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Preface

This document is one of five volumes of technical reports resulting
from a broad scientific inquiry about television and its impact on the
viewer. In the spring of 1969, by Congressional request, the DHEW ini-
tiated a special program under the general auspices of a Surgeon Gener-
al’s Scientific Advisory Committee on Television and Social Behavior.
The major emphasis was to be on an examination of the relationship
between televised violence and the attitudes and behavior of children.
During the ensuing two years, more than fifty scientists participated di-
rectly in this program of research and produced over forty scientific
reports.

The reports which are included in these five volumes are the inde-
pendent work of the participating researchers. These results have all
been made available to the Scientific Advisory Committee as evidence
which the Committee could then evaluate and draw its own conclusions
in the preparation of its own report. However. this work is of signifi-
cance in its own right and is being published independently as source
material for other researchers and for such interest as the general public
may have in these technical reports.

In any broad scientific undertaking of this nature, where many indi-
viduals are involved, a careful balance between collaboration and inde-
pendence of responsibility must be established. During the two and halif
years that this program of research was active, a constant effort was
made to protect the scientific independence of the individual investiga-
tors and, at the same time: 1) to foster both cooperation and exchange
among the researchers, 2) to develop as much of a total program struc-
ture as possible, and 3) to permit maximum communication and feed-
back among the researchers, the full-time staff responsible for planning
and implementing the total research program, and the Scientific Adviso-

Ty Committee responsible for the final assessment and evaluation of the

research.

This is not the place to describe in detail how that balance of collabo-
ration and independence was established and maintained. I believe,
however, that these five volumes of technical reports provide an accur-
ate and meaningful indication of our success in achieving the goal. The
reports themselves are the products of the respective authors. They
have been edited only to insure some comparability of format and to
delete any excessive redundancies in review of the literature or intro-
ductory material. In some instances, where a report seemed initially too

iii



v

long the author was requested to reduce the report without deleting any
critical material. All editing done by staff was submitted for the author’s
approval. We believe the result has made each of these five volumes a
more readable and integrated totality than would otherwise be expected
from a collection of research reports produced under the time con-
straints of this program.

In each instance, the integration of the five volumes was further estab-
lished by the inclusion of an overview paper which attempts to summa-
rize and relate the papers in that volume. These overview papers are
also the independent work of the respective authors.

It would be difficult to convey to the reader the extraordinary efforts
required by all participants in this research prugram to bring the endeav-
or to its published conclusion within the time allotted. Despite that time
pressure, these volumes demonstrate an unusualiy high level of both
productivity and quality for an area of research which has had more than
its share of complexity and controversy.

In addition to the work of all persons directly engaged in this program,
a very large number of individuals at one time or another provided ad-
vice and guidance to the researchers, to the staff, and to the Scientific
Advisory Committee. It would be impossible to provide a complete list
of these additional consultants. The total count is in the hundreds. While
their names are not visible in these products, their counsel was often a
very significant factor in the course of an individual piece of research or
in a decision on the direction of the research program. To all those indi-
viduals, this program owes a special debt of gratitude for the collective
wisdom made available to us.

And finally, on behalf both of the members of the Scientific Advisory
Committee and of the staff who served the program, I wish especially to
express much appreciation to the participating researchers who did the
work and wrote the reports that contributed the new knowledge con-
tained in these volumes.

Eli A. Rubinstein

Vice-Chairman, Surgeon General’s
Scientific Advisory Committee on Television
and Social Behavior
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Television and Adolescent
Aggressiveness (Overview)

Steven H. Chaffee

This paper is an introduction to reports of eight field studies of adoles-
cents, focusing on their exposure to violent television programs and on
their aggressive social behaviors and feelings. The concepts, samples,
measures, and modes of analysis of these studies differ greatly. The
purpose of this paper, then, is to attempt to set the studies in a compara-
tive context so they can be interpreted in relation to one another and to
other research. This is neither a substitute for, nor a critique of, the
studies themselves, and cannot itself be interpreted without direct refer-
ence to the original research reports (which can be found elsewhere in
this volume).
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To avoid pointless redundancy, the eight present studies will be con-
sistently referred to by number throughout the text, as follows:

(1) Steven H. Chaffee and Jack M. McLeod. Adolescent television

use in the family context.

(2) Herbert L. Friedman and Raymond L. Johnson, Mass media
use and aggression: a pilot study.

(3) Monroe M. Lefkowitz, Leonard D. Eron, Leopold O. Walder,
and L. Rowell Huesmann. Television violence and child aggres-
sion: a followup study.

(4) Jennie J. MclIntyre and James J. Teevan, Jr. Television and de-
viant behavior.

(5) Jack M. McLeod, Charles K. Atkin, and Steven H. Chaffee. Ado-
lescents, parents, and television use. This report was issued in
two parts, which will be referred to where necessary as follows:
(5a) Adolescent self-report measures from Maryland and Wiscon-
sin samples.

(5b) Self-report and other-report measures from the Wisconsin
sample.

(6) Jose¢ph R. Dominick and Bradley S. Greenberg. Attitudes toward
violence: the interaction of television exposure, family attitudes
and social class.

(7) John P. Robinson and Jerald G. Bachman. Television viewing
habits and aggression.

(8 Raymond L. Johnson, Herbert L. Friedman, and Herbert S.
Gross. Four masculine styles in television programming: a study
of the viewing preferences of adolescent males.

The central research question guiding all these studies is whether ag-
gressive or violent social behavior by adolescents can be attributed in
some degree to violent television programming. This paper will build
systematically toward evidence on that hypothesis, according to the fol-
lowing outline:

I.  Samples and settings for the nine studies
II.  Measures of adolescent television use and their correlates
A. Time spentviewing
B. Program preferences
C. Frequency of viewing
D. Perceptions of television
111, Measures of adolescent aggressiveness and their correlates
A. Reports by others
B. Self-reported aggressive behavior
C. Feelings of aggressiveness
1V. Correlations between viewing and aggressiveness measures
A. Correlations with violent program preferences
B. Correlations with viewing of violent programs
C. Possible causal inferences
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D. Potential approaches to social control
V. Summary

SAMPLES AND SETTINGS

The procedures for data-gathering are described in detail in each of
the studies. Only a few elementary comparisons will be made here, to
introduce the studies in a common context.

Two of the studies use small (N=80) samples of boys from racially
mixed junior high schools in Baltimore, Md. (2; 8). Neither of the sam-
ples is random: instead, both are purposefully stratified on the basis of
high or low *‘aggressiveness™ as determined by school officials,

Three studies used data from ongoing surveys that had begun before
initiation of the Television and Social Behavier project. In two of these,
anew wave of data-gathering was added to the previous measures (3: 7).
Secondary analyses from the third of these (1) provided the *‘pretest™
basis for a new study with a different sample (3).

The major longitudinal study (3) was conducted in a rural county of
upstate New York, and spans a ten-year period in the lives of the panel
members. They were originally measured in school in the third grade,
when their modal age was 8. A five-year followup study was attempted
but provided quite incomplete data. A ten-year followup, called the
“thirteenth’” grade wave, was completed in 1969 as part of the Televi-
sion and Social Behavior project. There are 436 respondents for whom
both third- and thirteenth-grade data are available.

The other ongoing study is longitudinal to the limited extent that some
measures were repeated one year apart in 1969 and 1970 (7). It is an all-
male sample, consisting of some 2,200 post-high school students {age 19)
“‘scattered throughout the United States.”

The secondary analysis report is based on data from some 1,300 junior
and senior high students and their parents, gathered in five eastern Wis-
con cities in 1968 (/). In the later study by the same research group, two
samples were interviewed (5). The first consists of separate measures
from adolescents and their mothers in a south-central Wisconsin suburb.
There were two waves, in fall 1969 and fall 1970. The first wave of child
measures occurred at school {sixth and ninth grades), and all other mea-
sures took place at home. This sample included 225 mother-child pairs in
the first wave; attrition reduced it to 151 in the second wave. The other
sample consisted of 473 seventh and tenth graders, who filled out ques-
tionnaries at school in Prince Georges County, Md., in spring 1970.

Prince Georges County was also the site of the most comprehensive
sample among the present studies (4). In this survey 2,260 students,
evenly distributed across grades 7 through 12, completed gquestionnaires
at school in spring 1970. The sample includes large numbers of both
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black and white adolescents, a variable that was also coded in three oth-
er studies (2; 7; 8). ' ,

The remaining study (6) barely reaches the borderline of what is usual-
ly considered ‘“‘adolescence,” since the samples consist f fourth, fifth,
and sixth graders in six Michigan schools in spring 1970. Data were ana-
lyzed separately for the 434 males and the 404 females. The studies are
included in this group despite the age discrepancy, primarily bzcause the
measures are similar to those in several of the other surveys here.

ADOLESCENT TELEVISION USE

These studies use three types of measures of adolescent viewing be-
havior: time spent viewing, program preferences, and freq(uency of
viewing recurrent progrdma Although these measures obviously have
something in common, they do not*produce consistently similar results.
Separate examination of each can tell us something about the uses ado-
lescents make of television, and about the specific role of violent pro-
gramming in these patterns of use. ,
Timevspentviewing - ,

Most of the present studies use variants of the Roper (1969) method of
asking the respondent to estimate his viewing on “‘an average day’’ (3: 4;
7); others ask about the prior day (Lyle and Hoffman, 1971) or combine
the “‘average day’’ and *‘yesterday’’ items into a single best-estimate (/;
5). Two studies note that estimates tend to be higher for “‘average day”’
than for * ‘yesterday”’ (2; LoSciuto, 1971). The wisdom of ascertaining
separate estimates for weekend vs. daily viewing (as in 3) is indicated by
the detailed measures gathered by Lyle and Hoffman (1971). They pre-
sented local program logs for each day and asked their respondents to
check the ones they had watched the previous day. Total viewing time
on Sunday was about double the figures for weekdays. Schramm et al.
(1961) had found a less dramatic but similar difference ten years eamer

The *‘average’ amount of time spent viewing by the ‘‘average" ado-
lescent is a decidedly elusive quantity, one that varies greatly according
to details of sampling. question phrasing, and the method of averaging.
But it appears a reasonable guess that on a given day, approximately
one-half of American adolescents spend some three hours or more with
an operating television set. A substantial number watch twice that
much, and of course a good many do not watch television at all. But
overall there is a general impression of “‘many youngsters spending
hours in front of a television set’’ (4).

More interesting than the s{ynthetic notion of an ‘“‘average’” are the
relationships between viewing time and other variables. The most con-
sistent finding is that viewing time decreases throughout adolescence.
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Schramm et al. (1961) estimated that children’s viewing is heaviest at
about the sixth grade, which is also roughly the beginning of adoles-
cence. Their finding of a steady decline after the sixth.grade is replicat-
ed, with rare exceptions, in each of the present studies that make age-
group or grade-level comparisons (/; 4; 5a; Lyle and Hoffman, 1971).
Further, a study of junior high boys comments that they “‘watch a good
deal of television,”” some two to six hours daily, often simply to “*kill
time’’ (2); by contrast, a study of boys one year beyond high school
remarks on how little they watch television, in comparison with general
population norms (7).

The evidence on sex differences is mixed. Schramm et al. (1961)
found no significant male-female difference, nor does LoSciuto (1971).
Two of the present studies report that adolescent males view more than
females (I; 5a), but two others show slight trends in the opposite direc-
tion (4; Lyle and Hoffman, 1971). These same data indicate a greater
adolescent developmental trend away from heavy viewing among girls
in three studies (/; 4; 5) but not in the fourth (Lyle and Hoffman, 1971).

Mental ability presents a more consistent picture. Almost all the stud-
ies agree that brighter adolescents watch less television. Schramm et al.
(1961) found a negative correlation between IQ and viewing time among
adolescents, and one of the present studies replicates this (3). Another
study shows a negative correlation with academic performance in school
(5a). If we assume that continued education beyond high school indi-
cates higher mental ability, there is pertinent evidence in two samples of
post-high-school boys. One finds the expected negative correlation be-
tween viewing time and years of education (3), but the other reports no
more than a ‘‘trivial difference’ between those who are in college and
those who are not (7). Viewing time is also negatively related to indices
of social skills such as leadership'and achievement (3), popularity (3)
and integration with peers (5b).

Socioeconomic status tends to be négatively related to adolescent
viewing time. That is, those whose parents’ occupations and education
levels place them in the lower SES strata sperid more time with televi-
sion (3; 4; 5a). In several studies the authors control SES statistically, to
examine residual relationships between viewing time and other variables
(1:4:5:7).

The possibility‘of parental influences on adolescent viewing has been
examined in several ways. There is a significant correlation between
viewing time measures for adolescents and their parents, particularly
their mothers (I; 5b). Although Schramm et al. (1961) concluded that
“parental example’’ exercises ‘‘a very potent kind of influence’ over
adolescent viewing, a review of more extensive data-does not support so
strong an inference {/; see also Chaffee et al., 1971). It seems that ado-
lescents are at least as likely to influence their parents® viewing as vice-
versa, and a good portion of the parent-adolescent viewing similarity
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can probably be explained by the fact that two persons living in the same
household will tend to be exposed to the same television programs with-
out influencing one another socially. Their mutual opportunity to view
the same programs is simply greater, regardlass of “‘example.”

