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In "Some Additional Comments on Cultivation Analysis" (POQ 44 :408-410)
we offered some corrections to Michael Hughes' "The Fruits of Cultivation
Analysis...™ (EOQ 44:287-302). While we were disappointed that our comments
appeared some 120 pages after the Hughes article (without being noted either
in the Table of Contents or at the conclusion of Hughes' piece), we were
more than‘surprised to find the publication of tendentious and ad hominem
remarks by Paul Hirsch immediately following (POQ 44:411-413).

Hirsch's "The Limits of Advocacy Research" (a title as irrelevant to
our work as his remarks are to our comment preceding it), under the guise of

helping to "reassert scientific standards,”

is little more than presumptuous
horn-tooting for a then still unpublished, and severely flawed, 'reanalysis™
of our research.

To recap briefly for latecomers; both Hughes and Hirsch re-examined
some data, largely from the 1977 General Social Survey conducted by the

National Opinion Research Corporation (GSS/NORC), which we Ieﬁorted in
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Violence Profile No. 9. Both authors demonstrate that when multiple

Hirsch's exposition appears in the October 1980 and January 1981 issues
of Communication Researgh.

_ George Gerbner, Larry Gross, Marilyn Jackson-Beeck, Suzanne Jeffries-¥Fox,
and Nancy Slgnorlelll, "Cultural indicators: violence proflle no. 9."
Journal of Communication (Summer 1978) 28:3, 176-207.



controls are épplied to these items (as well as other questions not.reported
by us because they were either unavailabie at the time of publication or un-
reliable), some apparent relationships between amount of television viewing
and various conceptions of social reality disapbear. In some cases, under
simul taneous controls, the resuiting patterns even become curﬁilinear. The
evidently unassailable conclusibn,'fherefore, is thét our.theory that tele-
vision cultivates insecurity, mistrust, and alienation (and perhaps by ex~
tension;'other conceptions of social reality derived froﬁ heavy expdsure.to
television content) has ﬁo empiriéal.bésis.

In our latest report3, also summarized in our respomse to Hughes, we
‘argue that the impleméntation 0f multiple controls can dﬂScUré non~-spurious
and theoretically meaningful relationships Within specific subgroups. We
find ﬁhat many of these conditional associations can be explained by a
phenomenon We.call "mainstreaming," which implies that there may be a con-
vergence of outlopks among the heavy‘viewers in "otherwise" disparate and
heferogeneous g;oups{ Differences deriVigg from oﬁher fapto;s may tend to
be reduced or even eliminated émoﬁg heavy viewers,.and relationships may be
enhanced for those gfoups who dre'ieast likely to share a given attitude
cultivated by television. While assessing "bverall“effects" is important,
stopping there can be inadequate and misleading.

Hirsch's. analysis does stop at that poiﬁt; but his rhetoric continues,
He purports to provide "an indictmeﬁt of the research community for per-

mitting the widespread promotion of the cultivation hypothesis -- stated as:

George Gerbner, Larry Gross, Michael Morgan, and Nancy Signorielli, "The
'Mainstreaming' of America:  violemce profile mo. 11." Journal of Communi-
cation (Summer 1980) 30:3, 10-29,



a scientifié finding -- to go unchallenged for so long{"4' He contends that
one of our most reprehensible failings is that our analyses of light, medium,
and heavy viewers do not separate out so-called "non~viewers" and "extreme .
viewers" (eight hours or more per day). In fact, analyzing the responses

of non~viewers and extreme viewers adds little to undeérstanding the most
pervasive consequences of television because.botb are tiny and bizarre groups.
Extreme viewers, for example, constitute as little as 3.7 percent of the
GSS/NORC ﬂata base (in 1977); and even when combined, these maréinal groups
always represent less than 10 percent of.the sampleé. Furthermore, non-—
vieﬁers in particular manifest a contradictoiy aﬁd inconsistent profile, in
terms of various demographic characteristics and attitudinal measures.

Thus, while "non-viewers" may indeed be more likely than are light
viewers to give "television answers," they cannot be used to disconfirm the
cultivation process because they probably differ from viewers on relevant,
uncontrollied, third variables. More importantly, they do not even provide

compelling evidence that cultivation relationships are nen~monotonic, If

4 The first published cultivation analyses appeared in George Gerbner and
Larry Gross, "Living with television: the violence profile." Journal of
Communication (Spring 1976) 26:2, 172-199. At least two critiques appearsd
in print within two wyears of that publication. See J.M. Wober, "Televised
violence and paranoid percéption: the view from Great Britain." POQ (1978)
42:315-321; Horace Newcomb, "Assessing the violence profile of Gerbner and’
Gross: a humanistic critique and suggestion.” Communication Research

(1978) 5:264-282, Tor opposing views, see George Getrbner, Larry Gross,
Michael Morgan, and Nancy Signorielli, "On Wober's 'Televised violence and
paranoid perception....'" POQ (1979) 43:123-12 ; Thomas Neville, "More on
Wober's 'Televised violence...®" poQ (1980) 44:116-117; and George Gerbmer and
Larry Gross, "Editorial response: a reply to Newcomb's humanistic critique."
Communication Research (1979) 6:223-230.
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See Marilyn’ Jackson-Beeck, "The non-viewers: who are they?" Journal of
Communication (Summer 1977) 27:3, 65-72; and J.W. Tankard, Jg. and M.C.
Harris, "A discriminant analysis of television viewers and non-viewers."
Journal of Broadcasting (Summer 1980) 24:3, 399-409,



Hirsch had bothered to perform tests for linearity, he would have found that
only one item out of 22 shows a significantly non-linear association with |
amount of yiewing, while 77 percent show significant linearity beyond the .05
level.

'"The'story gets worse" indeed when one scratches beneath the surface of
the rhetoric: and Fealizes that some of Hirsch“s'iteﬁs are irrelevant to
our cultivation analyses, becaﬁse thef have no diséernable basis in our (or
anyone else’s) TV message analysis. We are unable to see anything in known
content data which would predict heavy vieweré'_prediiections towards suicide._

Hirsch's final eriticism, that our operational.definitions of light,
medium, and heavy viewers vary across different Samﬂles, is'tfaﬁspareﬁfly
simplistic. These categorizations méy differ becausé the univariate distri-
bution of amount of viewing may differ in samples of different ages (e.g.,
children vs. adults). and locations; it also depends upon question:wordings and
sampling techniques. -Thaﬁ is a basic limitation of secondary.analysis. In
any case, we use these groupings as relative, not.absqlute raﬁkings -— a way
to compare those Who watch a lot of television with those who watch less.

