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_ ':ord ...bout ".eadin?, This 'lepo-.,7t

This'documeht is an attempt to summarcze twelve months' worth of thinking,

baC!:ground research, datt collection4and anal

Adeal could have been'recorded. :oweVer, it Is also ad'effort to mahhat*

. Consemently, a great

0

year --long endeavor comprehensible and its yield seftil to-readers, wiether

they be social scientists, child developmentt professionals, television

production specialists, or interested citizens (perhaps the parents ang,teachers

-of children whb watch television). [bile we have not tried to "popularize"
4

A

"the tontents1of our research; 4e have tried to nape' this report straight=.

forwardly tinderstandable, on the one hand, while providing enough information

to satisfy more teenical readers, on the other. e

-

One thing that may make it easier to get,to'the substancepoL the report *

,

r.-----

,,' --, ,, is the organization. The tevt proper carries-mite a few sIatilstits, but
't, 6

. 4only enoug:1 tables and figtres to illdstrate our main findings. The less
.

_ .

1-

focal data presentations_ have beeh pbt into appendices, where thote who want-
. ,

.

,

to scrutinize the work more 'thOrougly can retrieve them. In those latter
%

.
.

,
.

, -
sections,.we have tried to

;present/what
isneeded.to make an adecuate archive

of the-research in our program.

A further aid to Vfle.,reader, we think, is our final chapter. liere we
..

try to summarite the main findings of our studiesopf aspects of television
,

r.'
, .---,--

content and .comment on themtn-terms of their potential usefulness to the
..,_

average -user. 7e',hope we have not made unnecessarily obscure sope results

(
.

whiel we be, eve should ma!:e less Obscure our knowledge of the 'World ct",,
-

__,
-

---
. ,0 . ,

teleVisiO aachildren- perceive_and respond to it.
-le

00005

I

Ic



I

4' 0

.14

4 .

C

ter 1

LIntroduction
,

8

Lore than a decade ago, some well-A:noun researchers into the effects of

television on children concluded that the answer to their incatrdepends

at least as much on that the child brings to television as on what television4

.-

.

-brihgs to t: child"(Dchramm, Lyle, c: rarl:er, They pere

speaking to ications, that children's sdcilfand enottitpal needs often

'influence the amount and kind of theirexposure to television contentm,

.

Indeed, some of the 1050's cycle of televisicireseatcli with children (for

,
a review, see i:aCcoby lSCA) provided. some evfdence that children wh eve

. strained family relationships and show poor social: djustment spend somewhat
-.-

more time with televisionthan'their hapPier.counterparts. But those happier

41-

children watched television, too; :in fact,.teleVieionawatching is very close,

(.
to being a universal experience of 'growing up in this society (Lyle, 102).-

It ts lo an experi nce that seems, by most accounts, to be-quite

influential for the wast,chtld audience. The recent resurgence of interest in

the social effects o5 televisiOn on children inspiredia'body of 'studies

0

(Murray et.al. 1972; Comstock' & Rubinstein, 1972; Codistock et al., 1972;

Feshbach & Singer, 1071; Friedridt & Stein,° 10731 aubinstein et al.,1952).

directed'primarily towarddetermiAhg whether viewing of television violence__

causes subsequent aggressive behavibr. The more than twenty studiesdone under

r
the aegis of wthe Suon General's.Scientific Ldvisbry Committee on Television

and Social Behavior enerally converged-on the conclusion that a "moderate"-
.

yy

causal relationehip does exist bettteen violetTolewilt and later aggre9sion

in children of different ages. Iloweverrnelfher, these tudies nor isolated
.

,

efforts (e.g., 7aPkiewicz. C: Rodent-1971;-Ostic,rn (!: 13 d y, 1971; ofteuer et al.
t

,..r.,

.
/4.

1971) gave provided much evidence about relevant prkictical concerns,, such as

000Q6
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the ',particular effects of program chaiacteristicp4n children' o2 different

ages. Indeed= this aspect of "what children bring to television " -- their

age-related skilla and tendencies -- has been almost totally neglected in

media - effects studies.- In their understandable concern with the relevant

issue of --a gpneral causal relationship -'preylous researchers have neglected
)

?

equally important and vital questions about proCesses involyed in media effects

.

and tlle Implications of these prodesses for developmental differences in tle

,3

impact of the mass media. The studies reported in this volume represent

attempts -to consider the'i.nterielated problem areas of processes And age-

rplatedAirrettfices. The goal .is to assess the variable effects of televistml

on the highly diverse audience in,a more differentiateeway.

Some- and considerations
-0"

The resources available in social and 'developmental psychololifor analy-
i

0 / -

zing the effects on children of an audiovisual experience like television
.

'

,,_______/

rama are, in the 19701s, Considerable. The fact that children, learn much
. -4-- \

.

about social behavior from observing\ the social behaviars of others-has been
. . .

well d4umented (for example, see reviews by Bandura, 1973; Bryan & Schwartz,

, I

1971; Goranson, 1970;' Liebert, ileal, Davidson, 1973). The documentation
I

arcrues not only from studies showing\that aggressive(behaviors become more
q

'\ likely after viewing an aggressive model (Feshbach & Feshbach, 1972), but also

e

' :from those\demonstrating that heIpful,\altruistic behaviors can be influenced

bi a model who.behaves in those more "prosocial" ways (flosenhan, 1972). For

the most part, thele data art-soundly grounded'in the theoretical formulation

I._

of observational.learning, or contiguity-mediational, theory (Bandura 1965b,

1969, 1973):--This notion that social behaviors , be learned, disinhibited,

or otherwise facilitatedaimply.by watching anotl r person perform them has

S.

ft

00067
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implications foot the studIr of television, which-makes it possible for

the average child to encounter an enormous nu4kber, and variety of social models..

thtit he -/sae would otherwise be unlikely to encounter. In short, the theory.

and, data of observationallearning theory provided a basic concept of the process
./

by which television effects occur.

hUodifyingl! the 'effects of social models. One aspect of that process

involves the modifying effects of the conteX,t-in which a modeled behavior is

shown. Both specially' m de films used in laboratory'sstudies and complex

#
presentations like.tele ion' programs corttain: (1) social behaviors which

a
; may be observationally learned or have disinhibiting effects, along faith

(2) information that may modify theseeffects. For example, modered Social
k

behaviors.are modified by variables outside the viewing situation (e.g., arousing

events, target availability Similarity to modeling context, etc.), and in the .

viewing' situation itself (distraction, presence of a sanctioning co-observer,

etc.), as well as by cues within the media presentation itsel The latter

include motivation or justification for thg modeledbehavior cons

Pt

qupncvi to

the model and receiver of the behavior, divergent or convergent infoimation

within the plot about the modeled behavior, and, undoubtedly, :111 amountof
.

information being presented, the rate at which it is shown, etc. Obese. J v

intra-presentation .factors, motivation and consequences for the Modeled
1

}.
behavior (typically,,,,ayession) have been studied most often and with most

consistent results (Collins, 1971). In general, aggressive modeling increases

. .

the likelihood of an observer's aggr4 essive behavior more when themodel is re-

a

A

.warded or receives no consequences (relatively positive consequences) than when

the model is punished (relatively negative consequences) (Bandura, ROSS, (St Ross,'

1963c; Bandura, 1965a; Walters, Parke, tt'Cane,°1965). Subsequent aggre sion

00008
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is als'o_more likely when the actorf:'s motives are positive, rather than

k. relatively negative (Berkowitz, Corwin, :ietonimUs, 192i. Berkowitz Geen,

10.'37; Berkowitz & aawlings, 192): :In ehort, actorPanying-motivations and

consequences act to modify the effect of modeled behavior.

The case for age differences.

In the simple stimuli used in these la oratoryist,vdies, i is relatively

easy, for even very young viewers to see th relationship bepween these modifying

cues and the acts,' like aggression or Altruist:, that they are supposed to

modify. The cues are typically contiguous wits action and are velatively

explicit. :Jut in complex presentations, such as televisions dramas or most

real-life modelirg experiences, the modifying,cues thenselves,are often subtle,

inexplicit, and noncontiguous with the focal act. Consequently, comprehensions

of action, motives, and conseruences are.more likely to be different for

different viewers.

It sough television-effects researchers -- and indeed obserVational-

learning theorists in general have not been attentive to diffesenced

i;:e these, rye. believe that they can and, should be incorporated into a view of

televisiols effects on cAldren's social behavior. Bandura (193b) has

proposed a now-familiar cognitive-uediator concept suggesting that when a child.

,observes a string -hng of behaviors,e/s_le :Las probably had to code observations

in words or 1.7-etes. Mese "reductive codes" of-"what' has been seen .area then

stored away, and cant be called up later to serve as ,a guidefor-the pezformance

of behavior. In other words, the child or adult -- integrates what has

been seen ,into a simn]g code to guide .11m/her when he/she tried to do the sip

thing.

Ws only a short step a.m, that idea to the notion that it might also be
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necessary to integrate cues like motives and conSkuences into a'code along

With the action. "I'iut viewers of different ages may n.2t7 be ecually suc esSful in

,

undeistanding those cues or in relating them to theslocal behavior

. .
.

(e.g., aggression)., That.is
,
they can't have'an integrated understanding of

. .

5,1

what they've seen, if tkeir cognitiVe capabilities are not Such that they. evn do

the necessary subtasks. Their cognitive Isodiator may be. the 'result of Only

the aggression, or only the aggression and .consecuences, but without the motive.

It follows that they May subsecuently behave diffbrently from the viewer .

whose cognitive mediator is more complete. The p ential usefulness of the

Mediator concept is, then, ,that it allows us to explain different behavioral'

effects "of the same .complex presentation. It does-so becaur differences in

P
what a child does afteriatchingtelevision are viewed as possibly being. the ..

,
.

result of differences in. the content of.the'thediator and resulting evlivations -A

of the action -- in other words, as a result of their understanding f What

they've seen. I

One of the important dimensions of these differenCes is age, and a

_,

consideration of television.effects in terms of age takes us beyond the general

euestion, "Does television affect children?" Zpa,more differentiated one,

""ow doe6 television affect children of different ages, and through wv

processes?" Two major Aspects of age-related changes in children's-responses to

television have been particularly characteristic of our previous research.

o
One ''_has to do wit:1 cane in the cognitive skills that children must use

to comprehend Content:Dy this, I mean their 'skills in handling the information

in.dramatic presentations, including- ei'.haps their abilities to make appropriate

inferences abotk the inter - relationships of scenes within plots that are some-

times subtle and complex.,

O00.10
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,For example, in one study (Collins, a970) We,identified the inforMation in

a television program Xhat adults thoueht wad absolutely central .to the plot and

1
then asked third, sixth, seventh, and ninth graders cuestions about boththe

'1

central and the less eesentialancormaton.
.

:Te found thatchildren as old as

third graders remember only'a small': proportion
I

of the information that adults

-consideromasen4aL to .retelling tle plot Of a TV program. But as they grow
4

older, there seems to be a progressive increase in their ability both to know

-what'is important:in the plot and to be-able to focus on btat important infor-

mation while ignoring nonessenethl-content. 'This selective abili.ty is clearly

crucial in achieving, a matura,conception of television content, but our results,

.indicate that 'it comes my gradually and that third graders-may very well tale

do.

different message, 1- or at least,a less complete one -- than ninth graders

In anotlar study (Leifer et al.; 1971),,we Showed a film of a simple fairy;

tale to four-, seven-, and ten-year olds and then ashed them toerecolitruct

the secuence of events in the plot; 7our-yearolds could scarcely order the

t "-see most central scenes from the program correctly. .lathough,th4. children a

2, perforved very well on 'much longer-tences of scepes.by the time they were
A-- 7' '

ten, it is almost alarming that c'_-ildien as old as four apparently remember

they'remem er them at all. It me:es it very unlikely,'

forpxample, that they can comprehend. that aggression may-have been caused by a.

scenes in random order,'if

particular earlier happening, and, in fact, we foundtl-

could not correctly answer cuestions about characters'

Dorothy Flapan has
J

reported similar improvement in the

_at our youngest children

reasons for their actions.

ability to specify causal

relationships between scenes in her book, VaildrsiILLIyideandilllofj2cill

Interactions 0.9GC).

/7-

.
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. .

The tmplioations Rf these cognitive factors for the_effects of:,televisidn

-aggression. come throug14 in the findings of Leifer and Roberts (1972) in their.

4,

0
work forthe Surgeon General'a Repbrtd They found taAt children' s knowledge

1/41, .-
of the motives .and Consequences for aggreasion ttproed-dramatidally With age.

Kindergarteners answered questionslaoout motives and consequences-at abOut
.

chance level, but accurate knowledge increased in:a rather linear fashion up to

'ligh-school age.

In 'Pane recent woe.: (Collins, Berndt,. (1, Less, In press); we

age-related changes in children's conceptions of a TV program
e

4than 'other studies !lave. sawed' an .edited
!

4televiion program to kindergarten; second, fifth

f detail

thin interviewed,them to get at their

of the motives of the main characters

have considered

in somlirliat: more'.
-

version. of an,aggressive
.

andLeighth' graders, we'

memory.for the plot 'and their.undergtanding

and th'e OInseclUeAch of, theirsactions.-
. .pt

,The at'peet we were most interested in was What;ue called cbmprehension.
. _

Sc
the extent to whieN aggression was construed in terms of itt,Televant

&

con -- the 'aggressor!s motives for committing the aggression and the

consequ noes to him. Kindergarteners typically recalled only the aggressive.
t

action; ite often, their entire retelling of the plot consisted of e

people got-L lied" or;"Uellk 'there was lots of shooting and this boy got killed".

Coen motives, aid finally,But the older subjects associated, first, consequences,;

d coq seauences with retelling the aggressivethe full complex of motive

action. So these older viewers, but not

had killed B for a certain reason and as

These resnits'show that what children

di' television Content is obviously patterned

J

theyounger,ones,- understood that
7:-

alresult, had been arrested and tried.
,

understand from this particular,

according to age. It seems Clear
,

that these different undetstandings reflect cognitive growth involving things,
r

ODD
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like learning of taskzrelevan't cues, aspects. of Memory,' improvement in selective-

6 .----'

Attention an d inferential,abilities,,andso forth -- all age-related Ws.ills

. ,;'-'1
..-

for UnderstanaMkpnd bvalUating 11,rograM content; r .
A

i
.

Lithoughtase studies dtdnot'so.on to measOre efteCts on behavior,,
. As . t.. 0

''

some evidenCe exists -(Collins, 1971a) ofbehioral'Alfferences that appear to

"be related 'to these. kinds of'age differences in'cOmprehensibon and evaluation.'
In-t4s work,. real-television programs.wer-0 edfted. to vary the ,eases with high

. e._
the action. of an aggresaive model could be related-to cues about the actor's

b'

. motives and the Conseopences to him: .,Third, sixth, and tenth graders saw.'

either a elevisioi-progran'in which negative.motivesand consequences were
.

separated from aggressi:on by Comercials, or they saw the negative modifying

cues in contiguity with the aggress/on.

The-Separation group subseruentiy'became more aggrassive than, the 'Jo-

Separation group at the'thirdLgrade level. neee diff ences did not hold for

the sixth and tenth graders in the study,: ,Apparently, for t:-;e SdParation third

grader's, the separating commercials interfered with comprehension of aggression

in -terns of negative motives and Conseque9cea,' so that the aggression stood.

alone -t-'unmodified --r as a model. for' behavior. But temporal contiguity of the

three- scenes seeriied to make thevcomprehension task easier for the other group

Pof third graders. olderAtbjects apparently could handle le cognitive

culttes tmpoSed by separation, so that their comprehensions of the act under
AC.

CepatatiOn were essentially the sane as those formed under temporal contiguity.
.

4`J

Prebumably, these cognitive differences are similar to-the kinds of age-related

differences in comprehensien and evaluation in the earlier studies: Taken

c -

together, those jata and this latter evidence of, differences in behavioral,:

effects suggest that variations in comprehelision yay ediate variations in the

00013



effects of obserying social ihteractidn, as the cognitive-mediator concept implies.
, . e\.

A .

...---,.-

In other words, in order to study the effects of tseleviaLon on children, you, have

to consider how the content of the program may be understood by them at different

ages, with different cognitive capabilities:

second source of variation in -tare effects, of television prOgrams nay
,

he age related changes inthe bases for evaluating_ social acts in general.----- 0 c3

-Pi vet's (1905) moral judgl-ient paradigm is a good example of these kinds' of-age-

Nelated changes. ::e tested children with pairs of stories, one of'which desCribed
.., r , . ,

(\
a'chatacter engaged in an action.which caused little damage, but which was done

. o -
for-bad teasons; the other of which described the e-aracter As well motivated

,
but haying accidentally-caused a Sklbstantial amount of damage, 7:bung children

. - ,.- .
.. . ,

typically thokt the chaAheter who caused the noWdamage was the mote repre-
.,

-1. .,,.t

'sensible of th4 two, while older,children -- say, ten iv eleven,orolder

judged the act o4....ea the basis of the actor's intentions. 4L numberof other

studies fair consistently 41-.00 a or shif t about age nine ortem'from

consekuencebased-to Motive-based evaluations of actions. (t_rmsby, 1971; 2ellli1e,

1971; ang, 197,1). _This finding holds up in 'the case of television viewing., I

In the Collins, Berndt, and 'less study,'we found a trend away from primarily

.consequences-based judgments to- and involl4ng the,. Ors' motives as

well.

isr'"These bases for social judgments are the same factors I have already described

e -

as modifying the-effects of observaticA on behavior -rnotives and consecuences.
.