As will be seen shortly (below), a considerable portion of adolescent
viewing time is spent with programs that often depict violence. It is not
surprising, then, that part-whole correlations between viewing time and
violence-viewing measures are reported in several studies (I; 3. 5a).
There is also evidence that those who watch more television tend slight-
ly toward a stronger preference for violent programs (4).

Many factors could account for the dwindling of *‘the TV habit™ dur-
ing adolescence. The developing youngster increasingly finds competing
activities that might occupy his time. The developmental trend away
from television is particularly marked among those who are most likely
to find other things to do: the brighter and mere socially skilled, and
those in higher socioeconomic strata. It is against this background of
developmental and ‘‘life-space’’ factors that we turn to specific mea-
sures of preference for and viewing of violent programs.

Program preferences

Four studies employ measures of the violent content in the young-
sters ‘‘favorite’” programs (2; 3; 4; 7). One of these (7) uses a list of
three or four favor'tes, and the mean violence rating across this list
based on the Greenberg and Gordon (1971) ratings. Another (4) ascer-
tains both the single favorite program and the four favorites, and applies
the Greenberg-Gordon ratings to each; the one-favorite-program mea-
sure is used in most analyses. In the fongitudinal study, different mea-
sures were used in different waves of interviews. At the third-grade
stage, the child’s parents were asked what the youngster’s three favorite
programs were; in the five- and ten-year followup measurements, the
adolescent’s own list of his four favorites was used. The third grade par-
ent report is probably more a measure of observed ‘‘frequent viewing”
by the child than of ‘‘program preferences,” since the child’s viewing
behavior is the most likely indicator a parent has of his preferences;
therefore this measure is classed with the *‘frequency of viewing®' mea-
sures (below). This assumption, that the parent-reports of child’s favor-
ites differ from the child’s self-reports, is supported by the fact that they
do not correlate significantly over time, for either sex (3). These differ-
ences in the viewing measure seriously affect attempts at longitudinal
causal inference, as discussed later here. In both waves, staff coders
rated the programs, and their ratings (3) correlate highly with those of
Greenberg and Gordon. The fourth study (2) used both a checklist and
an onen-ended ‘‘*favorite program’’ question, again applying the Green-
berg-Gordon ratings; the two forms of the question yielded similar re-
sults.
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Even more than in the case of viewing time, it is bootless to attempt to
ascertain the “‘average’’ level of violence in adolescent program prefer-
ences. Lyle and Hoffman (1971) constructed a list of the 20 most popular
programs, based on the youngsters’ four favorite shows. Only two from
their sixth-grade list, and three from their tenth-grade list, are also
among the 20 most-violent shows (Greenberg and Gordon, 1971). How-
ever, Lyle and Hoffman elicited a decidedly more violent flavor when
they asked which programs the youngsters actually watched (see discus-
sion below),

Preference for violent programs predominates in the favorite shows
of a group of junior high boys that was partly sampled for high aggres-
siveness (2). Of their nine most-preferred programs, five are also among
the six most-violent according to ratings by critics and by the public
(Greenberg and Gordon, 1971). Rather few of these boys complained of
too much violence on television (2), whereas this was the second most
frequent complaint about television in a national sample of adolescents
and adults (LoSciuto, 1971). Lyle and Hoffman (1971) also report that
few adolescents complain about television violence, especially at the
tenth-grade level. Adolescent boys also have a strong interest in football
telecasts, most of which are of the maximally violent professional game
(2; 7). ‘

Tnlike total viewing time, age appears not to be much of a factor in
preferences for violent programs. If anything, there is a slightly greater .
tendency for older adolescents to name a violent program as their favor-
ite (4; Lyle and Hoffman, 1971).

The longitudinal study shows rather strong correlations between
eighth- and thirteenth-grade preferences for violent programs (3). Nei-
ther of these measures is significantly related to the earlier third-grade
violence-viewing measure, which could be due to developmental shifts
or to the fact that the third-grade measure was derived from parent re-
ports {3). At any rate, a youngster’s preference for (or against) violent
programs appears to be well defined early in adolescence, and to persist
despite the general drift away from heavy viewing during that period in

life.
Sex and SES are both related to violence-preference. Males and high-

SES youngsters are more likely to have no ‘‘favorite’’ program than are
girls and low-SES respondents. When a favorite is named, it is again the
males, but also the low-SES youngsters, who are most likely to mention
a violent one {4). A seemingly related finding is that boys with high mo-
bility aspirations are more likely to prefer violent programs than are
those whose aspirations are lower (3). :

In all, the present studies add rather little to our knowledge of the
psychological origins of preferences for television violence, other than
the degree to which they can be attributed to the youngster's general

.level of aggressiveness. That question is considered in detail later in this
paper.
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Frequency of viewing

The most common method of ascertaining violence viewing in these
studies was to present the respondent with a checklist of recurrent pro-
grams, and ask him how often he watched each (5; 6; 8). A more labori-
ous but also more precise technique was to show him the previous day’s
local television log and ask him to check the programs he had watched;
this procedure was repeated daily for an entire school week by Lyle and
Hoffman (1971). A decidedly imprecise method was to list program cate-
gories (**'westerns’’ and ‘‘spy and adventure shows’’), and ask for an es-
timate of the frequency of viewing each ().

These raw frequency measures were converted into violence-viewing
indices by a variety of methods. In one study 28 programs were listed,
including the 20 that had been judged ‘‘most violent’’ in the Greenberg
and Gordon (1971) study; the number of shows from this 20 that the res-
pondent viewed each week was his or her violence-viewing score (6). A
more elaborate procedure was to develop a composite violence rating
based on the two Greenberg and Gordon samples plus a Minnesota
study (Murray et al., 1970); then to multiply this by a five-level viewing-
frequency measure for each of 65 programs; and finally to sum the 65
products of frequency-by-violence measures (5a).

As mentioned above, the third-grade measure of viewing consisted of
asking the parent to list the child’s three favorite programs; these pro-
grams were then coded according to their frequency of viclence (3).
While it is difficult to determine exactly what behavior of the child’s is
being measured by these reports, it seems reasonable to assume that
parents would be better able to name programs the child frequently
watches than to assess the child’s liking of programs. The latter would
have required information about affective responses to programs. that
we have no reason to expect parents would possess.

Lyle and Hoffman (1971) made no attempt to build a violence-viewing
index from their data, but *heir list of most-viewed programs indicates a
developmental trend toward more violent (and quite probably more
adult) shows. Of the 22 most-viewed prime time programs, the number
that are also among the 20 most-violent (Greenberg and Gordon, 1971)
jumps from four at the sixth grade to nine in the tenth-grade norms (Lyle
and Hoffman, 1971). As mentioned earlier, this measure of actual view-
ing contrasts markedly with program-preference measures in the same
study, in which the youngsters listed only two or three violent shows
among their favorites. There seems to be a tendency for adolescents to
watch violent programs more than to admit that they like them.

In terms of real viewing, exposure to television violence probably
does not increase during adolescence, because total viewing time de-
creases (see above). For example, Mod Squad is the second-most-
watched program among tenth graders and ranks only fifth on the sixth-
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grade list (Lyle and Hoffman, 1971), but the difference between grade
levels in the percentage who watched it is small. Similarly, Ironside
ranks eighteenth at both grade levels but was seen by slightly more sixth
graders.

Another study shows a decrease in violence viewing from junior to
senior high samples that holds for both sexes an< for all four family-
communication-patterns types (I). This finding was replicated for both
sexes in each of two other samples (5a). Consistently higher violence
viewing by males than females is found at both grade levels (1; 5a).

The brighter youngsters, and those from higher socioeconomic levels,
are less likely to watch violent programs. Significant negative correla-
tions with SES and measures of IQ or school performance are reported
for three samples (I; 5a). A mild negative relationship between violence
viewing and SES can also be discerned from the cell Ns in the study of
younger children (6). The negative SES relationship holds for samples of
both sexes at two grade levels (5b).

It appears, however, that this raw correlation can be better explained
by more functional variables than by the demographic construct of SES.
When other measures of television use and parent-child relations are
controlled, the SES-violence viewing correlation falls to zero (I). Look-
irig at it another way, controls for SES fail to alter appreciably the corre-
lations between violence viewing and a number of aggressiveness ind-
ices (5a).

By contrast, the negative relationship between 1Q and violence view-
ing survives extensive partialing (1), and school performance proves an
important control variable in the aggressiveness-viewing analyses (5aj.
The tendency for brighter adolescents to watch less television (see
above) is echoed by a corresponding tendency to watch less violent pro-
grams; this specific pattern holds regardless of the youngster’s total tele-
vision use or various parental factors (I). In one small-sample analysis
(5b), it appears that SES is negatively related to violence viewing only
among boys, and to school performance only among girls.

Parental behaviors bear some relationships to the adolescent’s fre-
quency of viewing violent programs. Perhaps the strongest, at least at
the junior high level, is the parent’s own level of violence viewing; this
correlates significantly with the child’s viewing, even when television
time is controlied forboth parent and child (). These parent-child corre-
lations hold for specific programs and for all major categories of pro-
grams (5b). Regardless of the child’s sex, the correlation with the moth-
er’sviewing is stronger than with the father’s (). This lack of a sex-role
link, plus other data, lead the authors to conclude that the correlations
are due to reciprocal causation at most and may be spurious (/).

Three other parent-child interaction variables are positively associat-
ed with adolescent violence viewing in several samples. These include
restriction as a method of punishing the child (f; 5a; and 5b); socio-
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oriented family communication (/; 5b); and parental interpretation of
television violence (Ja and 5b). These correlations are readily under-
stood for two of the three measures. A restricted youngster has unantici-
pated “‘time at home'’ on his hands. and television is an easily available
activity to fill it. Parental interpretation of television violence is obvious-
ly more likely to be offered to youngsters who watch more violent pro-
grams. The correlation with family socio-oriented communication sug-
gests somewhat more subtle sociopsychological processes at work; it
has survived considerable partialing, at least at the junior high level (I;
5b).

Perceptions of television

As has already been mentioned, adolescents do not complain often
about the level of violence on television. Their most frequent complaints
are that there are too many commercials and news programs (2; Lyle
and Hoffman, 1971). It is rare to complain about potential material that
is missing; instead, objections are raised against what is presented,
which suggests that adolescents have an essentially passive consumer
orientation toward television.

It is clear from the Lyle and Hoffman (1971) data that television is
primarily associated with entertainment and relaxation in the typical
adolescent mind. When a youngster is angry or has had his feelings hurt,
he is more likely to want to converse, go off alone, listen to music, or
engage in sports than to turn on the television set. A sample of adoles-
cent boys cited *‘enjoyment’” and ‘‘time-killing’’ as their most usual rea-
sons for viewing and said that about three of every ten programs they
watched ‘‘just came on’’ (2).

Violent programs are seen as highly realistic by adolescents, even
more so than news and documentary programs (4). Involvement with
television violence is reported more frequently for crime shows than for
westerns (5b). Girls report more feelings of involvement with violent
programs, but boys identify more with violent characters (5a). Younger
adolescents are more likely to say they have learned aggressive behay-
jors from television (5a). These specific reactions to television violence
are only mildly correlated with the amount of violence viewing; they are
somewhat more strongly correlated with aggressive behavior, indicating
that they may be key intervening variables in any process of learning of
social aggression via television (5a).

One study (4) measured the adolescent’s perception of the role played
by aggression in his favorite program; since these variables are related
only to indices of aggressive behavior, discussion of them will be de-
ferred until later in this paper.

A provocative attempt to discern the latent dimensions of role percep-
tions in adolescent viewing was made in one study (8). Beginning with a
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four-fold sample (blacks vs. whites, aggressives vs. normals) of 80
eighth-grade boys, the authors focus on those programs that have a pe-
culiar appeal to only one of the four groups. They conclude that the
chief characters in these programs can be characterized by status (low
vs. high) and reactions to problem situations (active vs. passive) that are
analogous to those of the boys who watch them. The authors assume
that selective television viewing is a form of information seeking, in
which ‘‘the adolescent is highly motivated to search for prototypes of
adult masculine behavior’ on television, which provides *‘a readily ac-
cessible source of high-definition portraits of the masculire styles com-
mon in our mass culture,”” This implies a more purposeful approach to
the television set than other studies would suggest for most adolescents,
who appear to be quite casual in their viewing (see above), But this as-
sumption is supported to an extent by the finding that one-fifth of a gen-
eral adolescent sample felt that aggressive behavior by the main charac-
ters in their favorite programs ‘‘shows the way people ought to act’ (4).
Also, boys in early adolescence are the most likely to say they have
learned aggressive modes of behavior from television (5a). The hypothe-
sis of role-modeling viatelevision need not extend to all kinds of adoles-
cents to be socially significant.

ADOLESCENT AGGRESSIVENESS

An enormous variety of conceptions of ‘‘aggressiveness’ are found in
the present studies. The measures can be conveniently broken down
into four categories: reports of aggression by others, self-reports of ag-
gression and delinquent behavior, self-reports of aggressive feelings and
attitudes, and self-reports of cognitive and effective reactions to aggres-
sion. As with the various indices of television use (above), these differ-
ent measures yield somewhat different results. In this section they will
be compared with one another, and their correlates will be reviewed.
The following section deals with their relationships to television vio-
lence.

