoms rather than the

wunderlying social pathology, this framing of the issue invites its own




refutation. It also adds to public paranoia and strengthens powerful

roﬁrqtsivq mechanisms expressed esvery daﬁ throughout our culture,

.Coﬁaorcioltzlﬁ vislence and axploitive sex are but gho most overt
manifestations of & pattorﬁ'of inequities ind exploitations of thc.
weaker an& more vulnerable groups of our populctlon.. The pattern is
endemic in the structure ef our institutions and is not !lsllu.changiﬁ
== nor impermeable. Focﬁstng én tho:aost overt nanifosf.tions alone
may simply channel onéfgios into more repression and harrassment and
distracts attention from the ll;ger sunholi; world in which men have
most of the values and pouqr..in which both uoung.and old suffer ffoﬁ
sumﬁoli: d.prlvct;on or annihilation; in which women and minorities
have less than their share bf.viluoiianp_ﬁignitq but more than their

share of risk, ridicule, and victimization.

We need an effective mobilization of pnr.nfi. educators, religious
and political leaders, and other citizens for liberation, not Jusf to
-combat symbolic violence and exploitive sex as such but ths lofger
structure of'inoquitu and injustice behind 1#. We need an
environmental movement to address a pervasive discharge into the
muinstronn of the common environment most vital to our humanity —-.the

environment of symbols —— that constrains and hurts too many of us.

C|n§§r|hip is not the issue as the market for television
praducfion is ndt free in anq.snnsu of the uord; A handful of
production companies create the bulk of the progrias and sell them to
broadcasters, not to viewers. The cheapest and least offensive

programming is the most praofitable.




The system operates on a lucrative but restrictive basis of
advertising moneys. The law that makes these advertising nipnndituros
s tax~deductable busiﬁoss expense is the foundation of the television
industry. The cost of advertising is included in the priét of the
products we bduy. _Unlik. other.businoss costs, but litc.tlxation_
(uithoﬁt representation, to be sure):; the cost must be paid by all
whether or not they use the service. .Acéordlng to & report compiled by
Brosdcasting magazine (AUghst-ld. 1981, pp. J0-52), the television levy
par hou;ohnld 1ﬁ 1980 ranged frbn about 990 in Atlanta to $29 in
uilkns~8arre-“8cr§nton. Pa; In my city ot Philadolphi§ it was $39. 39.
That is what the average Philadelphia household patd for television,
inclyded in thokprico of products they bnugth whether or not they

watched. You pay when you wash, not when you watch....

The only way to r.ﬁuco-oxplbitivo tolovisién cbntont and, more
importantly, the price we pay for its saturation o? the lift'spacn of
most Americans., is to aiiocatq these and perhaps even addition
f!sourc's to that lhd. In other words, it {s to extend the lsgal and
economic support for & broader view ﬁf the social and cultural mission
of television. Sﬁdb & Mmove uould‘not infringe on First Amcndm;nt
righti. on thi contrary, it uould sxtend the First anlndnant'i
prohibition of abridgement of the cultural ﬁarkotpilgo'to also cover

corporate restrictions of control, purpose, and function.

Clearly. such institutional adjustments will take time and study.
as well as dotorhinod sffort. Those who would want to move television

toward a more opan system shouvld know what they are uUp against.




Nevertheless, thc effort is in the long-run 1ﬁterost-of the
industry as well as of our society. The rigid imperatives of
television 9r§duction.utll have to give way to a.Frnor marketplace of
1do;s; problems, coﬁflicts. and their resolutions. Freedom time, and
talent are nesded to creats n'grentof diversity of human scanirios and'
thus reduce exploitive violoﬁc- and sex to legitimate and equitable
driuatic'functions. The resource base for television will have to be
broadened to liberate the institution from total dependence on

‘advertising monies, purpdsc;; and ratings.

The Study Committee should recommend a mechanism thlt.ﬁill finance
a freer commercial system one that can afford to present a fairer,
more poatvful. and more democratic world of tolovisinn.. That is the
only legitimats and sffective way to roﬂuce; ie ﬁﬁt eliminate.
exploitive sex and viﬁlnnél. . The mechanisma should also help protoct
cre-tivn TV ptofcsgipnall.ffoa both goVornqtnfaI_nnd corporate
dictation. Only then will they be free to produce the divprlificd and
Qﬁturtaining fare they know how to“croatn:but'cannot under existing

constraints and controls.
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- &7-48
BAMPLES (100X) - : N
Programs analyzred 183
Program hours analyzed 120. 9
Leading characters analyzed 433
PREVALENCE : %

Pragrams with violence lzgl B1. 4
Program hours with violence 89.1

RATE N

Number of vicolent acts arz
Rate par program (R/P) . 4.8
Rate per hour (R/H} ) 7.2

Duration—-violent acts (hrs) -

ROLEE (X LEADING CHARACTERS) %

Violants (hurt others) 827
Victims (are hurt) 60. 8
Involved in violance (XY} &9.9
Killevrs 11. 6
MKilled 358
Involved in killing $X¥} 194
Violent : Victim Ratio ~1.1%
HKiller : Killed Ratio +2 12

INDICATORS OF VIDLENCE

Program Beors: 109. 4
P8 = (XP) . + 2(R/P) + 2(R/H)

Character V-8core: ‘"84.8
CB = (XV) + (XK}

Violence Index: 190.3
Vi + P8 + CB :

&9-70

232
138. 9
373

<A
ol
RS

~1.17
+1. 99

106. &6

178. 3

71-72

203
142.3
352

&7 &

173. 8

Table 1:

7373
N

291
2257
987

40.
33.
&61.

@
dNaE Q-

10.

~1. 32
+1.83
102. &
72. 3

174. 9

All Programs: All Networks

1973»
N
24

133. 0
- b

176. 8

1976
N
110

71. 4
290

ay.1

-
b
w

*» S0
& upo

~Noe

Vwe s2O

-1.07

+2. 11

120. 5

83. 1

203. &

Ulﬂg‘ Do~
ave SB2

F

1977
N
21

79. 0
k-1

76. 9
78.3

g z

4 oo
- ORr

&b

~1. 08
+4. 30

103. 3

172. 1

1978
N
111

77.3
298

64, 7
83. &

N Dup
2] A A

tad
anw ANN
28 ocoo oaw

+ 3
=

112. 9

&7. 8

182. 7

1979
N
126

77. 2
3a1

DA
NND
NuwR

W=

+
N
88 ou-

107. 2

&b, 7

173. %9

1980

130

74.2 .