Thus, the implication is that if"the motive and COnsecuences cues are inconsis-,

tent, behavioral effects might be different for children of different ageq.

For example, children may observe a situation in which positive consecuences

follow a negatively motivated social act. Lssuming that.the act itself does not

(as killing does) strongly imply negative evaluation, this situation might lead

0
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Wo so.

to developmental differences in subseruent per mance, becaUse of t7e strongg,
,

tendenv of younger virvers to judge an.act on the,basis 4bf conseruences, rather

than motives. , ,/

If I
lodeling context..And television effects. The obviou, importance of tlae

,

context in whicl,e social act aggression or constructive coping -is seen
A.

. .

in television shows and the evidence that understanding and using contextual

cues is age-relatedftuggests that there are typical aspects of television

content that demand e level of sop'histicationthat younger 'viewers. often: do
.

.not have. Cur resYarc was built around three ruestions dbput tje,kole.of

context
(

in children's responses to Shows:

-

. 1. Does a televised context of interpersonal threat or conflict

rrte:ee.,.1.1dren vore li1:ely to be hostile or aggressive, regardless

of the waythe televised model handled his- situation?

2. Does the compleitti, or ambiguity, of the context make

'compre.lensioh a:1d evaluation of modeled acts, like

aggression, more difficult for younger than older viewers?

In other words is a young child who,gets "nixed" cues

that an act is good and that :.e is-bad more likely to

rate him :ore positively and be influenced by his

behavior than an adolescent who sees the sane "mixed"

, .

Ilessage or than another child whet sees only the "bad
., . , Q

y

guy" cues?

. Final*, does a verbal " rerdnder" or restatement of the
av

mOdif-,Aihg context in relationshi.P to the modeled behavior,

make-it ire likely tjat viewers who have-pot undhrstood

it w:Ien viewiwjalOne will comprehend the "message"" of

o

Mots

0

N
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the program? Cr to put it, another way, if, parents or

others tell a young child that aggresston-was committed

for bad reasons and remind him that it led to bad '

iP41,
consequences, can yoU overcome the "tebpbral-separation

effect" found in earlier studies (Collins, 1973b)?

0
OU'r atteLlpts to answer theSp questions are, res.pectively, the studies, reported

iA Chapters 3, 4, and 5. They are tae heart of the report. But before they

are presented, fh'e research program itself deserves c ent: what were the

.

broad outlines of our str egy for answering these t'iree ouestionstabont typical

aspects of television con tit?

001111.6.
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eftapter 2

1:xplainin9rthe hipact of Teleyieion:,
\,

General 1-rocedures and Ieasures
-

The effects of telcision on children.have been studied in a variety of.

ways, ranging from large-scale surveyitorrelational studies, that take advantage

'%
of natural settings to tightly controlled laboratory experiments that enable'

-...t-,clear;cetusna Inferences. .011i reeearch goals recuired that vie urge metaodsothat

fall toward t7-.e latter end of that range. were interested in the role of

f' A

the dramatic 09nte:ft on t!.e effects of aggression and other social behaviors
/".

in television..shows. Therues4ons were Crearly couched in terms of the
/,..

processes tliat we assumed to be involved in the effect of typical aspects of

television, content and, mOre particularly; different outcomes to which thole

proCesses.may lead becausa,of .the age-related capabilities of child viewers.

Consequently, weneeded procedures for testing specific predictions about the

effects of particular instances,of content upon children of Opecified ages.

The approach we devised mig'it be called developmentalexplanatory with a

strong, "naturalisticflavor (with apologies to 714vell, 1953, pp. 2-3). It

consisted of cooductihgexperiments where some--control over events was possible;.
p

'C47 but we preferred relativelymaturalettings that mere familiar to the subjects,

rather than a laboratory situation. Thus, we tested taeti in their olaseiroom

buildings in emall.vie6ing groups composed of their.clasamates. :Furthermore, )

this approach: involved selectiag stivulns materials from television fare which

is readily available to children.and whic71 they freqbently watch. Zsicl,

.:1

perhap4 most imsportantlypit involved the .of subjects across the
,

range of tirade -school and high.ischool students.
I

From the outset then, t:le studies shared three major characteristics:

I



(1)- They used real television content. The stimpli were dramatic action/

adventure programs intended for a general audience. That is Aue,did not test
a

content produced .expressly for.children,such as the programs produced the
4

Children's Television 7orkshop, listerogers Heighborhopd,'or even Saturday-

morning cartoons._ 7e were interested in programs produced with the adult

AdAence in rind, bui'which are available to ch ldrenJ,and are -frequently co sumed

by 'thee,

are a

s it happened, ele shows we drew. from were police-action dramas, which

onz the favorite proLsrava of children across the age range we tested. (Lyle

&--:_offnan, 1972). The progransiwere edi.ted to enable us to test our predictions
0

-
JpoUt the effects of different mspects of the .cpntexa,of'social acts.

4:(2) They, were developmental in nature. Subjects were chosen from a general

age range of 7-16 years, and hypotheses reflected e;cpectedAifferpnces in compre-

hension and behaviora effects of-the programs across ages. This charactieristic
ci

of the studies indicates gain our dormitment to a gtcwe differentiated uhder-
.

stanqing of the diverse
,1?

'child"- audience.
. ,

(3) Finally, theresearch.program reflected a basic conception of television

-

research as an oscillation between la ora

the naturalistic conditilons of stimulus

,for "ecological-validity)! reasons were n

more detailed ouestione about processes

and field work. Our view is that

s Lec.tion and viewing that We adopted

t' always Well'sulted to some of the

f mass media eLects iterefore, an

effort was made to supplement the
(
findings.of experiments in relatively

F

natural settings wiL more controlled labaratory investigations. These

'supplementary investigations were-not part of he work ful4'ded by the Office of

Child Development; hence, they will not be rep ftd fully here. -.2owever, th

were useful in the/on-going research process of which the OCD- funded studies,

were a party.,just as eese experiments in nature. settings.played a role/in an

r""

0

0



interactive research enterprise.

4

Ti-3

In short, our research plan reflected the special nature of the problem we

were attaching. Our coal was to answer a series of cuestions about the effects

on chi? rear of different ages' of typical 64t4cteristice of, the - contexts. in
_

.0

which models of social behavior `are often portrayed oft-- television. ..'.!e pursued

.
. t

them in a series of exj'eriuents in natural settings in which we'not only varied'
.

contexts and models to lea-rn': ore'about their various effects,' but in which we
x.

...

0

studied the responses 6.p. grade se,00l childien'and adolescents. Thus, we had

comparisons between contrasting instanc*s of content and comparison of kl,e

/ t
,

resVonses of children of different ages
.

to those different contents.
1 °

1

leasuringZffects of Content .

\
0

Our majdr concern was the, outcomes of the processes, mitigated by ageP.
differences on indicators of hildren's social behavior. Television - effects

studies have ypically focused oft,antfsocial outcomes; and we,'tod,- were ,

,

°interested in tehaviors considered potentially lurtful or damaging-.14 others
\

. .

-t,

(see 3andura, 1973, for a discussion of definitions of aggreNion). Butwe also

wanted to consider outcomes somewtlet more broadly. Recentwork on the effects

of the variety of television in,nipacrams available\to ( drich Ste
-

,9P

1973) have indicated that content that can generally be called "prosocial"

meani-ng rare :ernphasizins helpfulness, altrppisn, self-acceptance, etc. -- also

has potentially important social. effects on young children. urthermore some

fof the aspects wof television content in which we ere interested implied that

other outcomes besides agcvession,should be consfdpred. Thus, we endeavored to

find measurementAnstruments that would permit us to ssess not only aggressive

vp

behavioral tendencies,, but also the likelihood that moe positte social

behaviors would occur-as the result of eome.kinds of te evision-viewing experi-
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Z-ccoratnglig we employed two_measures .n &r-studies, both of which carried'

the potential fox subjects to respond in both "aggressive" and " prosocial" ways.

Both.measures had previously been used in studies of-the effects of television

on 'children of different agile. They were selected, foln.owing a survey of

preyiously used measures.(see Gety, 1974), partly beCaume,.compared to other
. .

1 available measures, they peamised to beecualiy valid indicators of the peterttial

"for afmr).essive and/or prosocial responding by our subjects across the age range
. ,

to be studied.

The Behavior-Potential Instrument.

IS

tThe first measure was a paper-and-pencil1estdesigned to elicit
.

jsubects'
8

verbal estimates, of their responses to a wide .*range of-h}rpoe-etfcal inter-

personal conflict situations. ,Me mess was developed by Leifer and Roberts.
44

(1972), who give 4 detailed scr ption of its constructione-
. ,

.

The basic instrument. Briefly, it consisted of six basic. items that

described real-life situations which had been found, in interviewawith children

between ages four.apd sixteen, to be irritating and moderately nicely to .licit

aggression-from them. Each -situatiop. was accompanied
,
ley fOUr types of,''kesponses',

q..
.

.4- e ,

P
formulated on the b4sis of ohildren's responses to interview e tiner such as

.

\

"Tuat do you do w:.-.en you get mad?". The four response categories were physical
. \

aggretsion-, verbal aggredsion,:"leaving the field," and pOsi ive coping:with

the situation: Specific instances .of each category (e.g., "Iit them,"

them a bad name," "Go into the house," and "T 1 them not tO-. . ") were

randomly assigned to the sixhypot)etical situations.

All poisible pairs of stick-figure.pictures of instances of the four alter-

natives for each situation were presented on s des. The subjects circled

the alternative from eflea, pair that they thought they were nicely to perform.
if

O
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Situations were presented/ in randomlorder, with 'responses separately randomized.

The six items, along

. Lppendix B.

.the items is

__subject response form.

th the respoiise'alternatives for each are presented in

Lft exatple-of the paired-Comparison response secuenoe for one ;of

shown in I

LIppendix_tas are instructions-to the subjects and a

-I

Scores on the Behavior-Potential measure were the average frequencies with

which -A subject chose one of the)four alternatives over the six items. For

exam,-*,a child might choose the physical.. aggression` alternative an avarage

of 2.5 times

responsa

hood of a

,
.

.
.

,,--.1 /

(out of a maximum possible average of'3.b) and the positive coping
$. ,

C

times. In-shortl'the meas indicates the relative.lneli-t- -
. ..

an aggressivi, rather than a .positive coping,.
_ .

-.-7
in either the 'experimental 'or

only 1.33

subject's 'favoring

response after seeing a television program

-conditions".
'1

lodifications of the instrument. The Behavior-?otential measure has
eP

primarily been used in previous studies as, an indicatd of the likelihood of

aggressive behavior (Collins, 197313; Leifer 64 Roberts 1972), :owever, our
. .

broader conception of social-behavior effects in this series'of studies recuired.
If . N

that the positive coping index be employed, as well4 The instances of positive

control
py

coping in the original instritirlent were fell not to.be goo&reflections of. the

concept of positive social behaviors that we wanted to,tap. rguideline was

the work of Chittenden.(1942) in which the doll-play behaviors f nursery-
cp

school children were rated "prosociai"'on, the basis of*the ext nt to which

they attempted to use technitiues of negotiation and discussidn in solving

interpersonal conflicts.. Unfortunately, two of the eiisting Behavior- Potential

positive coping responses ("Tell the teacher" and rSay that *s alright") did not

seem to reflect the constructive methods of conflict resolution that we wanted

00021' J.
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r
to measure. The other instances of the category, "Tell them not to". . . " and

ji-sk why . ",t*emed closer to our goal. Therefore, we attemptec to modify

'the positive coping response category to reflect our particular meaning for
e

"prosocial" behavior.'
9

Liter a darefurreview of Lifer Rad nobeits' instrument -- development

procedures, we repeated'some of them with a-alight variation.. They had simply

constructed the .four general response categories based on children' -s retiporlses
.

to very general cueeciOns like,."7nat'do you 4o when you get mad?" 7e asked the
9

same question of fourth, sevenths, and eleventh graders with vertr-we conducted,

1,
,

interviews; but we also asked thrm a more specific civet:it/m.1: ti,nat would you dct.

if (you wished to remain, friends with the perbon (iilitiatAtg the conflict)?"

.

In addition, we described thidof the si uations from the Leifer and rtoberts.,

_ &
,

. ..---.--ra ,
instrument.tthe subjects and asked them to choose one of four positive coping

alternatives (instances Of ashing why, asking, advice, bargainings or verbalize-

tion Thesecatdgor,les followed the analysis of Chittenden (1942).

L fuller description of the interview proCeduret is presented in !_ppendix 3.

Tel most commonly mentioned responses to the interview cuestions were of te

-

'Lek why . . aad "Tell them not to . . varietY. This was also.truefor
,

the multiple-choic proceobire.: Interestingly, these reeponses '__ad also been

frecUently Obtdined.by Leifer and aoberts in their original interview procedure,'

but these particular responses had been slighted in the process of randomly

.assigning.positive coping instances to situations'hnd in the strategies for

chOoslng the-six-item set which constituted the final instrument. Because of

our_ shore specific requirements of the instrument, we felt justified in

substituting ":_sk why . . " and "Tell them not to .-" responses for the

4
less conceptually appropriate ones, "Tell the teacher" and "Say that's a/rieht:'''

00022
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Ue also felt it was appropriate to make sli
a

II-7

p

wording changes in some'of the

situations and'responses td make them more Contemporary, less humorous, or more

appropriate.
.

41everneless, we repeated Leifer and Roberts'- procedure of administering the

revised instrument to a sample of'fourtb eighth, ,and tenth graders and applied

the original item - election criteria to the results. The patternoOf aggressive

response selections were not especially different from theoattern that appear6d

With Leifer and Roberts' original smile (see !..ppendix B for a comparison).

The original Leifer and Roberts instrument can also be compared with our revised

version in:Lppendix-n.
r

Validity indices. The Behavior-Potential instrument was previously used to

obtain interesting erld replicablexerults in at least one published study

(Collins 1973b). :owever, consistent Validity indices have not been established

for it. Leifer and aoberts (1572) administered a version of the Behavior-
,

?otential instrument to one-half of a semi:4e Of Tour-year-olds who had seen

either a filmed aggressive model or nonaggressivemOdel. Frequencies of imitative

and nonimitative overt aggressive behaviors were recorded for the remaining

:subjects. The authors, report that subjects in the aggressive-model conditions

shoiwed more aggression potential than those in the nonaggressive condition.

l'he'data were consonant wit% data from the Overt-behavior measure. In attempts

_;:to validate the instrument with older subjects (13-year-olds) no condition
. .

differences were found for either the, aggression- potential or the overt-

behavior measures. Leifer and Roberts' own work did not yield findings that

demonstrate the discriminating ability of the instrument', but it is plausible

, that t'nis was. due to their particular stituli and predictor variables.
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The ,Second measure assessed the willingness of the subjecks to help or hurt

another (fictitious) child, whom they believed to be working-on a sound-

discrimination task in another room. Leasures similar to this one have been

used in Previous studies, notably those by 1:allick and EcCandless (1960 and by

Liebert and Baron (1972).

Thetmeasure involved a subject's being'seated at, a response-box apparatus

similar to the one used. in the precedent studies. A gray box, measuring

,approxiMately 14 by 7 inches, had two buttons, a red button on the left and

A
green one on the right, and a red light centered, above them. The word "hurt"

appeared beneath the rid button, the word "helpulleneata the green button. A

drawing of the apparatus appears in Appendix C.

4

Children were told thaieach box was onnected to a testing apparatus in

anotherrooM and that a student was using it to takes. sound-discriMination test-.

Although subjects could neither sgemor hear their alters, they were told that

the lights on their boxes wouldflash whenever the alter made an error on the

hearing test. The subject could then decide to push one of the.tuo buttons.

/1-
.

They were told that the rgd7"hurt" button trtduld hurt 'the alter's performance by

making a distracting background noise louder, while the green button would help

the alter by elim*nating the distracting noise. Ttiey were also told that the

longer they held down either button,each time the light'flashea, the more they

helped or hurt the alter's performance. The four, boxe's were separated from each

other by screens to.prevent subjects' noticin,g that all four lights flasiled

simultaneously for, twenty trials. They also wore safety earphones,so as not to

hear the activity of the other subjects. auperimenters' instructions are shorn

in Appendix C.
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)
The entire procedure for:testing each subject was controlled in an adjacent'

room so as to produce 20 trials.. EaCh trial.lestedfot.15 seconds, and there was
( ' " ,

a 15 second interval,between trials. This timingwes.automated bY an elec*onic

timer attached to the 'response apparatus.. :pea subject'sresponse on each trial

(that is, whether he/she pushed.the -."-elp or- the Hurt button) and -the duration..of

A

,
II-9

% that responsevIrP3autovatically recorded by an Esterline-Lngus pen recorder.
,.-

,._ . .

This deVice was attached theto so that the duration of a response could

be determined2With an accuracy of..1 second.

our scores were computed for. each subject on the basis of :elp-Hurtrespon-

see. (1) Frequency of 7utt and (2) rrecuency of 7elp responses consisted of

the number of times out of 20 trials -that ea

pushed. Subjects were instructed .to pu9124otit

push that button onlyecute. However, they Oete free to hold the

Hurt and the Help buttons were

e-button on each trial and to

T

long as qiley wished. In the cases of multiple button pushes per

first push: was counted. I:at/pie-responding was a rare occurrence.

button down as

trial only the

Duration and (4) Help-!Duration scores were the total -,aunt of time

two buttons wag depressed:over the 20-trials. Only the duration of

(3) Hurt-

each of the

the button)

pushes included in the frequenCy count for each button were added into total-
.

duration scores.