' and these are dis-

Many other problems pervade Hirsch's "reénalysis,'

' 6 . . . .
cussed elsewhere. OQur intent here is neither to reiterate the lengthy and
detailed corrections his work requires, nor to rehash our disagreements with

Hughes. We simply felt the need to set the record. straight for POQ readers.

We are engaged in a long-range, diverse, and complex research effort on

George Gerbner, Larry Gross, Michael Morgan, and Nancy Signorielli, "A
curious journey Into the scary world of Paul Hirsch." Communication Research
(January 1981) 8:1 (in press). See also Robert P, Hawkins and Suzanne Pin-
gree, "Television influence on constructions of social reality,” in National
Institute of Mental Health, Television and Behavior: Ten Years of Scientific
Progress and Implications for the 80's (in press).




television and perceptions of social reality. The research community needs
and we welcome serious scientifié replication and criticism; if anything,
there is too little of that. But a narrow analysis on selective grounds can—
not do full justice to years of cumulative findings supported by independent

investigators in the U.S, and abroad.
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FINAL REPLY TO HIRSCH

By George Gerbner, Larry Gross, Michael Morgan, and Nancy Signorielli

Hirsch's “Rejoiﬁder"'(in the January 1981 issue of this journal) -- as
well as hié—interpretation of our previous "comment" (in the same issue) -—-
contains an impressive number of inaccuracies, errors, and_convolutions of
our statements and findings. His illusions about our "concessions" are
particularly puzzling. He raises very few new points and seems oblivious ﬁo
numerous issues we presented, choosing instead to rehash his "findings" and-
"conclusions™ ignoring contrary.explanatioﬁs-and.evidence.

If we do not respond here to some of his trivial points,_it_is not
-because; as he presumes, we "concede" them; rather, it is in order to prevent’
this discussion from bogging down in irrelevant minutiae. We will focus
on the few néw concerns he does.present and areas which represent a-markedly

stepped-up attack.

On Our "Rejection" of the General Social Surveys

One of the most troubling aspects of Hirsch's "rejpinder" is his
imputation that we have '"dismissed" the NORC-General Social Sufveys. According
to Hirsch, ﬁe have suggested that the G35 "is itself unreliable" and "is less
worthy than the non-public and ﬁnreanalyzed surveys [wé] claim show 'stronger'
results."l Oﬁr so—called "attack” on the GSS has entailed "a-remarkabie
number of charges,” which imply that we believe ''this entire dataset should

be rejected." After Hirsch reported his "reanalysis,"

we "quickly announced
that these data are flawed." Finally, Hirsch says that our "understandable

effort to maintain credibility under duress'" is "insulting to the national

research community of social scientists.”
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Hirsch has concocted a.scenario without foundation_in.fact. In case we
have inadvertantly,led anyone besides Hirsch to this interpretation, let us
make it clear that we acknowledge and appreciate the value énd quality of
the General Social.Surveys. While they have not, as Hirsch claims, been the
backbone of our research, we have used and are cbntinuing to use many items
from this data set. Invoking such accolades as "nationally acclaimed" and

"prestigious,” Hirsch charges us with blasphemy.

The basis for.his.éliegations is that we expressed reservations about the
reliability and/or validity of two itéms; one deals with "fear," and the
other-with "apbroval of violence," and they will be discussed below.. For
now, let us repeat categoficaliy'that our caution about two questions should
not be construed as evidence that we bélieve:the-entife data set.is flawed
in soﬁe fundamental way.. Only by'thé wildest stretch of the imagination, or
by déliberate distorfion, can it be said that we have "rejected" the GSS/NORC
data. The fact fhat these controversies sparked our reassessment of the

.quality of these particular measures provides no grounds for complaining
that we had not expreésed these doubts sooner. Despite Hirsch's puzzling
proclamation that greater sample size necéssitateé greater reliability, we

- do not believe that the reliability.and validity of eaéh and every item can

be taken for granted. This.hardly stands as a total "rejection" of GSS/NORC.

On- Our "Cover—Up" of Damaging Results

The-ﬁwo items ("fear" and "approval.of violence") about which we voiced
reservations loom large in Hirsch's "reanalysis," notwithstanding the-dis—
cléimer.that "neither is at all central to the conclus#ons reached in my

article." We had reported (Gerbmer, et al., 1978) that when two samples of



junior high school students were asked, "How often is it all right to hit
someone if you are mad at them for a_gqod reason?"z,za sigpificantly higher’
proportion of heavy than of light viewers answered, “almost.always." Both
adolescent and adult heavy viewefs also were more likely to report being
afraid to walk aloﬁe at night. 3

_,Yet, Hirsch claimed to find no evidence to support our cbnclﬁsions
when he analyzed GSS/NORC data for aduits. The GSS/NORC guestion aéked
adults, "Are there'any any sitﬁatioﬁs tﬁat you can imagine in which you
would apprdﬁe of a man punching an adult male stranger?ﬁ- Hirscﬁ's results
regarding this "approval of“viqléncé" item -— which show adult heavyfviEWgrs}lgggr
likely to condone the use of ﬁiolence_—- are said.to be "esﬁecially damaging
to the cultivation hypothesis." 1In "one of the very few relationships whose
statistical significance remains after the imposition of multiple controls,".
the sign of the association Vruns.direétly counter" to what he claims culti-‘
vation theotry would predict. Hirsch alse charges us with selective reporting -
of this iteﬁ, and with.presenting only those data which are consistent with
our viewpoint.

These charges, and the data regarding the relationship between tele—

vision viewing and "approval of violence," deserve detailed discussion; in
the ﬁrocess, we will addrese many of his §ther points. Strictly speaking,
there ié nothing in our message system\ahalysis which implies anything about
whether or not violence is ﬁappr0ved.of" in the television world. We asked
adolescents, '"How often is it all right to hit someone if you are mad at them
for a good reason?” ("almost alwaysﬁ or "almost never"), largely becéuse of
the commonly-voiced fear that television desensitizes young people to vieolence,
making them more.willing to use it. As we have-notéd, there is evidence that,
fof adolescents, heavyzviewing tends to go with a greater likelihood df saying

"it is almost always all right."



There are two critical questions here. ‘First, why are the findings
different for adults and adolescents?  Second, why did we not report the
results for adults f?om GSS/NORC?