Reports by others

Three kinds of “‘experts’’ on an adolescents’s aggressive social be-
havior have been used in the present studies: school officials, peers, and
parents. (A fourth potential source, siblings, was not used, probably
because data would not have been comparable from one youngster to
another due to varying ages and numbers of brothers and sisters.)

Two studies rely on school administrators and counselors, to:pick
samples of students with “‘records’’ or *‘histories’’ of aggressive behav-
ior (2; 8). In the first of these there was a validity check based on self-
reports, which showed a substantially higher incidence of fighting and
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use of weapons by the “‘aggressives’’ than by other students (2). The
aggressives were also more likely to come from low-SES homes and to
get low grades in school. It is difficult to determine whether the school
officials were influenced by these factors in their nomination of aggres-
sives; aggressiveness measures based on self-report do not consistently
correlate with SES, but tend to be related to poorer school performance
(see below).

A single-item teacher report was used in one junior high sample, and it
did not discriminate very strongly between the sexes (5b). This nteasure
correlated only modestly with peer ratings, and even less with self- and
mother-ratings.

In this same study, a ten-item peer report of ‘‘assault aggression™
appears to have been much more satisfactory. It discriminates by sex
and age, in that boys and younger adolescents are rated more aggressive
by their peers. This was also the only study to use parent reports, a four-
item index based on interviews with the mother. Like the teacher report,
this measure did not distinguish between sexes or grade levels, and it
correlated quite weakly with other measures of aggressiveuess. It was,
nevertheless, combined with peer and teacher reports into a single ‘‘oth-
er-report’ index of aggressiveness. Although such a multiple-operation
measure would seem to offer maximum validity, this index does not cor-
relate as strongly with self-reported aggression as does the peer report
alone.

Peer reports also provide the most important aggressiveness measures
in the longitudinal study; they were repeated, with modifications, in the
third, eighth, and ‘‘thirteenth’ grade waves (3). In the third grade, a ten-
item “‘guess who’ list of aggressive acts was given to each child; he was
instructed to name the other child in the class who was most likely to
have committed the act. In the eighth grade, one of the ten items was
dropped, and there were some changes in wording; more importantly,
only a small portion of the original sample could be re-interviewed. So
the eighth-grade measure is unsatisfactory for longitudinal analysis, and
the authors make little use of it except as a validity check. Respondents
in the larger thirteenth-grade wave were given the nine eighth-grade
items, all of which had been changed to retrospective measures by con-
verting the wording to past tense. For example, *“Who starts a fight over
nothing?’” from the first two waves became ‘‘“Whao started a fight over
nothing?"” Instead of nominating a single “‘most likely’’ classmate from
their own third-grade rooms, the respondents were invited to check the
names of “‘all those people who fit that question.”” For this purpose,
each respondent was given a roster of students with whom he had gone
to school. Arithmetical corrections were made to neutralize differences
in opportunity for nomination.

Correlations among these three waves of peer-rated aggression are
highest for pairs of measures nearer in time among the boys, but for girls
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the third:eighth grade correlation is quite the weakest. Measures of
“psychopathology”’ in the thirteenth grade correlate most strongly with
thirteenth-grade peer-rated aggression, and successively less strongly
with each earlier measure. The thirteenth-grade aggressiveness indices
were positively related to social status and negatively with 1Q for both
sexes (3).

Overall, the peer-based aggressiveness measures appear to be the
most valid of the various other-ratings in the present studies. This
should be expected, since they are based on more items and larger pools
of “‘experts’’ and since peers are more usual victims of adolescent ag-
gression, compared with the various types of adult raters.

Self-reported aggressive behavior

ft could easily be argued that the most competent “‘expert’” on an ado-
lescent’s aggressive acts would be that person himself. There is, howev-
er, a danger that the youngster would be reluctant to admit many trans-
gressions and would distort his answers to achieve a modicum of social
approval from the researcher. In most of the present studies, the re-
searchers were willing to take that kind of risk, although most of them
opted for various forms of multiple operationism in an effort to ‘‘sur-
round”’ the key variable of aggressiveness.

In the study where the main measure of aggressiveness was selection
by school officials, the nominated ‘‘aggressives’” more often admitted
fighting, hitting a teacher, and using a gun or knife to ‘‘get something’’
from someone (2). Thus self-report provided a validity check on the
main measure.

Repeated measures one year apart on an eight-item index were gath-
ered in the large-sample study of post-high-school boys (7). The most
frequent aggressive acts were fighting, participating in a gang fight, hurt-
ing someone so that he needed medical attention, and getting something
by threatening another person. These same items were used to create an
index of ‘‘aggressive or violent acts’’ in another study with a more com-
prehensive sample (4).

Much less frequently repyrted by the post-high-school males were hit-
ting a parent or other adult and using a weapon to get something. The
eight-item index, including these and the more frequent delinquent acts,
was negatively related to indicators of SES (7). When it was substituted
for the aggressiveness reports of school officials (see above), the results
of the study were quite different.

In addition to the five-item measure of ‘‘aggressive or violent acts”
(see above), there were four other indices of delinquent behavior in the
Maryland study (4). At least one of them consists of fairly serious be-
havior, as indicated by ‘“‘involvement with legal officials.”” In lieu of di-
rect behavioral questions that might have incriminated the respondents,
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they were asked how often they had been stopped by police, taken to the
police station, arrested, brought to juvenile court, and spent time in a
juvenile facility. The other three indices were ‘‘petty delinquent acts”
(trespassing, intentionally damaging school property), ‘‘defiance of par-
ents’” (staying out late, running away from home, arguing or fighting
with parents, drinking without permission), and ‘“‘political action’’ (join-
ing a sit-in, asking a school official to change a policy or course). These
latter three measures are dropped from portions of the reported analy-
ses,-and are clearly less "‘aggressive’’ in nature.

The authors do not report intercorrelations among these five mea-
sures, but they do assess each of them in terms of several demographic
indicators (4). On both of the measures of serious deviance, boys report
a higher incidence of aggressive acts than girls. SES is negatively related
to legal involvement, and accounts for racial differences on that mea-
sure. On the measure of aggressive acts, SES is also negatively correlat-
ed among white respondents, but positively correlated among blacks.

Two batteries of self-report items were adapted from previous re-
search to supplement teacher-mother-peer measures in one study (5a).
One is a six-item measure called ‘‘manifest physical aggression,” in
which four of the items consist of admitting hitting someone. The other
two items indicate a readiness to fight when provoked. A response scale
based on the degree to which the item is *‘like me’’ is used. The second
scale, ‘‘aggressive behavioral delinquency,” consists of three items on
the frequency of fighting.

These two scales correlated fairly well with one another and with a
number of other self-report aggression measures in two samples (5a).
Both show the expected boy-girl difference, and clearly decline with age
in adolescence. They are unrelated to SES, but in one sample are nega-
tively correlated with school performance. The authors combine them
with several other measures to construct major indices for their later
analyses {see below).

The final (thirteenth-grade) wave of the longitudinal study {3) included
a number of self-reported aggression and delinquency items. These in-
cluded two three-item indices of “‘aggressive habit’” and a measure of
‘“‘antisocial behavior’’ consisting of 26 delinquent acts. The respondents
were also asked how often they had been arrested. These measures all
correlated positively with earlier peer-rated aggressivenes: indices and
with “psychopathology.’” But the authors prefer the ‘‘external’’ peer-
ratings for their main analyses and rely very little on these self-reported
acts in drawing their inferences.

Feelings of aggressiveness

Whereas reports by other persons may be more objective than self-
reports where overt behavior is concerned, only the respondent himself
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can explain how he ‘‘feels’ —including the extent to which he feels like
behaving aggressively, or his internal reactions to aggression. Four sets
of authors included such mentalistic measures in their studies.

Two studies used the generalized aggressiveness inventory devised by
Zaks and Walters (1959). This measure includes several items that ap-
pear only obliquely related to aggression on their face, but its authors
report satisfactory validity checks (Walters and Zaks, 1959). Their full
12-item battery was administered in both the third and thirteenth grades in
the longitudinal study (3). The other study adapted seven of the 12 items
to a modified response scale (5a). The 12-item version correlated posi-
tively with *‘psychopathology’’ and negatively with “‘achievement’ (3).
The seven-item measure showed boys more aggressive than giris in only
one of two samples and correlated rather weakly with other aggressive-
ness measures in both samples (5a). It is somewhat negatively correlated
with SES and school performance (5a). Data from mothers on this mea-
sure show positive correlations with children of both sexes at two grade
levels (5b). It is negatively related to the degree of concept-orientation i»
the family’s communication structure (5b). In all, this measure appears
to be somewhat different in nature from more direct assessments of ag-
gression, and is best employed as a supplementary index of adolescent
aggressiveness; in both studies, the authors use it in that fashion.

Hypothetical situations were posed as potential settings for aggressive
behavior by the respondent in both these studies, and by the authors of
another study (3; 5; 6). In the longitudinal study, 24 items assessed the
degree to which the respondent said he would use punishment if he were
the parent of an eight-year-old child (3). Hypothetical aggressive reac-
tions to four possible conflict situations involving peers yielded an index
that distinguished as well between sexes and grade levels as any direct
report of aggressive behavior, and correlated well with the other mea-
sures (5a). This measure was independent of SES and displayed incon-
sistent patterns of correlation with school performance (5a). It was very
slightly related to both dimensions of family communication structure
(5a). The other study (6) used four open-ended ‘“What would you do if

.. 7" items. involving hypothetical conflict situations with peers, and
coded the responses on a dichotomous scale. These measures were neg-
atively related to SES for boys only, and positively correlated with per-
ceived parental approval of aggression.

Various items and indices from the Buss and Durkee (1957; Buss,
1961) inventory were employed in several studies. In one, it was con-
cluded that only a few of the items discriminated validly between ag-
gressive boys and others (2). Many of the Buss-Durkee items represent a
measurement borderline between feelings and actual behavior; they are
included in this section because most of the authors did not ask their
respondents for specific reports of their past behavior.
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The study of preadolescents asked for agree-disagree responses on
five Buss-Durkee items and combined these into an index of *‘willing-
ness to use violence’’ (6). As was the case with the measure based on
hypothetical conflict situations (see above), aggressive responses were
negatively related to SES for boys only, and were associated with paren-
tal approval of aggression.

Buss-Durkee items were used in another study (5a) to construct a
four-item index of ‘‘assault aggression’’ and a three-item index of “‘irri-
tability.”’ The assault aggression measure, which included three of the
six items from the ‘‘manifest physical aggression” measure (see seli-
reported behavior, above), correlated well with all other aggressiveness
indices. It also yielded the expected distinctions between sexes and
grade levels (males and younger adolescents being more aggressive),
whereas irritability correlated weakly with other aggressiveness indices
and was somewhat higher for females. Neither measure correlates con-
sistently with SES or school performance (5a2). Mother-child correla-
tions are mostly positive for assault aggression, but not for irritability
(5b). Generally, then, the irritability measure seems to tap a dimension
that is rather different from most of the indices under review here.

A four-item Buss-Durkee index of “‘verbal aggression’ was employed
as a supplementary measure in this study, and as expected it was higher
among boys (5b). However, it did not correlate strongly with measures
of aggressive overt behavior, being instead apparently a manifestation
of aggressive inner feelings.

The longitudinal study (3) included a four-item measure called ‘“‘ag-
gressive drive’’ that was mostly verbal in the nature of aggressiveness
represented. However, no relationships between this and other varia-
bles are reported, presumably because they were not significant. In gen-
eral, verbal expressions of hostility appear to be orthogonal to physical-
ly aggressive behavior, perhaps providing a functionally equivalent
“outlet™ for aggressive feelings.

Approval of aggression or violence was measured in various ways by
three sets of authors of the present studies. The simplest was the degree
of agreemen with two items that suggested conditions under which *‘it’s
all right to hit an enemy’’ (5a). Boys ranked higher than girls on this
measure, and it correlated rather well with measures of aggressive be-
havior and feelings. It was negatively correlated with SES and school
. performance in two samples and showed positive mother-child correla-
tions (5b).

An eight-item approval-of-violence index was used in the study of
preadolescents (6). The form of the measure was agreement with state-
ments such as, “It’s all right if a man slaps his wife.’” Another index that
isin the general vein of “‘approval’’ in this study is the ‘‘perceived effec-
tiveness of violence,’” a five-item measure using such statements as, ‘A
fight is the best way to settle an argument once and for all.”” Both these
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indices correlated negatively with SES for boys only and positively with
parental approval of violence for both sexes.

The most extensive analysis of approval of violence broke it down
into three aggressor roles: adult males, teenage males, and police offi-
cers (4). Five possible provoking situations were posed (e.g., a stranger
had broken into the man’s house, or had knocked him down and was
trying to rob him), and the respondent was asked if he approved of an
adult male punching or shooting the stranger. The teenage measure was
similar, involving punching or knifing another teenage male under var-
ious provoking circumstances. The policeman questions asked about
striking or shooting an adult male in response to insults or criminal acts.
The authors found no consistent relationships between these measures
and either sex or race.