Validity indices. The measure was assumed to reflect potential for either

aggressive or prosocial .-- in vats case, helping or sup rtive behavior.

It'is,similat to the sanctioned-shock measures familiar from the Buss aggression

machine (Buss 19E1) and the 'learning-study" format employed'by Berkowitz in

many of his studies (e.g., BerkoWitz Geen, 1967). 'It- is .different from those

measures in a significant respect, however:

alternatives that would produce pain or injury to alters, but includes a more

it-,does not limit responding to

0
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positive alternative which the tnib,j14 is peifectI!I fre4"to ch

II -10- .

ourse

4 ,'

a third alternatilie-also existar not reSponding,dtall.. In oth worOs
: 0 '

.

(
.. ''

responses OA thiaileasure Ssiould:re4act sUbjecteo!' own interperbonal tendencies
. ,

'..- -'7244.

at the tiMe of testing. Lnd,'"aince:taitift 1,bilows-etposilie.to-typiC4 tele,
! .

,1 , 4

vision c4entent, 7.71elp,-:urt-TerforMace Should be avalidindicatdr of children's

interperaonal at ,that var. -typical Toil in their experience.

Liehertand anon <1972) int4air, study, of the effect of a brief televised
:,

:aggressiiiasequence,-ezed .hothJthe :elp-7_--urt measUre and-an,bbaertrational Mea-.
1,

,,

. sure of play with aggressive oys. -' They, found the same treatment differences
: ..' -

be seen kith.en m) oaNad seen the.a,,aressive scenes compared to those that

.
had :seen the nonaggressive scenes, with bbth measures. oreyever, the aggressive-

%

play 'situation, which did no Cinvolve h;second child, real or fictitious, also
d '

?

yielded sex and age interactions; indicatingthat 5-6. year old' boys showed `the

comparat effect much more Strongly than either year old girls or r-9

year ,ef either sex.

4itholighconaistent validity indieas for subjects across the age'range of

iildxF 7(a tested are-not availab for-either of the tvo measures alone, the
7L

use 6100t4-ef,them in all -tee studies enabled us to compare the redults.they
,,

j

yieldedjn our experimental .program. Thede conparisons will be made in the

disCuSsien of the research reports to follow in-Chapters 3, 4, and 5u
4)

:It

,O
I

,....

'

..)
, ..

pen palOtocedur a..

':The three s WieS:prOceeded according to the

Therev e varia ions,-of:Course, articUlarly.in
e

I- rl o
C'.14te5;- Jut or the most part, t.e major steps were the same.

Upn arrivial in the Classroomai\the'exiierimenter randomly assigned students

to- .several groUps. 1.n effort ttamaae to keep theJiumber of males and females

ipi 060-group proportional to.the number of males andjemales in the clas94- To
, .

same general format.

the .study described in'

134)4141



minitlitze Vie effects of particllar classrooms, the groups were randomly aRsigned

to different experimental conditions. In other words, a given classroom

0

,contributed er-dally to several.of the. conditions in therstudy., Details of tha

procedure for the three studies can be found in the chapters devoted io them

and in the allied appendices.

The'groups then sacedifferent videotapes played41:14 on a Sony CV-72200

videocorder-and-seen on a'19" black-and-white television monitor. Liter
s. . . .

.

.4.. ..-

viewing, the suejects were told thatthe experimenters wanted their help with
T, . " ,

..
. , .

several .tasks and that they would be divided ,into groups to Work on the tasks'

f
.

. ,. . . . .

simultaneously. They were then'randomly aeeigned to be tested according to one
...

of the two de
1

ndent ud surer, the Dehavier=Potential or the ::elp .-: :urt.

One male and one female from each of the, viewing groupq mete then asked to

help in a hearing study. Once they, were seated at the .1 p-Lurt response

appartus (described above,. pp. II-Off.); the-experimenter give them the

following instructions:-

You.are going to '.effs us by operating these.machines. As you cat

tee, each machine has one light at the top and two bqttons.below,
ones labelled :nio and e:e other labelled =T. ,Now, each of your
macilines is connected to a student in another' room who is taking -

a test. '1hen.a student '46akes a.mistake on the test, the light at'

the top of your machine will come on and stay lighted up for

awhile. 'The test,is hard so the person might make a lot of mistakes

,'and youi light might come'bn several tire; The test is difficult

partly becausethere is a background.noise going-on all the time

which is, distracting. The noise sounds like this. (E demonstrates

a recorded loo lei?rekirrltating noise.) For each time you see

the light-come on4 you must decide to push one of the two buttons.

If you push the idSbutXon,-the backgroudnoise-mhich-you hegrd

before wilVbecome muah louder. It will sound like this. (E

demonstrates,a recorded high levet irritating noise.) This noise

will hurt the person's<eers and make it more difficult for them

to ta!fe the test.' If yod push the greep button, the noise will
stop;completely. This-will help the person because he won't be

so: distracted. You can heti, the person a little by pressing the

green button for a short time while the light is on. You can help

him a lot by pushi the bu ton for a longer time. Cr you can

hdrt'the person a litt e y piessing the red button for a short

time, and hurt more by pressing for a-longer time.
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Lfterthe experimenter completed the instructions; he remained in the room, but

, 7

was seated with his back toward the subjects.
.

Bach subject's light then flhshed 20 tines, and they could depress

the Ilelp or the 7.Urt button, once on each trial The number of times each

..button was pushed and the length of time dtwas held downwereautomatically

recorded by anEsterline-Angus pen recorder attached to the-response box.

The remaining subjects in the condition groups from each classroom completed

the Behavior-7:otential measure. They were given the following explanation:

#01'1
I'll read dshort description of something that could happen'to-you.
Then I want-to know what you would do about it. Then I've read the .

1 description; I'll show some slides. ,Lech slide will have two"pic-

tures on it, one marked and the other marked B. Take your answer

sheet and circle L if picture L shows what you'd do,.and circle

if ,picture B shows what you'd do in the situation. Ile want to know

whit you really would do if it happqmpa"to you --,not what you think
, you should do. This is not a test; it is a survey. There Aren't

any right or wrong,answers. So please look only at your own paper:

Some of the situations might not 4Ound like something you would do
but we are using this survey with younger children as well as people

your Age andit is worded so thaveveryone can understand. You can,

only choose one picture, at a time, so please choose carefully.

Sometimes you won't want to choose.either picture, but please choose

one anyhow. There will be six slides for eaci situation. temember --

we want to know what you would do in each situation and not what you

think you giould do.

liter completion of both measures
,

subjects were asked if they had any'

questions about the procedures and their auestions were answered. Subjects

4

fA

then generally answered questions designed to assess their understanding of the

videotape they had viewed. .01der subjects typically responded in writing to

1

open-ended cUestVOns (e.g., "Mat did (the heroes) do to change Hick's mind?")... .

Younger subjects' questions had two fixed-alternative responses.

'nen- the Comprehension testing was completed, subjects were returned to

their ass:mows. Wore entire'procedure ordinarily took 45-50 minutes:
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)apter 3

Effects of Alternative odeled ZesponSes ..

) *1
to Thrtat Situations .,.. Study I

The chief tenet of observational learning theory -- that the learning=

disinhibition that occurs after viewing a model' is the result of the particMlar

behavior secuences which the model Has performed is also the premise of

-most research into the 'effects, of7television on children. The majv summary
.

. ,
.

of the.recentronnd of television-effects research '(Liebert, Heal, and-
1 ,

.
)

Davidson, 2:73). unequivocally attributes the effect of both aggressive and
. .

k

prosocial nodjls to the pa4 rtthular pehaviors the model elowed: 1:0wever., in

verycompleX presentations like television dirar.as, many other socially relevant

scenes and presentation stylescharacteristically exist along with the aggression'
e

Nmr'oCier social behavior by wq.Ach tke'Program is characterized. Aggression..

almost invariably exists in raplot that is generally action- :filled and exciting;

prosoctal'beaviors are often featured in slower-paced, quieter enter-
.

44(

tainment.' Conseruently, it is difficult to detirmine if it is the behavioral

model per se, or t7..e presentation style in which such models typically occur,

that is responsible for the effects that have been 4ecorded.

0.
good example of this confusion, between context-and modeled behavior

occurs in a valuable stildy recently reported by Friedrich and Stein (1973).

, They showed "diets" of television programs -1.. 'either aggressive, prosocial, or

neutral togroups of nursery-school children over a period of several

weeks. The results showed dramatic differences id the interpersonal pl6y and

self - regulatory behaviors of tae children in the Fontrasting groups. ..owever,

not only did the different types of behavioral models in their two Main "diets"

differ, but the context in which they were presented varied in waysthat might
.

rar.
This study was conducted in collaboration with Suzanne _asper Gecy.
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have influenced the results. For example, the Datman,and. Superman cartoons in

.11

the dggressive diet were attion-filled and exciting, while the prosocial diet

of Listerogers Oeighbarhood,prograMs was slavier-paced, quieter entertainment.'
4 S.

...

complexity of the prosocial programs may have influenced their results (Friedrich

, In addition; the.authors themselves note that the possibly greeter. subtlety and

Stein, 1073, p. 57). This "confounding" of models and contexts was mite

justified
9,

fi ed by the goals Friedrich and Steint:0 researc> program, b5t it leaves
r

tiopen the question of whether he general tenor of the prosocial presentation

or the modeling of prococial'behavior accOuntsfor the strningly different
.

behaviors that this 'diet" group showed in comparison with their aggressive-diet

counterparts.

Thisiss00: is especially releVant to assessing the effects of programs

that show nconaggressivet'but assertive coping reactions to problem situationsS.

Studies of aggression - modeling ~effects often involve stimuli in which the-model,

responds to a conflict or threat situation (Gerbner, 1972). nut neither

Laboratory experimen s-(Rosenhan, 1972) .nor television - effects studies in other

settings have examined the effect of prosocial models in these dramatic situa-

tions. Consequently, it is ossible that the effects of prosocial models may

not extend to situations that are tyiiical of aggressive programs. 'One reason

.fog this is that the provocation in such dramas may itself be arousing and thus

inimical to the prosocial behavior exemplified by the model. The work of

Tannenbam. and Gael. (16,5) lends credence to the possible. arousing effects of

provocation by showing an increase in affective-response by their subjects who

had just sedn a provocation depicted. Berkowitz's (Berkowitz Geen, 19C7;'

gnerhowitz Rawlings 1963) demonstrations of the performance-enhancing effects

of alleged .provocation for _an aggressive model behavior suggest
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. conclusion. Ln alternative possibility is that suCcessfUl prosocial responses
. t

to Aerricteeprovocation would enhance subseruent proaocial responding by viewers.

Davitnse (1952) classic demonstration of the effectiveness of training con-

structive responses to frustration, while not entirely analogous to prosocial

modeling in response to depicted provocation, nevertheless does suggest that a

source of arousal may energize whatever behavior has previously been learned or

disinhibited, whether through direct 'training or observationallUarning.

The first study in our program was designed to assess the impact of

particular yodeled behaviors, rather than their contexts, in the effects of

television dramatic presentations. L single television drama was ed(ted such

that the major -difference between two versions. was the response,.either''

aggressive or cOnstructive, to the same provocation. Llthough there was no

reason to expect developr.:ental differences in responses to these contrasting

versions, subjects at three age-levels were tested in order,to estirate the'

generality of effects across age.

1.117:03)

Cublects

he subjects Were fourth, tieventh, and, tent' graders from a suburban

1.1nneapolis school district. L11 students who had obtained written permission

participated. The 395 subjects were drawn from six classrooms at each of the

grade levels. They incluled 65 male and.: 71 female fourth graders (mean .

ege = 9 years, C,months; range = 9,4 - 11,0), 57 mile and 51 female aeventh

and 771tale and 64 femal tenth

The school district was

predominantly middle-class, and more than 95% of the subjects were white.

'graders (mean age,..43,0; range = 12,2 -

P
graders (mean age 16 11 range . 15,3 - 17,0.



Stimuli

L 22- minute action-adventure television program depicting an intense

interpersonal copfliCt was edited into two versions. The conflict centered on

poi ice captain who, while actihg as legel guardian for a young. boy, was framed

on a bribery charge by the boy's gangster uncle.- In the LggrebSien version thee

police captain responded to the threat by refusing to cooperate with invests --

gators, and by confronting the gangster himself. This version was distinctive

in that two scenes both involving fist-fielting and one involving gunfire were

included. In the Positive Coping version, the aggressive scenes were replaced

with three scenes a!iaTin3 investigators gathering clues and collaborating on a

solutiOn to the problem. =To aggression was includedgt Ldditional minor

variations ,occurred in the two versions in order to preserve dramatic continuity

in each. The basic threat-depicting scenes appeared in both versions.

Commercials were removed from the edited programs., L more dcailed summary of

the two versions appears in Lppendix D (Table D-1).

a
Control subjects saw documentary about ecological balance on the Lfrican

savanna. ,This program included-mo modeling of interpersonal behalgors. To

equalide the length of tapes,two commercials about the production and use of

energy were inserted in the control tape.'

Procedures
or

2tperimenters. Two white females. conducted the study. Each experimenter.

' ./.

was assisted by an equipment'operator who we's a milite female, and a white male.

24spure to 'the stimulus. The experimenter randomly divided the class into

two groups. each with half of the males and half of the females in the class.

To minimize classroom effects, the two groups from each classroom were randomly

assigned to some twoof the three conditions (Lggressive, Positive Coping,
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Control). The comprising of t:te three condition groups in this fashion is

4

illustrated in Lppendix D (Table D-2).

. (
ae6ponse measures. Lfter viewing, subjects were randomly assigned to

receive one of the two dependent.measures,.the DehavIor-Potential.er the '-help..
,

:urt. One male-1nd one female from each of the two cOnditions.in each class-

room were measured according to the 7.elp-turtyrocedure described inChapter II.
A

The remaining subjectsIn each condition responded to the Dehavior '.?otential

instrument. The number of'subjecti fn each condition at each 'Tirade level who

, .

were... tested by each of,the two measures is shown in Lppendix Dr (Table D-3).

'
titer the administration of these two Measure's-vas completed and subjects'

questions were.answered, all subjecteansweredquestions about the plot and

characters of the progral Copies of:' theAnstrumerits are shown,4in Lppendix D.

.R2SUITS

7111n the dramatic context is held constant, as in the two edited programs,'

both prosocial and aggressive models affect the behavi4 patterns of the children

who see them, and the effects are consistent with tii.e behavior of the' models.

Constructive coping .

Children were significantly more 11.1:ely to choose positive responses on

4
the mersure after seeing the,Constructive r.ding'program than after

either-the I.ggrestionorControl pr4ams. Prosocial response means are shown

inFigure 1. I_ three -way analysis of variance (sex ;: grade,:: condition) showed_

a significant effect of conditions on the number of 7elp responses' children

delivered (7=3.55, df=2.36, p Hewman-':euls comparisons of means

(liner, 19C2) indicated that children who viewed the Constructive Coping'

secuence' gave more :elp responses than children who viewed either the Aggressive
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or the Control programs (p C .05). _Since Aggression condition viewers did not

differ from Control subjects (p i .05), the condition effect was probably due to

the enhancing effect-of the Constructive Coping version on prosocial responses,

rather than the .d4leterious efiifect of the Aggressive condition. Parallel but

nonsignificant condition differences were found for the r.elp-duration resjionse

measure (7 < 1).

Preauency of ::elp responses increased with age (F=7.2-6, df=2435, Itc.005).
.

Uegman-7,euts comparisons of iieans shows that this effect is- primarily due tare

significant increase in aelping from'the fourth to- thetenth grades (.01).

Ceventh graders' helping tendencies are-not d fferent from either.older or
I

younger subjects' (p .05). 27.ow0er, there was no ovellil grade X condition
II

interaction. This grade trend was not'apparent A the .7elp-durat on measure

cl,

There were no sex differences on either the freauency or the du ation

indices of helping (II( 1 for-both).

Ho condition differences were apparent in the-Positive Coping responses on
tiC

6,

the Behavior Potential measure (F ( 1). The .only significant effects in this

analysis was for sex (F .5405,.df=1,323, p < .001), indicating that girls'

-1.

positive coping scores were significantly higher than boys', and grade (F=3.9-0,

df=2,323; p (.05) reflec Ing higatr'scores for seventh and tenth graders than
,k

fourth graders.

". Aggressive ,behaviors

Condition effects on aggressive- behavior scores were also pronounced, as

Figure 1 shove. Children who saw the Aggression program were Significantly more

aggressive than children in the Constructive Coping condition

<'.05), although the .aggressive- Control difference was'not significant (p >05).
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Thus, the-Condtructive_Coping condition,again appears responsible for)condition

.8
effects on both'frecuency of 7urt responses (F=3.55, df=2,36, 2 4..05) and the

:urt duration measure (17i11.54, df=2,36; p (.05. Vewpan-r.euls camper n of

.means indicated that fourth graders' scores on botl )freruency and duration were

Significantly lower then tenth graders' (p :0 but seventh graders were not

significantly different from either of the other age groups (p ) 'WA
t /

main effects or interactions appeared in analyses of the nelp-Thirt

Condition differefices (11d not obtain for. physical -- aggression. scores on the

iBehavior Potential measure(F=2.90, df=2,323, 2 .05). :oweTer, there was a

` significant effect of grade levels (F=10.37 df=2
7*
323 V

p ( .001), refl'ectirif a

pattern of means similar to the one reported above for freruency of 7urt apd

hurt duration measures. There were also sex differences in the behavior
9

Potential physical aggression/ scores. Girls cholie significantly fewer physical

.

aggression responses than-boys (F=153.42, df=1,323, p ( .00 )..
.