We believe that the apparent discrepancy between the results for ado—
iescents and those for adults do not cast doubt on our theory for two major
reasons:

(1) There is substantial evidence to indicate that the GSS/NORC
question asked of adults is unreliable;

(2) Regardless of whether or not the GSS/NORC question is indeed
reliable, it is simply not comparable to thé question we’ asked
of adolescents. ' '

As we noted in our previous comment, the series of questions measuring

approval of violence (we have no idea why Hirsch analyzed only the lead-in

. question) prodﬁéés a less-than-marginal estimate of reliabilit;jm“ﬁlfsch
argﬁes that an "item's reliability in scaling has nothing to do with its
value as a single item." While that méy be_generally true, it hardly seems
likely in this case. Reliability (in the sense of internal homogeneity),
"aceuracy" of individual responses;rand random or systematic.procedural biases
(coding or punching errors, etc.) are all quite different things, and Hirsch
has mﬁddled them. We feel there is reasomable doubt about the item's value
as a measure of a clear andrunambiguous'dimension. Again, this is decidedly"
not a suggestion that we believe that lack of.quality control, "cheating" or
similar errors mar the General Social Surveys.

In any case, the argument that the GSS/NORC question is problematic
begomes even more compelling when the lead-in question is examined 41n light
of the follow-ups (not mentioned by Hirsch), which provide five specific
situations in which the respondent might or might not "approve of a man punching
an adult male gtranger." We find it notable that that vast majority of all
adult respondents who said "no" to the lead-in (i.e., they were unable to

-imagine a situation) answered "yes" to at least one of the follow-ups:
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for 1978 and 1980 combinea, 985 péople said "no" to the lead-in; 842, or
85.5% of the 985, subsequently cited at least one situation in which they
would approve of a man punching an adult male stranger.4. Interestingly,
'heavy viewers are more likély to show this discrepancy, by a difference of
ten percentage points (gaﬁma = .13, p< .0001)., Thus, being unable to imagine
a4 situation spontaneouslyris quite different from approving the use of violénce
in specific situations f—.éépecially for adult heavy viewers.
-Furthefmore; it seems quite likely to us that the question asked of
adults taps a rather different diménsion than thé one we asked.of young

judgement about frequency of approval, not a yves/no dichotomy) to hit someone

if you are mad -at them_for'é;gpod reason (providing a justification for the

acts_dealing;ﬁithmthe respondents’ own projected Behavior, establishing some
- level of interpersonal familiarity between assailant and victim). The GSS/NORC

questions asks are there any situations that you can imagine (more abstract

and partially dependent upon the respondent's ability to imagine) in which

.yot would approve of g_maﬁ punching an adult male stranger (the assailant is
someone besides the.resébndent, and the victim is unknown to the vic;imizer);f
We also noted inwourrprevious comment that the CSS/NORC item shows couﬁter—
intuitive relatioﬁships with background variables, with higheﬁ SES respondents
more likely to be able to "imagine a si;uation.".,ﬁirschfrejects;this reasoning,
simply attempting to dismiss our contention by relégating'"counter—intuitiﬁe"
to quotation marks, and claiming that the unexpécted-reiationship représeﬁts
_"feason”to report,mrafher than suppress. the finding." This might be tfue-if
our central research interest were -to determine what factors have an impact
on respondents’ ability to '"imagine a situatidn.”:_But since we are concerned
with understanding the contributions of televisiqn to theoretically meéningful

dimensions of attitudes and behaviors, such a finding is irrelevant, at best.



Finally, our-adolescent item and various indices of "approval of violence"
used by Dominick aﬁd Greenberg (1972), McLeod, et al. (1972), and McIntyre
and Teevan (1972) all show negative associations with SEs; while the
CSS/NORC item, again, is positively associated wiﬁh social class variables,
Even if there were no doubts as to the GSS/NORC iteﬁs' reliability (and
there are many), this vélidation'discrepancy suggests that-different_dimeﬁ~
sions are being tapped by the respective items.

If one were eifher to defend the GSS/NORC iﬁem's reliability, or to
'afgue'that the ;dolescent and adult'questions are conceptually comparable,
there remain several other fossible explanafions for why'édolescents and
adults show different resulfs.- These include: (1) the question we asked of
adolescents is bad; (2) our adolescent sémples afé.bad; (3) what's true for
adolescents may not bé true for adults; and (4) cultivation theory is
wrong. .As we shall see, none of these Seems to be a strong possibility.

(1) Problems with the Adolescent Question. This seems quite unlikely,

particularly since our findings were similar to those of a number of earlier
studies. Dominick and Greenberg (l§?2) found consistent relationships be-
tween exposure-to television violence and willingness to use vidiénéé, per-—
ceived effectiveness of ﬁiolence, and (for girls)-suggesting violence as a
solutibn to confliét.r for boys, they also found that exposure interacts
with social class and family attiiudes_in terms of approval of aggression.
While they used more qﬁesfions, our results parallél theirs.

in addition,'Mcteod;'ggdgl; (1972) found modest positive correlations
between approval of aggreésion and both overall viewiﬁg time and viclent
viewing. Particularly strong associations were found between approval of
aggression and self—reﬁorted amount of violence viewed three or four years

earlier. They note that "aggressive attitudes are rather closely related to



bofh self—repprted and peer-reported aggressiﬁe behavior, and they are
aséociated with various viewing and family variables in a manner similar to
the measures of aggression" (p. 265).

Finally, McIntyre and Teevan (1972) even found that adolescents whose
favqrite programs (both the single favorite and particularly the average of
the four most favorite)-were_more'violént weré_mofe likély to approve the
use of vioience. This pattern was not altered by controls for perceived
realism of ﬁelevision violence, social class, age, and."insulating factors”
~ which represent strength.of ties to the social structure (e.g., aspirations,
school grades, integrafioﬁ into school activities, and relationships with
parents and pééfs). While none of thesé studies used pfecisely the same
question wording as wé_aid; they tend to be ﬁuch clbéer.to ours than to the
GSS/NORC question (except for McIntyre and Teevan's duestion about adult
violence; discussed below).

(2) Problems with the'AdolescentKSamplé. Hirsch chooses to discount any

findings derived from so-called "convenience" samﬁles. We feel this ié
'uHWarranted, if only for the paucity.df natioﬁal probability samples of
children and adolescents in social science research. Our panel of New
Jersey adélescents is probably oﬁe of the best of its kind, éombining‘six
questioﬁnaires over three years, in-depth personal interviews, and pérents"
questionnaires. Hirsch ignofes our longitudinal findiﬁgs completely, pre-
sﬁmably because they afe not drawn from a nationél samplé. In that case, he
might as well reject much research in social or experimental ?Sychology, and
even éociology. . To say that we "equate'" GSS/NORC with a "proprietary"
sample éf‘116 New Yorkers is silly, and a facetious distortion of.our state~
_ment thét our conclusions are based on.consistent patterns observed across
‘& range of samples, while his come from one.é' That is not to atffibute""edﬁélm

weight"” to each, but to call for appropriate cautlion and restraint whén a



large number of other samples (national probébility, quota, and school
children) show contrary results,

Finally, in this case, a number of different étudies, which used
samples of children and adolescents of different sizes and from different
geographic areas, produced essentially similar results. This-clearly pro-
vides added support'for our samﬁles and findings.z.