This study (4) included one additional index that is at least partly
based on inner feelings and perceptions (although it has some basis in
objective reality as well). This is the respondent’s estimate of the fre-
quency of various crimes of violence in his neighborhood, in an adjacent
metropolitan center, and in ‘‘this part of the country.”” This measure
was related to firsthand experience as a crime victim, but only for the
local-neighborhood crime level. Interestingly, the authors report that
adolescent belief in a high crime rate beyond the local neighborhood is
“nearly unanimous.’”’ The crime-rate estimates are higher among older
adolescents and whites, but are unrelated to SES or sex.

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN VIEWING
AND AGGRESSIVENESS

The foregoing review of the major variables in the present studies has
established a number of similarities between measures of violence view-
ing and measures of aggressiveness. There is some evidence that both
these kinds of behaviors are more common early in adolescence, among
males, in the lower socioeconomic strata, and among those with lesser
intellectual capabilities. But none of those relationships is especially
strong or consistent across different samples and measures. In this final
section of the paper, the focus turns to the direct issue that has been
purposely avoided until this point: empirical relationships between vio-
lence viewing and aggressiveness.

Two opposing (although not mutually incompatible) research hy-
potheses bring us to this juncture. Put very simply, it could be hypothe-
sized that aggressiveness leads an adolescent to prefer violent programs,
or that the experience of seeing violent programs develops aggressive
tendencies in the youngster. Schramm et al. (1961) accepted the first
hypothesis and rejected the second. because tHey could find no differ-
ences in aggressiveness between youngsters in a town with television
and a town that Jacked it.
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Absence of correlation between the two variables, or a negative corre-
lation, would provide evidence against both hypotheses. Positive corre-
lations can be interpreted either way, or as evidence consistent with
other hypotheses in which some third factor *‘causes’’ both violence
viewing and aggressiveness, Correlations that remain when other varia-
bles have been partialed out can be taken as evidence that those specific
variables are not plausible “*third factors’’ for alternative hypotheses of
this latter type.

To attempt to make some further use of the present findings for causal
interpretations, the present review is divided into two sections. The first
examines correlations between aggressiveness and preferences for vio-
lent programs, on the premise that this is the most appropriate ‘‘depend-
ent variable’’ to consider in testing the hypothesis that aggressiveness
induces tendencies to watch viclent programs. The second section re-
views correlations between aggressiveness and actual viewing of violent
programs, a measure that is much closer to the kind of ‘‘independent
variable” that often leads to minor forms of aggression in laboratory
experiments.

The distinction between these two types of measures is scarcely iron-
ciad, of course. We should assume that program preferences correlate
rather well with actual viewing, although the study showing comparative
data demonstrates marked discrepancies between the two measures
(Lyle and Hoffman, 1971). And in the only other research that reports
indices of both measures, the correlation between them is a modest .25
(Chaffee and McLeod, 1971). But the scientific purposes of this total
body of studies will be best served if we can attempt to eliminate one
hypothesis at a time, If some rival hypotheses can be eliminated by dis-
confirming evidence, the presumptive case for the other hypotheses that
“survive’’ becomes somewhat stronger. At the same time, however,
purely correlational evidence cannot ‘‘prove’’ or ‘“‘confirm’’ a hypothe-
sis'in a positive sense. We are necessarily limited to the cumbersome
and plodding procedure of attempting to falsify each alternative
hypothesis. A final section of the paper will consider possible causal in-
ferences more fully,

Correlations with violent program preferences

Four of the present studies relate a violence index based on the
youngster's ‘‘favorite’” programs to one or more measures of aggres-
siveness (2; 3. 4: 7). Although all the authors infer that there is some
kind of overali correlation, they note that their evidence is not pariicu-
larly strong or consistent. In another study. the authors were so disap-
pointed by the lack of correlation between violent program preference
and many aggressiveness measures that they omitted the data from their
report, and relied instead on measures of actual viewing (5). Subsequent
analyses that include the viewing-preference measures from that study
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have since been reported (Chaffee and McLeod, 1971), and are incorpo-
rated into this paper.

Only one study reports findings for both kinds of viewing measure (2);
the results for actual viewing are reviewed in the next section of this
paper. The preference measure was a single item asking the youngster to
list his four favorite programs. The sample was equally divided between
40 *“‘aggressives’” (as nominated by school officials) and 40 other stu-
dents, all urban junior high males. The aggressive boys listed an average
of 1.8 violent programs, while the corresponding figure for the nonag-
gressives was 1.6. Given the small Ns, this is not a particularly impres-
sive difference; no significance test is reported. Larger differences were
fourid on some related measures, such as a greater tendency for the
nonaggressives to list **family comedy’ shows and to complain that tel-
evision offers too much violence and too little comedy.

A second measure of aggressiveness, based on a battery of self-report
items about aggressive feelings, produced somewhat stronger results
(2). When the sample was split on this index, the aggressives were found
to have listed an average of 2.2 violent programs, compared to 1.5 for
the less aggressives. Regardless of the aggressiveness measure used, the
aggressives were found to spend more time watching television, to be
more selective in their television use, to pay more attention to newspa-
per stories about robberies and civil disorders—and to prefer listening to
music over watching television.

There is a danger of overinterpreting such findings, since the sample is
so small and specialized and was clearly not stlected by anything ap-
proaching a random process. Moreover, another member of the same
research group has suggested that it is not the violent content that spe-
cifically accounts for the varying program preferences that are reported
(8). Using similar data and a circumplicial analysis, he suggests instead
that it is the social role of the major male character in the show that
draws a young adolescent boy’s attention. Such a youngster is in need of
a ‘‘model for manhood’® that is appropriate to his ascribed social status
and personality, it is argued. Aggressiveness is a manifestation of a gen-
erally *‘active” personality, whichin turn is drawn to observe adult male
protagonists who actively deal with the problems. that confront them
each week; their methods of coping frequently involve violence, but not
necessarily. An analogous line of reasoning, to account for black-white
differences in terms of the male lead’s social standing in the program, is
also suggested. )

The study of post-high-school males (7) also found a positive currela-
tion between an index of violence in the youngster’s four favori pro-
grams and an aggressiveness measure. In this case aggression was in-
dexed by eight items self-reporting specific delinquent acts. The largest
differences (between those with “‘a great deal’’ of violence in their fa-
vorite programs and those with ‘‘almost none’’) are found on items
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reporting fighting. (The difference was, strangely, strongest among those
who spend very little time watching television.) But when the data were
controlled for aggressiveness indicated in a similar measure the previous
year, the differences disappeared except among those who had initially
been very aggressive. As the authors point out, this does not necessarily
render their findings less disturbing socially. If highly aggressive young
men find *‘reinforcement’ for aggressive behavior in the television pro-
grams they select, there is ample reason for concern about such pro-
grams. And as Klapper (1963) has stated, the usual effect of media vio-
lence is to reinforce behavioral tendencies regardless of whether they
are ‘‘socially wholesome or socialiy unwholesome.”” The term ‘‘rein-
force'’ generally means that “‘the probability that a response will recur”
in a similar situation has been increased (English and English, 1963). The
reinforcement of aggressive behavioral tendencies, whatever their ori-
gin, may indeed be considered socially unwholesome by many.

The longitudinal study (3) provides two kinds of viewing-aggressive-
ness correlations, synchronous and time-lagged. Surprisingly, the latter
data are much stronger than the former. (The strongest data, the time-
lagged correlations stemming from the third-grade viewing measure, will
be taken up in the next section, since they are interpreted here as mea-
sures of actual viewing, not of viewing preference.)

At both points in adolescence, in fact, the synchronous correlations
between aggressiveness and stated preferences for violent programs are
slightly negative. The time-lagged correlation from eighth-grade viewing
preference to thirteenth-grade aggressiveness is positive, however. The
eighth-grade data, being drawn from an inadequate subsample of the
study’s total panel, are inconclusive. The more important longitudinal
findings involve the third-grade parental report of the child’s viewing
(below). It should be noted here, however, that there is no correlation
between third-grade aggressiveness and thirteenth-grade violence pro-
gram preferences, which there presumably should have been if aggres-
siveness were a ‘‘cause’’ of viewing preference.

Rather weak overall relationships are shown in the other study using a
“favorite program’’ measure (4). In this large-sample survey spanning
most of the adolescent years, the incidence of ‘*high deviance’ on five
different measures increases by only a few percentage points from ‘‘low
violence, favorite program’’ to ‘‘high violence, favorite program.”’ For
the two measures that most clearly involve serious aggressive behavior,
the differences are 2.5 percent and 1.1 percent. When the more reliable
measure ‘‘average violence rating of four favorite shows’’ is used, how-
ever, the differences are much more convincing: 11.1 percent and 10.2
percent, respectively. This justifies the authors’ conclusion that the rela-
tionship is positive, albeit weak, In their subsequent partialing analyses
they show only the less-reliable single-program measure. These partialed
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tables fairly consistently demonstrate that the association between pro-
gram preference and behavioral deviance is limited to one of their four
major subgroups: male whites. The trend is in the opposite direction for
female whites and male blacks, and varies between measures for female
blacks. Differences on the two principal measures of deviant behavior
tend to vanish when perceptions of the instrumental role of violence in
the favorite program are controlled; only eight of 16 comparisons are in
a positive direction, which is the number that would be expected by
chance alone. Controls for demographic and aspirational variables do
not appreciably alter the authors’ conclusion that the preference-devi-
ance correlation is a weak one.

Feelings about violence, as indexed by approval of adult, teen, and
police violence, are all weakly but positively correlated with a prefer-
ence for a violent *‘favorite’’ program (4). Breaking the sample down by
race and gender, however, shows that these findings also hold only for
white males. There is no relationship between estimated frequency of
violent crime and preference for violent programs, a finding that holds
up under a variety of controls for other variables.

A consistent thread runs through these diverse studies, in that evi-
dence of any link between adolescent aggressiveness and preference for
television violence is limited to white males. That is certainly the domi-
nant conclusion to be reached from the only sample with large numbers
of respondents of both sexes and races (4). There are no relationships in
the longitudinal study (3), the synchronous correlations being slightly
negative for both sexes. In the large-sample national survey of post-
high-school boys, the relationship is monotonic (although weak) for
whites, but not for blacks (2). And in the small-sample study of equal
numbers of black and white males in junior high, the whites listed more
violent shows among their favorites than the blacks; this was true of
both aggressives and nonaggressives, as determined by two very differ-
ent measures {2).

One rather simple explanation for this specific pattern has been sug-
gested in the present studies. The overwhelming majority of violent acts
on evening series television programs are committed by white males. So
if program preferences are guided to any extent by the search for adult
role models (see 8), it is the aggressive white male adolescent who would
be most likely to be peculiarly drawn to shows that frequently depict
violence. The general absence of more positive findings for other sectors
of the population in these field studies may, then, be partly an artifact of
the kinds of program content that are to be found on television. With
more detailed research attention to specific sources of attraction to spe-
cific programs, including those that are favored by smaller portions of
the total audience, it might be possible to establish closer relationships
than the present studies suggest.
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Correlations with viewing of violent programs

Four studies present new data relating various measures of exposure
to violent tefevision content to several indicators of aggressiveness (2; 3;
5:6).

In one small-sample study of junior high boys (2) the results are
mixed, at most. Those boys designated as “‘aggressives™ by school offi-
cials reported that they spent more time viewing than did the other
youngsters, but they also indicated less viewing of individual programs
from a list of evening shows, The lists of ten-most-watched shows for
these two groups differ in that there is one more violent program on the
aggressives’ lists, plus considerably less viewing of family comedy
shows. However, when a self-report aggressiveness measure was sub-
stituted for the school-report, these differences disappeared.

In the study of preadolescent boys and girls (6), the violence-viewing
measure consists of the number of programs watched each week, from
the list of 20-most-violent (Greenberg and Gordon, 1971). Since all the
data tables are partialed on SES and parental attitudes toward violence,
they provide in effect a total of eight replications of the viewing-aggres-
siveness relationship in different samples of youngsters. On the measure
of willingness to use violence, there were significant positive relation-
ships with violence viewing for both sexes; the means are in this direc-
tion for three of the four subsamples of boys and all four subsamples of
girls. On the measure of suggested use of violence in hypothetical con-
flict situations, the results are significant for the girls only, and.in the
positive direction for all four subsamples. For boys the difference is
nonsignificant, holds for only two of four subsamples, and is entangled
in an uninterpreted three-way interaction with SES and parental approv-
al of violence. There are strong main effects of violence viewing on the
perceived effectiveness of violence, for both sexes and in seven of eight
subsamples; violence viewing does not interact with other variables in
either study. The fourth criterion measure, approval of aggression, is
not related to violence viewing for either sex.

In the study that provides the greatest number of measures of aggres-
siveness, and of replications in different subsamples, the correlations
with violence viewing are overwhelmingly positive (5a). The correla-
tions with an overall index of self-reported aggression are significant in
two widely separated communities. For the four subtests that make up
this overall index, all eight correlations are positive and seven signifi-
cantly so. The partialed data by sex and grade level provide a total of 38
correlation coefficients, of which 35 are positive, 12 significantly; none
of the three negative correlations approaches significance. All told, this
is a fairly impressive array of evidence, considering the smallness of Ns.