374

wen SEB

Wwuld QW~N

-1. 16
+1. 83
116. 8
70. 3

187. 1

1981

134
71. 2
402

afs

Wrn aat
88 owu wno

[+

i

+
N

118. 6

&8. 7

187. 3

1962

121
70.1
387

102. 3

&67. 3

169. 7

* The figures given for 1#73—74 include & spring 1973 l@uplo nﬁd those for 1973 include a spring 1974 sample

19683

117
72 9
337

36. 7

64 7

3.0
5.6

-1.27

+3. 67

110.3

70. 3

180. &

TOTAL

2109
1374. 1
6093

88
N

11, 067
3.3
6.1

44. 8

2.1

179.7



SAMPLES (100X)

Programs analyzed :
Program hours analyted
Leading characters ansiyred

PREVALENCE

Programs with violence (4P}
Frogram hours with violence
RATE

Number of violent acts
Rate per program (R/F}
Rate per hour {R/H)

Duration—violent acts (hra)

ROLES (% LEADING CHARACTERS)

Violents (hurt oth;r:)
Victims (ars hurt)
Involved in viclence (ZV}

Killers

Killed

Involved in killing (%K)
Violent : Victim ﬁotio
Killer : Killed Ratio
INDICATORS OF VIDLENCE

Program Score:
PS8 = (%P) + 2(R/P) + QR/H)

Character V-Score:
CH = (XV) + (IK)

Violance Index:
vl + PB + C8

&7-68

121

10&. 0
340

%

47.
53,
64

&0

14. 1
.6
17. 4

-1.13
+2. 33
4. &
at.8

176 &

Table 2:

69-70 71-72 73-73% 1973
N N N N
129 122 177 134

111.8 111.8 1743 1201
3aso ags . 609 a31

% % % %
4.4 738 &7.B 4B.7
'77.0 B84.4 79.8 800
N N N N
434 %33 919 716
39 &4 3.2 5.3
2¢ 48 53 &0
—— —— 8.0 4.8
% % % x

98. 9 &7. 4 70. 6 &8.7

140.0 1994 139.3 139.9

Prime—Time Programs

1976
N
61

6.9
172

o N
RNNG NS

+2. 13

103. 6

183. 3

1977
N

&8
b2 4

'210"

62.8

151. &

1978

N

&3
&3. 0
191

o
N
O~y You

-1.33

+1. 30

2.7

&60.7

193. 4

1979

&4
&0. 7
218

4]
. &
Ly NLRoO
sanas $38

NS NG

92. 4

60. 6

193. 0

1980

&4
9.2
229

+ |
N
[ =N =]
ow

9%. 2

1981 1982

N N
&9 77
97.8 &0. &
216 = 247

% %
" 80.0 436
8. 7 74.2

N N
343 278
5.3 36
3.9 3 &
2. 4 2.3

% %
39.4 393
39.3 40.9
0.0 48.2
4.8 4.9
2.3 2.8
3.6 6.9

102. 4 B80. O

2N & 047

19683

&3
38. 8
193

43. 0

150.7 1%8.0 134.7 134 4

® The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 1979 sample and those fpr'x975 include a spring 1976 sample

- 40,

TOTAL

1204
1103
a74

41.

R} = O

594,

F Y
& LW

i1

-1.10
+2.12
1.1
65, &

136. 7



&7-68
BAMPLEB (100%) N
Programs analyzed 74
Program hours analyzed 537. 0
Leading chavactsrs analyzed 209
PREVALENCE ' %
"Programs with violence (AP} 77. 0
Program hours with viplence a%. 1
RATE N
Number of viplent acts 3463
Rate per program (R/P) 4.9
Rate per hour (R/H2 & &
Duration-violent acts (hrs) -
ROLEB (X LEADING CHARACTERE) ) r 4
Violents (hurt others) 48. 6
Victims (are hurt) 37. &
Involived in vioclence (XV) &6. 3
Hillers 14. 6
Killed & 3
Involved in killing (%K) 20. 3
Violent : Victim Ratio -1.18
Killer Killed Ratio +2. 62
INDICATORS OF VIDLENCE
Program Score: 79. &
P8 = (ZP) + 2(R/P) + 2{R/H)
Chavactar V-Bcore: 64. 8
C8 » (%V) + (XK) :
Violence Index: 186 4

vI + P8 + C8

&9-70

73
¥3. 3
206

127. 2

71-72

93

48. 9

174

wpoe 8399

BN CcCoQa

~1. 06
+2. 20

92 9
37. 4

147. 9

* The figures piven for 1973-74 include a apring

Table 3:

73-73%
N
86

79. 0
292

&
} »
W NO®R

+1.80

77.0
36.5

133. %

Programs Aired 8-9 P. M. EST

1979 1976 1977 1978 1979
N N N N N ‘
&1 23 az 27 at
40.3 200 260 20.% 27.7
184 &9 87 79 P
% % % % %
2.3 720 &36 393 710
40.3 773 730 &34 747
N N N N N
164 94 136 a2 174
27 a8 4.8 3.0 9.6
4.1 4.7 & 0 4.0 6.3
1.1 0.7 1.1 0.3 0.8
x x x 1 %
21.2 42.0 440 22.8 41.7
27.2 4395 4a47.1 342 437
37. 0 331 57.9 aS%.2 %31
1.1 1. 4 4.6 38 32
0.0 0.0 1.1 00 5.2
i1 1.4 4 & 3.a 8.3
~1. 28 -1.03 ~1.02 -~1.%0 -1.09
+0.00 +0.00 +4.00 +0. 00 1.00
66.0 B88.9 B7.2 73.3 94.8
38.0 D49 421 43.0 61.9
104.0 143 4

149. 3

1980

29
24 7
10%

40.
40.
a2,

a27.2

1981

26
18. 0
76

42
48,
87.