Tt ié also worth noting that Dominick and[Greénbefg (1972) found
numerous interactions 5etween vioience exposure and social class in terms
of willingness to use violence, approval of aggfession, perceived_effective-
ness of violence, etc. . This takes an added import in light of the negative
relationship between SES and the dependent measures: exposure to teéelevision
violence is a much‘ﬁofe ?redictive measure of attitudes among,ﬁiddle cléss
chiidren}tﬁan it is among lower class children. Tﬁere is less relationship
with viewing for lower class children —- who have higher approval levels,
regardless of viewing. Tﬁis certainly fits our "mainstreaming" pérspective
—— the associdtion is enhanced for those cherwisé-less likely to shére what

is arguably the-television_perspective.

{(3) Adults aﬁd Children are ﬁifferent‘ It is possible that the diver-
gence in results stems neither from problems with the adoleécenf sample (as
Hirsch argues) nor from problems with the GSS/NORC question (which we be-
1ieve-Wefhavexconvincingly demonstrated), but that both relatibnéhips are
-_m-nnmum“nvaiidT_mOne;eouldmargue—thatfehildrénmleafnwthat“violeﬁce_iS“an—appropriate_or—"—“““"

(at least) common means of resolving conflicts.or achieviﬁg goals, Whilé

adults learn that ”crimé does not pay," and transgressions are puﬁished.

Certainly, social class has differential implications for these attitudes

for different age groﬁps; so television could as well. Yet, given the mani-

fest differences in demographic correlates of response patterns between the



two, the likelihood of reliability problems with the GSS/NORC question, and
the lack of conceptual comparability, this proposition cannot be tested.—8
It could well be that what holds for children need not hold for adylts,

‘but we do not think that this is the primary explanation for the differences.

(4) Cultivation Theory is Wrong. It might:seem,:g priori, that there

is a simple reason why the opposite, Vdamaging" assﬁciation holds-in the
GSS/NORC data: that the theory, which predicts that heavy ﬁiewers should be
more likely to condone the use of violence,fié.faulty. Clearly, that is
Hirsch's conclusion. He goes even further'and suggests that this "damaging"
negative association with television is one of the very few iﬁ.GSS/NORC.Whiﬁh
persists under multiple controls.

Yet, our ¢wn'reaﬁaiysis of this item over three years of the GSS
(1975, 1978, and -1980; the only years where it co-occurs with the tele—
vision viewing question) provides no evidence whatsoever to support his
argument that heavy viewers are less likely tb "approve of violence" under
‘multiple controls. Contrdlling for sex, age, education, race, and income,
the fourth~order partial cofrelations for each yéar are .02, .04, and ,02,
_fespectively (all obviously n.s.).
If, as Loftin and Lizotte (1974) suggest, "priviléged groups’ were more
- likely to respond affirméti#ely to the "imagine a sitvation" GSS/NORC queSﬁion
in 1973, it is not surprising that it looks as if heavy viewefs (who tend to
be of lower SES) do not. Thué, it is also not surprising that this relation~
ship turns out to be spurious, contrary to Hirsch's superfiéial analysis.‘9

“Thus, qgite épart from the quéstionable characteristics of the GSS/NORC
quéstioﬁ, and the results of Dominick_and'Greenberg (1972) and McIntyré and
Tegvan_(1972)_(not to mention the number.df other items, across many data
* sets, including other quespions from GSS/NORC, which support cultivation),

we reject his conclusion.
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All this having beep said about why thé GSS/NORC results differ from
those obtained from other samples, the question remains why we never re-
portéd these "damaging" results. The "offending" publication is Violence
Profile No. 9 (Gerbner, 55;21,,'1978). While Hirsch dismisses our claims of
unreliability.(and turns them into a wholesale rejection of the General
" Social Survey) and rejécts_its "copnter—intuitive" association with back-

grdund variables, he disregards the fact that (as stated 'in our previous

comment) the 1978 GSS/NORC data were not yet availéble when we released
Violence Profile No. 9. -Iﬁ\all frankness, interngl diségreemenf.about the
validity and meaning of the‘item led us not to repbrt the data for 1975,
The so-called "suppression" derived from conflicting_viewpoints'over what
the item actually measuréd, given its clear conceptual divérgence from the
question asked of adoléscents.

.In sum, the GSS/NORC'item about "approval of violence" is by no means
"espcially damaging" to ouf position. We have discussed this item extensively
becauSé it demonstrates;that many of ﬁirsch's chargeé —— his accusation that
we "reject" the_GSS,“his condemnation of our other samples, our "suppression”
of the results, etc. —— are tendentious and misleading and that his "'re-

analysis" is severely flawed.

‘Relationship Between Message and Cultivation Analysis

.Another area of cbnfu$ion throughout Hirsch's discussions is the relation-
ship between our message-system analysis and cultivation analysis. BSpecéifically,
Hirsch has charged_that cultivation analysis has no manifest connection with
message analysis.

A bésic premise for our'fesearch is that cﬁltivation analysis begins

. with the patterns found in the "world" of television drama -- a world that
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presents coherent images of life and society. The basic question we are
conéerned with is how these images are weflected in viewérs' assumptions
and values. |

we do not expect (nor have ever expected) heavy viewers to exhibit
a one to one correspondence between what they éee'on television .and what they -
believe 6r do. The television world is a fictional world in which details
are selected with care énd for a purpose. Its'peopie do not live or die but
are created.or'destroyéd to tell a story. Television drama presents storieé
about how things work,.how people behéve, what it means to be a maﬁ, a woman,
a child, an older person, a cop, ''bad," "good," and so on. Television also
conveys information aBout:risks and power as well as information about the
range of opportunities and activit;es'that are available and acceptable for
its characters. Mosf of what television tells us about life and people canmot
be translated into discrete facts but can be construed td-present potentiai
lessons aﬁout life and society. Thus, we need not expect that viewers will
specifically identify with characters who.are "most iike themselves" demo-
graphically.

The design is further complicatea when wé conduct secondary analysis
of existing survey data, using questions that were specially designed to
answer some Qghgg_primary reseérch objective. These analyses include all of
our Wofk with the GSS/NORC, the CPS election survey, and the NCCA "™yth and
Reality of Aging" survey. In these casés we had nd’control over question
design and often stretched existing_résponse questioné énd-respdnse cétegofies'to
meet our framework. As we noted above, the problems with the GSS/NORC
questions asking respondents.to "imagine a Situatiqq in which you would
approve...' are a good egample of the difficﬁlties.that one must expect in
éecondary analysis. Thus, a considerable portibn of our resea:ch has used

less than optimal questions (and response categories) for testing our ideas
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and/or expectations. In some cases we probably have been overly cautious
in not using gertain questions, while in some cther cases, we probably have
not been cautious enough.