-

To summarize, showing a constructive response to threat apPears to

in-luence'strongly'e4ldren and teenagers' willingness to be supportive and

a Pful taenother person whom they can't see. It also significantly affects

their unwillingness to give hurtful, interfering ASponses. In Contrast,

viewing-at agg = ive response to threat does not seem notably influential-in

changing young viewers willingness to be either hostile or helpful. And

neither an aggr6ssivenbr a constructive model affected their choices of how they

would respond to hypothetical conflict situations._

,Lrousal

.Aate arousal is often thought td account for effects of :mass -media

'violence, an analysis was performed to determine whether the prosocial an
.

aggressive conditions were differentially arousing. If the positive coping

0903.5
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,version proved to be less arousing than the aggressive and neutral versions,

..- A
the contrasting effectsof the two programs might be attributable to the

differeniial arousal effects of the models, rather than to the specific
4..

disinhibition effects of their behaviors.

Consecuently4 an analysis of combined total duration of :elp and riurt scores,

.representing total bu ton-pushing,activity was ormed. This, procedure was

suggested by Liebert nd. Baron. (1972), who employed it.in the analysis'of-their

.
own ..'elp.,I:urt data. There was no difference between conditions' (F, < 1)_ on this .

. 1 ,
, .,

"activity index,' -indicating that conditib differences in response patterns
,

Iwere probably not an artifact of different total arApunts of responding.

scus s to 1 .

these results indicg/tethat modeled cOnstrulthve coping with provocation

disinhibits more general presocial,responding and inhibits aggressive responding,

while modeled aggressive responses to the sarie provocation have the-reverse
,

effect. Such findings strongly support the role of modeling in .the social

behavior effects of television, which pr@Vides_a variety of naturalistic social4.-
IY

models to childreA.

The most plausible explanation for the contrasting effects of aggressive

and protociai'mAdels is the disinhibitOry effects traditionally attributed to'
r

observational learning phenomena (Bandure,1965b, 1973). leither the effects

of context nor differential arousing effects of the two models:threaten this

interpretation. The former is precluded by the fact that context was,held

constant.; the two versions were essentially the. same except for differences in

modeled responses to provocation. ;she differen4al-arousal explanation is

implausible because neither of the -1.4feions engendered more response acIfvity

than the other. It ret ains that the aggressive and prosocial models had Akr
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specific disinhibit;cn effeCts on the response-categories most similar to then.

One of the most provocati'e findings in the study is the indication that

prosocial models may sometimes affect behavior more profoundly than aggressive

models. Both,"help and "hurt" response patterns primarily reflected the

enhancing effect ofthe Constructive Coping *ogrdm on prosocial behaviors,

rather than the aggression-facilitating effect of the Lggressive program.

These findings do not necessarily Conflict with the results o otherstudies

that show disinhibiting effects of aggressive?models relative to nonaggreseiVe

controls (Liel;ert & Darcin, 1972), and other" that show the deleteriOUs effeCts

of aggressivelnodels on ie12-regulation (Fr'edrich Stein, 1973). Compared

to the aggressive stimuli used in many othe studies the aggressionin our

Lggressive version was relatively weak. Since the aggressive'condition was

somewhat disinhibiting, it seems likely that the absence of significant

disinhibiting effects is,simply due to a conservative choice of aggressive

stimulus. -:_owever, this does not invalidate the conclusion that under many

naturally occurring conditions, prosocial' models may be draNOtically effective;

and typical television plots carry great potential for showing such instances:

. .1)1
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Chapter

Responses to Ambiguous Depictions

Of Aggressive Characters and Actions' -- Study II
*

The fact that modeled behaviors are-themselves important influences on

social behavioridoes not, mean that cont :t is an unimportant determinant of

modeling outcomes. As we said in Chapter 1, a large number of studies have

documented the modifying power of context, the studies of the role of depicted

motives for aggression and,the consecuences of it being the. primary example.

Another aspect of the context for televised social acts has been implicated,

but never convicted, in the varying effects of televised and real-life social

models. That is the extent to which various cues about motives and consequences

converge on an una:biguous inference about the model, or his behavior. For

example, an aggressor maybe presented uneauivocally as a "bad guy," or he.may

be a Inuea more elusiVe character; he may sometimes seem good, sometimes bad,

as "double-dealers" often do. In the first case, we can say that information

in the program "converges" on an evaluation of-the actor as\negative; in the

second, cues "diverge4 and leave a certain amount of ambiguity in tie viewer's,

mind.
,

. L. number .of laboratory modeling studies bear on the conclusion that, if

,

within the presentation there are divergent cues about the model's behavior;

the outcomes of social learning may be deleteriously affected. In genera4

studies (priMerily of non-aggressive behaviors) show that discrepancy between

what the model does and what he either sayd should be done or forces the child `

to do decreases modeling of nondeviant behaviors (Rosenhan, Fredetick, and

Burr9wes, 19T,; Stein, 1967). The minimal suggested hypothesis for soCial

*This study .was conducted in collaboration with Stephen .!!.. Zimmermann.
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learning of aggressive behaviors is that converging Information about the

,depicted behavior will facilitate learning and performance more than diverging

information will. A study by richt§ (196C.). supports this suggestion. ricks

studied the effect of a co-observer's sanctions on the observer's imitation of

aggression.' re found more imitation in situationrin which the model's,-.44

:behaviors were approved by the co-- observer than in those in which they were

disapproved. That is, the situations in which tine co- observer's verbal approval

for an action matched the ;:10dells performance of it elicited more performance

by the viewer than the situations wheraco-observers' verbalizations and models'

actions were mismatched.

Althbugh these studies merely suggest sometimes dysfunctional'ysfunctional aspects of

divergence within the context of modeled behaviors, they do enable some

predictions Abut modelingcoutcomes'under such conditions. For example, if cues

like motives and consequences scenes converge on the evaluation of an aggressor

and his behavior as positive, then disinhibition of aggression should occur;

if the cotlirergence-is toward a negative evaluation, then inhibition of

aggressive behaviors should occur. :owever, if divergence occurs in either°

direction, the original prediction is wealzened. game hints that an otherwise

"bad" guy ray, in fact, be good or effective siruldinalte disinhibition somewhat

r.4

more likely than if the for evaluation is unambiguous.

rh
The study reported in thiis-Shapter was designed to test predictions like

these. Ln action-adventure program that featured a very salient aggressive

sequence was edited into two versions. -In one version, motives and consequences

cues were unambiguously negative, while in the second version some scenes could
414

be. interpreted as positive information about the double-dealing aggressive

character. Generally speaking, we expected more disinhibitioft of4aggressive
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ambiguousbehavior for viewers of the Mcre yeraiOn.
. . ^ -

70ever, we elSo expected-thii adverse effect to be more pronounced for
..' ...!,

%punger viewers

k.
M.

ft-3 .

. -
than for older ones zithose approaching, adolescence, for instance.

,Our previous work has 'indicated that there is age-related improvement in

' children'S ability to recognize and use information 'relevant to social

udgments (Collins* 1970, 1973b; Collins Beindt, ness, in press; Leifer et al.,

1971). Furthermore, as children approach adolescence, they also appear to

increase In their ability to perform the intellectual tasks involved in
0.

..,

weighing contradictory information (Elhind, 1957; Inhelder & Piaget,.1950;C.-
.

I&eel,. 1965). ConseOlenily, for the younger of the tuo'agegroups in this'
, .

study, ,second graders, we expected to find rat'aer marked differences in

.viewing aggiessivenesit bettieen the viewers of convergent and divergent Versions

of the program; but we did not expect to find significant differences between

tl.).e two 'viewing groups at the older Age level6Sixth grade).

r-

IpTzop

Subjects

Subjects were 34 boys and 72,girls from the second (mean age . 0 years,

,

1,month;- range = 7,7 4 0,5) and sixth (man Age = 12, 1; range = 11,7 -. 13,5)

grades of two,suburban inneapolis public schools.. Uumber of subjects per gracle

and condition are shown in Lppendix 13 (Table E-3).

Stimuli

Tie stimulus' film consisted of edited versions of a popular police-
.

'g

achrentur television program. The story'involved a rookie police officer's
1.

search some guns stolen by a group of young demonstrators. -In his search,
. ..,

. . .

the police officer kills a member of tile demonstrator group, and is later,takent,..,

.,00040 4
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%into custody -!by el,e police. ,

7' rile convergent stifriulus film was edited to provide motivation and conse-
.

quences for an aggressive act that were judged-to, be negative by the experi-
-

.Menters. The Negative motivatIons.coneisted of expressions made by the-rookie

police offiCer desirtng to."get rid Of" the yoUng demonstrators. The negative--

conse*uences conssted of the police officer being tried and then taken away

a police car.

The divergent stimulus film was edited.to provide a more complex .portrayal

of the main elaracter's motivation and consecuences to an aggressive.. act., It

A included cues nhich Were both positive and negative. otivations again included

. .

egessions made by the rookie police officer desiring to "get rid of" the,young

demonstrators but also included overtures of friendship toward them.

sequences included showing the rain character being taken away in a police car

followed by a policp captain's expressions of ignorance regarding what would

.happen to .the rookie officer., Detailed.summaries of the two version appear in

Lppendix E (Table :7-1).

neither thepotivation or

either condition, so that-tl.ey

Of aggression.

consequence scene were judged aggressive in

did not provide an alternative behavioral model

I

Control subjects savra nonaggressive nature film about Lfrican wildlife.

This program was thesame as the control stimulus in the previous study. Each

of the three films was about :15 minuteh long.

procedures

The general procedure described in Chaptier II was followed. The subjects

in each classroom were randothly assigned to one ef the three conditions (see

Lppendix L, Table 3-2). They- viewed either the Cohvergent or Divergent program
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or the Control tape;oand they were subsequently tested either with the I1elp-nurt
4

or the behavior Potential measure. Z. breal:down of number of subjects in each

gyade and condition who were, tested wibk each measure, can also be found in

Lppendix '(Table

Interviews. Lfter Completfon of both' measures sublecta-in-the Divergent

%

and Convergent conditions.answered questions designed to assess their under

standing Of'the videope they had viewed and their evaluations of the actors

and the aggressive action. L copy of 4the interview schedule. and questionnaires

are shown in Lppendix 3. Control subjects answered questions about their
,

television viewing habits and .preferences
;

sy

then the comprehension 'testing was, completed, subjects were returned. to.

their. classroov, The entire procedure took 45-50 minutes.

RESULTS'

The contrast between the ambiguoup and unambiguous contexts for aggression

produced strilcing,Ontrasts in children's willingness to be aggressive them-
.

selves.

'oressive behavi

An analysis of variance (

O
A

: grade condition) for the 7urt.du ation

measure revealed a significant effect of condition 0=4.101 2 74, < .05).

L Hewman-:euls comparison of means showed that subjects in the Divergent

Condition were significantly more aggressi4e than either Convergent condition
.

subjects (Jo <.05) and Control subjects (2. < ,.05). Ls can be seen in Figure'2,

complexity of cue portrayal in the divergent condition apparently did confuse- ;

viewers, and with the result that their tendency to deliver substantial

aggressive responses. on the Help-7urt measure was. enhanced.
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The contrasting conditions did not affect the frequency with which Iurt
-

responses were chosen, however. Ilthough the mean Prequency. of nurt:responses

for the Divergent condition is slightly larger than the 'number o -nurtsdelivered

in either the Convergent or Control conditions, it is not significantly so

\

There were no grade or sex effects for either the frequency\or nurt-duration

",

measures. noweNr, there was a significant sex 17. grade interaction on the

frequency of ntt measure (17.31.97, df=1,74,E<.05), indicating that fAcond-
.

o

grade boys were more aggressive than the rest of the subjects.

Contrary to riredictionthe grade condition interaction was not

significant for either the two hurt scores, or for the physicalaggression

scores from the Behavior Potential measure (p ) .05 for all scores). neither

were there other significant,,main effects or interactions in the analysis/of

Eshavicr Potential aggression scores.

.Q47,pitive coping scores
11

llositivecoping scores were of considerably less interest in this study than

in the previous one, since there was no reason to expect that the two versions.

of the program we presented. would affect degree of positive responding. In

fact, the data indicate that it did not. Uone of the main effects of interaction&

Were significant in the analyses of either frequency or duration of nelp scores,

with one exception. The sen grade levelsinteraction was a significant factor

1 in the analysis of frequency of ::elp scores (P 4.34, dfF1,74, p .05).:, It

indicated that Sixth-grade girls' positive responding was substantially lower

than othersubjectss.
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The data provide persuasive evidence that the ambiguity with which a

character is portrayed affects the. influence of his actions on the actions of

others. It probably does so because presenting conflicting or divergent cues

about the motives and conseruences of a character weakens the modifying effects

that a less ambiguous set of cues would have on the impact of,an observed model.

:le reach this conclusion because our Convergent version was effective in

preventing disinhibition of aggression; cildren'whO saw"this program were no

more aggressive tan those who saw the nonaggressive Control documentary. But

the children who saw the Divergent version were .substantially more "hurtful"

than the Control or the Convergent version viewers, indicating that,the

inclusion of a few scenes implying that the aggressor was a "good guy" and the

deletion of some negative ,cues less strongly modified the effect of the model

than a unambiguous presentation did.

This conclusion' holds for both second and sixth graders, despite our expec-

tation that the older subjects would be bore impervious to the contrasts

between the two versions. One possible explanation for this is that the

contrast between the two versions was such a strong one that even much 2lder

viewers would have been ambivalent about the hero in the Divergent condition.

That is, our editing may genuinely have made him a character whose motives,

Hwhile confused, could have been interpreted as valid. To get evidence on this

speculation We asked a college student sample to tell us whether the main

character and his actions were good or bad, and why., Their eval ations were

"siTlilar, regardless of whether they saw the Convergent or Divergent' version:

they saw him and his actions as essentially negativf. The possibility that the

likelihood of such a conclusion is relatively, small at sixth grade, but increases

markedly by young adulth od is still a Feal one, however.
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Chter 5

Pesponse to 7°6 eying minders

Of the "i:essage" of the 2rogram ,-- Study III

The importance of demotic context as "modifier" of the effects of

televisied social behaviors themselves is clear, both from the laboratory,

studies reviewed in Chapter 1 and from the results of our et:10.1.er research
ti

(Collins, 1973b; Collins, Berndt, -C.::ess,' in press). But ij7also seems likely

that comprehending the behaviors of models in terms of the relevant context is

sometimes difficult and may depend, amongother things, on the cognitive

maturity of the Viewer4oruch of the background Me: for this series of studies

(reviewed in Chapter 1) suggests that children are more or less skilled in this

way, depending upon their ages. Furthermore, it suggests that the'forMat or

- presentation style, of the program may make it more or less difficult for young

viewers to aclievethe mature understanding that television producers -- and

parents -- assuPe for them.

This point 3,788 most dramaticLly documented in the study (Collins- 1973b)

in which the interpolation'of- television commercials between the motive,

aggression, and consequence scenes produced disinAbition of -aggression for

third grade viewers, but not for Six and tenth graders. This effect showed up.

in comparisons of groups who saw either this Separation version-or a version

in which commercials did not disrupt the crucial plot' sequence. Lpparently,

the interruption made the. task of relating motives and consequences to the foc Ark.,

aggressive scene more difficult; and third graders, unlihe.the older viewers,

siMply found the added burden of temporal separation of the relevant scenes

too great to overcome. iley couldn't associate negative native and consequences

*.
This study was conducted in collaboration with Alen 7:eniston.

)
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with the aggression. Therefore, aggression stood alone for theia as a model of

b

behavior,, unmodified by negative motive and consequence.cues.

Unfortunately, there was no aderuate way to test this.explatation in the

data for that study. But ii-seema likely that, if t'ae effect was indeed due -to

interference th the third graders' relating of motive and consequences cues to.

the aggressive scene, we should be able to help them overcOm that difficulty

by supplying the missing relationships. In other. words, if we,"remind" them

of the connection between. the aggressor's action and his motives and the

consecuences to him, they should show inhibition to the same extent as third..

graders who saw an_ uninterrupted version of the seqUenee.in the first.place.

This third study in our research program, then, had two goals: (1) to

replicate-our finding thattemporal separation made a difference in third

k
.

graders' behavior after watchingarkaggrersive program, and (2) to confirm our

explanation for this effect of temporal separation by showing that it could

be reversed with a reminder" of the crucial causal sequences in the plo,t.

Consequently, we showed edited versions of the same aggressive television drama

used in the earlier study to third and sixth graders. '7e then either reminded

them of the votive -- aggression -- consequences sequence, or we said nothing to them

about the 8110W. /i!8. expected to replicate the effect with third. graders in the

latter group, but to "wipe out" group. differences with the "remindtd" group.

ts

131":0D.

Subjects

One hundred ninety-five thildten froii third and sixth grade classes 'Ware

tested in Eay. and Junei 1974. 'Third graders' mean age was 9 years, 1 month

(range = 0.7. 10,10); sixth graders', 12 years, 2 months (range = 11,5 -

-The children were almost exclusively white, 12iddle class students drawn from

c-`
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two public elementary schoolsin a suburban LInnesota community. Table F-2 gives

a bree:down of the subjects used by condition, sex, grade, and dependent measure.