L o
O BN

~1. 16

&0. 95

1982

39
z2i. 4
P&

&4 &

1979 sample and those for 1973 include a spring 1974 sample

1983

a3

19. 0

&9

NON :
noNn UmN

=-1. 32
+0. 00

3. 2

&3. 7

116.4 196 2 193. 2 199.9 '133.4 31356 9

[T

TOTAL

379
43%. 3
1740

gk

Dwe O=0
XoOa O

-1.14
+2. 09

83%. 0

98.8

143. 8



&7-4608
SAMPLES (100%) N
Programs analyzed 47
Program hours analyzed 49.0
Leading characters analyied 139
PREVALENCE ' x

Programs with violence (XP) 72.3
Program hours with violence 82, 7

RATE N
Number of violent acts iBE
Rata per program (R/P) 4.0
Rates per hour SR/H) S 3.8

Durastion-violent acts (hrs) -

ROLEB (% LEADING CHARACTERS) b4

Violents (hurt others) - 43. 9
Victims (are hurt) 48, 1
Involved in violence (XV) &61. 9
Killers ' 10. 4
Killed 4 4
Involved in killing (%K} 2.6
Vialent : Victim Ratio -1.09
Killer : Killed Ratio +2.33
INDICATORE OF VIOLENCE

Program Score: az.a
P8 = (XP) + Q(R/P)Y + 2(R/H)
Character V-Score: 74. 1
CB = (XV) + (XMK)

Violence Index: : 161. 9

vl + P§ + (B

&9-70

92
sg. 9
144

an. 7
45. 3
34, 2

%0

2.3

-1. 20
+1. 44

?1. 4
bé&. 7

138. 1

Table 4

71-72 73-73#%

N
67

43. 3
210

40.
37,
13,
18.

=1.13
+2. 20

91. &
73. 7

147 4

N

)

3. 3
a7z

*ou
- a0

«
a

%

47. 8

94.9
&2, 9

17. 0

21.1

-1.10

+1.86

9. 4

83. 6

183. 2

Programi-ﬁfrud 9-11 P. M.

1979% 1974 1977

73
79.8
247

4.
599,
a8,

16.

U =

+§.78

111. 2

1.9

202. 7

N N
36 . 36
35.%  36.4
103 133
% %
B84. 1 bb. 7
91.8 73.3
N N
248 213
6.9 3.9
6.8 s 9
2.9 1.2
< x
66.0 420
62.1 39.8
79.7 %1.2
135 11. 4
7.8 24
19.4  12.2

+1.0&6 +1.0&
+2. 00 +4_5&7
113. 3 90.3
3.1 &3. 4

208.6 1537

1978
N

36
42. 9
112

106. %
73. 2

180. 2

EST

1979

33

33. 0
122

90.3
99.8

150. 1

1980

33
34. 93
1R4

34.0

148. 9

1981

a9
.7
140

+1. 10

+3.33 .

_104.1

92. 8

136.9

1962

42
39 2
151

731

'48. 3

121. 4

* The figuras given for 1973-74 include a spring 1973 sample and those for 1979 includs & spring 19746 sample

1983

<
39.7
126

0.9

62 7

133. 6

TOTAL

623
&47.7
2034

44.7
47.8B
37. 4
11. 4
14.2

-1.07
+2. 13

95. 3
71. 6

1681



&7-468
SAMPLES (100%) N
Programs analyzed 62
Program hours analyzed 14 2
Leading characters analyzed 115
PREVALENCE %

" Programs with viclence {%P) 93. 3
Program hours with violance 3.1

RATE N

Number' of violent acts 323
Rate per program (R/P) 5.2
Rate per hour (R/H) . 22. 3

Duration-violent acts (hrs) -

ROLEES (X LEADINO CHARACTERS) %
Violents (hurt othsrs) &7.8
Victims (are hurt) . 800
Involved in viclence (XY) B84, 3
Killers - ' 4.3
.Killed - 3.2
Involved in killing (XK} 9. &
Violent : Victim Ratio -1.18
. Killer : HKilled Ratio -1. 20

INDICATORES OF VIOLENCE

Praogram Bcore: 148. 3
P8 = (%P) + QR/PY + Q(R/H)

Character V-fHcore: 93. 9
Ca = (XV) + (XK)

Violohcn Index: . =242 4
VI + PS + 8 :

&9-70

107
27. 2
223

161.3
1.9

233. 2

Table 3:

71-72

a1
30.3
146

[
o
uwNo

-1. 31

133. 0
T4 7

207. 7.

bt
N e

7373
N

114
91.2
378

130. 3

731

200. 4

197 3%
N
92

32.9
233

~
=0
-0

az.0

1976
N
49

131
118

1%8. 7

aB. 1

210.% 244. 6

1977
N

a3
14. 9

145

131. 4

772

208. &

1978
N
48

14.3
107

- Oau
, °oo &N
8-0 oOo0 O&

o=

162. 8
8s. 0

248. 8

Wenkand-Daytime (Children‘s) Programs

1979
N
&2

16.9
163

~oru
200

T ees
8(3 00 M~N

o

135. 4

74. 8

210. 3

1980

66
1%3.1
162

&3. 0
78.8
a8y. 7

0. &
0. 4

1.2

-1. 23
1. 00
163. 2
90. 7

2941

1981

&9
13.0
186

163. 3

a3. 9

249. 2

1982

4
10. 1
120

93.3

oo
Com

~1.11
+0. 00

172. 1

94. 1

1983

34
13. 7
142

oo 833

853 Q00

W

o=

136. 6

803

2646 2 23469

# The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring 197D sampie snd those for 1973 include a spring 1976 sampla.

TOTAL

01
2712
2261

2337
3.9
19. 6

14. 3

144. 8
83.0

227. 8



BAMPLES (100%)
Programs analyied

Program hours analyisd
Leading characters analyted

PREVALENCE

Programs with violence (%P}

Program hours with violence
RATE

Number of violent acts
Rate per praopram (R/P)
Rate par hour (R/H)

Durstion—viclent acts (hrs)

ROLES (% LEADING CHARACTERG)

Violents (hurt others)
Victims (are hurt)
Involved in vialence (XV)

Killers
Killed
Involved in lllllnn LIR)

Vialent : V{ctin Ratio
Killer : Killed Ratio
INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE

Program Becore:
PE = (XP) + 2(R/P) + R(R/Hl

Chnroctur y-Bcore:
CB = (XV) + (ZK)

Viclence Index:
VI + P§ + CB

67-48

37
13.9
109

94.
93.