These self-report aggressiveness measures are aiso correlated to an
extent with time spent viewing (5a2). But when viewing time is con-
trolled, the pattern of positive correlation between violence viewing and
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aggressiveness remains in 34 of the 38 subsample entries. The most
strongly related aggressiveness index is the one based on hypothetical
situations; it is perhaps noteworthy, though, that this does not hold for
the younger males, a finding that corresponds to the study of preadoles-
cent boys (6). Unlike the findings reviewed earlier on program prefer-
ence, there is no appreciable sex difference. There is, however, an inter-
action between sex and grade level, in that the overall partial correlation
is stronger (in both samples) for girls at the junior high level but for boys
in senior high (5a). This interaction, and the overwhelmingly positive
trend of the overall data, tend to hold up well when controls for SES and
school performance are instituted.

Viewing of any type of program tends to be correlated with the overall
self-report aggressiveness measure, which might be expected from the
correlation with viewing time (5a). However. when viewing of other
types of programs is controlied, only specific exposure to crime-detec-
tive, adventure-drama, and Saturday morning programs retains a partial
correlation with aggressiveness. There are several variables that, added
to violence viewing, increase the likelihood of high self-reported aggres-
siveness; these include the perceived learning of aggression from televi-
sion and irritability. Controls for these two variables tend to reduce the
power of violence viewing to predict aggressiveness, but it remains sig-
nificant. Another variable that reduces the correlation is parental em-
phasis on nonaggressive behavior; even when this kind of constraint
operates on the youngster, however,there remains a significant correla-
tion between violence viewing and aggressiveness.

These factors should be allocated to different roles in an attempt to
explain what accounts for the viewing:aggressiveness correlations. Irri-
tability would seem to be a contingent condition, perhaps one that in-
creases the likelihood that viewing violence would instigate aggression.
Learning of aggressive behavior, by contrast, is part of the hypothetical
process by which exposure to violence might be translated into aggres-
sion. And finally, parental emphasis on nonaggression is a form of social
contro] that could be instituted to modify any undesirable influences of
violence viewing. This last area is taken up more fully later,

When the measure of aggressiveness is based on reports by persons
other than the youngster himself, the results are less strong, but they are
still positive for all measures except mother-report and significantly
positive for the overall index constructed from the various reports by
others (3b). This low positive correlation with the overall other-report
index holds for both sexes and grade levels, which can be thought of as
separate replications of the finding. 1t also holds up when time spent
viewing, SES, and school performance are controlied, although the rela-
tionship is limited to junior high girls and senior high boys. Only when
irritability, perceived learning of aggression from television; and paren-
tal affection and punishment are simultaneously controlled does the par-
tial correlation of violence viewing and other-report aggressiveness drop
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to zero for the junior high subsample and to a nonsignificant level for the
overall sample (5b).

Perhaps the best single index of aggressiveness is the gra... combina-
tion of self-reports and those by peers, mothers, and teachers. This
measure is significantly correlated with overall violence viewing, even
when irritability, perceived learning of aggression from television, and
parental affection and punishment are simultaneously controlled {5b).

Although not based on adolescent viewing, the data from the longitu-
dinal study provide some of the most impressive evidence of a link be-
tween violence viewing and aggressiveness. The third-grade parent-re-
port viewing measure correlates significantly with third-grade aggres-
siveness and even more strongly with thirteenth-grade aggressiveness
for boys (3). (In female sample, both relationships are null and even
slightly negative.) This time-lagged evidence of time-order is even more
impressive in light of the fact that third-grade aggressiveness does not
predict thirteenth-grade aggressiveness much better than third-grade
violence viewing does. The parent-report of boys’ viewing also corre-
lates positively with their self-reported antisocial behavior and **psycho-
pathoiogy’’ ten years later. The authors conclude that *‘exposure to a
diet of violent television™ as a child is ‘‘a probable cause of the expres-
sion of aggressive behavior’' in late adolescence, for males. Problems of
causal inference will be taken up more fully later in this paper.

There is other evidence that violence viewing at an earlier age is more
closely associated with aggressiveness than is the adolescent’s present
level of violence viewing. Retrospective self-reported viewing corre-
lates somewhat more strongly with the self-report aggressiveness mea-
sure (5b) and much more strongly with the combined self-other measure
in a-multiple regression analysis that also involves two other good pre-
dictors of aggressiveness.

Approval of aggression, a variable that was unrelated to violence
viewing in the study of preadolescents (6), is mildly positively related in
this study (5b). It is more strongly correlated with violence viewing at a
younger age than at present.

To summarize the findings of this key section of the paper, the differ-
ent subsamples from the present studies that relate violence viewing to
aggressiveness are roughly compared in Table 1. Samples of boys have
been separated from samples of girls, and each group has been arrayed
in order of grade level. For the boys, there are positive relationships in
five of six samples, plus the time-lagged positive relationship from the
longitudinal study (3). For the girls, out of six samples only the data
from the longitudinal study (3) are null. The pattern of stronger correla-
tions for the younger girls and the older beys can also be seenin a gener-
al fashion in this table.

For comparison, Table 2 summarizes the analogous relationships
found between aggressiveness and self-reported preferences for vio-
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Table 1: Summary of correlations between violence viewing and aggressiveness

Self-report Other-report
Study l.ocale Grade N aggressive aggressive
behavior behavior
Samples of boys
(3) New York 3 21 ++
(5)] Michigan 4-5-6 434 ++
(5) Wisconsin 6-7 38 + +
(8) Maryland 7 122 + 0
(2) Maryland 89 80 0
(5) Wisconsin g-10 43 + ++
{5} Marytand 10 107 ++ 4
Samples of girls
(3) New York 3 216 0
{6) Michigan 4-5-6 404 ot
5) Wisconsin 6-7 30 ++ ++
(8) Maryland 7 108 ++ XS
8) Wisconsin 9-10 40 + ++
5) Maryland 10 136 + +

Note: Cell entries indicate presence of positive {+) or null {0} correlation between the
amount of vioience viewing reported by the adolescent, and an aggressiveness index based
on the type of report listed in the column heading. Stronger or more consistent positive
relationships are indicated by repeating the sign (++). These are very approximate esti-
mates of the strength of the evidence that the correlation is non-zero.

lence viewing. Since rather few analyses had been reported, Table 2 also
includes findings from a later report (Chaffee and McLeod, 1971) based
on data from one of these studies (5). Among the samples of boys, null
relationships are reported in four of the eight cases; the other four are
positive but low (the highest correlation coefficient is +.13). No positive
relationships are reported for any of the five samples of girls. While one
hesitates to generalize when most of the samples are from one state
(Maryland), the relationship appears to be peculiar to the younger white
males. Overall. Table 2 contrasts markedly with Table 1, where the cor-
relations were stronger and not specific to any sex or age group. (Race
was not coded in the samples in Table 1.)

Obviously Table 1 oversimplifies a great deal of complex data and
obscures a number of nice distinctions. Assuming that these matters
have been dealt with sufficiently already in this paper, we can at this
stage direct our attention to the central fact of Table 1. There is clearly a
preponderance of evidence in these studies to support the conclusion
that adolescent aggressiveness and the viewing of violent television pro-
grams are statistically associated. This relationship is considerably more
impressive and pervasive than the weak and limited correlations be-
tween aggressiveness and expressed preference for violent programs,
which are shown in Table 2. Where tested by partialing out additional
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Table 2; Summary of correlations between aggressiveness and
preference for violent programs

Self-report Other-report
Study Locale Grade N aggressive aggressive
{race) behavior behavior
Samples of bays

8)* Maryland 7 122 +
(2) Maryland 89 80 + 0+
{a) Maryland 7-12 857 o+

{white)
4) Maryiand 7-12 125 0

(black)
(5} Maryland 10 107 0
2 Nationwide 12 1351 +

{white)

VA Nationwide 12 167 0

{biack)
{3} New York 13 211 0

Samples of girls

(5)* Marytand 7 108 0
(4) Maryland 7-12 963 0

{white)
(4) Maryland 712 159 0

{black}
(5)* Maryland 10 136 0 )
(3) New York 13 216 0

Note: Cell entries indicate positive (+), negative {~) or nuli {0) correlation between
amount of violence in the child’s self-reported *'favorite’’ programs, and an aggressiveness
index of the listed type. Asterisk (*} indicates later analyses that do not appear in the
report here, but are shown in Chaffee and Mcleod (1971).

variables, the positive relationships in Table 2 tended to vanish, whereas
those in Table | did not. In all, then, there seems to be a strong associa-
tion between aggressiveness and violence viewing that cannot be ex-
plained by an intervening preference for violent programs.

Possible causal inferences

Only o1e of the present studies (3) ventures so far as to state an infer-
ence of positive, unidirectional causation, and even that is in terms of
violence viewing as a ‘‘probable cause’ of adolescent aggressiveness
among boys only. Accordingly, let us examine the supporting data in
that case first. Surprisingly, it is one of the few studies that find no syn-
chronous correlations within adolescence, between a viewing measure
and an aggressiveness measure. The positive evidence is entirely time-
lagged, and there are no instances of an aggressiveness measure predict-
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ing a delayed effect on a viewing measure. The positive findings are ei-
ther synchronous within childhood or time-lagged from childhood view-
ing to adolescent aggressiveness ten years later. It is this last finding, of
course, that provides the single basis of the causal claim by the authors.
The finding holds only for males. (It is the only sex-specific relationship
between two such measures in the present studies.)

The authors take a decidedly statistical approach to interpretation,
basing their inference on several variants of cross-lagged correlation.
The time-lagged correlation of + .31 is the strongest of the four correla-
tions relating a viewing preference measure to an aggression measure.
As they point out, such data stand up under several statistical analyses.
The simple cross-lagged comparison shows + .31 vs. — .01. When third-
grade aggression levels are controlled, the partial correlation is still +
.21, When the authors make reasonable estimates of reliability and apply
the Rozelle and Campbell (1961) baseline, the + .31 figure is substantial-
ly above the baseline of + .06; the latter, in turn, is only slightly greater
than the reverse-time correlation of — .01, which would suggest that it is
unlikely that third grade aggressiveness diminishes ~he youngster’s pref-
erence for violent television ten years later. Yet another procedure,
which the authors did not attempt, would be to apply Bohrnstedt’s
(1969) formula that combines the cross-lagged and partial tests (see also
Chaffee et al., 1970). That approach would yield time-lagged correla-
tions of + .35 (p. <.001) for boys, and ~ .10 (n.s.) for girls, Those fig-
ures would seem to provide an even more conclusive case for longitudi-
nal causal inference.

But models of statistical inference are no more valid than the assump-
tions underlying them. And in the case of all the time-lagged models
reported in the previous paragraph, the assumptions are quite difficult to
meet in one respect: the measures of the ‘*same’’ variable at different
times must be equivalent. On a narrow statistical basis this is dubious in
this study. It is not unlikely that the two measures of viewing preference
differ from one another in reliability, and perhaps in their approxima-
tions to a normal distribution. The third-grade measures are based on
“three favorite programs,’” for instance, whereas ‘‘four favorite pro-
grams’’ provide the basis for the thirteenth-grade index; more items
generally improve reliability, as was found in a similar situation in an-
other study (4). For peer-rated aggressiveness, differential reliabilities
are even more likely, since many more peers could nominate a given
youngster in the thirteenth-grade measure than in the third-grade ver-
sion. In the third grade, one’s peers were limited to those in his class-
room; in the thirteenth-grade measure, all other respondents in the en-
tire sample could conceivably nominate a given boy as aggressive, An
increase in the number of ““expert’’ judges could increase reliability of
the measure appreciably, which would account for its relating more
strongly to a third variable (i.e.. third-grade viewing) than did tie third-
grade aggressiveness measure. (In the absence of any reliability
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coeflicients, one can only guess at this, of course.} It is also unlikely that

the distribution of aggressive behavior at age eight is particularly similar

to the distribution for the same boys ten years later. However, Kenny-
(1971) has concluded, on the basis of an ingenious test involving correla-

tions with a third variable (IQ). that the third-grade aggressiveness mea-

sure is probably not less reliable than the thirteenth-grade measure.

Pending mare direct evidence, then, the issue appears unresolved.

Equivalence of these measures in terms of substantive meaning and
validity is an even less tenable assumption, setting aside statistical nice-
ties of reliability and distribution. The measures simply are not the
same, eveti on their face. Parent-report program preferences cannot be
assumed equivalent to self-reported preferences, and the two measures
are uncorrelated longitudinally. Peer nominations of likely social aggres-
sion ‘‘now”’ (the third-grade measure) cannot be assumed equivalent to
similar statements about some time in the past (the thirteenth-grade
measure). Most importantly, perhaps, the social background and con-
text of both variables are surely different in the two time periods. To
begin with, television programs circa 1960 quite probably contained
more violence than ten years later (Clark and Biankenburg, 1971). Eight-
year-olds do not watch the same set of programs, nor even the same
time slots, as they will in late adolescence. Television is a relatively new
experience, of a few years’ duration typically, in the life of a third-grad-
er; it is a familiar artifact of daily living, and one that he is growing away
from, for the usual “*thirteenth’’ grader. The developmental differences
regarding television demonstrated by Schramm et al. (1961), and repli-
cated and amplified by Lyle and Hoffman (1971), suggest strongly that
even seemingly identical questions will not have the same meaning to
youngsters at ten-year intervals in their growth.