Ctimuli

The same edited dramatic television program used in Collins' earlier (1973b)

study was employed. The program involved a criminal aggressing against Federal
. .

agents who were trying to arrest him. for extortion and murder. It was edited

for two purposes: (1) One purpose was to permit clear predictions about the

behavioral effects of the content. Ault judges identified a single aggressive

scene for which both motivation and consequences were judged to be negative.

The scene involved the criminal hitting and shooting the Federal agents, who

had confronted him with damaging evidence. The negative motivation was judged

to be intent to harm them in order to escape from justice. 'The negative con-4

sequences consisted of the'criminal falling to his death while running from the

scene of the aggression. The sequence was retained as the sole instance of

.
aggression in the 'program, so that the modifying effeCts of both motivation and

consequences: scenes were presumably operating in the same dire-atom-, Veither

the' motivation nor the consequences scenes were themselves rated as aggressive

so that they did not provide alternative behavioral models of aggression;

(2) The second purpose was to. manipulate the degree of temporal separation

between the motivation and consecuences. the Separation version, a 3-minute .

commercial secuence was inserted between motivation and aggression scenes;

CT-
a similar sec_dence was inserted between aggression and consequences scenes. Tn

the Ho Separation version, tiCe commercials were placed in two other parts of

the tape; the motivation- aggression- consequences scenes were temporally

contiguous. The commercials were nonaggressive conventional advertisements for

Products such as food and automobiles.
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The, plot ofthe original_ edited versions, which is described in detail in

Lppendix F, wascaot codified for the present study. :owever; since passage of

time and repeated use had resulted in sortie deterioratioi of the quality of the'

master'videotapes, effortswere made to improve their technical qualities

(e.g., sound and .picture reproduction) by replacing distorted portions with

duplications of the technically best segmentiOof the original tapes.

Tze same non violent documentary show used in Studies I and II served as

tae. stimulus for the Control group. :t depicted animal life on the Lfrican

savanna.

Procedure

__Experimenters. The ekperimenters were tiro whiteIemale and two white male

graduate students; a third white male student occasionally assisted.. Oneof

the female experimenters always supervised administration of the 3ehavior

op?Potential measure, and the other female c ducted the 2elp-7Urt test. Yale Es

perforthed mostly technical and.supervisOry functions, such as preparing and

operating equipment, conducting children to and from classrooms, etc., althoUgh

one of them occasionally assumed the administration of-the :Yelp-airtprocedure.

13xposure_to stimuli. Procedures followed the general outline in Chapter 2.

Children were randomly assigned to conditions (Table r-1). Typically, one group

of eight subjects at a time viewed one o% the television programs on a 19"

black-and-white teletion monitor"

Polloutag viewing, the eleperimenter "reminded" children in half the

Separation and half-the Vo 3eparation groups of the aggression and the associated

motives and consequences-in the following fasHion:

01:, that's the end of the show. In the program you just saw,
a man named rex was trying to take over a cement company. ,:e
killel some,men and was also trying to hurt the woman who

ii
- ,
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owned the comprmy. Sore secret governrent agents told Lax
that they had evidence the police could use to arrest him.
ex tried to get the evidence and run away. : :e hit the agents

many times and shot at them tkeep from being arrested for the
bad things he did. At the endi_Lax fell onto a conveyor belt
that carried hir into a cement mixer, and he was killed:

-e-!fter t t, all tae people who worked for Lax were also arrested
and sen to jail for their crimes.

In the r ainder of the experimental groups and in the Control group, the

,

experimenter asked the children to wait while she WorAd with the ecuipment.

She occupied herself ulth this activity for approximately the same period of time

-that it toolrto deliver, the reinstatement message to the other groups (About oae

' minute).

Administration of dependent meapures. 7alf the subjects from each group

were then taken by a-male experimenter to another roan where the 7eLp-Hurt

measure was administered. The remaining subjects stayed in the same roc' and

responded to the behavior Potential measure.

Attitude cuestionnaire. In an essentially exploratory attempt to examine

attitudinal correlates and/or effectt of the different presentations of televised

.violence, a short (ten.item) attitude questionnaire was administered. The items,

which are s'_ m' `mere drawn from three scales used by aominic1.-.

and Greenberg (1972atell.neMeasures were obtained one to three weeks prior

to the experiment proper by administering the ten items to the children in

their. classrooms at school. The items were given again after the ]ehavior

otential. or =help-7urt Measures had been obtained. To .reduce the similarity of

the two questionnaire administretions, ten additional (and unrelated) items
/

were randomly mixed with the original- items.

Interviews. Folloviiilg the attitude questionnaire, about half of the

,

subjects who completed the 7.eip-.:uLt----p ocedure were interviewed.. 7e were

interested in their understanding of ne motives and consequences for the
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aggressive scene, theis evaluation of characters and th actions, and whether

separation of scenes had distorted understanding. ,TheAnterview schedule is 1

shown in Lppendix F..

411P

Z2SULTS

Fo summarize briefly, the data obtained failed to provide support for the

major predictions of the study.

The- finding of Collins' (1g73b) earlier' study, that third graders were

adversely affected by temporally separating motives, actions, and consequences

scenes by 16mmercials was not replicated. Ls Tables F-3 through F-6 show, no

significant grade 2 condition interaction was 'obtained either for scores

derived from the :Ielp-Thrt procedure or for the physical aggression score on

the Behavior Potential measure (F's range from less than 1 to 2.20). nowever

when phyelical aggression and verb 1 aggression scores on the Behavior

Potential are combined the analysis of,variance (sex grade X condition)

yields a sipificant interaction((F=4.09, df=4,73, p < .01); but the pattern

of means deviates from previous findings and from present predictions as

Figure 3 shows. The interaction reflects a failure of the replication attempt

and, consequently, a failure to support our expectation that the reinstatement

conditions would "wipe out'. differences between 6eparation and Do Separation

conditions at the third grade level.

Boys were more aggressive than girld on all dependent measure scores, and

third graders were glerally more aggressive than ,sixth graders (Ps can be

found in the tables in Lppendix F). There were no interactions in the data

from any analysis, except for the grade X condition interaction reported above.

I

AnalySis of the attitude questionnaire data and the results of the inter-'

views, in relationship to the behavioral data, have not been completed. :owever,
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since there, is a general absence of findings f om the behavioral scores alone,

the planned analyses are not promising.

DISCUSSION

The single significant finding of interest; graphed in Figure 3, ie.really

more illustrptive than illuminating. It is apparent that,' among the,third

grade students, reinstatement heightened, hot reduced, aggression as measured

by the physical + verba'. aggression score. !pang sixth graders, reinstatement

did produce some,inhibition of ag ession but there was also a peculiarly

,high level of aggression in the No-Sep ration-No einstatement coriditiontvbere

aggression-scOres should have been cu 7ithout further belaboring

details, it is clear that a strictly c nitive-developmental, social-learning

hypothesis cannot account for these i dings; no single consistent influence

appears to be operating either...across grades or,across viewing-experiences.

Considering the data from all scores together, it seems very likely that this

single significant result iwrandom, or at leaSt spurious.

NoWever, expiated sex and grade differences hold up for analys of scores

basedton both measures.-.Thus, it is difficult to attribute rand ess in the

data /o invalidity or lack of sensitivity in the measures. It is more likely

that one or more faulty experiiental procedures accounts for the strange

outcomes. Our experimenters reported that, despite our attempts to provide a

technically adequate stimulus videotape, children often said they had not been`

able to see what happened in the program. rerhaps some interaction of their

'confusion or frustration over this difficult viewing situation and the particular

wording of our "reminder" message produced reactions that we had not expected

and cannot straightforwardly account for. 7e anticipate further research to

test the important hypotheses that we tried to attack in this third study.



Chapter C

Discussio2

.

slow that we have .described the three studies in our research program,

some comments should be made both on the)i-etical and methodological points and

on the practical ramifications, of the findings. Sinee sane readers will

Undoubtedly be concerned about one, but not both, of those consideratipns, we

have partially separated them. In this chapter we will speak to the theoretiCal
..

and technical concerns of readers; in the next, Chapter 7, we will, summarize

andcomment on the result#.

The results.of the present studies both support and -qualify the thesis

behind the bulh of research on the effects of real-life and televised models
. c-,- . . .

of social behaitc; It supports them by confirming the 'power of models .der se

to influence. children's behavior. The impact of aggressive models has received

ayhe most attention in the past, but in Study I we showed that positive social

behaviors lihqrarhstructive coping with conflict may be potent alternatives

to the range of aggressive behaviors with which television characters typically

respond to difficult situations.

;:..t.,t the *Amp th/is4emonstration of the powerful effect of model d

behaviors .themselves in no way diminishes the role of the thematic ..context in

which they are shown. In fact, a major goal of our research has been to

elaborate notions about t levision effects in terms of the modifying influences

of context on the effect f behavioral models. In Study II, we reported
:1g4

evidence ,that programs that: unambiguously portrayan aggressive actor as having

undesirable motives avid eel suffering negative cont4quences clearly modify the

effect of an aggressive model in the'direction of inhibition. On the other

hand, if portrayal is more ambiguous -- if there are scenes in,which the actor
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seems to have more desirable motives and in which the consequencea'are less

explicitly presented --'disinhibition is more li! :ely; the modeled behavior is

enhanced, rather than countered.

The results of both these studies are quite consonant with the idea of a

cognitiverediator, which we presented in Chapter 1. In our view the effects

Q

of a televised social model on viewers later social behavior is determined by

the evaluation of the model and tl-ISNbehavior that become-attached to a repre-
.

sentation of that behavior in the viewer's mind. Such evaluations usually involve

basic social information, such as the motives behind a behavior and the conse-

quences of it, that is portrayed in the plot. In the study comparing prosocial
n

and aggressi7aimodels, the effect of both types'of tehaviors was enhanced by
,u.

the positive motives and consecuences that accrued to the models. In the

ConvergentDivergent cues- study, ,the ambiguous information about the model in

one version did not counteract' the effect of the aggressive model while the

negative cues in the Convergent version rendered the model ineffective.
0

Llthough additional dontrol groups Would be needed,to confirm this interpre-

tation of the Study II data fully, the evidence suggests that-the explanation is

.a plausible one.

-Unfortunately, our attempts to obtain further evidence for the cognitive

r :ediator hypothesis in Study III were unsuccessful. The study was designed to

show thq,t disinhibition of aggression after viewing an aggressive model

accompanied by negative motives and Oonsecuences indicates an inadequate

cognitive,laigator. If an tdequate one empissizing the negative cues associated

with the aggression, were explicitly formulated, the effect of the aggressive

model saould be counteracted. In fact, we found that there was no consistent

effect of the cognitive mediator we provided. .Athougl tha content-of this
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"reminder" was probably faulty (it apparently reminded viewers of the aggression,

without strongly. associating it with the negative modifying cues), it*leaves

us unable to'report that the strategy, of "reinstating" the cognitive mediator

:D 'four subjects whO may not, Lave been able to construct it for themselves has

, been demonstrably successful. Further research effOrts may still document its
t

validity, however.

"Even more surprising was the absence of the age effectsliat the previous .

work has shown and implied. Although children of ate least two age levels

participated in each study,' we found little evidence thst the conditions of our

studies made some difference at younger ages, but not older ones. Of course,

we did not anticipate an age-related finding in the study of prosocal vs.

-aggressive models (Study I); there was no reason to expect that cbildren!p

age-related capabilities would make them more susceptible to one kind of model

.
. .

.-
than toanother. :owever we had expected that children of different ages.

would react differently in the studies in which he context of modeled acts

was varied. For example, the contrast-between Convergent and divergent versions

of an aggressive progravv(Study II) was expected.to affect the responses of

second, but not sixth, graders. Ls we have already suggested, we suspect that

our particular stimuli may have been responsiblje for a false negative on this

point. In other words, the contrast was apparently such that even the oldest

children responded differentlytg the two programs. Different contrasting

stimuli might very. well produce the differential age effects we had eXpected.

cs,

:owever, despite the ages- resistant contrast they present, there is no reason,

to expect thatthe two edited versions are unrepresentative of typical tele-

vision fare. -Thus, it is striI71ng ilat children aa.old as sixth graders .

responded differently when a relatively ""mixed" message about the aggressor was
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presented, both for theoretical.and'practiCal readont., 'Perhaps these children

,.. .

4"
are more'influenced by subtly presented negative characters than most adults

realize:

The main effects of age present a different. kind of interpretation problem.

r
Llthough Study II'only yielded a significant age difference in overall

aggression on one of tae 2ehavior Potential scores (Physical Verbal ggredsion),

both Studies I and III yielded a.nuber of age-related differences in behavior

scores. In particular, StudyIi in which we intended
.
to assess the extent of

correspondence between the 7.7.elp-,:urt"and Be'ilavior Thtential m4Ssures; showed

marked age changes on both aggression and prosocial indiees. :Icstrever, the

scores, based on tae':elp-:urt measure and.taosebased on Behavior Potential
.

responsets shoved contrary age trends.'-LggressiOn 'scores declined And prosocial

'scores increaeed.over age on.2elp-EUrt-indice(4' bul the opposite was true for
4

/\
the paysiCal aggression and positive coping stores based on the Behavior

Potential. These incongruent patterns, combined with the general lack of

correspondence between findings, from the tOo measures (see.Lppendix G), suggests

. r

that, at .best, they are tapping different`. dimensions of the Children's

responses to television content.

There is no firm basis on which to.caooile between the two in terms of

_validity or appropriateness for the Problem we were attacking. Conceptually,

hoth.are relevant -- -one, in the seCee of its eliciting responses in a wide ti

0 -

range of threatening hypothetical. situations; the other, in the sense of its
.

tapping general willingness to display hostility or benevolence when there sire

no apparentsanctions for one behdvior.er the other. The fact that the 2elp-
.

.10
meastre appears to lave been sensitive to the variations in aspects

television content in which 11;e9wtre interested obviously gives it an edge in
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our review of the data. It is further bolstered by the fact that its use in

different studies (e.g.,.Ctudies I and III) produced similar age patterns, and

. w

in Study III there were sex differences that were consonant with tl:.e ample

evidence that bbys are more aggressive than girls.

Assuming that the :?Ip-:urt measure provided valid indices of social

behavior -- indices that predict-the likelihood of either aggre'ssive or
, .

prosocial behavior, the results cl theetudies represent a remarkable degree)

I- A %
of generality in the effects of ttle various television programs,4shd. For

, .

i

example, in the case of Study I,! tae f.nding that a Constructive coping model

sitnia% tly increased the incildence of helping behavior demonstrates generality

from one dimension of prosaialibehaviOr to another. Constructive coping iji a

considerably different prosoci 1 response than helping, yet the effect of the

constructive coping model was (strongly apparent on our rather benign measure

Of voluntarily helping, a ,peer Similar comments can be made,about the effect
a

of,ohysically aggressivepodel on the willingness to hurt apother person from
..

whom there has been no prov cation. Yet it is still desirable to see!: further'

tests of the effects of social models andithe impact of context on behavioral

outcomes with measures thar permit a'varib\ty of both prosocial and less socially

/ . \

desirable responses. Ln Observational reasure
/

such as Friedrich and Stein's
/ .

(1973) is conceptually ideal, but is not feasible for use with.aubjects as old L.

and as varied in age as/ours. Future research On'this and other aspects of the

social-behavioral effects of Ilevision should attempt measures that adequately

challenge the generality of their findings.

In the meantime, the present evidence suggests that severalftspects of

actual'action-adventure television programrAng can and do influence children's

behavior over the short range. Depending on the model and the context in which
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,\

the model appears, the influence. may be toward enhanced,prosocial behavior,

heightened aggressive tendenci,e6 or little change from normal incidences of a

range of behaviors, In short, sopecto o2 television content direct and

intensify children's-behavior-1n socially important ways. Our future efforts

should addrestthe vsktiety of possible effects as a function of what television

brings 'to th© child andirof te capabilities the elild brings to television.

di V

6

0

A
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;Chapter 7

/..spects of Television Content

aa,11 Children's Social Behavior

The effect of television on children has long been /studied in a very global

way -- neither4discriminating among the aspects of content that may be respon-
,

sible for television effects, nor considering the possibility that children of

different,ages may, react to the same content in different ways. 'The present 'It,

/research focused on considerations such as these.
. .

/
.

Three studies were carried out. 'Each one dealt with an aspect Of typical

adult television content believed to be relevant to effects on children's aocial

behavior:

In Study I, an action - adventure . television program in which a characterq

t
reputation and loved ones were threatened was edited into two versions. In one

the hero responded to the provocation with pSjrsical aggression; in the o

with constructive efforts to solve his predicament. !le were interested in the

effects of a non-aggressive alternative to the aggressive models that

appear in such dramatic situations.

In Study II, we focused on the effects of ambiguity in the dramatic context

for modeled aggressive behavior. In one version, the aggressive actor was

presented as unequivocally' ;bad". In the other, he was presedtted in standard'

"double-dealer" fashion; some scenes made him seem good, others ad.,7e

expected the latter version to lead to more aggressiveness in the children who

viewed-it, particularly the younger ones.

Finally, in Study III, we attempted to -.use previous findings that the

dramatic conteA in which aggression appears can modify the negative effects a:

aggression. :le supplied a -reminder" to children who may not have understood
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the modifyihg cues themselves in the hop that the modifying effects would take
. .

hold that way. 4gain, we expected that younger', less competept, children would

benefit more than older ones.