»

313
3.3
=229

130, 7

9. 4

246. 1

&9-70

103
23.3
209

70.
80,
a89.

=3 ] 1)

-1.14
1. 00

162. &

91. 4

234. 0

[
aoah

71-72

70
24 3
139

o
’ o
aaN RN

-1.30

-2. 00

142. 1

a2.0

224, 1

73-70#

94
40.7
320

~
' 0
tod AN

-i. 69
+1. 30
133. 2
73. 9

211.1

prla

19730
.
77

22.8
182

141. 9.

228. 1

6:

1976

34

7.7
77

100. 0
100. 0

oE~
o PPP wuN
8% -N-X-T

_O"‘

183. 3

9. 4

273.'1

Cartaons

1977
N
43

3.1
125

" con RIZ
8‘0 COD a0

o

143, 1
82. 4

227. 3

1978

43
13.1
100

@omu
=@

cgo eI
88 oco coo

o

169. 3

84. 0

231. 3

1979

&3
17.3
167

22%. 5

1980

68
16. 9
174

63. 8
78. 2
897.1

163, 7

70. 2

1981

&9
13.9
186

. ooo W
8“ oQo LT

I

o

163 3

83. 9

15962

49
10. 4
138

: 0@~
=00 RUO

tome RKNOO

-1.11

2

168. 7

93. 8

1983

93
13. 2
137

QOC WOYO

i
o=
c»
co

137. 7

80. 3

293.9 249.2 282.3 230.0

» Tﬁ. tigures given for 1973-74 include & spring 197% sample and those for 1972 includs a spring 1976 sample.

TOTAL

232.2
2033

93.
4.

g =

5167
22 2

13. 4

. c .
ADN AN

-1. 26
-1. 21

191.9

84 9

236.8



S8AMPLES < 100%)
Programs analyzed

Progras hours analyzed
Lq-dlng characters analyzed

PREVALENCE

Proprams with violence (%P)
Program hours with violence

RATE
Number of violent acts

Rate par program (R/P)
Rats per hour (R/H)

Duration—violant acts (hrs)

RMILES (X LEADINOG CHARACTERSJ

Violents (hurt others)
Victims (are hurt)
Involved in vio;lnc. (XY

Killers

Rilled -
Involved in killing (ZMK)
Violent : Victim Ratio
Killer : Killad Ratio
INDICATORS OF VIDLENCE

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

Character V-Score:
CB = (XV) + (XK)

Violence Index:
VI + P§ + (8

%

99.7
43. 8
75.8
4
4q
1

119, 7
94. 0

209.7

&9-70

a0
43.7
203

%

&3. 1

182.2

7172

64
46. 4
192

34
42
51

oO~N &

10. 9

~1. 24
+1. 33

7.1

42. 0

1321

« The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring

r.bl- 7:

73-73%
N
100

77.3
326

40.

o
»
com

-
cwy

11.

-1.932
+2. 07
99.9
&9. &

169, 9

1973%

77

- 90.9

229

%

107. 2

7.7

16 8

All ABC Programs

1974
N
32

21 2
97

93.8
2.9

o we
» 909

-

6t.9

&4. 9
76.3

41
7.2

-1.05
+1. 33

123. 4

@3. 3’

2046. 9

1977
N
a7

23. 4
114

163. 5

1978

LK
[ A

t
wow ™9
88 wou uwna

+
[+ )

116.2

49. &

183.8

1979

34
23.5
113

92. 3

931

143. 4

1980

43
24. 2
147

1]
Ll
N

NO -
oNa

-1.23
+2. 00

113. 2

179. 8

_l?ﬂl

41
221
123

a2
&3,

BO= - h
ape QOO

-1. 08
+2. 00
112.2.
48. 2

180. 4

1982

3=
21.9
102

ans BRS

V90 DO

-1.13
+1. 67

92.3

&54. 7

197.0

1973 sample and those for 1979 include & spring 1974 sample

1983

29
20. 6
98

e NN-

-

onp $83

NOoR NOD

-1. 22
+4. 00

119. 5

&8, 4

187. %9

TOTAL

&61
438. 4
1961

h ]
NS D

~-1. 20
+1. 96

103. 3

&9 5

173.1



BAMPLES (100%)

Progr-il analyzed

Program hours analyred
Leading characters analyzed

" PREVALENCE

"Programs with violsnce 1&{1
Pragram hours with violence

RATE

Number of violant acts
Rate por program (R/P)
Rate per hour (R/H)}

Durstion-violent acts (hrs)

ROLES (X LEADING éHAﬁACTERB)

. Violents (hurt others)
Victime (are hurt)
Involved in violence (XV)}

Killers

Killad

Involved in killing 11&1
Vioclent : Victln Ratio
Miller : Killed Ratio
INDIC&TORS OF VIOLENCE

Pregram Scorae:
P8 = (XP) + (R/P) + 2(R/H)

Charactar V-8core:
CB = (XV) + (XK)

Violence Index:
vI + PE + C8

- &47-48

40

33.0
113

%

&0. 0
&2 &

73.9

164. 9
21 7

-1. 04
+2. 71
107. 3
93.7

203. 2

&9-70

42
an. o
123

©
N
-aw

68. 2

51. 2

119. 4

7i-72

43
36. 8
148

33.
49.

10

o wod

13.

'=1.18

+1. 60

82 9

b2 8

143. 7

Table B:

73-73+
N
61

07 %
207

3.
53.

13.

HJWwo R

15

-1.18

+2.08

88. 3

71. 3

139.8

19734
N

a1
40.0
136

101. 7
77. 9

179.7

1974

19

17.0
60

61.
73.