Over the years we have had many graduate students and collaborators
working on this project. We have tried to accomodate théir iﬁterests while,
at the same time, maintaining a common thread throughout the research. It
is out of this variety of interests that the inclusion of the:"isolationism"
and “expectatiéns for a world war' questions emefged. These items were -
originally included because they seemed, to some of our collaborators, to
add another dimension to understanding alienation and becauée we saw some
correspondence in ﬁessége system_findings (specifically, the extreme U.S.

nationalism of the television world).

Mainstreaming and Resonance

Apparently, we have not convinced Hirsch that "ﬁainstreaming" and
"reéoﬁance" are valid theoretical formulations, supporte& by-empirical evi-
dence and conceptual justification. Yeﬁ he does acknowledge (and.in doing
so contradicts himself), in Part II, that his "examination of the NORC data
suggests that much of the teffects’ found at bpth ends of the viewing spec-—
trum® hold up for “high=status,_high—income, and high—education_in@ividuals
who view television heavilyﬁ" 'This sounds like "mainstreaming" to us.

We have been engaged in a long—term; ongoing, and flexible effort to
develop a coherent, data-based theory of television's impact on society.
There has been no similar sustained and broad-based effort.. Oﬁr project has
evélved and our theories developed over time. Hirsch's greatesﬁ objection
seems to be that we do not define some spécific prbblem, formulate'rigid

hypotheses, collect-the appropriate data, determine-whethet_they support or

disconfirm the hypothesis,-all'in a one-éhotméffort, aﬁd theﬁ_move on to somé-.

thing else. That, however, is the major ghortcoming of much social research.
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As Sherlock Holmes put it, "It is a capital mistake to theorize béf@re
one has data. Insensibly one begins to twist facts to suit theories, rather
than twist theories to suit facts.: While that sentiment rubs Hirschithe
- wrong way, it almost certainly captures thé.actual manner in which most
science is conducted. .Research is a continual process of interaction be-
tween thgory and dara,-expectations aﬁd results, predictions and findings.

Hirsch makes much of what he coﬁstrues as inconsisféncies and contra-.
dictions in our theoretical refinements over the years. In fact, the re-
Ifinements developed a steady and consistent line of'theqrbeuiiding, and will
continue to do so. Contrary to Hirsch's implications, "mainstreamiﬁg" and
"resonance' were not "dreaﬁed up" for our response'td his criticism. Passages
from our earlier publications, cited in our previous responge tO Hirsch,
suggestlng that "a more reflned analysis" of "differential cultivation patterns_
is a task of our continuing research" (Gerbner, et al., 1978, pp. 205~205) were
delete& (without our knowledge or approval) from the published version of our |
response. Hirsch persists in confusing'gigrreformulation'(that cultivation
will be most pronounced among the real-world counterparts of television's most
vicrimized groupsj with ours, claiming cultivation theory is disconfirmed by
the failure of his (insufficient and Superficial) téét.

After examining the conceptual and empirical underpinnings of "main-

streaming" and "resonance," Hirsch rejects them as "speculative, nonpredictive,

unspecified, post hoc, and irrefutable" (p. 79). Let us examine these charges.

gpeculative." By "gpeculative,” we assume that he. does not mean '"in-

volving, based on, or cOnstituting'intellectualispeculation" or ''marked by

questioning curiosity," because these hardly seem objectionable.'_"Mainstreaming"

‘and "resonance" were indeed developed in response to ''questioning curiosity,"
in that they reflect a paradigm designed to explain the intriguing systematic
regularities we observed. Even most methodology textbhooks frame theory-

building as "invention, mot discovery," and stress the roles of curiosity and '
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casual observation in_fhe development of theory.

Because these usages provide no conceivable basis for rejecting our
refinements, he might mean "speculative" as in "theoretical rather than
-demonstrable." If so, this represents a puzzling inverse tautology, where
"mainstreaming”" and "resonance" are not good theory because they are |
theoretical. As to tﬁeir not being "deﬁoﬂstr#ﬁle,".we can-only péint to
the consistency with which they appear in the data, for a wide.variety.of_
cultivatidn topicé (see, e.g., Gerbner, gg_gl{;_19805;“fo;thgbming; Gerbner, -1980;
Signorielli, 1979; Morgan and Gross, 1930; and also Hirsch'§ étatemént_that
"“the more interesting fiﬁdingé" in GSS/NORC appear primarily for high-income,
high—education, high—status respondents). Strictly speaking, even his absurd
interpretation of the effects of controlling for astrological siéﬁ'show that
theyrcan be'"demonstrated"; unlike.the specifications we have presented; how-
-evér, there is no theoreticélly'intelligibié reasoﬁ for the resulting patferns.

ﬁoreqvef, thé”findings that originally led us to these observafioﬁé.héve
already been supported_by-iﬁdependent investigatbrs;?o in{addition.to the
work of Dominick and éréenbefg,(l972), Lull, EE;EL'.(in press) found a
significant interaction with education in the relationéhip'between amount of
viewing and feminism. In a sample of 523 Santé Barbara adults, among the
highly educatéd; greatér viewing goes with_leé$ feﬂinism; bétter educated
heavy viewers are.more hsexist." But among those with less educated (who are
"otherwise" less likely to egddrse feminist beliefs), the Eigg_feminists are
thé heavy viewers. As in oﬁf analysis (Signorielli, 1979), greater Viewing
means less sexism for the most sexist, and more sekiSm for the less sexist.

'Impressive independent confirmation of our findings about school achieve-
ment (ﬁofgan and Gross, 1980) comes from the California State Department of

Education's (1980) massive statewide assessment program of over 510,000 sixth
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and tenth graders. 1In this study, negative relationships between amount of
television viewing and scores on achievement tests of reading, written ex-—
pression, and mathematics are most pronouncéd for high SES students,_whiie
the 1oweét SES séudents (who.generally score 1ower) show some positive
associations. Even more striking evidence for "mainstreaming" emerged under
controls.for Englishrfluéncy. Light viewers with 1imitéd English skiils
étore quite low, but the more television the low achievers watch, the higher
their reading scores. Parental education, time épent on homework, and amount
" of extra—scholastic reading'all.prdduced the same résuits, particularly for
sixth graders. Among light viewers, more pafental education, more time
spent doing homework, and mére outside reading all go.with better reading
skills; among heévy viewers, these factors make almost no difference in scores.
Finally, Werner (in progress) reporis that Horwegian adolescents’ atti- -
tudes towards the United States provide evideﬁcé.of'"méinstreaming," in that
stronger positive relationships with viewing were foﬁnd in outlying areas;
in central areas, attitudes we;e_moré positive regardless of viewing 1evelsr;1}

"Nonpredictive." Whether "mainstreaming" and "'resonance" are "non-

predictive” is yet to be seen. When the concepts were introduced, we stressed

that they

are stili being developed and investigated, Although the number
ofremgiriqgl instances of each is rapidly growing, too few have
been accumulated to allow for prediction of when one or the other
~- or neither —— will occur. Nonetheless, we believe that the
results we will report here suggest that these concepts merit
serious consideration (Gerbner, et al., 1980z :16).