To an appreciable exten , we found evidence for our notions about the

effect.of various aspects of television content. First, we found that a character

wIro employs constructive coping strategies in response to threat is EIS effective

as -- and may 'eve even more impact than a character who employs violent*

responses. The effectiveness manifested itself in the willingness of children

C-
who saw the construct ive coping model to be helpful and supportive toward an

unseen peer who was doing a problem solving- task. Children who saw an

aggressive response to the same provocation tended to be more "hurtful" or

hostile toward peers in the same situation. These tendencies were true not only

of the young fourth -vaders we tested, but of adolescents -- seventh and

telp graders -- as well. Such evidence should bolster efforts to porray.

responses other than aggression in dramatic conflict situations in television

action-adventure programs. It also makes it all,the more worthwhile to do so,-

because our evidence reiterates the enormous power of behavioral models -- of

whatever kind. The effect of seeing constructive responses to conflict is not

likely to be'negated by the dramatic provocation itseLf. If these conflict

scenes are arousing, our results suggest that the arousal energizes constructive

responses and, perhaps, makes them even more impactful than the more typical

aggressive responses.

Dut at the samatime the fact that prosocial models of behavior can

effectively replace more typiCal aggressive models in certain types of plots

S

does 'not diminish the role that the -context for aggression or other social

models prays in tei2visio-aeffects-on children. Eany tudies provide'evidence
'
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that the motives and consecuences cues that accompany televised modeleck

behaviors modify. the impact of the actor and action with which it is associated.

Our pun previous work has shown that the :modifying effect of context ,is also

subject to.childrens abilities to understand the context-behaVior-complex at

different ages.

In fact, the second rajor finding of our program was that the ambiguity of

the information about actors and actions' strongly modifies the influence those

actions have on children-viewers. In particular, if t'he plot is contructed

so that the aggressor is clearly, unambiguously, presented as a "bad" guy with

reprehensible uotives and a negative comeuppance, children are much less likely .

to be influenced by his aggressiVe°behavior, than if there are ambiguities in the

presentation. In other words, if there is root: to see him as possibly good and

attractive, his aggression is likely to have some impact, compared to the
o

situation-lin which. he is unambiguously "bad". !.gain, this finding was true-for

children as young as second'graders and as as sixth graders. Fuch to our

durpribe,aixth graders could not see through the "double-dealing" of the

aggressor any better than the second graders could. This suggests that their

comprehension of many "bad portrayals may/be lfssadecuate than many

adults think.
/

The, evidence tie gathereid. is persuasive for several reasons. It bears on

typical aspects of television fare produced for .adults, but consumed in Large

amounts'by children of many ages. It reflects an attempt to check the

generality of the impact of these_content aspects across a range of ages and

viewing skills, and it employed a measure (the7e1p7:urt measure). which tested

.the Generality of effects of physically aggressive and-constructive coping

models by tapping aggressive and prosocial tendencies sot evhat removed from the
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particular behaviors displayed inthe television programs.

Lt the same time, there are limitations to our'Conclusions. Despite the

attempt to'test generality, Our measure was still 'bated in the rante,bf

social behaviors the children could engage in. Furthermore, its lack of

correspondence with a siippleMentary paper-and-pencil measure of aggression and

positive coping in hypothetical situations was disappointing and difficult to

explain. moo, we tested children after a. single exposure .to a particular

television program and, consequently, can say little about how a prolonged

"diet" of programs with these same characteristics might, affect viewers of

different ages -- nor can we speak to the

dinerent characteristic content types.

possible effects of a mixture of these

Uhat we den say is that-certain important aspects of typical television

prOgrams (-mite clearly affect children's willingness to help and4lurt other

children over the short term. This is true of children as old as elementary

school students and adolescents. The ramifications of the processes that must

go on to produce such effects are potentially useful, both for parents and other

persona responfible for the welfare O children, and also for the media

professionals who prepare and transmit these "agents" of socialization into our

homes.
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E'S INSTRUCTIONS - BEHAVIOR POTENTIAL

E1' SAID:

We are interested ih finding out today how people your age feel about different

things that happen to them. So. we are going to ask you some questions about some

things that could happen to you. The first thing we'll do is pass out an answer.'

, sheet to everyone.

Older Ss

Please fill out the top of youraanswer sheet with your name, age, school, and sex.

We are not particularly interested in your name but we need some way to keep the

answer sheets separate so you can just put your first name and the first initial

of _your lasit name at the top of your sheet.

Younger Se

Let's begin by having you put your first name and the first letter of your last

name at the top of your sheet. We are not particularly interested in knowing your

name but we need some way to keep the answer sheets ,separate so your first name

and the first letter of your last'name will do that. On the next line circle

"BOVf you are a boy and "GIRL" if you are a girl. Now put the name of your

school on,the next line. Just write (ahbrelhation). On the next line write

(nuOer of the grade you're in).5n the bottom, line, write the date of

your hirthtthe ionth, day, and year that you were born.

,

OKI, now this is what e are going to do. I'll read a short description of somethi

that could happen to Then I want to know what you would do about it. When

I've read the descript '11 show some slides. Sach slide will have two pictur

on it, one marked .A and t er marked B. Take your answer sheet and circle A

if picture A shows what you' circle B' if picture B shows what you'd do in

the situation. There are two itOfor us to practice with. They're labelled P1

and P2 on your answer sheet. HerNAheaituation for ??1:

"A new family moves into your neighborhood. Which would you rather they had, a

son or a daughter? Would you prefer they had a son. o a daughter?" (show slide).

Take your pencil and'circle either A or B by P1 on yo r.answer sheet.

OK, here's, the next situation:,

I .

"You come home froM school. Which would you rather do, smoke a cigarette or eat F

cookie ? -" Take your pencil and circle what you'd do.
I-

.

Let's,go on to some more situations. Remember, I'll read a description of somethi

Th; that could happen to you.' Then I want to know what you would do about it. You 1(

-I at the slides and mark on the answer sheet the one that shows what you would do 14

it happened to yOu. We want to know what you really would do if it happened to y4

Mnot what you think you should do. This is not a test. It is,a survey. There ar;

any right or wrong answers. So please look only at your own paper. Some of the

situations might not-sound like something you would do'but we are using this Sury

With yo ger children as well as people your age and it is worded so that everyon

an u erstand:. So just do the best you can. You can choose only one picture at

a, time so please choose carefully Sometimes you wont want to choose either plc

tOre.- But please choose one. anyhow. If you want to change an answer, just cross

.
the first .one you circled and circle. the other one. There will be six'slides for

each situation. Remembers- we want to know what you would do in'each situation a

not what'ybu think you should do.

THE SLIDES ARE THEN ,HOWN'.. . 000165



SAMPLE OF A COMPLETE BEHAVIOR POTENTIAL ITEM

You're standing in line for a drink of water. A kid comae along and just puahes
you out of line. What do you do?

A. Explain that it'©

44%

B. Push them OR Explain that, it's your turn.

02-

your' turn OR (Allim ?-pry Hama

. -

C. Go away OW,Call4hem a bad name` 00070

A



.11.11..1

D. Explain that it's your turn OR Go away

e

E. Push them OR Call them a bad name

Push them OR Go away

0010°.n.



VA

Name

Birthdate

i School

Grade

Circle one Boy Girl,

Form

'Example

CIRCLE .sither A or B

.
P1 A B

P2 A B

1. A3 you're leaving school you see two kids fighting with your best

friend. What do you do?

B

A B

A B

B

N

2. You're walking down the street. Same kid is mad at you and comes up

and hits you. What do yoni do?

A B

A B.

. .A B.

A B

A B

00092
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3. YOutre playing a game and you're not doing so well. So somebody else

> starts taking over your plays. What do you do?

A B

A B

A B

A n

A B
A B

4. You've just heard thtti; someone` yogi ttvu:Litt was youefriend has been

making up stories 1,,,nind your back. You see them after school.

1,0* do you dro

A B

. A B

A B

A B

A: B

A B

5. ,You're playing a game with your friends. Someone takes your turn.

What do you do?

A B

A B

A B

A B

A B

A B

_6. You're Standing in line for as drink of water. A kid comes along

and just pushes you out, of lihe. What do you do?

A B

6

A B

A

A B

trfr

o0073
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.1*-ppendix 3

The nehavit Potential Instrument, Procedural Information,

and Tables Pertaining to Its Fodification
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PRE-TEST Sja. ONS FOR BEHAVIOR POTENTIAL MEASURE

(-/1. You're walking, down the street. Some kid is mad at you and cocas up and hits ye
What do you do?.

a. Ask them why they hit you.
b. Ask an adult for advice.
c. Tell them you won't get mad if they will just apologize.
d. Tell them how that.made you feel.

26 You're standing in line fora drink of water. A kid coes-along and just pushes
A

you out of line. What do you do?

a. Ask them why,, they pushed you;
b. Ask an adult for advice.
c. Tell them you wori't.get mad if they will just apologize.
d. Tell them how that made you eel.

-3. You're ]a yang a game with your friends. Someote takes yoUr turn. What do you

a. 'Ask diem why they took your tbrn.
b. Ask an adult for advice.
c. Tell them you won't get mad if they will just apolo0.ze.
d. Tell them how that made you feel.

a
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HELP-HURT SCRIPT'

.

.
In this -part of our research today, we are conducting a study of hol

people learn, and you /Ire going to help us ,by operating Thirea

As you can see, each. machine. has One light at the top and two buttons ,beow,

one labelled HELP and the other labelled T. When the light comes on, ,

your job will be to push either the HEL
r
utton or the HURT. button. Each

time the light comes on, you may help omeone a little bit or a,lot or

you may decide to hurt someonea little bit or a.fOt.

Now, each of your machines is connected to a student in another

room who is taking a teti. -,'(By the way, I don't know who- these siUdents

are or even what room they are ii.) When a.student makes a mistake on.

the test, the. ight at the top of your machine will'come on and stay lighted

up for a while. The test, is hard so the person might make a lot of mistakes

and your light might come on several times.-.The test ia difficult partly

because there is a background noise going on all .the time which 19 distracting.

The noise sounds like this. (DEMONTRATE A LOW LEVEL _Or OBNOXIOUS. NOISE)

Nqw hereis\exactly what you'll be doing. For each time you see

the light come oh, you must decide to push one of the two buttons. If. you .

-puiliethe red button, the background noise which you:heard before will become

much louder. It-will sound like this. (DEMONSTRATE A-MIGH. LEVEL OF

OBNOXIOUS NOISE) This noise will hurt the person'S ears and make it more

difficult for them totake,the tedit.-.: If

help

the green button, the

noise will stop completely. This will lrhelp thepersOn because hp won't

k
be so distracted. You can help the person a little.by pressing the

green button for a short time while the light is on. You can help him a

lot by pUShing the button for a longer time. Or you can hurt. the person

a little by pr ssing the red button for a short time, and hurt. more by

pressing for a longer time.
.

c/
.

It doesn't matter-to me which button you push as long as.yoki remember

that each time the,light comes on, you must push only one of the buttons

and you can push' that button :Only once. YoU can hold the button down

for as short or long a time as you want while the light is on, but once

you stop pubhingithe button, you must wait until the light comeson the

next time before you can,again push one of the buttons. '.So each time

the light comes on, you can decide to help or hurt and how much to 'help:
7 '

or hurt. Are there any questions?
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n
'
-
s
 
"
n
e
p
h
e
w
"

w
h
e
n
 
t
h
e
 
e
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
s
s
,
s
a
y
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
e
 
t
h
i
n
k
s
,
 
i
t
'
s
 
"
t
i
m
e

t
o
 
t
a
l
k
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
.
"

T
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
O
u
n
c
h
e
s
.
a
n
d

t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
s
 
h
i
m
.

T
h
e
.
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
g
o
e
s
.
t
o
 
t
h
e
_
l
i
t
t
l
e
b
o
y
'
s
 
h
o
m
e
 
t
o
 
d
e
l
i
v
e
r

h
i
i
 
b
i
r
t
h
d
a
y
 
g
i
f
t
-
-
a
 
b
i
c
y
c
l
e
;

o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
s
s
'

h
e
n
c
h
m
e
n
;
 
w
h
o
 
h
a
s
 
b
e
e
n
 
t
a
i
l
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
,
 
c
a
l
l
s
 
h
i
s

!

.
b
o
s
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
e
l
l
s
 
h
i
m
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
e
 
h
a
s

f
o
u
n
d
 
o
u
t
 
"
w
h
e
r
e
 
t
h
e

C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
h
a
s
 
s
t
a
s
h
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
k
i
d
"
.

T
w
o
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
O
f
f
i
c
e
r
s
 
j
o
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
a
n
d

t
h
e
 
c
r
i
p
p
l
e
d
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
m
o
t
h
e
r
;
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
r
e
v
e
a
l
s
 
t
h
e
 
b
a
c
k
-

g
r
o
u
n
d
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
w
h
o
l
e
 
m
e
s
s
:
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
e
 
h
a
d
 
k
i
l
l
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s

e
a
t
_

N
a,

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
 
C
o
p
i
n
g
 
V
e
r
s
i
o
n

A
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
,
b
o
s
s

c
o
e
r
c
e
s
 
a
 
f
e
l
l
o
w
 
m
o
b
s
t
e
r
 
w
h
o
 
o
w
e
s

h
i
m
 
s
o
m
e
 
m
o
n
e
y
 
i
n
t
o
 
f
r
a
m
i
n
g

a
 
p
o
l
i
c
e
 
c
a
p
t
a
i
n
.

T
h
e

m
o
b
s
t
e
r
 
g
o
e
s
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
p
o
l
i
c
e
 
c
h
i
e
f

a
n
d
 
s
t
a
t
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e

C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
h
a
s
 
b
e
e
n
 
i
n
 
l
e
a
g
u
e
 
w
i
t
h

a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
c
r
o
o
k
 
i
n

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
n
a
r
c
o
t
i
c
s
 
d
e
a
l
s
.

T
h
e
 
C
h
i
e
f
 
p
u
t
s
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
-

o
n
 
s
u
s
p
e
n
s
i
o
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
o
r
d
e
r
s
 
s
a
n
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r

p
o
l
i
c
e

'
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
w
h
o
 
w
i
s
h
 
t
o
 
h
e
l
p
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n

n
o
t
 
t
o
 
g
e
t
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d

.
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
v
e
s
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
.

T
h
i
n
g
s
 
s
t
a
r
t
 
t
o
 
l
o
o
k
 
b
a
d
 
f
o
r

t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
:
 
t
h
e
 
C
h
i
e
f

m
e
e
t
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
s
 
a
n
d

r
e
v
e
a
l
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e

C
a
p
t
a
i
n
'
h
a
s
 
a
 
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
a
c
c
o
u
n
t
 
i
n

a
 
b
a
n
k
 
u
n
d
e
r
 
a
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
-

e
n
t
 
n
a
m
e
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
$
5
0
0
0
 
b
a
t
h
 
j
u
s
t
b
e
e
n
 
d
e
p
o
s
i
t
e
d
 
i
n
t
o

;
t
h
e
 
a
c
c
o
u
n
t
.

.
A
 
b
i
r
t
o
d
a
y
 
p
a
r
t
y
 
i
s
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
h
e
l
d

f
d
a
 
a
 
y
o
u
n
g
 
b
o
y
,
 
t
h
e

p
o
l
i
c
e
 
,
c
a
p
t
a
i
n
'
s
 
"
n
e
p
h
e
w
"
.

W
h
e
n
 
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
a
d
u
l
t

g
u
e
s
t
s
 
a
t
 
J
l
e
 
p
a
r
t
y
-
 
r
e
v
e
a
l
s
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
'
s

s
u
s
p
e
n
s
i
o
n
 
:
,
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
b
e
g
i
n

t
o
 
t
e
a
s
e
 
s
h
e
 
"
n
e
p
h
e
w
"
,

c
a
l
l
i
n
g
 
h
i
s
 
"
u
n
c
l
e
"

a
 
c
r
o
o
k
.

T
h
e
 
b
o
y
,
 
v
e
r
y
 
u
p
s
e
t
,

g
e
t
s

u
p
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
t
a
b
l
e
 
a
n
d
 
f
a
l
l
s
,
 
a
t
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
i
t
 
i
s

r
e
-

v
e
a
l
e
d
 
t
h
a
t

i
s
 
c
r
i
p
p
l
e
d
.

T
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
c
o
t
t
4
n
u
e
 
t
o

p
r
e
s
s
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n

t
o
 
l
e
t
 
t
h
e
m
 
h
e
l
p
 
-
 
-
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
t
h
u
s
 
f
a
r

h
a
s
 
r
e
f
u
s
e
d
 
t
o

a
l
l
o
w
 
t
h
e
m
 
t
o
 
i
p
c
e
r
f
e
r
e
 
i
n
 
"
h
i
s
h
a
s
s
l
e
"
.

H
e
 
s
t
a
t
e
s
 
t
h
a
t

h
e
 
w
i
l
l
 
t
a
k
e
 
c
a
r
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
i
n
g
s
 
h
i
m
s
e
l
f
.

T
h
e
 
C
h
i
e
f
d
e
c
i
d
e
a
 
t
a
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
h
i
s

o
r
d
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
a
l
l

t
h
e

u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
s
 
t
o
 
h
e
l
p
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

i
n
v
e
s
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n

T
h
e
y
 
m
e
e
t
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
v
e
a
l
 
t
o
 
h
i
m

w
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y

h
a
v
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
t
h
u
s
 
f
a
r
,
 
b
u
t
-
e
a
 
s
t
i
l
l
 
r
e
f
u
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
t
e
l
l

t
h
e
m
 
a
n
y
 
m
o
r
e
.