ML QoMW

114. 0

193. 7

AW
NBL

v

o
82

1977
N
21

18. 0
&6

%x

eoe

83 3

47. 0

132. 3

000 omW

ABC Prime-Time Programs

1978
N

24
20 9

rOr> OQQ

% |
.OI.
34

100. 3

44, &

163. 0

1979

23
19. C
81

-0~
NoON WLd

-1.08

+0. 00

76,2

39. 3%

113. 8

1980

24
19. 9
96

us -
o oo

°

W W

wen Fa0
L

1. 00
+2. 00

'ar. 9

30.0

. 137.9

IAQu

1981

102. 7
547

137. 4

1982

22
i9.2
79

63. 6
76. &6

I X
228, o sw
D ad»

Nwp ATE
cOWw DO

80.0

42. 0

142. 0

% The figures given for 1973-74 include & spring 1975 sample and those for 1973 include » spring 195b sample.

1983

BT
16.7
64

173. 8

TOTAL

402
354. 9
1319

41.
4.
04,

64, 9

1%6. 0



&67-68
SAMPLES (100%) N
Programs analyred ) 17
Pragram hours analyred 4.9
Leading characters analyzed 34
PREVALENCE %

Programs with violence (%(P) 100;0
Program hours with violence 100.0

RATE N

Number of violent acts 98
Rate per program (R/P) Y-
Rate pesr hour {R/H) 21.3

Duration-violent acts (hrs)  ——

ROLEB (% LEADINQ CHARACTERS) X

Violents (hurt othnrsi

98. 8
Victims (are hurt) 76. 9
Involved 1in violence (ZXV) 82 4
Killers 2.9
Killed 2.9
Involved in killing (XK} 5.9
Violent : Victim Ratio -1.30
Killer : Killad Ratio 1. 00
jNDlCATDﬂB_DF VIOLENCE
Program 8core: 134.0
P8 = (XP) + (R/P) + Q(R/H)
Character V-Score: : 88. 2
CH = (V) + (XK)
Viclence Index: 242. 2

Vi + PE + CB

Table 9:

&9-70  71-72

N N
a8 w1
8.7 9.7
80 44
% %

97. 4 90. 3
97. 1 a9.7

N N
213 142
5 6 6 8

24.6 14.7
x %
61.2 34 4
70.0 923
91.2 S4.8
6.0 2.3
0.0 2.3
0.0 2.3
-1.14 -1.44

0. 00 1. 00

197.7 133. 4

a1 2 3.1

239.0 192. 3

ABC Weskend-Daytime (Children‘s) Programs

73-73% . 197%% 1976 1977

N
39

t7.89
119

3é.

63.

N~
BON S@=

-1. &3
+2. 00

123. 1
&6, 4

189. 3%

N

<[
10. 9
89

119. 8
79.8

199. &6

N
13
42
a7

100. 0
100. 0

236. &

ooe 38%

000 NUN

136. 6
79.2

219. 8

1978
N
11

4.0
27

~
223

L ©8D ==
8ID Q00 wus

1

o=

171. 6

8193

'293.1

1979
N
11

-
32

o 999
813 OO0 Uew

o=

133. 4
a8z. 3

222. 9

1980
N
19

4.3
51

174.8

8.0

o00 ONEm

68.8

89 &

soo
0OQC

-k 12

147. 0

89. &4

1982

142,

73.

2

9

272.8 2346. 6 216.1

®# The figures given for 1973-74 include & apring 1973 lnnbln and those fur 1979 include & spring 1976 sample

1983

11
39
34

&7,
78.

130. 8
73. 3

224.3

TOTAL

239
. 833
666

! o N
abha wvad

-1.31
+1. 20
140. 2
79.0

219 2



SAMPLES (100%)

Programs analyred
Program hours analyzed
Leading characters analyzed

 PREVALENCE

_ Programs with vioience %P
Program hours with violence

RATE

Nﬁnbir of vioclant acts
Rate per program (R/P)
ﬂato_plr hour (R/H)

Duration~violent acts (hrs)

ROLES (X LEADING CHARACTERS)

Violents (hurt others)
Victims (are hurt)
Involved in violence (%VY)

Killers

Killed

Involved in killing (ZK)
Violent . Victim Ratio
Killer : #illed Ratio
INDICATORS OF VIMLENCE

PFrogram Score: .
P8 = (AP} + 2(R/P) + 2(R/H)

Character V-Score:
- CB = (XV) + ‘z“)

Violence Index:
VI + PE + CB

&7-48

%
40.

36.

~
NWS W=

11.

-1. 23
+3. 30

‘1.6
&7.8

139. 4

69-70

83
48.0
198

[t I

cwas W=
coo

-1.11
+1.33
102. 7.
70. 2

172. 9

[ = =)

7172

78

49. 0
189

-1 21

+3. &0

99,4

70. 4

1&69. 7

N
0w

Table 10:

73-73% 19734

N
93
73. 1
3346

%

[ I R

2.2

-1. 31
+1. 43

100. 8
72. 3

173.1

ao

192.9

All CHS Programs

1974
N
41

24. 0
101

72. 3

181. % 1

1977

32
az. 2
143

&8. 9

&6.0

1978
N
48

245.8
122

183. 3

1979

36
28.3
152

117.3

72 4

189. 9

1980

51
26. 9
149

AL
UNw NBN
LO0d T

-1. 11

+1. &7

114. 3

71. 2

187.7

1981

126. 0

&7. 6 ¢

193. &

1982

49
24. 9
138

0
~RR

nN=O
Sglnaq enn

I
Mo

103. 1

63 8

146. 9

# The figurns given for 1973-74 include a spring 1979 sample and thole_fnf 1979 include a spring (974 sample.

1983

48
27. 2
124

103. 3

70. 9

174 2

TOTAL

800
473. 6
2181

103. &
49.3

172. 9



SAMPLES (100%)
Pragrams analyzed

Program hours analyied
Leading ch.rlc;-rl analyzed

PREVALENCE

Programs with violence (%P}
Program hours with violence

RATE

Number of violent acts

Rate per progras (R/P)
Rate per hour (R/H)

Duration—violent acts (hrs)

ROLES (X LEADING CHARALTERE)

Violents (hurt others)
victims (are hurt)
Involved in violence {AY)

Killers

Killed :
Involved in killing (%K)
Violent : Victim Ratio
Hiller : Killed Ratio
INDICATORS OF VIDLENCE -

Program Hocore:
PS = (XP) + A(R/P) + 2{R/H)

Character V-Brore:
CHB = (XV) + (XK)

Violence Index:
vI + P8 + C8

67-68

44
34,5
113

(43
ap
L]

-1. 32

+2. 00

72 2

3%.68

128.0

&9-70

44
36. 3
122

W
am
-

129.3

71-72

a2
37.9
123

a7z,
49.

ig

amlr UL

135.