But it i§ the aggressiveness measures that are more critical, since the
thirteenth-grade viewing preferences can be ignored in some modes of
longitudinal analysis. Developmental change in the personal and social
meaning of aggressive behavior must be massive, and constitutes the
most serious single threat to the assumption of equivalent measurement.
This point can perhaps be amply demonstrated by considering the differ-
ent meanings, to children and to late adolescents, of some of the items
that were used: saying ‘‘mean things,”’ making ‘‘unfriendly gestures,”
pushing or shoving students, taking other students’ things without ask-
ing, “‘always getting into trouble,” starting fights ‘‘over nothing.”’ The
fact that the social meaning of these items in adolescence may be quite
different from their meaning in childhood does not necessarily render
the measures noncomparable. The third-and thirteenth-grade aggres-
siveness indices do, after all, correlate .38, so they surely have some-
thing in common. (One cannot say the same for the corresponding view-
ing measures.)

These developmental and metrical problems can scarcely be blamed
on the researchers. Their attempts to gather equivalent measures over
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time could not be substantially improved upon. The “‘fault’” instead
seems to be inherent in longitudinal research that cuts across radically
different phases in child development. At about the time that the third-
grade data were being gathered, Schramm et al. (1961: pp.186-88) con-
cluded their major volume on television and children with the suggestion
that a ten-year longitudinal study much like the present one was ‘‘of first
importance, if we are to push steadily ahead in understanding the uses
children make of television.”” Now that a skilled research team has per-
severed long enough to complete such a study, it can be seen that this
research model held out a false promise. The tools for causal inference
from nonexperimental data require assumptions that will be met for few,
if any, of the variables that interest us in developmental research.
(Schramm et al. also suggested that many more variables should be in-
cluded in the ten-year study, but that would not have alleviated the basic
problem that is faced here.} A longitudinal study extending over two or
three years within a homogeneous life-cycle period {either childhood or
adolescence, but not from one to the other) would seem highly desira-
ble. While not quite as ambitious in its total scope as the present study
( 3), it would provide a somewhat less ambiguous test of the causal hy-
pothesis.

When all that is said, however, and the formal time-lagged tests are
abandoned (which seems appropriate), an undeniable fact remains: one
of the strongest correlation coefficients in all of the present studies is the
+.31 between this third-grade parent-report viewing preference mea-
sure and retrospective peer-rated aggressiveness ten years later. The
first index is, as indicated above, at least questionable; the latter is one
of the very few aggressiveness measures that fails to correlate with an
adolescent viewing measure in the present studies. With such fragile
measures and yet such a healthy correlation, one must suspect that
“something’’ has been going on in this panel of young men. Although a
simple causal viewing:aggressiveness function cannot reasonably be
considered proven, neither can it be easily rejected. Of the various pos-
sible explanations for the finding, it has parsimony on its side, and it is
probably the most commonly held ““folk hypothesis’’ about television
violence. At this stage in research on television violence, the present
longitudinal finding (in the context of a wide variety of supportive exper-
imental and field studies) appears to stand as the strongest evidence on
behalf of the main causal hypothesis,

Any challenge to that hypothesis must come from an alternative ex-
planation that is at least equally consistent with the data. One possibility
would be ‘‘simultaneons’’ causation by a third variable, whose effect on
television preferences occurs in childhood but which does not manifest
itself in social aggressiveness until well into adolescence. One such vari-
able might be a hypothetical personality trait we could call ‘‘attraction to
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adult forms of aggression.”” An eight-year-old boy cannot very effective-
ly aggress in adult fashion, but if that sort of behavior fascinates him he
may well enjoy watching it on television. Some years later, as he ma-
tures physically and acquires various social and combative skills, he
should find more situations in which to act out his *‘predisposition’” to
adult forms of aggression. Meanwhile, television is a progressively less
likely locus for the manifestation of this trait; he spends less time watch-
ing'it, there are fewer violent scenes, and he has become more or less
habituated to the stock cliches of television aggression. Hence we could
expect a time-lagged correlation but little or no synchronous correlation
in adolescence.

All of that is wholly speculative, and a competent developmental psy-
chologist could surely improve on it as an alternative explanation. It is
sketched out briefly here, simply to demonstrate that plausible explana-
tions other than the direct causal hypothesis can account for the data
that have been reported. Future research could profitably explore this
area of the different sociopsychological meanings of both television and
aggressive behavior at different stages in childhood and adolescence.

To the time-honored call for *‘more research’ it seems prudent to add
the proviso that future studies should be designed to eliminate alterna-
tive explanations that challenge the hypothesis that viewing violence
induces aggression, The present studies are of some further help in this
regard.

When two variables are statistically associated, either could be “‘caus-
ing”’ the other, without reference to third variables. As suggested ear-
lier, any influence of aggressiveness as a ‘‘cause’’ of viewing should be
indicated most clearly in an adolescent’s preferences for violent pro-
grams. The evidence from these studies is that any such link is limited to
white males, the particular demographic type that is most likely to be
seen behaving aggressively on television. When, on'the other hand, we
examine correlations between aggressiveness and actual viewing of vio-
lence, there is no sex difference. The positive findings here are, then,
consistent in a rough fashion with those of experimental studies where
exposure to media violence has been manipulated. But that inference is
based on a ‘‘face-validity™ distinction between the two media violence
measures, preference and exposure. It would be much preferable to
examine each of these with the other held constant, before more than
tentative conclusions are drawn.

If one weére limited to a choice between the two possible two-variable
causal hypotheses, there is decidedly more support here for the viewing-
induces-aggressiveness interpretation than for the reverse. The data
supporting that conclusion have survived a number of statistical con-
trols for likely “‘third variables,”” butof course there is a potentially infi-
nite list of such additional factors that might account for the correlations
that have been found.
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Potential approaches to social control

The authors of these papers have tended to concern themselves pri-
marily with detailed presentation of original data, and secondarily with
testing the hypothesis that exposure to television violence increases the
likelihood of aggressive social behavior among adolescents. They have
generally not addressed the question of what might be done about this
hypothetical influence, if indeed it does exist. As indicated in the pre-
vious section, we have in these studies considerably stronger evidence
for the hypothesis than had been the case before. So without declaring
flatly that the hypothesis of aggressive effects of television violence is
“true’’ in a scientific sense, we might well assume it to be true as a tenta-
tive proposition and direct some attention to potential forms of social
control over this relatiowship.

In one of these studies, families were divided according to the degree to
which the parents emphnasized nonaggressive behavior by their young-
sters. This parental constraint on aggression, without direct reference to
television, appears to reduce the viewing-aggressiveness correlations
consistently for eight subsamples of varying grades, sexes, and locales
(52).

In subsequent analyses reported elsewhere (Chaffee and Mcleod,
1971) thase authors found more mixed results from parental controls
directed at television itself. Limitations by the paient on the programs
the child could view also diminish the viewing-aggressiveness correla-
tion, but rather few parents appear to control adolescent viewing in this
fashion. Parental discussion of television violence, as an attempt to *‘in-
terpret’’ its meaning in relation to real life, does not appear to affect the
adolescent viewing-aggressiveness relationship at all; this {atter type of
parental behavior is probably rare. It is possible that either control might
be effective if attempted more often.

There also appears to be some danger that attempts to control adoles-
cent aggression by minimizing violence viewing might “boomerang.”
That inference could be drawn from the widely discussed field experi-
ment by Feshbach and Singer (1971). They manipulated the viewing of
groups of junior high boys into *‘high violence’ and “‘low violence’” tel-
evision conditions. Earlier here it was noted that violent programs are
among those most-watched by junior higir boys, and another study
found a positive correlation between aggressiveness (self-reported) and
parental control over the youngster’s viewing ( 5b). So we might expect
the counternormative ‘‘low violence viewing’ condition to be associat-
ed with more negative affective reactions to the programs and with
more aggression rather than less; one might posit a frustration-aggres-
sion hypothesis in making such a prediction. The “*low violence’* manip-
ulation did produce both significantly more disliking of programs viewed
(Feshbach and Singer, 1971) and more reported aggressive behavior,
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The authors adopt a ‘‘catharsis’’ explanation, assuming that the ‘‘high
violence’® manipulation provided more covert outlets for aggressive
impulses than the “‘low violence’ manipulation. In the absence of any
directindicators of the hypothetical construct of “‘catharsis,” this inter-
pretation remains conceivable but operationally moot. The catharsis
hypothesis is inconsistent with the great bulk of evidence from the pres-
ent studies, which instead suggest that the usual outcome of exposure
to television violence is more aggressive behavior, not less.

In all, the question of effective social controls that might modify so-
cially undesirable aggression that could result from television violence
remains practically untouched by research, It seems, then, an obvious
direction for future study.

SUMMARY

What, in the light of these new studies, can be said of the scientific
standing of the proposition that viewing of violent television programs
induces tendencies toward aggressive behavior in adolescents? In sever-
al ways, that rather hazy hypothesis has been enhanced, in comparison
with competing theories about the relationship between these variables.

A significant positive correlation has been found much more often
than not, and there is no negative correlational evidence. That correla-
tion stands up consistently in varying samples of different sexes, age
levels, and locales, and with a variety of measures of aggressiveness. It
persists in the face of attempts to partial out many other variables that
might have explained it away. And its most obvious theoretical rival, the
reverse causal hypothesis, has not fared nearly so well here. Measures
of viewing preference, as opposed to actual viewing, relate to aggres-
siveness only for white males, and generally quite weakly. Longitudinal
data on this point are null, whereas longitudinal data on the viewing-in-
duces-aggressiveness hypothesis are about as strong as any of the syn-
chronous correlational findings in any of these studies.

All of this is unsurprising, perhaps, since one can hardly expect that
media experiences would have absolutely no influence on the social
behavior of any developing child. A minor effect on rather few young-
sters can produce positive correlations, and none of the present studies
suggests that viewing television violence could account for more than
about ten percent of the total variance in the measures of adolescent
aggressiveness. Whether more precise and reliable measurement would
increase that figure appreciably remains a question for future research.

Meanwhile, the present studies have also demonstrated that adoles-
cent aggressiveness is associated with a number of other factors that
have nothing to do with television. Their ‘‘effects’” tend to remain when
violence viewing is controlled statistically, and several of them are more
strongly correlated with aggressiveness. These studies rather conclu-
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sively eliminate the hypothesis that television violence is the sole, or
principal, cause of aggressive behavior by adolescents. In all, it appears
to make a relatively minor contribution. And the findings here cannot
conclusivelv eliminate the possibility that this apparent contribution is

an artifact of other causal processes that have yet to be discovered.
1
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The current project! is a continuation of a project begun in 1955, enti-
tled Psychosocial Development of Aggressive Behavior. The 1955 proj-
ect was initiated by the research unit of the Rip Van Winkle Foundation
in Columbia County, New York, and supported in part by USPHS Grant
No. M1726. Because of the public health orientation of the hast institu-
tion, the research had originally been conceived as epidemiological and
preventive in nature. The charge to the research unit at that time was to
study the prevalance of mental iliness in a rural area, Columbia County
in New York state. Applying epidemiological techniques to the area of
mental health presented two related problems. One problem was arriv-
ing at an adequate or appropriate definition of mental health; the other

35
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was obtaining a representative sample of the population in which to
measure this condition. A first step in resolving the definition problem
was selecting for study one behavior which most investigators would
accept as an aspect of mental health. This behavior had to be amenable
to reliable observation and objective measurement. Aggression was
considered to be such a variable. (In the current study the idea that ag-
gression is a facet of psychopathology isalso examined.)

The original definition of aggression was that developed by Dollard,
Doob, Miller, Mowrer, and Sears (1939): *‘an act whose goal response is
injury to another object.”” As the research progressed, however, a more
limited ‘definition developed: *‘an act which injures or irritates another
person.”” This definition is concerned specifically with extrapunitive
aggression directed toward another person (Walder, Abelson, Eron,
Banta, and Laulicht, 1961).

The sampling problem was resolved by the decision to study 4 100
percent sample of a specific population. All the children in the third
grade in Columbia County were selected for the study. The modal age of
these children was eight years. It was felt that this was the earliest age at
which children would cogperate with the group paper-and-pencil proce-
dures used in a large-scale survey study. Moreover, stable:patterns of
behavior amenable to reliable observation have probably been estab-
lished by this age(Goodenough and Tyler, 1959).