T
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
r
e
c
e
i
v
e
s
 
a
 
c
a
.
.
1
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s

m
o
t
h
e
r

a
s
k
i
n
g
 
h
3

t
o
 
c
o
m
e
 
o
v
e
r
 
f
o
r
 
a
 
v
i
s
i
t
 
a
n
d
 
h
e
,
a
g
r
e
e
s
 
t
o

c
o
m
e
 
b
y
 
t
o
i
l
 
t
h
e
 
a
f
t
e
r
n
o
o
n
.

T
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
c
o
n
f
e
r
 
t
o

s
e
e
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
t
h
e
y
 
a
r
e

a
n
d
 
d
e
c
i
d
e
 
t
o
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
 
t
h
e
 
c
l
u
e
s
 
t
h
e
y
 
b
e
l
i
e
 
a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

l
i
t
t
l
e
 
b
o
y
,
 
f
o
r
 
w
h
o
m
 
t
h
e
y
 
k
n
o
w
 
t
h
e

C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
h
a
s
 
p
u
r
c
h
a
s
e
d

a
 
b
i
k
e
.

T
a
l
k
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
a
 
b
i
k
e
 
S
h
o
p
o
w
n
e
r
,
 
t
h
e
y
 
l
e
a
r
n
 
t
h
e

a
d
d
r
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
r
i
p
p
l
e
d
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
t
o
m
e
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
c
e
e
d

t
o 4



f
a
t
h
e
r
 
(
t
h
e
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
s
s
'
 
b
r
o
t
h
e
r
)
'
a
n
d
 
h
a
d
 
p
r
o
m
i
s
e
d

t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
e
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
k
e
e
p
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
 
a
w
a
y
 
f
r
o
m

t
h
e
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
s
s
.

T
h
e
 
b
o
y
 
h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n
 
i
n
j
u
r
e
d
-
b
y

a
 
w
i
l
d
 
s
h
o
t
 
f
r
o
m

h
i
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r
'
s
 
g
u
n
 
d
u
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e

s
t
r
u
g
g
l
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
p
o
l
i
c
e
 
c
a
p
t
a
i
n
.

T
h
g
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n

h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
g
u
a
r
d
i
a
n
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
h
i
s
 
f
r
i
e
n
d
s

(
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
f
o
s
t
e
r
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
)
 
a
d
o
p
t
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
.

T
h
e
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
s
s
'
a
n
d
 
t
w
o
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
m
e
n
o
a
r
r
i
v
e

a
n
d
 
b
r
e
a
k
 
i
n
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
h
o
u
s
e
t
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
t
s

t
r
y
 
t
o
 
b
l
u
f
f
 
t
h
e
m
 
b
y
'
 
t
e
l
l
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
m
I
t
h
e
 
b
o
y

h
a
d

l
e
f
t
 
f
o
r
 
s
u
m
m
e
r
 
c
a
m
p
,
 
b
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
 
a
n
d
 
H
i
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r

s
o
o
n
 
a
r
r
i
v
e
 
,
.
n
d
 
h
o
n
k
 
t
i
r
 
c
a
r
 
h
o
r
n

w
h
e
n
 
t
h
e
y

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
'
s
 
c
a
r
.

A
t
 
t
h
i
s
 
p
o
i
n
t
,
 
a

'
f
i
g
h
t
 
b
r
e
a
k
s
 
o
u
t
:
 
t
w
o
,
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r

o
f
f
i
c
e
r
s

t
a
c
k
l
e
 
t
h
e
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
s
s
'
 
h
e
n
c
h
m
e
n
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
t
-

t
a
i
n
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
b
s
 
"
s
h
o
o
t
 
i
t
 
o
u
t
"
.

T
h
e
 
b
o
s
s
 
i
s
 
w
o
u
n
d
e
d
'
b
u
t
 
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
s
h
o
t
s
 
g
o
e
s

4
.
,
A
.
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
f
r
o
n
t
d
o
o
r
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 
b
o
y
 
a
n
d

c
 
h
i
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r
'
h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n

a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
i
n
g
.

T
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n

G
o
 
r
u
s
h
e
s
 
o
i
r
t
,
 
f
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e

b
o
y
'
s
 
s
a
f
e
t
y
,
 
b
u
t

*
d
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
e
 
i
s
.
 
f
i
n
e
.

-
2
-

g
o
 
t
h
e
r
e
:

T
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
;
 
j
o
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
a
n
d

t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
m
o
t
h
e
r
i
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
r
e
v
e
a
l
s
 
t
h
e
 
b
a
c
k
g
r
o
u
n
e

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
w
h
o
l
e
 
m
e
s
s
:
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
e
 
h
a
d
 
k
i
l
l
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
c
r
i
p
p
l
e
d

b
o
y
-
P
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r
 
(
t
h
e
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
s
s
'
 
b
r
o
t
h
e
r
)
 
a
n
d

h
a
d

p
r
o
m
i
s
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
e
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
k
e
e
p

t
h
e

b
o
y
 
/
w
a
y
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
s
y
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
o
s
s
.

T
h
e
 
b
o
y
 
h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n

i
n
j
u
r
e
d
 
b
y
 
a
 
w
i
l
d
 
s
h
o
t
 
f
r
o
m
 
h
i
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r
'
s
 
g
u
n

d
u
r
i
n
g

t
h
e
 
s
t
r
u
g
g
l
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
p
o
l
i
c
e
 
c
a
p
t
a
i
n
.

T
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n

h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
g
u
a
r
d
i
a
n
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
h
i
s

f
r
i
e
n
d
s

(
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
'
s
 
f
o
s
t
e
r
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
)
 
a
d
o
p
t
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
.

T
h
e

C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
n
o
w
 
h
o
p
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
l
l
 
w
i
l
l
 
t
u
r
n
 
o
u
t

w
e
l
l
,
 
a
n
d

w
e
 
n
e
x
t
 
s
e
e
 
h
i
m

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
 
t
o
 
r
i
d
e
 
h
i
s
 
b
i
k
e
.

[
f
i
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
t
s

t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
m
o
b
s
t
r
*

'
(
w
h
o
 
l
i
n
k
e
d
'
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
t
o
 
n
a
r
c
o
t
i
c
s

d
e
a
l
s
)
 
h
a
s

t
u
r
n
e
d
 
h
i
m
s
e
l
f
 
i
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
p
o
l
i
c
e
,
 
a
n
d
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e

a
b
l
e
,

t
o
 
c
l
e
a
r
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
.

yo
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d
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.
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C
o
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G
r
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G
r
a
d
e
 
1
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g
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.
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o
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g
g
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.
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C
o
n
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S
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r
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C
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r
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r
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1
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TABLE D-4

FMECUENCY OF NEU" RESPONSES

Trn rnirnrunTi

Condition

Boys

4th Girls

Total

Boys

_,7th Girls

Total

,Boys

10t1; Girls

Total

/Overall

Aggression Pos. Coping ' Control Totals

3.00 1.33; 10.50 :

3.39a 4.19 2.29

e9

11.50 '11.33 10.75 ., 11.10
1.12 . 2.62 ..' 2.95
. ..

ti

**,

_ 9.75 11.C3.
1O 3 1.0.54

3.00 15.5Q 14.50
1.00' 4.50 2.50

.

15.00 13.00 12.00 13.33

3.00 3.00 1.00

11.50 '4.95 13.25 13.00

13.67 17.25 1500 if 15.50
4.92 3.63 2.45

14133 11.67 -14:60

4.19 3.00 .47-

14.00 17.7.3. 15.05

14.72

AUOVA TABLE

Source

A-Sex
B-Grade
C-Condition
Axrd
Axc
BzC
AxBxC

'I 0

O

Standard deviation

df I:S F

1 .91 .06*".

2 )102.3G 7.25**
2 51.46 3465*
2

. 5.51 .39
2

4 (1-'

32.24
5.05

2.29,

4 7.80 055
36 14.11

I-

4dep < .01



TABLE 15-5 (

:ALP Dtr..1!..1101.1 ( SP.:CC:IDS

COODITIOIT

.M.......i.......11i...111,..01.......1.0141.1..1111.1111.../11

)3oys

4th ,

Total

Boys

7th Girls

Total

Do -s

1Ct.11 Girls

Total

(61.

Overall

Condition

Lurebsion

31.05
45.55a

13.31

100.17

3.2.70

20,10

71.00
21.20

7C% fl5

147.30
90.21

150.20
94.55

_ r, 9.

1 1

Pos. Coping Control Totals

73.47 100.55 90.6490.64
35.37 35.34

131.47 33.40 109.27
, 46,42 45.76

104.97 95.9 7 99.95

174.30 150.40 140.63
92.00 9.40

09.70 73.97 .

27.00 73.50

il%od 124.05 107.30

173.30 133.30 156..0
00.22 . 43.32

130.45 96.00 126.20
4 33.33 23.53
---
1-54.62 115.30 141'.14

129.93 102.66

a
Standard deviation

Source

i-Sex

df IC '17

4436.31 1.05
B.-Grade , 2 9527.27 2.24

'" CCoadition 2 2362.46 .55
. x ::', 2 752C.32 1.77

.:_. x C 2 3430.57 .20
B x C 4 2033.92 .43
L. .7: B x C 4 1710.27 ..40- ,

Anin : 36 427'.14

o

00091

1....-



MBLE D-6

IMO POSITIVE COPIUG SCORES (BEnwion POTEUTIALIZASURE)

BY LOB 3E:9 !,I1D 60I1DITION

Condition

°Aggresaion Poe. Copinz Control Tqtals

Boys 2.06 . 1.C9 : 2.10 2.01,

.63a .60 .60

4th girls , 2.54 2.57 2.69 2.61
.53 .47 .37

Total . 20 2.23 2.45 2.33

. Boys 1.CC 2'.16 1.06 1.97
.70 .49

7th Girls 2.45 2.15 2.16

.51 .34 .64

Total '2.1 2.01 2.10

Boys 1.91 1.09 1.00 9.90
.74 .70 .75

10th Girls 2.63 2026 2.49 2.47
.25 .60 .52

Total -$ 9."_.2 2.07 2.14 2.15 -

Overall 2.21 2.15 7.2"

a,
otandard deviation

TA=
t ,

`SouR:ce df

A-Sex
B-Grade

1

2

21.93

150
54.0,5**

3.90*

C-Condition 2 .12 '029

AnB s>. 2 .70 1092

AnC 2 .44 1.09

BxC 4 .39

Axihr.C' 4 .41 1.00

1l .thth 323 ,41

*p( 005 **p <001



T_'..BLE D-7

1=11 FRErlid.TY OF :uaT RESPONSES

BY AGE, SEX, LOD COUDITIOW

471

Boys4

4th Girls

Total

Boys

7th Girls

Total

Boys

10th Girls

.Total

Overall

Condition

:...ggression Poe: Coping Control

-T-----

w Totals

11.75
3.11a

C.50
1.12

---\ 10.13

703
3.C6

9.00
2.94

9.25'.
2.60.

0.25

3.77

C. 7r''

'. 4

4
3.55

.17

12.00 4.50 5.50 '733

1.00 4.50 2.50

5.00 5.50 8.00 f../7

3.00 4.50 1.'00

-7.5e 5.00 75

5..33 2.50 5.00 '4.40

4.92 3.77 2.45

5;67 3.00 8.33 5.40

4.19 . 3.00 .47

,S.00 2.75 %.:',7

C.39

2,00VL

1.,

1

aStandayil deviation

4.90

Aurae
o

df c.
+I.O.-NI1

A-Sex 1 1.50 .10

"B-Grade 2 - 92.56 6..01**

C-Condition
AxB

'2 .

2

54.74
7.06

3.55*

.1;6

AxC ode-,/ 2 20.22 1.83

BxC 4 6.38

AxBxC 4 .52

Within 35 0 15.40

-

**p <.03-,

00093



1

7:7.1TZT K1COKDS) RECPOILV,S

sn:, ,IM Cal.DITIOA
o .

Condition

'.Lggression ?os. Coping Control Totals.

-Boys 130.25

5T.29
a

,

53.47
57.03

65.70
32.30

05.04

4C.1 Girls ::.03 51. ^.7' 71 .20 67.05
29.29' - 49.33 47.37

Total on 57.:7 63,45- 76.35

wrom

Boys 74.30 27.50 50.00 53.27
32.70 27:50 43.40

7th Girls 39.20 22.70 42.00 34.63
-33.40 , 21.90 -93.60

Total 56.75 95.10 50.00 '43.95
. .

Boys 03.73 6.05 24.40 99,10
56033 ,-, c

s,
'l

,.., .-1 11.92
.

..

13th Girls 44.00 27.95 40.93 36.66
'49.53 . 29.23 11.76

Total 53.37 17.40 3467 32.92

Overall 74.34 39.53 52.42

rkmrc7i,

a
Standard deviation

AMOVL =AL::

df 1.0

4

1 1020.95 .45-
D-Grade 2 10776.22 4.73*
Condition 2 3055.05 3.50:

2 '1039.41 .4C
x C 2 3704463 1.53

B. C 4 , 304.15 .23
1,xBxt; 265.10 .12
lit: in 36 297%30

00 094



TZ_BL2. p

I

O
113A11 r: 'SIC: SC072,ES` (BE7.1AV.101', POTEIITLIL 122..SURE)

AGE, LIE COIMITIO.1

ConditLon

Aggression Pos. Coping ContrOl Totals

4th

Boys

Girls

Total

1.36
,,a

.,c,

.52

.63

.95.

1.71.7C .01
, .41

,,, .55

1.0'3

1.17

.49

.43

'k .77

1.43

.47

.93

Boys LC?' 1.55 1.57 1.67
1.00 .69

7th Girls .64 1.03 1.01 .37
.55 .479 .53

Total 1.36 1.29

Boys 1,77 A 1.73 1.5?

c331.33

1.67
.77 .74 .63

10th Girls .49 -1.07 .50 .70
.30 .57 ..4C

OZSY

Total 1.22 1.41 1.12 24

Overall 1.17 1.27 1.04

ANOVA TABLE

df

A-Sex 1

B-Grade 2

C-Condition 2

A x B 2

A x C 2

B x C 4
AxBxC 4
Uithin 323

Standard deviation

14'

73.75, 153.42
4.99 , 10.37**
1.43 2.93
.53 1.11

1.11 2.31
.16 .34

1.10 2.29_'
.43

**gyp < 01,"

00095



T.L51:2, D-70

1TAII 271 SICAL VERBLL LLGRESSION SCORES (BEELVIOR POTETILL 1.2.Asuan

BY AGE, LITD.COHDITION

g'
Condition ,

_ggression 2os. Coping

3.13
1.16

1.47.
.61

2.13

'Cbntrol

2.53
1.12

1.55
.56

1.97

Totals

2.05

1.55.

2.16

4th

Boys

Girls

Total

1.2.7

1.62
.C4

2.19

.Boys 3.55 3.10 3.35 3.34
.03 1.21 .76

7th ..Girls 2.25 A 2.79 2.09 2.61,
.75 1.14 .90

Total 3.01 2.93 3.12 3.03

Boys 3.45 3.45 3.37_ 3.42
1.01. .99 .96

A

10th Girls 2.06 2.34 2.10 2.35.
.53 .03 .32

Total 2.35 3.16 2.36 . 2.94

Overall. 2.71 d.01

LHOVA TLBLB

a,
Litandard deviation

Sotirce df 1 :3"

Ar-Sex

B- -Grade

C-C nditiOn
A x B
A x C
B x Cr

A x B x C
li thin

2

2

2

2

4
4

323

104,13
25.76

.97
2.71
1.23
.77

2.10
.90

115.16**
20.53**
1000

-n.ol
,1.37o

.05
2.42

,00

000 6 '

**p < 001
-



UNE

1. Was ,Nick-good Or bad?

a. He was good.' b. "He was bad.

7 Was the Captain good or bad?

a. He was good. b. He was bad.

GRADE

3. Why was the Captain in trouble?

a. ,Because the poli4ce thought-.that he was taking money from the criminals.

b. Because he arrestedqn innocent man.

How dtd the Captairiand the undercovar policemen take care of Nick and his
bodyguards?

a. The undercover xolicethen beat up the bodyguards and the Captain shot Nick.

h: The Captain convinced Nick to give himself up to the police.,-

Who was the little boy?

a. He was Nick'4nephey.

b. He As the Csptain'sson.

5. 'Do you watch thisprogram at home? How often?

a. I watch it every day that I can.

b.; I watch., it once in a wHIle.

c. I rkeveV watch it.

7. Dfd yob lloye thi's program?

a.. Yes
3
I iikectit a lot.

b. It wa's OK. :

c. Nor I didntt'Xike it at all.

3. How many hours of TV do you watch every day?

a. About 1 or 2 hours.

b. About 3 or 4 hours.

c. About 5 or 6 hours.

Whatois your favorite TV show?

It

,

?

r



A

NAME
GRADS

What did you think of Nick? Wap he, good'er bed?

2. What d.d.you.,,think of the Captain? Was he gOod or bad?

Why was the. Captain in trouble?

4. Row did the Captain and the undercover policemen take care of Nick and his
bodyguards?

5. Who was the little boy

6. Do you ever watch this program at home/ 1o1 often?

e-'
. 7. 3)id you like this program/

ow manyc4ursof TV dog you watch every day?

'What is yourfavorite TV show?

*o

obo9s10:k-L

J



NAM

1. Wad the Captain good or bad?

.

a. He was good. b. He was bad.

GRADE

%
2. What were the undercover policemen trying to do?

a. They were tzi*ng to help the Captain.

b. They were trying to,capture-a narcotics gang.