-1.13

+3. &0

4. 4

&9. 0

14%. 3

Table 11: CBS Prime-Time Programs

73-73
N

63

42
48..

12

WmD WG0

18.

-1. 21
+1. 40
85 1
67.1

132. 2

1973w
N
48

37. 8
133

30. 7
36 &
42. 3

63. 9
1=

121.9

1976
N
24

18. 0
&1

+1. 13

1977

31
2.9
91

41.
37.
49.

@

12.
i
12.

-

+1. 0%

+3.00 +11.00

ar7. 2

62. 3

149. 3

83. 9

61. 3

147. 4

1978

22

20.3
63

o M

& Ww
-
n

= AR
853 :Mll? 0@

+
W=

9.1

50.8

135.8

@ 00

1979

24
22.0
73

90.

a4,

172.9

1980

-
20.2
78

83 4

30.0

1981

&N

o rr
" > OND

-
°

o
- ]
NNN OND

1)
mee O

+
-
88

105. 4

512

1962

33
21.9

a5l

o Wm-
8‘3 =0 wDo

b -

79.8

48. 3

133.6 1354 .6 128.3

# The figures given for 1973-74 include & spring 1975 sample and those for 1973 include & spring 19756 sample.

1983

-3

-22.0

QB.E

144. 2

TOTAL

443
37%.0
1336

59. 0

'140. 9



SAMPLES (100%)

Programs analyzed .
Program hours analyzed
Leading characters analyrsd

PREVALENCE

Programs with violence (}(P}
Program hours with violiencse

RATE

‘Mumber of viplent acts
. Rate per program (R/P)
Rate per hour (R/H) -

Duration~vinlent acts (hrs)

ROLEE (X LEADING CHARACTERS)

Violents (hurt others)
Victims (are hurt)
Involved in violence (%V)

Killers
Killed
Involved in killing (XH}

Violent :
Killer

Victim Ratio
Killed Ratio
INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE

Program Bcore: .
PE = (XP) + 2(R/P) + 2{R/H)

Character V-fcors:
C8 = (XV) + (XNK)

Violence Index:
VI ¢+ P8 + C5

&7-68

N

23
2.0
39

o
~
~N K0

-1.13
~1. 30

194 &

102. 6

237. 1

&7-70 71-72 T3-73»

N

39
11. 3
76

™~

78.
a3,
93.

[
PR

88 cuw

193 4

6.1

249. 3

Table 12:

CHS Weekend-Daytime (Children’s) Programs

N [
36 < -4

11. 3 14. 1
6b 117

% %
83.3 949
87.% 9.9

N N
200 214
36 6.8
17. 4 13. 4
% x
53.0 453
&9.7 &%.8
80.3  81.2
0.0 0.9
0.0 0.0
0o 0.9
-1.31 ~1.4%
0.00 +0 00
t29.3 137. 2
80.3 B2t
209 & 219.2

19794
N
32

12. 4
79

93. 8

2.0

192

210.0

N

1976

N

17

4.0
40

62, 9
830
er.s
0.0
Q0
0.0

-1. 3&
Q.00
131. 9
a7r.3

239. 4

1977
N
21

&3
a2
%

8% 7

83. 95

80.8

211. 3

1978
N

26

poo 6B

o000 VU9

o=
83

292. 9

1979
N
22

[- -
79

C ooe 8RN
8‘3 ood PR -l

Sn

L

o=

130.8

73. 4

a2e. 2

1980
N
29

& 2
71

g8

o~
8% »20» o=n

1744

4. 4

»48. 8

1981

26
4 2

&5

oo SUB

CoO0 N@BD

+
o
88

196. 7.
a87. 7.

284. 4

1982

16

43

100. 0
100.0

o 3-#
[

* TR

W W

-

coo I8F

OCO NOGOC

28

1983

26
5.2
&1

o 8ox
® U=O

»

cec UBS

000 W=

o=
8y

193.8 161.7
7.7 73. 8

®93.3 235 3

® The figuras given for 1973-74 include a spring 1973 sample and those #or 1973 include & spring 19746 sample.

TOTAL

353

. 100. &

B43

148. 7

83 3

234. 2



&67-<48
SAMPLES (100%) ’ N
Programs analyzed 29
Frogram hours analyzred 41.3
Leading characters analyred 194
PREVALENCE ' x

Programs with violence (}P) 84.7
Program hours with violence 87. 3

RATE N
Number of violent acts a1e
Rate per program (R/P) : 5.4
Rate per hour (R/H) 7.7

Duration-violent acts (hrs) ——

ROLES (X LEADING CHARACTERS) 4

Violents (hurt others) . a8.
Victims (are hurt) &b.
Invoelved in vioclence (XVY) 76.
Kiliers o 13. 6
Killed 9.8
Involved in killing (XK} 146. 9
Violent : Victim Ratio . =-1.13
Killer : Killed Ratio +2. 33
INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE

Program Becore: ) 110. 9
PS = (XP) + 2(R/P) + Z{R/H)
Character V-Bcors: 92.9

c8 = (XV) + (XK)

Violance Index:
vl + P8 + C8§

ON &

&9-70

&7
47.3
172

~
DaN W
N=D ONN

~1. 29
+1. 71

120. 1

83. 7

203.7 R203.9

71-72

50. 9
69.0
3.8
8. 2

-1.11

T+1. 47

119. 2
77 2

193. 4

* The figures given for 1973-74 include a spring

Table 13;

73-73% 1975

N
96

79.2
a2d

192. 2

1975 sample and those

N

67
92. 3
207

[N
! Lo o
o apd

1146. 9

77. 3

193. 8

§
L ‘f” I;Q »

All NBC Programs

1976

a7

w&. 4

70,
a1.

10.

Qad GO

13

-1. 0%
+2. 00
129. 8
94. &

224 4

1977
N

32

234

(L
coew
» K-

DN
[V

.=1.1%

+2.33

111. 8
78. 4

190. 4

1978
N

28
26. 1

~1. 34
-1. 67

105. 4

73.8

179.2

. u +
Mor WoN

1979

36
29 2
116

64.7
5.2

7.8

~1.07

+1, 20

106. &

72. 4

179.0

1980

36
23. 9

98

9

Sun
- b

[,
LX)

91
37.
&%.