The basic research plan was to obtain data about each child from four
independent sources: his classmates, his mother, his father, and him-
self. One purpose of studying this population was to determine the ex-
tent of aggressive behavior at school and at home and attempt to ac-
count for the variation in aggression by familial, social, geographic,
economic, and cultural factors. A second goal was to gain an under-
standing of the learning conditions for aggression. The experimenters
tried to relate the ways in which children act out their aggression to the
kinds of training in its expression and control they receive from such
socializing agents as parents and peers. A third aim was to study the
~ consistency of aggressive behavior across time as a function of new
learning situations by studying the same subjects in the eighth and
twelfth grades. This aim is related to a body of theory which halds that
behavior is characterized by stability (Goodenough and Tyler, 1959;
Cattell, 1965}, and that from such stable behavior the construct of per-
sonality is deduced. ' )

The major dependent variable, then, was aggressxon as observed in
the school situation; the major class of independent variables was de-
fined by parents’ socialization practices. These variables included con-
tingent responses to the expression of aggressive behavior, instigation
of aggression, the child’s identification with his parents, and sociocultur-
al factors (the family’s socioeconomic status, their edncational and oc-
cupational aspiration for the child, and the child’s IQ).
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The measure of aggression in the classroom was obtained by a peer
rating instrument in which each child could be nominated by every other
child in his class for ten ‘‘guess who’’ items describing aggressive be-
havior. These items were interspersed among a series of other peer nom-
ination questions. Since these items with only slight modification consti-
tute the major dependent variable in the five- and ten-year followup
studies,? the three versions are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Comparison of peer rating items for three time periods

3rd grade

H-year follow up
8th grade

10-year followup
13th grade

. Who does not obey the

Who does not obey the

Who did not listen to the

teacher? teachei? teacher?

2. Who often says, '‘Give OMITTED OMITTED
me that!"”?

3. Who gives dirty looks or Wha gives dirty looks or Wha gave dirty looks ar
sticks out their tongue unfriendly gestures to made unfriendly gestures
at other children? other students? to other students?

4. Who makes up stories Who makes up stories and Who made up stories and
and lies to get other lies to get other students lies to get other students
children into trouble? into trouble? into trouble?

5. Who does things that Who does things that Who did things that
bother others? bother others? bothered others?

+ 6. Who starts a fight Who starts a fight Who, started fights
aver nothing? over nothing? over nothing?

7. Who pushes or shoveg Who pushes or shoves Who pushed or shoved
children? students? students?

8. Who is always getting Who is always getting Who was always getting
into trouble? into trouble? into trouble?

9. Who says mean things? Who says mean things? Who used to say mean

' things?
10. Who takes other chil- Who takes other students’ Who took other students’

dren's things without
asking?

things without asking?

things without asking?

The development of this peer rating technique, pilot studies concern-
ing it, and data pertaining to reliability and validity are presented in
Walder et al. (1961) and Eron, Walder, and Lefkowitz (1971).

Each child’s aggression score was based on the number of judges

choosing him as fitting a particular behavioral description. Thus, if ten
of the 27 members of a class crossed out Johnny Jones’s name as some-
one who said mean things, Johnny’s raw score was ten for that item, 1f
he was selected a total of 45 times for the nine other items, his total raw
score on the complete set of aggression items would be 55; his mean raw
score on the ten aggression items would be 5.5. These mean raw scores
were converted into percentages (of the total number who were present
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and made nominations) in order to make scores of subjects who were in
different sized classrooms more comparable. In addition to the aggres-
sion measure, other peer ratings were obtained from items designed to
measure aggression anxiety, success in aggression, popularity, and ac-
tivity level. Such measures as 1Q, masculine-feminine identification,
occupational aspirations, human figure drawings, and self-description of
expressive behavior were also obtained from the children. These mea-
sures are described in greater detail in Eron, Walder, and Lefkowitz
(1971).

Measures of the independent variables were primarily obtained from
an objective, precoded child rearing interview administered face-to-face
with mothers and fathers independently. The interview contained 286
items comprising 41 variables, which were categorized largely into four
types: reinforcers of aggression, instigators to aggression, identification
of child with family, and sociocultural variables. A copy of the interview
and a history of its development and psychometric properties are pre-
sented in Eron et al., 1971.

A number of individual questions were included in the interview be-
cause of popular notions about the antecedents of aggressive behavior.
These questions concerned frequency of television watching in the
home, types of programs watched, the child’s reading of comic books,
parents’ PTA membership, and parents’ familiarity with Dr. Spock and
other child care publications. Because of their content, these questions
also tended to serve as buffer items; the insouciance with which they
were treated or viewed by the investigators at that time is shown by their
grouping under the initials LHJ (for Ladies Home Journal).

In 1959-60 all the chiidren in 38 third-grade classrooms in all public and
parochial schools in Columbia County were tested in their classrooms.
This population was 900 children, of whom 875 were third graders. Dur-
ing this period 713 of their mothers and 570 of their fathers were inter-
viewed separately; data on 557 mother-father pairs were thereby ob-
tainey.3

Because of the increasing interest in the effect of television viewing
on ‘children’s behavior, the investigators analyzed the re-
lation between the viclence ratings of the child’s favorite
television programs (as reported by parents) and the child’s peer ratings
of aggression in the classroom (Eron, 1963). Ratings of the violence con-
tained in these programs were made independently by fwo raters, and
each child’s putative television diet was assigned a violence rating. This
rating, as well as the number of hours the child was said to watch televi-
sion, was compared in an analysis of variance design with his peer rating
aggression score. A significant positive relationship was found among
boys between television violence and peer ratings of aggression. In addi-
tion, but again only for boys, a significant inverse relationship was found
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between the number of hours subjects watched television and peer rat-
ings of aggression.

Funding for the project was terminated in 1962 and the research team
was dispersed. However, an attempt was made by the present research-
ers to carry out the second step in the longitudinal design. Five years
later, in 1964-65, when the modal age of the subjects was 13 years and
their modal grade was eight, the schools in Columbia County were ap-
proached and asked for their continuing cooperation, Because of ad-
verse newspaper publicity and opposition to the program by some dissi-
dent groups during the third-grade study (Eron and Walder, 1961), sever-
al of the schools did not wish to participate. However, 382 children were
tested in eighth-grade classrooms. Of this group, 252 were in the original
third-grade population.

Slight modifications of the peer rating items were necessary to insure
face validity for 13-year-old subjects (see Table 1). The nominating pro-
cedure was altered slightly, and the peer rating measure and other tests
were administered in the classroom by teachers, school psychologists,
and other school personnel, The subjects themselves, rather than their
parents, were asked to report their favorite television programs and the
amount of time they watched television. The measures used in Columbia
County at this stage of the study had previously been modified and test~
ed in pilot studies of eighth graders in the Duke Street School in Alexan-
dria, Virginia.

The attenuation of the number of subjects tested in the eighth grade in
Columbia County reflected the limited effort the research team was able
to muster rather than attrition from the third to the eighth grades. Una-
ble to obtain support for this phase of the study, the team confined itself
to those schools most readily accessible and to a circumscribed number
of subjects.

Lists of television programs were assembled and rated for violence by
three Columbia County school personnel. Each rated the television pro-
grams independently, and each received $10 for this service.

A violence score could range from a low of 0 to a high of 5. Each
child’s television violence score was the average rating of the shows he
named. For example, if the child named three programs with violence
scores of 2, 3, and 3 respectively, his total violence score would be 2.67.
If he named only two programs with ratings of 2 and 4, his average score
would be 3. Separate ratings of these same programs were made by two
NBC television censors.?

The relation between television violence and aggressive behavior
among the eighth grade subjects in Alexandria, Virginia, was also ana-
lyzed. These subjects differed from the Columbia County population in
that they lived in an urban area. Again, the ratings of television violence
and aggressive behavior remained methodologically independent. A
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statistically significant relation in the same direction (r = .31, p <.01) as
that found for the third graders in Columbia County was found for the 73
eighth-grade male and female subjects in Alexandria, Virginia: the great-
er the amount of television violence viewed, the higher the peer ratings
of aggression.

The peer rating procedure was also administered to large groups of
third graders in Cedar Rapids, Towa, and scores were meaningfully relat-
ed to available school data (Semler and Eron, 1967; Semler, Eron, Mey-
erson, and Williams, 1967) and to uvvert behavior in a controlled labora-
tory situation (Williams, Meyerson, Eron, and Semler, 1967).

In 1968 the third-grade study was replicated on a smaller scale in Am-
sterdain under the direction of Dr. Eron. The peer rating procedure and
the parent interview were translated into Dutch. The classroom proce-
dures were administered in six classrooms of eight-year-old children
located in divergent socioeconomic areas of Amsterdam. An attempt
was made to interview all the mothers and fathers of these children, but
the effort met with considerably less success than it had in Columbia
County. However, scorable interviews were obtained from 72 mothers;
these data were analyzed in relation to the peer rating scores and other
classroom measures of their children. The results were surprisingly sim-
ilar to the Columbia County findings (Stroo, 1970). These cross-national
data are presented in Eron et al. (1971). Because of limited access to tel-
evision and rigorous control of programming by the Dutch government,
data on television behavior were not collected in the Amsterdam study.

The present research is directly related to the foregoing third-grade
and eighth-grade studies and to the cross-national study. The current
project has three specific aims: (1) to complete (within the financial limi-
tations of NIMH support) the longitudinal study of the psychosocial
development of aggressive behavior for which data were collected in
Columbia County in 1960 and 1965; (2) to investigate the longitudinal
relationships between violence content in television and aggressive be-
havior on the part of viewers; and (3) to examine the consequences of
childhood aggression during late adolescence and young adulthood. A
relationship between violent content and viewer aggression could be
determined if the present subjects selected the same level of violence in
their television preferences that they had selected in the eighth grade
and if these television preferences were still related to aggression. The
third aim deals with the ramifications of aggressiveness (as assessed in
childhood) on critical spheres of functioning during late adolescence.
Specific questions about educational and occupational achievement and
aspiration, psychopathology, prosocial and antisocial behavior in the
community, and military status are scrutinized. A corollary of this
objective was determining the relation between variables obtained in the
third grade and aggressiveness as measured in the ten-year followup.
Moreover, the relation between the early measures of aggression and
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later measures of psychopathology is important in determining if aggres-
sion was indeed well chosen as a component of mental health.

Hypotheses

Three hypotheses were derived from the foregoing rationale:

1. When examined longitudinaily, positive relationships obtain be-

tween violent television preferences and aggressive behavior:

2. Early aggressive behavior is positively related to later aggressive

behavior.

3. Aggressive behavior is positively related to psychopathology.

To test these hypotheses, the mvestxgaturs adduced data concernmg
the manner and extent to which viewing of violent television programs is
related to aggressive behavior. The relation between violent television
preferences and a host of other variables is also open to inspection
through the test of the foregoing hypotheses.

METHOD

The present research employed survey techniques. The overall goal
was to obtain data from as many as possible—but at least half—of the
original 875 third-grade subjects. Each subject was to give two hours of
his time, the first hour in an individual face-to-face interview and the
second taking written psychological tests. Two incentives were offered
to encourage the subjects to participate, The importance of the research
was explained to the subjects in a letter, and .they were offered $20 for
their time.

Subjects

In order to estimate the number of subjects available for the ten-year
followup study, a preliminary survey of the Columbia County high
school graduates of June 1969 was undertaken. Information was ob-
tained from New York State Department of Education records and from
various newspaper files in Columbia County. It was determined that
approximately 52 percent of the original subject pool was still in Colum-
bia County as of June 1969. The investigators assumed that this was a
conservative estimate of the number of subjects potentially available,
since this tally did not account for those subjects who dropped out of
school or who had not yet been graduated.

Letters were written to the seven district superintendents of the
county’s public and parochial schools (see Appendix A). They were
reminded of the investigators’ past efforts and of their own cooperation
with those efforts. The superintendents were asked to supply addresses
for these former third grade children and other information from their
school records. Most of these officials were very cooperative and asked
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their principals and guidance counselors to furnish the requested infor-
mation. Perhaps because of problems encountered with certain parents
and community groups during the third grade survey in the Chatham and
Hudson areas (Eron and Walder, 1961) and because of adverse publicity
there in 1963, the district superintendents in these two localities thought
it necessary to present our request to their school boards. In both cases,
the school boards were concerned about the possible controversy which
might again arise from the study and refused to cooperate in providing
address lists or information from school records. Despite these refusals,
more than 400 addresses for third-grade subjects were furnished by offi-
cials of the other school districts. A major effort was exerted to locate as
many of the remaining subjects as possible, especially those in the non-
cooperating school districts.

It was reasoned that sampling bias would be minimized by inviting for
interview as many of the original subjects as could be traced. An inten-
sive search was made for those subjects for whom the schools refused
to give current addresses and for those subjects for whom cooperating
schools could provide no addresses. We examined high school year-
books, old and current telephone directories, voter lists, tax lists, and a
county directory. In addition, each of the interviewees who did appear
was questioned about the whereabouts of any of the missing subjects.