The faet that such instances did occur at all, always with highly

plausible implications for interpretatioh (and particularly in data that
Hirsch and others claimed show "no relatiénshipé"),.led ﬁé'td'affé}'thésé
concepts as new ideas worth pursuing.

Hirsch's confusions about what "mainstreaming" and "resonance" might
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predict in the first place.uﬁderlie this issue. ©Not only does he persist in
presenting Biﬁ.réformulation (again, that cultivation will be strongest’ in
groups whose "television counterparts are most likely to be victimized) as:
(a) ggﬁ.expéctation and . (b) contradiétory to "mainstreaming' and "resonance,"
but he also asserts that the lack of support for this proposition (agaih;
based - on én.inappropriate test) disconfirms "mainstfeamiﬁg" and "resonance"
alpng with the entire theory of cultivation. As with the previous charge, -
his argument relies on a specious inverse tautology:_ proposition X (which
contradiets propositions Y and Z) is not borne out by the data, so propo-

sitions Y and Z should also be rejected. Specifically, he claims that his

test shows that "there simply are not consistent ‘patterns in any direction:

‘among the critical subgroups to which 'mainstreaming' and 'resonance' are

'pfesentédlgg mostrapplicaﬁle" (p. 83; italics in original) -- in terms of
a formuiation which allegedly_contradicts ocour refinements. And yet he is_
surprised that we_ﬁassert that the failure (sic) of the audience data to
support this clearly formulated hypothesis (sic) casts no doubt on the logic
of cultiﬁation theory;" |

Thus, according-to_Hirsch, "mainstreaming'" and "resonance" .are "non-
predictive" because the results of his faulty test of his quite different
hypﬁthesié say_éo. Méanwhile,.back at our ranch, the elaboration of our
refineﬁents into a predictive framewofk ﬁas been progressing in a variety of
areas; and the shape they are taking is quite consistent with our early ex-
pectatipns. In Violence Profile Ne. 11, we suggested that "mainstreaming"
is a more general proceés énd "resonance" deals with special salience of =

specific issues to specific groups at certain times,
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In other_words, the ability of television viewing to over-ride or re-
duce the influence of demographié factors., with @éajy ﬁieﬁers éf "otherwise™
divergent perspectives sharing a "telévision" view;:refiects "mainstreaming,” .
or the cultivation of common conceptions of social reality. Wheﬁ real-life
experience or other dispositions inérease the congfuence between enﬁironﬁental
and television messageﬁ,.we should get "resonance.ﬁjg

"Unspecified." 1In éome Ways, thié charge resembles the previous one
("nonprédictive"), in that it relates to our alleged failure to "specify"
which gfoups will show evidence of_"mainstreaming" or "resonance." His
criticisms which elaboraté that point continue Eo demonstrate and affirm what
we'said.in our previous comment: - that Hirsch makes a consistent effort to

oversimplify our theory into a mechanical concept. This is seen here in two

ways: first, he would like to see explicit statements about which specific

mmm_mmmn+groups_willushewuthesemeonditional_pattern5§_9econd7fhe_béiiéves—that‘the
"ﬁainstream".is s¢me specific, fixed point.

As to the first, we coﬁtend that.the conditional influenée of other
factors ' is ‘not invariant across all subject areas in which we examine.tele—
vision's contribution to conceptions-of Social reality.  While démographics
(and particularly education) generally illuminate Ir'mair.lstreamilrag,"_thi_s- need
not always be the case. But the dispositions and'eﬁperiences Whicﬁ shoﬁld_
generate‘"fesohaﬁce"ﬁare even more likely to vary across cultivation topies,
fhe différential.appropriateness of different controlé for different analyses
makes it unfeasible.—f even logically imposéible — to set forth rules_about

_which specific groups should "resonate.! As Hornik, et al. (1980) note in.

connection with their "distance" theory of susceptibility to media effects 3 5
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the "myriad of specific instances with quite variéd characteristics" makes
the specificaﬁion of regqlarly'vulnerable groupé difficult. Our reluctance
—— even, refusal -- to propose groups which will always shoﬁ "mainstreaming"
and "resonance" in all issues stems from our senéitivity‘tO'the exigencies
of each anaiysis. ﬁhat remains to be developed-is a.more comprehensive
system of discovered specifications that may, in the future, suggest some
dynamic process of speqifiéétions. |

The second, and.related, way' in which éur refinements are "unépeéifiéﬁf“'
stems from the "abseﬁce of operational procedures...for determining the
" point whére the 'mainstream' resides for the population and for the compari-
son of subgroups." In short, the "mainstream" is not a point. "Mainstreaming"
is a Brocéss of éonvergence, homogenization;.and standardization, in the

direction of television's version of social reality. It is this-criterion

which Hirsch ignores in his chargé that our theory is confirmed by "whatever
surprises or findings emerge from the data" and that cultivation explaing
"any percentage movements in any direction.” The “mainstream" can only be
identified in terms of baseline comparisons of'couhterpaft-subgroups. The
"pbint" dt which one set of (appropriately matched) counterpart subgroups
may converge need not be the same ''point" where another set of counterparts
coﬂveigg. The "operational procedgre" is simply thé empirical identification
of those groups who tend to deviate from the "mainstream” view for a particular
issue or topic.

'Eﬁyig'ggé." This is not too different from the preceding "grounds for

rejection" of our refinements. Again, we explicitly introduced these -
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constfucts as having derived from observing consistent, meapingful,,éonu
ditional associations across numerous data bases and areas of.analysis.
Certainly, we are aware of the potential dangersréf post hoc analysis. We
can only insist that all.thedretical develoﬁments are "post hoe," in-the
sénse that they develop from the perceived structure of regularities in
phenomena., We bélié#e this represents reason for continued eiéboration,
testing, and refinement —— not réjection.