-0

~1. 09

+2. 00

121.7

74. 3

196. 2

1981

. 43
23 4
154

~1. 32
+2.33
116. 2
70. 1

1686. 3

1982 .

40
24. 3
127

109. 6

74. 0

183. &

for 1973 include & spring 19746 sample.

1983

40
24. 6
113

£ 8
cw

- Bup
o LA

»
N
Na@

NON
ronr

~1. 33
+0. 00

111.3

71. 3

182. 6

TaTAL

&44
4460. 1
1893

-1. 19
+2. 08
114. 0
77.8

191. 8



BAMPLES (100%)

Programs analyred

Program hours analyzsd
Leading characters analyzed

PREVALENCE

Programs with violence {%P)
Program hours with violance

RATE

. Number of violent acts
Rate per program (R/P)
Rate per hour (R/H)

Duration-violent acts (hre)

ROLEE (X LEADING CHARACTERS)

Violents (hurt othervrs)
Victims {(are hurt)
Involved in violence (XY)

Killers

Killed

Involved in killing (ZK)
Violent : Victim Ratio
Killer :'Kil)ld Ratio
INDICATORES OF VIOGLENCE

Program Bcore:
P8 = (XP) + 2(R/P) + Z(R/H)

Character V-8core:
CB = (XV) + (XMK)

Violencs Index:
vl + P& + (B

. 67-68

37
36. 9
112

39,

1o
N
- As

T74.
17.
19. &

-3.13
+2.71

106. 9
93. 7

200. &6

&9-70

a7
40. 3
103

~1. 23
+2. 00

102. 7

S 73.3

176. 0

ol
KX 1

71-72

a7
37.5

113

-1. 04
+2.00

111. 3

79.7

187. 0

L g
’ bl
WWN WeD

Table

T3-73% 1973

N

53
598.0
183

73. &6
84 %

sum
~N W

fad

44
97.

14

AON A@ON

~1. 02

+2. 36

93.7

73.8

1647. %

14: NBC Prime—-Time Programs

45
42.3
142

B4. 4
0. &

run
[ ]

-
©

41.

‘37

13.

RNOd N

1&.

-1.12
+2. 71

108. 2

73.9

182, 1

1976
N
18

21. 93
31

211. 4

1977
N
16

18. 9
53

100. 0

84. 9

184. 9

1978

N

17

22.3
&1

34. 4
43. 9
941

4.9
8 2
13. 1

-1. 33
-1.4&7

71.8

87.2

199.0

1979

17
19.7
&4

100. 2
75%.0

173. 2

1980

18
19.0
59

s
W ORND

~1.07

+4.00

118. 9

72.7

191. 6

N
LWOW -

1981

17
1i8. ¢

40. 9
42 &
49. 2

11,8

49
13. 1

-1.04

+2. 33

7. 9

62.3

160. 2

1982

-19. 5
73

&3 &
74,

-0

o »u
u WO~

»

: ;ag
AND GO
[ RN ] LIS

+ 1
W
8%

80. 4
54. 8

130, 2

# The figures given #or 1973-74 include & spring 19739 sample and those for 1973 include a lﬁring 19746 sample.

1983

23
20.0
&8

73. 9
83

=]

bl
O Nua

-

-1.'11

- +0.00

3.3

839

149. 2

o
-
&0 GON

TOTAL

397

46.
30
&0,

11.

d=d bap

13.

-1.08
+2. 24
101.8
74.3

176. ¢



&7-68
SAMPLES (100%) ' N
Programs asnalyzed 22
Program hours analyzed 5.0
Leading characters analyred 42
PREVALENCE %

. Programs with viclence (%P} B6. 4
Progras hours with viclence as. o

RATE N

Number of violant acts . 106
Rate per programs (R/P) : 4.8
Rate par hour {R/H) 21. 2

Duration—violent acts (hrs) -

ROLES (X LEADINDG CHARACTERS) *

Violants (hurt others) &b. 7
Victims (are hurt) C76.2
Involved in violence (XY) 81. 0
Killers ' 4.8
Killad . 4 8
Invelved in killing (XK} g9
Violent : Victin Ratio ~-1. 14
Killer : Killed Ratio 1. 00

INDICATORS OF VIOLENCE

Program Score: 138. &
P8 = (%P) + 2(R/P) + 2(R/H)

Character V-Bcore: =~ 90.9
CH = {(AV) + (AK)

Viclence Index: 228. 9
VI + PB + C8B

Table 13:

&9-70 T71-T2 T3-73s

N

177. %9

100.0

277. 9

24
9.4
36

13%7. 4

80. 4

219. 7

NBC Weskeand—-Daytime {(Children‘s) Programs

N
43

17.2
142

34. 6
a6, 2
74. 1

131. &

748

208. 4

1975%

N

24
10.0
&9

142. 7
84. &

227.3

383

co0C N9O

1974

100. 0
100. 0

coo

o
88

173. 9

90. 2

264. 2

1977
N

16
49

49

x

93
.Elm

t
© v
W N®N

134.8

71.1

209. 9

1978
N

11
3.8

23

237.8:

1979
N
19

5.3
a2

coo Ga8

SO0Q Nmuw

o=
oR
ou

116 7

4% 2

183. 9

1980 1981
N N
18 - 26

4.9 5. 4
43 73
% '

x L
93.5 42.9
0.5 6%.8
74.4 767

0.0 00
23 00
23 00
~1.13 -1.33
0.00 0.00

136.2 192.3
76.7 76.7

212. 9 22A%. 2

N N
18 17
4.8 4. &
o4 47
X x

N N
137 117
7.6 & 9

=8 4 233
0.4 0.3
X %

17.8 97,
€88 9 a89.
98.1 93.

1.9 0.
0.0 0.
1.9 a.