This effort, in conjunction with the addresses furnished by the
schools, resulted in letters sent to 735 of the 875 subjects, or 84 percent
of the original sample. If a subject did not respond within three to four
weeks and the letter was not returned by the Post Office for insufficient
address, a followup letter was sent. {Copies of these letters are present-
ed in Appendix A.) Consequently, 236 second letiers were sent, totaiing
971 first and second letters. Of the 735 subjects to whom letters were
sent (see Appendix A), 460 indicated willingness to be interviewed; the
remaining 275 subjects were categorized as shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Classification of 735 subjects to whom letters were sent

N %
Acceptances 460 63
Post office returns 45 6
Definite refusals 81 11
In military service 38 5
Deceased 4 5
In prison 2 2
No replies 105 14
TOTAL 735 99,7

Of the 460 subjects who responded positively to the interview re-
quest, 436 were interviewed. (The remaining 24 subjects either lived at
too great a distance, did not appear after several appointments, or re-
quested an appointment after the field operation was terminated.) Of the
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436 subjects interviewed, 427 contributed data which could be compared
across the ten-year span. The sample was composed of 211 boys and 216
girls. The modal age of this group was 19 years. The mean number of
years of school completed was 12.57 + .82. Based on 103 cases for
whom current test scores were available, the mean 1Q was 109.12 +
11.57. Using father’s occupation as reported by subject to determine
socioeconomic status (Warner, Mecker and Eells, 1960), the sample
may be described as predominantly middle class.

Sampling bias was evinced in the ten-year followup when an analysis
of the number of subjects in the upper and lower quartiles of aggression
in the third grade was performed. Of the 130 boys in the lower quartile
of aggression at age eight, 74 (or 57 percent) consented to be interviewed
in the ten year followup at age 19. However, of the 125 boys in the upper
quartile of aggression at age eight, only 34 (or 27 percent) consented to be
interviewed at age 19. Girls responded similarly: 63 percent of the low
aggressive group consented to be interviewed in the ten-year followup,
while only 33 percent of those in the upper quartile of aggression con-
sented to be interviewed at age 19. That approximately twice as many
high as compared to low aggressive subjects—of both sexes—were una-
vailable for interview stands as a datum by itself and is relevant to sur-
vey research. In part the effect of this sampling bias was controlled sta-
tistically where the data were analyzed by analysis of variance. In this
technique, the independent variable was partitioned in a manner so that
the upper and lower 10 percent and the middle 80 percent entered into
the analysis. Thus both extremes were equally represented.

A field office was established in Hudson, N. Y., seat of Columbia
County, from June 1 through September 30, 1970, The results of the pre-
liminary survey had indicated that this time of year would be the most
propitious for maximizing the number of subjects sampled. In addition
to the authors of this report, additional temporary staff was employed.?

Shortly after the field office was established, staff training sessions
were held. The confidentiality of the data being gathered and the neces-
sity of maintaining locked files were stressed. The ethics of conducting
research with human subjects was discussed. The trainees first familiar-
ized themselves with the interview schedule, being themselves inter-
viewed and interviewing one another. Finally they observed a senior
staff member, who had participated in the third grade study, in a live in-
terview session. The trainees were observed in a live interview session.
Throughout, they received feedback on their performances from the
staff members and from an interviewer manual which had been devel-
oped early in the data collection phase.

Measures: peer ratings

The measure of aggressive behavior for these 19-year-old subjects’
included essentially the same items used in the eighth-grade study,
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which in turn had been slightly modified from the third-grade items (see
Table 1). Tested in a brief pilot study in the Washington, D.C., area for
wording, the measure was made final at the Hudson field office on the
first few Columbia County subjects.

In addition to the nine aggression items, the questionnaire contained
six items which yielded scores on aggression anxiety, popularity, activi-
ty level, and leadership. The fifteen items were administered to each
subjectindividually with relevant instructions (see Appendix B).

“Ten years ago, when you were in the third grade, you answered a
series of questions about yourself and about your classmates. I would
like your cooperation in answering a similar series of questions.

“‘I'have lists of people who might have gone to school with you, Puta
check in the box next to the names of the people you know well enough
to answer some questions about. Generally, these would be people who
had been in class with you. You might remember the way they acted in
school.”” (At this point the subject was given appropriate class lists to
check [see below].) After the subject checked the names of those he
knew he was given the following instructions:

I shall ask you questions, one at a time. For each question, tell me
the identification numbers of all those people who fit that question. Do
not name yourself for any of these questions. You may name any num-
ber of people for each question. Notice that to these questions there are
no answers that are right for everybody. Base your answers on what you
last knew of each person from personal observation and contact.

“You may give any number of answers. You may check more names
if you think of them as I ask the questions.”

Since the subjects were no longer grouped together in classrooms as
they had been in the third and eighth grades, the problem arose as to
how nominations would be made and who was to make them. This prob-
lem was resolved by asking each subject for the schools he attended af-
ter the third grade. The subject was then presented with rosters of all the
original third-grade subjects who might have attended the last Columbia
County school the subject himself said he attended in addition to his
own third-grade class. For example, if the subject said the last school he
attended was Hudson High School, he was presented with rosters of the
twelve grade school classes in Hudson and its environs which were the
feeder elementary schools for Hudson High School. On these rosters
were only those subjects who were in the original third-grade study.
Thus, subjects in the larger schools might review several hundred names
for each of the peer rating items. In the smaller schools, subjects might
review as few as 60 names for each of the items.

As the interviewer read each peer rating item, the subject responded
with the identification numbers of any of the individuals on the roster of
subjects to which that item applied. The aggression score for any sub-
ject was then computed. For the nine aggression items the number of
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people giving a particular subject’s name was counted. This sum was
divided by nine (the number of items). This average was then divided by
the number of people who said they knew the particular subject. For
example, if a subject received 45 nominations for the nine items, 45 was
divided by 9 to yield an average of five nominations per item. If ten peo-
ple said they knew the subject, this quotient of 5 was divided by 10 to
yield an aggression score of .50.

The same general technique for computing peer rating scores was
used for aggression-anxiety, popularity, activity level, and leadership.
Peer-rated aggression-anxiety and popularity are composite categories
made up of two items each. Thus the numerator of each of these scores
was the average number of nominations that the subject received on the
two aggression-anxiety items (or the popularity items), The numerators
of peer-rated activity level and leadership were each based on one item
and therefore were simply the number of nominations that the subject
received on each item.

In addition to these percentage scores for aggression-anxiety, popu-
larity, activity level, and leadership, there were two other peer rating
scores, which were simply the average number of nominations a subject
received on the nine aggression items and the number of nominations he
received in answers to the question, ‘““Whom do you know well enough
torate?”’

The interview schedule

Interview items were derived from five sources: (1) The Rip Van Win-
kle Child Rearing Interview used with parents in the third-grade study
(Eron et al., 1971); (2) an interview written by the staff of the Television
and Social Behavior program of the National Institute of Mental
Health:5 (3) Project Talent (Flanagan, Davis, Dailey, Shaycoft, Orr,
Goldberg, and Neyman, 1964); (4) Youth in Transition (Bachman, 1967);
and (5) The Teen Age Interview (Lange, Baker, and Ball, 1969). In addi-
tion, interview questions were formulated by the research staff. Consist-
ing of 180 items, the interview was almost entirely precoded and re-
quired about one hour for administration (see Appendix B).

A pilot study of the interview was conducted to determine the applica-
bility, clarity of directions, and general meaningfulness for 19-year-old
individuals. This study was done at the University of Illinois at Chicago
Circle, and 15 introductory psychology students served as subjects.
Final revisions were made on the basis of experience with the first few
Columbia County subjects.

For the purpose of the present study, subsets of the 180 items were
formed to build variables bearing on the hypotheses under study. Like
the Rip Van Wirnkle Child Rearing Survey, the present interview was
regarded as a test consisting of a number of subscales.
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The following variables were derived from the interview schedule (see
Appendix C for detailed derivations):

1.

Respondents’ aggression

. Respondent as object of aggression (VAG)

. Respondent as witness of aggression (WAG)

. Aggressive habit—A (AHA)

. Aggressive habit—B (AHB)

. Total aggressive habit (TAH)

. Antisocial behavior (ASB)

. Aggressive drive (AGD)

. Total aggressive environment (TAG)
Personal opinion inventory (WAZ)

j. Potential punishment for aggression (PUN-TOP)

— =R tr O oL O

. Social status factors

a. Social status of family (ISS)
(1) Number of books (NOB)
(2) Occupation of father (FOC)
(3) Total number of rooms
(4) Composite social status index (CIS)
b. Respondent’s occupational status (CSR)
{1) Occupation (ROC)
(2) Education (EDR)
¢. Mobility aspirations (ASP)
(1) Total aspiration (TAS)
(2) Mobility orientation (MOO)
d. Church attendance (REL-RAT)
Psychopathology
a. Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI)
b. Z-Test
(1) Hostility (Z-HOS-2)
(2) Psychopathology (Z-SUM)
Television variables
Hours of watching (TV-HW-A)
. TV violence—Hudson (TV-VIOL-H)
TV violence—Greenberg (TV-VIOL-G)
. Sports programs (TV-SPT)
e. Realism of TV (ROT)
Height
a. Height of subject (SHT)
b. Discrepancy between subject’s height and average of moth-
er’sand father's height (DAH)
School records
a. Achievement (ACH)
b. IQ
c. Times tardy (TARDY)
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7. Number of arrests

Data for varying numbers of subjects were collected from six sources:
(1) peer ratings (N = 427); (2) individual face-to-face interviews (N =
427); (3) height (N =-427); (4) psychological tests, objective and projec-
tive (N = 427); (5) IQ as measured .in the twelfth grade and obtained
from school records (N = 103), standardized achievement test scores
obtained from twelfth grade school records (N = 120), tardiness ob-
tained from twelfth grade school records (N = 49); (6) Number of ar-
rests in New York State of boys in the upper and lower quartiles of ag-
gression as measured in the third grade (N = 255).

Data analyses

A basic data set comprised of 49 third-grade variables, five five-year
followup variables, and 40 ten-year followup variables was stored on
magnetic tape. A code manual listing the 94 variables is presented in
Appendix E. The following types of analyses were performed for the
above data set: descriptive statistics, histograms, correlations, partial
correlations, multiple correlations, cross-lagged correlations, principal
components factor analyses, regression analyses, analyses of variance,
and contingency analyses. These analyses were applied where appropri-
ate to the data and to the hypothesis in question. In the main, the data
were analyzed for each sex group and for the total.

. RESULTS

Television and aggression

Data bearing on the first hypothesis—that positive relations exist be-
tween preference for violent television programs and aggressive behav-
ior—confirmed previous findings of a contemporaneous relation be-
tween the two variables (Eron, 1963). Table 3 presents these findings in a
longitudinal context—the intercorrelations’ among four variables: peer
ratings of aggression at two stages (third grade {(AGG3) and thirteenth
grade (AGG13)3, and violence ratings of preferred television programs
at these same two stages (TVVL3 and TVVLI13).

At the time of the third-grade study, each parent was asked what his
child’s three favorite television programs were. All programs mentioned
were then categerized as violent or nonviolent by two independent rat-
ers who were familiar with television programs. There was 94 percent
agreement in their ratings. Differences in the remaining six percent of
the programs were resolved by discussion between the raters. Each sub-
ject received a score according to the number of violent programs he
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Tabie 3: Correlations among violence ratings of preferred
TV programs and peer ratings of aggression
at two different periods

Boys Girls

TVVL3 AGG3 Tvvi3 AGG13 |TVVL3 AGG3  TVV13 AGG13

TVVL3D 100 2y .05 31** 1 1.00 .02 .08 -13
AGG3 1.00 .01 .38** 1.00 -.08 A7
TVVL13 1.00 -.05 1.00 -.05
AGG132 1.00 1.00
M 7.15 12.12 6.39 80.46 5.29 7.51 507 26,51
S.D. 5.06 12.73 6.09 9/08 4.72 9.87 471 37.68
N 184 211 211 21 175 216 216 216

8The AGG13 scare, when being calculated, was multiplied by 10. Qtherwise it was calcu-
lated in the same manner as was AGG3.

bThe number 3, 8, 0r 13 following a variable indicates the peried, 3rd, 8th, or 13th grades
when the data were cbtained.

**indicates significance of r at or beyond .01 level of confidence.

was reported to favor. Scores ranged from 1 (for no violent programs) to
4 (for three violent programs).

The same scoring procedure was used in the five-year followur study
(eighth grade) except that the programs were rated for violence by two
professional censors employed by NBC—with an equally high degree of
agreement between them. These ratings were made approximately four
years after the data were collected.’

In the ten-year followup study (thirteenth grade), each subject was
himsel? asked to mention his four current favorite television programs.
All programs were then categorized for presence or absence of violence
by two independent raters of different sex and educational background
who were only a few years older than the subjects themselves. Scores
were assigned to each program on the basis of agreement between the
raters. If they agreed a program was nonviolent, the program received a
score of zero: if they agreed it was violent, the score was two; if they
disagreed in categorization, the score was one. There was much agree-
ment between the two raters. They agreed on 81 percent of 125 pro-
grams mentioned by the subjects. (The list of programs categorized ac-
cording to violence rating is presented.in Appendix D.)

Their designation of violent and nonviolent programs agreed very well
with the assignment of programs by Feshbach and Singer (1971) to ag-
gressive and nonzggressive diets in their field experiment. Furthermore,
the judgments of these two raters were in clost agreement with the re-
sults obtained by Greenberg and Gordon (1970). The latter research
team did an intensive rating study, using as 