"Irrefutable" (i;e;, non—réfutablé): To a purist, the critical deter-
mination of whether our refineﬁeﬁts are "scientific" lies in their ability
to be falsified. We accept the need to_spedify evidence that would con-—
stitute falsification. Furthermeore, we laid out such a modél in our previous
comhent. Yet, Hirsch "refutes" our demonstration of conditions for falsi-
fiabiliry,

The only_way_he_ggg dismiss our explanation 6f-the griteria by which

these concepts could be falsified, however, is by twisting what we actually

said, Of the six possible subgroup patterns Which,gg_claimed were inconsistent

with "mainstreaming" or "resonance,” Hirsch asserts that three would be in-
terpreted as evidence supporting them;la'lt is biéarre to take examples pre—
sented by us as.éxplicit'instances of contrary findings, and claim that we
would interpret them in thé opposite manner,

This_means that Hirschfs_argument (that cultivation theory has an un-
usually high probability of being confirmed by chance) is specioﬁs, because
his conclusion that 73% of the possible patterﬁs provide support fer the
thepry is based on blatant distortion of Whét.we actually said. In any case,
we doubt his assumption that all of these patterns are equally likely out-
~comes (since the chance number of significant specifications would be partly

_determined by the number of subgroups examined), which further confuses.
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his conclusion. And to make an additional restriction on the acceptability
of supporting evidence (thus increasing the chances of falgification), we
repeat that the observed specifications must reflect a theoretically

meaningful aspect of televiséd social reality.

S
%

Finélly, we mustrreitérate that Hirsch is clearly wrong, and his mis-

take étems from his_basié misconé;ruction.of’oux Wofk, when he claims that

. we would.interpret "no relationship" as evidence that “maiﬁstreamiﬁg" and
"resonance" cancelled each other out. Once again, his rejoinder ignores

contrary explanations and evidence presented in our previous comment.

The entire ﬁfotracfed Procesé'of ;ﬁfiﬁéeééte"fﬁiﬁﬁuﬁirséh in.fhié'
journal has been an extraordinarily and: unfortunately distasteful ex@erience.
Wﬁatevet scientific value it might have had was compromised by its secretive
beginnings, uncollegial *tone, editorial prejudiée (including the deletion
of strategic parts of our éommenfs without our knowledge and approval), and
we have ‘had aiséﬁse.df trying to disperse a smokescreen rather than of ad-
vancing a ééiéntific argumént.'”Whatever'the,Q?iginal_i@ﬁgtu$rmightihave been,
we can oniy conblude'that.Hirséh's attack Qﬁ‘culfiyétﬁgﬁ;theﬁrj'ahd each of
his reasons for féjecting the céncepts'§f ﬁméinsttgﬁ@iﬁ%f¥gﬂéiﬁfesogance" are-

unwarranted and incorrect. R o 5

o
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We are bemused that Hirsech faults us for not making these other datasets
available, when during the year in which he conducted his "reanalysis," he
never asked us for any informatiom regarding our ongeing work, much less for
access to other data bases. ’

2 We admit to a clerical error in our presentation, in Violence Profile
No. 9 (Gerbner, et al., 1978), of the "approval of violence" question asked
of adolescents. The article erroneously states that the phrase, "for a
good reason,”" was included in one sample (New Jersey) but not in the other
(New York). A check on our original questionnaires, however, reveals that
"for a good reason" was included in the questions for both samples. The
only difference is that the New Jersey version reads "if you are mad at the
person for a good reason" and the New York version reads "if you are mad at
_them for a good reason." o :

3 The GSS/NORC item about fear of walking alone at night has numerous
problems that we detailed in our previous comment (see especially footnote
8). Since he does not address these, we need not repeat them here.
“4';Two—thirds (66.6%) of those who could not "imagine a situation™ said
"yes" to at least two follow-ups.
3. This is_alsp_sﬁggested by Hawkins and Pingree (forthcoming) .

Despite the.disappééréﬁcéfbf'oﬁf annual Technicél ReporEsmffbmfﬁifgéh?g:vF T
library in footnote 2 and théir sudden reappearance in footnote 13, these
reports always contain complete sample documentation. Relatedly, we cannot
fathom his allegation that we "currently" dichotomize television viewing.
Except for the small samples reported in Violence Profile No. 10, we do not.
?~7We surveyed 649 sixth-ninth graders in New Jerséy and 113 ten-to~thirteen
year-oids in New York. Dominick and Greenberg (1972) surveyed 838 fourth-
sixth graders in Michigan; McLeod, et al. (1972) surveyed 229 seventh graders
and 244 tenth graders in Maryland, and 225 junior .and senior high school
students in Wisconsin; and McIntyre and Teevan (1972) surveyed 1242 senior
and 1057 junior high students in Maryland. '

McIntyre and Teevan (1972) used separate scales measuring approval of

violence inflicted by adults, teenagers, and the police. The adult measure

was the same as the GSS/NORC item's follow-ups; i.e., they only asked about

approval in the specific situwations, and did not include the problematic

"any situations in which you can imagine" general version. Thus, from the

data  they report (again, which suggest a positive association between television
- and approval), we cannot unambiguously determine whether adults and children

indeed show different associations with the same measure.

9. In our previous comment, we noted a significant specification in this re-
lationship in 1978 among college-educated respondents. As it turns out,
this is not replicated in the 1975 or 1980 data, supporting our conclusion..
that this association is essentially spurious. Examining within-group
partial correlations reveals that exactly four out.of 36 are significant.
(The 36 correlations are obtained by multiplying the years of the GSS which
include this ditem (three) by 12 groups, defined by sex {male/female), race
(white/non-white), education (no college/some college), age (under 30/30-54/
55 and up), and income (low/medium/high). The partials include 211 other
demographic controls, including residual variation in the control group
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variable, where it is continuous.) Moreover, three out of the four sig-
" nificant within-group partials are in the 1978 data, accounting perhaps
for his observation that this relationship holds up under multiple con-
trols. The three that are significant {in 1978)-are for males, high
income respondents, -and college-educated respondents —— in all cases,
groups who are more likely to be able to "imagine a situation." Thus,
although this pattern does not appear in either the 1975 or 1980 data,
one could argue that when heavier viewing does go with less "approval

of violence," it is only within "privileged groups."

',1O'We had discussed these: replications in our original comment. The dis-
cussion, however, was cut from our response without our knowledge or
consent. '

ll"Note that these recent studies reflect independent confirmation only
of our theoretical refinements. Our general findings about cultivation
have been replicated by many other investigators; see Beuf (1974), Brvant,
et al. (1981), Elliot and Slater:(1980), Freuh and McGhee (1975), Haney
and Manzolati (in press), Neville (1980), Tan (1979), Volgy and Schwartz
(1980), zill and Peterson (1980), and particularly the comprehensive re-
view of this research by Hawkins and Pingree (forthcoming). :

i .