~1. 14 -1.93
+0. 00 0. Q0

172.0 138. 9

100. 0 93. &6

272.0 252.9

# The tigures piven for 1973-74 include a spring 1973 sample and those fbr'l??& include & spring 1976 sample

OCQQ0 Caa

TOTAL

87
87.1
730

1699
19.8

4.7

~
NN
- om0

-1. 33
-1. 40
145. 2
ai &

228.8



Percent Percent .
Percent Agreeing that Saying Their - Percent )
Oversstizacing Woman ars Neighborhoods are  Saying that percant
Chaneas of More likely co Only Somewhat Fear of Crime Agreeing that
Invelvenent in Be vVictimas. Safe or not Is a very crize is
violence Qf Crime Safa. at all Sarious Problam Risinz
Percent Percant Fersant ~ Parcent ) Percent
Light Lizhe Sy Light . Lighe 3 Light .
yiewars~ Cp gamsa  Viswers? cD”gzamma vgguerszcus zaems  Viewers'CD” gemma  yiewers (D™ gamma
Ovarall M40 L™ 72 +10 L2187 s5 411 L1020 4w L2 s w307
comtrolling for:
Age - ) .
‘3'13.19 % «le 28 73 o 11 49 +11 09" 1§ +11 v @1 w4 77"
3054 68+ 117 70«10 .18YTY 53 412 09vv* 17 41l L2t 96 +3 7%
ovar $5 1w 0" 77 0,22 85 +9 08" 31 4.0 % w4 33T
Education . e o o
Yo College 47 13 70 +12 .20 8 0 .07 2%+ .1 9«3 28T
Some College 53 +9 .10 76 +7 06 49 +9 .07* 13+ 09" 91 5 2™
Newspaper Reading . . .
Somet imes 75+l L2570 70 <15 260, S8 417 L10TTT 23 41l LWITE O %~ 27t
Everyday 59 +7 .10 746 +17 137 53. +§. .09 1 +2 11 95 w3
Race e oy o e
White 69 +l0 137 LI Bt 31 +l0 .0§ 17 +0 W W% e L I9
‘Non-White 86 7 25 70 +12 .21 72 +1a 09" 46 =6 =07 95 e L37*
Urban Broximizy e . . . - B iee
T Cityover 250,000 69 +10 .1 7.0 =00 71+l L1928 R0 197 88 +l0 5277
City under 250,000 % +3 .05 66 426 La20ey 59 8 .06 22 +5 09" 8% .1l .57
Suburban 67 +i3 .i8 75 10 19 0 +13 13 19 +10 1277 % «2 .13
 doneMetropolitan TTo+8 W13 0+ 17 51 +7 0l° 18 +2 .08 98 Q9 L0
income - -
~ cader $1G,000 % 0 0k 67 +18 320w -3 S VA [+ il 8«2 -0 96 b .s;:::
$10,0C0 - 525,000 68 ~8 Li2 7 T o+ L12 58 w6 04 1§ +9 167 82 -5 38
_ ovar $25,000 62 +18 .13 76 0 .03 49+l -,01 10 +16 .11 56 =l =13
gax | e :
Male 68  +8 .09 68 - +10 20" 38 +16 16T 21 % o1 8 w2 07,
. Femals . 6. +5 .15 18+ L 73 o+l -,01 20 +12 L % +3 .53
1

Table 16

Components of Images of Violance Index

"On the average weakdsy, about how many hours do you

2

3

Medium: 2 -
Hegvy: ovar

pcr-lonnuy vatch telavisiom?”
Light: undér 2 hours

4 hours

4 hours

Percant Light Viawers = percent of ligat viewers giving the "Television Anawer"

CD = Cultivation Differsntial: pevcent of heavy viswers minua tre percent of light viewers
giving the 'Taleviaton ansuer"

* pde 0% (cau)
e p & 0l (tau)

Cowed p & 001 (:lui

Data Sourcs: Opinion Resesvch Corporatiom



—Yotal
% N
Overall 34 (2160)
cantrolling for:
16 - 29 22 ( 338)
30 - 94 29 ( B15)
93 and ovar -4 ( 976)
Sex :
Mals 34 ( -933)
Female ‘ 33 (1237)
Bacs -
White 33 (1814)
Non~whitae 40 { 344)
No college 42 (1763)
Boms college - 18 { 389)
under %10, 000 47 ( 931)
$10, O00—-%1%9, 999 J34 { 639)
over %20, 000 21 (« 397)
Conservative 40 ( 686}
Modarate 34 (' 71&4)
Liberal <8 ( 434)
#+ pC 09
% pC 01
wad p< 001

Table 17: Fercent who are High Scorers on an Index of Sexism

e Tslevision Yiewing cD

—.Liaht ~NMedium 0 ___Heavy (ZHeavy~

% Wz N X N _%hight) _ namme_
31 47T 33 ( 948) 38 (73 o+ 7 . 09D a#
20 « 71) 20 (139 25  ( 148). + 3 . 100
27 (21 30 393 33 212) 4+ 8 . 08744
81 ¢ 192) 51 ( 412) ss  ( 372) + 4 . 061
30 (2190 33 ( 444) 37 ¢ 270) +7 099w
32 - 298} 33_ { %04) a9v { 463) T+ 7 . 093%us
29 ¢ 404) 32 . ( B810) 39 ( 602) " +10 . 138ns
51 7D 40 ¢ 138) 34 ( 133) -17 - 193%8s
45  ( 3%9) 43 ( 798) 42  ( &46) - 3 - 029

16 € 11&) 18 187) 2 ( B&) +6 - .120#
50 191) 47 ( 374) 43 ( 36&) -9 ~. 032
31 ( 142) 33 ( 304) 37 211) + & 077

19 114) 20 ( 19%) 23 ( 68 +a . 069
ag  ( 17a@) 38 ( 302) 48 ( 206) +10 1119w
31 130) 34 (32 a7 263) + 8 073
21 ¢« 89 28

Data Bource: NORC 1975, 1977, 1978, 1982, and 1983 General Socisl Surveys _
Television Viewing: Light —— under 2 hours; medium —— 2 to 4 hours) heavy —— over 4 hours

( 190} a3 { 15%) +12 . 183%Es

Tot.l

(6309)

(1483)
(2772)
(18460}

(2786)
(3323

(3440)

- { 8&%9)

(41463)
(2130}

(1990)
{1958)
(1927)

(1493)
(2077)
(1572)
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