“lé-Analyses are in progress idn two cultivation areas (conceptions of marriage
and attitudes towards blacks) in which these assumptions are being implemented
in an advance prediction framework. 7Preliminary results strongly support
the validity of this framework.

13 Briefly, Hornik, et al.'s (1980) concept of "distance" implies that tele-
vision will be most influential when the environment is supportive of its
messages, or when immediate information is low, and depending upon the '"need

-to act" upon the issue. In some ways, this is not unlike "resonance.”

'}A”We would agree with Hirsch that graph £ illustrates an across~the-board
cultivation effect; it does not, however, illustrate either '"mainstreaming'
or "resonance." Graph i, which was intended to be a perfect "X", does not
illustrate "mainstreaming" because it does not represent the convergence of
outlooks that markg the presence of "mainstreaming." Finally, graph j
cannot be interpreted as an illustration of "resonance" because there are
two very different effects of viewing. We would postulate the occurrence
of "resonance" when ome of the subgroups is very positively affected by
viewing and the other remains static, or when one group is much more likely :
and the other group a little more likely to give the "telévision answer'”
(see graphs d and e). Clearly, graph j illustrates some television effect;
‘however, since one group is much mofe inclined and the other group much
less inclined to give the television answer, we would not explain the re-
sults as "resonance." In brief, both "resonance" and "mainstreaming" re-
flect the overall patterns exhibited by both (not just one) subgroups.

T




23"
REFERENCES

BEUF, A, <1974) "Doctor, lawyer, household drudge." J. of Communication
24:142-145,

BRYANT, J., R.A. CARVETH, and D. BROﬁN (1981) "Television viéwing énd anxiety:
an experimental examination." J. of Communication 31:106—119.

California State Departmént of Education (1980) Student Achievement in Cali-
fornia Schools: 1979-80 Amual Report. Sacramento: California Assess-
ment . Program. | |

DOMINICK, J.R. and B.S.::GREENBERG (1972) "Attitudes towards viclence: the
interaction of television exposure, family attitudes, and socfal class,"
in G.A. Comstock aﬁduE.A. Rubinstein-(eds.)-Television-and-Social'Be—
havior, Vol. III. Wéshington: Government Printing Office, 314-335,

ELLIOTT, W.R. and D. SLATER (1980) "Exposure, experience, and perceived TV
reality for adolescentsf"'.Joufnalism Q. 57:409-414, 431.

FREUH, T. and P.E. MGGHEE (1975)."Traditiona1 sex-role deYelopment and amount

of time spent watching television.” Child Development 11:109.

GERBNER, G. (1980) "Sex on TV and What Viewers Learn From It." Paper pre-
sented to the National Association of Television Program Executives
Annual Conference, San Francisco,

GERBNER, G., L. GROSS, M. JACKSON-BEECK, S. JEFFRIES-FOX, and N. SIGﬁORIELLI
(1978) "Cultural Indicators: Violénce Profile No. 9." J. of Communi-
cation 28:176-206. _

GERBNER, G., L. GROSS, M.. MORGAN, and ﬁ. SIGNORIEtLI.(léSO&) "The 'mainstreaming'

of America: Violence Profile No. 11." J, of Communication 30:10-27,



2%

 GERBNER, c;._:_,';L.. GROSS, M. MORGAN, and N. SIGNORIELLT (1980b) "Television's
Contribution to Public Understanding of Science: A Pilot froject."

The Annenberg School of Commﬁhications, Uniﬁersity of Pennsylvania.

GERBNER;,G}, M. MORGAN, and N; SIGNORIELLI (forthcoming) "Programming health |
portrayals: what viewers see, say, and do," in Natlonal Institute of
Men;al Health, Television and Behavior: Ten Years of Sc1ent1f1c Pro-
gress and Implicatiens for the 80's, o

HAﬁEY, ¢. and J. MANZOIATI (in press) "Teleﬁision eriminology: mnetwork
illusions of criminal justice realities,” in E. Aronson (ed.), Readings
about the Social Aniﬁal. Sah Francisco: _Freemen.

HAWKIﬁS, R.P. and.S. PINGREE (forthcoming) "TV influence on constfuctioﬁs of
soeial'reelity;"'in'Natiohal'lnstitute'of'Mental Health, Television and. .
Behavior: Ten Years of Scientific Progress and Impllcatlons for the 80 S

HORNIK, R.C., J. GOULD and M. GONZALEZ (1980) "Susceptlblllty to media effects.
Paper presented at_the International Communication Association Annual
Conference, Acapulco, Mexico.

LOFTIN, C. and A. LIZOTTE (1974) "Violence and soeial structure: ' structural
‘support. for violenee among privileged groups.'"  Presented to the American’
Sociological Association,.Mohtreal.

1ULL, J., A. MULAC, and S.L. ROSEN {in press) "FeminiSm as a predictor of mass.

media use." Sex Roles.

McINTYRE, J.J. and I.J. TEEVAN Jr. (1972) "Television violence and deviant
behavior," in G.A. Comstock and E.A., Rubinstein (eds.), Telev151on and -
Social Behavior, Vol. III. Wasﬁington: Government Erinting'Office,

383-435.



.25

MCLEOD, J.M., C.K. ATKIN, and S.H. CHAFFEE (1972) "Adolescents, parents, and
television use: self-report and other-report measures from the Wisconsin

sample,”

in G.A. Comstock and E.A. Rubinstein (eds.), Television and
Social Behavior, Vol. III. Washington: Government Printing 0ffice,

239-313.

MORGAN, M. and L. GROSS (1980) "elevision viewing, IQ, and academic achieve-

ment." J. of Broadcasting 24:117-133.
NEVILLE, T. (1980) "Television viewing and the expression of interpetrscnal
mistrust." Unpublished doctoral dissértation, Princeton University.
SIGNORIELLI, N. (1979) "Television's contribution to sex-role sotialization,"

Presented at the Telecommunications Policy Research Conference, Skytop,

.Pennsylvania.

TAN; A}'(i979) "IV beauty ads and role expectations of adolescent female
viewers." Journalism Q. 56:283—288.

VOLGY, T. andzj.fSC§WARTZ (1980) "TV éntertainment programming and socio-
political attitudes." Journélism Q. 57:150-155,

WERNER, A. (in progress) "The mainstreaming function of television: the
case of attitudes to the USA among adolescents in Norway."

ZILL, N. and J. PETERSON (1980) "TeleVision and children's intéllectual
development: results from a national sample qf youth." Presented at
the Annual Conference of the American Associétién for Public Opinion

.Regearch, Cincinnati.