3. Why was the Captain introuble?

4
a. Because 'the police thought th he was trying to get money from criminals.

b.a Because he arrested an innoc t man.

_4.. Why didn't L!le, Captain want hiq friends to help him?

a. Because didn't want anybody to know about the little boy.

6. Because 11.1. Witt guilty and 'he thAm to 'find out.
a

5. Who was the little boy?

a. He was Nick18nepilew.

b. e was the
.

Do you watch this program at I.ome? How often?

a. I watch it every day that 1 can.

I wa it once in a while.

c. I never watch it.

7. Did you like this program?

a. Yes, I liked it a lot.

b. It -was OK.

c. No, I didn't like it at all.

81 How many, hours of TV do you watch every

a. About 1 or 2 hours.

b. About 3 or 4 hours.

0-

w.

c. About:5 or 6 hours.

How did the undercover policement try. to hell, the Ca2vain?

a.. They didn't dd anything' because the Captain' told them not. to.

b. They tried toligure out all the clues to g t him mt'of trouble.

9 'a.

06999
.41/6oft

10. What is your favorite TV show?

N



J.

NAME
so

.' Was the Captain good or bpd? Why?

va.

-GRADE

2. What were the undercover policemen trying to do?

3. Tilhy'was the Captain trouble?

1/4

fw Why didn't the Captain

\,

V -S
5. WNo was the little boy?

wanV6Els friends to help him?

*c '.'
e

6.. How did the undercover pOlicement try to help the Captain?
-,-

.

.
.

)

A
'41 4.

7. Do you watoh this program at home? How often?
,

,

1

13. Did you like this program? Why or why-not?

9. How many hours of -TV dO you watch every day?

r

10. What is your favorite TV show?

I

00100

.1

J



,'14AME0',

1. Where is the Savanna ocated?

a. In South Amer

b. 'In Africa.

2. What kind ok animale live, on the Sava

a Elephan vultures,,antelope, zebras, buffalo.

b. Tigers monkeys, wolves, bears, and peacocks.

3. What do giraffes eat?

a.' Grass on the plaisn.

b.,Leaves from trees.

4. Do Hippos always eta** in water?

a. Yes, they 11ve tu panda.

b. No, Ztaci Come out of'the.wJtev to eat grass.

.

5, Do the animals. fight_" with each other_gn the Savanna?
0

-

/".`' a'.. Yes, ther.try to kill each other.
,:-

b. No, they Hire together_peacer,.. fUlly; .

'of

6. Did youjike thts sbao?

a. Yes, I liked it a lot.

b. It was OK. o.

c. Not/I didn't like it at alt.
ti

7. If yoU had a choice between.watchirig the ail*

The Mod Squad, which would ou watch?.

The tiod Squad.

b. Trm show I. watched. .

8. HoW many hours of TV AtoLyOu watch every day?

a. About 1 or 2 hours:

b. About') , or 4 hours.

c..Abopt 5 or 6 4101.ms.

9. Wbat is, yoUr favorite TV show?'

(Th
.1*

A,

a%

you watched,, an watching'

0

0

A



J

1: What was the program about?

So

2. What did you like beet lbOnit the.program?
1 . 4 I : N .

. `kl

I + .

'!3. What did you like least about t e program?

./;

If you had a choice betwetn watchiQg this program and "The Mod Squad"
s.

, which show would. you watch? " r<

41IP

o

5. What is%your favOrfte television show? ''
'

6. How many hours of televis4.on do, you watch every day?

7, Do grass fires completely destroy the Savanna? Why why ot?

of

8; How
)

do elephante and hippos 16rm the,Semanto?

-

/

9. Do the animal's live peacefully together ion the Savanna? 'Why or why not?
Give an example to support your answ96.:

'00102
1'
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o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.
,
'

,

T
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
O
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
a
r
e

o
u
t
s
i
d
e
'
s
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
;
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
z
e
-

v
e
a
l
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
i
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r
 
h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n
 
a
 
p
o
l
i
c
e
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r

a
n
d
 
h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n
 
k
i
l
l
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
n
e
 
o
f
 
e
d
I
t
y
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

"
s
a
m
e
 
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
.

T
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
s
a
y
s
 
h
e

"
w
a
n
t
s
 
t
o
 
g
e
t
 
r
i
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
m
"
 
w
i
t
h
.
a
 
s
t
r
a
n
g
e
l
y

i
n
t
e
n
s
e
 
l
o
o
k
 
o
n
 
h
i
s
 
f
a
c
e
.

0
.

1
.
1
%

A
 
m
a
s
s
 
d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
s
 
i
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s
;
 
a

n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
-

=
h
o
o
d
 
g
a
n
g
 
l
e
a
d
e
r
 
l
e
a
p
s
 
u
p
 
o
n
 
a
 
c
a
r
 
a
n
d
 
r
a
l
l
i
e
s
 
t
h
e

v
a
p
e
o
p
l
e
,
L
t
o
 
c
h
a
l
l
e
n
g
e
 
t
h
a
c
i
t
y
.

T
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
.
,

c
i
t
n
e
a
r
b
y
,
 
t
a
l
k
s
 
t
o
 
a
 
p
h
o
t
o
g
r
a
p
h
e
r
 
d
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
r
i
g
h
t
 
w
a
y

t
o
 
,
s
o
l
V
e
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
-
-
b
y
 
!
s
w
e
a
t
i
n
g
"
 
a
 
f
i
t
 
o
f
t
h
e
'

_

p
r
o
t
e
s
t
o
r
s
.

,

T
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
f
 
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
v
i
s
i
t
 
a
 
p
o
o
l
 
h
a
l
l
 
w
h
e
r
e

t
h
e
 
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
l
e
a
d
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
h
i
s
 
g
a
n
g
 
h
a
n
g
 
p
u
t
;
 
t
h
e

l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
i
s
 
a
l
s
o
 
t
h
e
r
e
.

H
e
 
t
r
i
e
s
 
t
o
 
p
l
a
y
 
i
t

m
,
 
c
o
o
l
,
 
b
t
t
 
h
i
s
 
e
y
e
s
:
t
a
k
e
 
o
n
e
 
s
t
e
e
l
y
,
 
h
e
t
e
f
U
l
 
l
o
o
k

a
n
d
 
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
h
a
i
 
t
o
 
r
e
s
t
r
a
i
n
 
h
i
m
 
w
h
e
n
 
t
h
e

g
a
n
g
 
b
e
g
i
n
s
 
t
o
 
h
a
r
a
s
s
 
h
i
m
.

T
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
,
 
a
l
o
n
e
 
a
n
d
 
o
f
f
 
d
u
t
y
,

v
i
s
i
t
s
 
t
h
e

n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
l
e
a
d
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
h
i
s
 
g
a
n
g
 
a
t
 
a
 
w
a
r
e
h
o
u
s
e
 
i
n

t
h
e

n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
;
 
h
e
 
a
s
k
s
 
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
y
o
u
l
i
k
 
t
a
n
g
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s

w
i
t
h
 
s
o
m
e
 
t
h
i
n
g
s
 
h
e
 
h
a
s
 
t

d
e
l
i
v
e
r
 
t
o
 
a

m
i
s
s
i
o
n
.

T
h
e
 
y
o
u
n
g
,
m
e
m
b
e
r
 
a
g
r
e
e
s
 
a
i
d
 
g
o
e
s
 
o
f
f
 
w
i
t
h

t
h
e
y
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
.

I
n
 
a
n
 
a
l
l
e
y
,
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
a
i
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
s
 
t
h
e
:

y
o
u
n
g
 
b
o
y
 
i
f
 
h
e
 
w
i
l
l
 
n
o
t
 
t
e
l
l
 
h
i
l
t
'
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
t
h
e
 
g
a
n
g
.
-
 
-

h
a
s
 
h
i
d
d
e
n
 
t
h
e
 
s
t
o
l
e
n
 
g
u
n
s
.

A
 
s
t
r
u
g
g
l
e
 
e
n
s
u
e
s

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
t
h
e
 
t
w
o
;
.
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
 
b
r
e
a
k
s
 
a
w
a
y
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r

.
.
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,

r
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,

D
i
v
e
r
g
e
n
t

-
-
-
.
-
:
7
A
-
g
r
o
U
p
:
o
f
.
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
o
t
e
s
t
i
n
g

t
h
e
:
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
i
F
a
7
t
o
n
7
e
L
a
p
Q
r
t
s
 
a
r
e
n
a
 
i
n
s
t
e
a
d

o
f
 
-
-
 
t
h
e
 
e
p
a
r
k
 
t
h
e
y
 
w
e
i
e
l
p
r
o
m
i
s
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
i
r

n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
-

h
o
o
d
.
.

O
n
e
 
y
o
u
n
g
 
l
e
a
d
 
E
r
 
i
s
'
e
r
a
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
Y
:
y
r
o
M
i
n
e
 
t
 
i
n

r
a
l
l
y
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
.

I
n
 
a
 
p
o
l
i
c
e
 
c
a
p
t
a
i
n
'
s
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
,
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
t
h
 
a
n
d

s
o
m
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r

p
o
l
i
c
e
 
O
f
f
i
c
e
r
s
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
 
t
h
e

n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
'
f
a
c
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y

s
u
s
p
e
c
t
 
.
t
h
e
 
y
o
u
n
g
:
 
l
e
a
d
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
h
i
v
.
.
g
a
n
g
 
o
f
 
a
s
e
r
i
e
s

o
f
 
g
u
n
 
t
h
e
f
t
s
-
 
-
t
h
e
y
'
 
f
e
a
r
 
t
h
a
t
-
t
h
e
 
g
u
n
s
 
w
f
l
l
 
b
e

u
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
s
t
a
;
t
 
a
 
r
i
o
t
.

A
 
m
a
n
 
i
s
 
i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
e
d
 
a
s
 
a

p
o
l
i
c
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.

T
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r

a
r
e
 
o
u
t
s
i
d
e
 
a
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
;

t
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r

r
e
v
e
a
l
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
i
s
 
f
a
t
h
e
r
 
h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n
 
a
'
p
o
l
i
c
e
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r

a
n
d
 
h
a
d
 
b
e
e
n
 
k
i
l
l
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
g
e
 
o

d
u
t
y
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

s
a
m
e
 
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
.

T
h
e
-
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
s
a
y
s
 
h
e
 
"
w
a
n
t
s
 
t
o

'
g
e
t
 
r
i
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
m
-
-
t
h
e
'
v
i
o
l
e
n
c
e
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
h
a
t
e
"

(
i
n

t
h
e
 
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
)
.

.
,

T
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
 
-
.
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
v
i
s
i
t
 
a
 
p
o
o
l
 
h
a
l
l
 
w
h
e
r
e

t
h
e
 
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
J
t
a
d
e
r

a
n
d
 
h
i
s
 
g
a
n
g
 
h
a
n
g
 
o
u
t
;

t
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
i
s
 
a
l
s
o
 
t
h
e
r
e
.
 
,
H
e
 
t
r
i
e
s
 
t
o

p
l
a
y
 
i
t
,
c
o
o
l
,
 
b
u
t
 
h
i
s
 
e
y
e
s
 
t
a
k
e
'
o
n
 
a
 
s
t
e
e
l
y
,

h
a
t
e
f
u
l
 
l
o
o
k
 
a
n
d
 
O
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
.
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
o
v
e
r
'
.
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
s
.

h
a
s
 
t
o
-
 
r
e
s
t
r
a
i
n
.
 
n
h
i
 
w
h
e
n
 
t
h
e
 
g
a
n
g
 
b
e
g
i
n
s
 
t
o

h
a
r
a
s
s
 
h
i
m
.

T
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
,
 
a
l
o
n
e
 
a
n
d
 
o
f
f
 
d
u
t
y
,
 
v
i
s
i
t
s

t
h
4
 
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
l
e
a
d
e
r
 
a
t
 
a
 
w
a
r
e
h
o
u
S
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
;
 
h
e
:
a
s
k
s
-
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
y
o
u
n
g
 
g
a
n
g
'
m
e
m
-

b
e
r
s
,
t
o
 
h
e
l
p
 
h
i
m
 
w
i
t
h
s
o
m
e
 
t
h
i
n
g
s
 
h
e
 
h
a
s
 
t
o
 
d
e
-
'

l
i
v
e
r
 
t
o
 
a
 
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
.
 
T
h
e
 
y
o
u
n
g
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
.
i
g
r
e
e
s
 
a
n
d

g
o
e
s
 
o
f
f
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
q
!
!
!
o
r
L
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
.
:

I
n
 
a
n
 
a
l
l
e
y
,
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
s

t
h
e

1

y
o
u
n
g
 
b
o
y
 
i
f
 
h
e
 
w
i
l
l
'
n
o
t

t
e
r
l
 
h
i
m
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
t
h
a
_
g
a
n
g

h
a
s
 
h
i
d
d
e
n
t
 
t
h
e
/
S
t
o
l
e
n
 
g
u
n
s
.
 
A
 
s
t
r
u
g
g
l
e

e
n
s
u
e
s

b
e
t
w
e
e
e
n
 
t
h
e
 
t
w
o
;
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
y
 
b
r
e
a
k
s
'
a
w
a
y
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

o
f
f
i
C
e
i

'
'
-

-
7
c
h
o
^
4
-
1
 
A
n
d
 
k
i
l
l
s
 
t
h
e
f
l
e
e
i
n
g

P

r



,
c
h
a
s
e
s
 
h
i
m
;
 
h
e
 
t
h
e
n
 
s
h
o
o
t
s
 
a
n
d
-
k
i
l
l
s
 
t
h
e
 
f
l
e
e
i
n
g

b
o
y
.

,
1
1
4

T
h
e
 
l
i
a
s
o
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
4
1
 
c
a
u
g
h
t
 
a
n
d
 
c
a
r
r
i
e
d
 
a
w
a
y

i
n
 
a
 
p
o
l
i
c
e
 
c
a
r
.

T
h
e
 
C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
-

c
o
v
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
t
s
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
 
w
h
a
t
,
h
a
s
 
h
a
p
p
q
n
e
d
;
 
t
h
e

C
a
p
t
a
i
n
 
s
t
a
t
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
t
 
c
a
n
'
t
 
b
e
 
e
x
c
U
s
e
d
.
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BY :MI SEX, 1.111) COMITION

Condi`ti on,

--.- .... ........
Convergent tenant Control

Boys 3.00 10.20 7.67

,
4.06a 4.56

.

4.03 .A'r,
2nd Girls 7.14 6.57 . 6.75

3.56 , 4 2.72 4.14

' Total 7: 63
_ . 3.71 7.14

. .
Boys 7.33 7.75 7.63"

2..13 4.52 ,4 3.39

6th Girls , 9.00 n "^ fo..,.o...)
-... 1.60 2.31 5.51

Total c.13 . 0.31 0.20

Overall

(ik

.3.7 3.52 7.36

a
Standard deviation

lilOVA

lk.
Totals

0..95

C.03

0

:00

74.50

910.91

q .

0.22

Source df

A-Sex 1 , f.01.49 .09
B-Grade 1 1.01 .06
C-Condition 20 4.26 .27
tacB 1 63.16 3.97*
21xC 2 7.43., .47
BxC 2 3.56 .22
AxBx.0 St 2 4.50 .29
TAthin 74 15.93

*p < .05

00109.
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MEAN Duafi'ion rzconDs) R7.:S:CITSTEX

BY L.a], ST7,:t'LITD COODITI011

Condition

Convergwe

4

-41....

Divergent

2nd`

Boys

Girls

Total

Boys

Girls

Total

45.3945 .

40.70a

55.61

43.73

50.14

42,30,.
19.55

5 00
44.55

42.59

''

102.00
64.53

54.49
43.40

32.40

. 55.17
c 57.59

71.75
40.00

68.45

2\

0

\w^

Control Totals

a '

32.67
44.07

54.70
49.20

70.45

54.97

4

47.03 53.43

43.21 '50.23

29.59
L

35.04 55.30

23.09

39.07 X2.69

42.40

rz1 TABLn

Source
ea

df , 1:13

1 473.19 .22

.B-Grade 1 2491.49 1.14

C-Condition 2 4 0959.02'' 4.1.0*

Zor.B.. 1 2262.-65 1.03°

2 2320.25 1.06

BxC 436.97 .20

lacAlcC
2 261935 1.20

1 Ti thin 74 .2137.45
A

00110

*p <05

e
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I

T.'..13LE

(3111:i.V1011.207.31. !TILL 111,!:SUPS...)

2nd "Girls

Total

S'

6th Girls

/Total

Overall

1.2C
.75

1.43

.91

1.33

1 . 0 1 .

1.02
.67

.45

.47

.77\"

Condition

Convergent 4 Devergent Control

:1.1f)

1.'t 1.75
.42 1.00

.C9

a

.

4
.10 -..9?

.20 .14

.53 1.07 .nn

. 1.54

.61

.30

1.17

1.00

-Totals

. 1.15

1.n

,

a
Gtandard deviation

1.2

L-Sex
11-Grade

C-Condition
11.30

Lx,C

133tC

LxBxC
Within

Source

ril
ty

TSI3LE

1/' 4

df 1:s

1

1

2 °

1

2

2

5C,'

5.54

1.73

';40

1.13 '
1.72

.63

3.64*
2.70
.41

.74

1.76
Z. X)

.90

*p < :05

A

/71
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TLBLE --7

FRWUEOCY OF'72LP 1117,s2onsss
CA

BY Z_GE, COITDITIQ1.
ti

1'

CondftiOn

F

Convergent
47,

Boys 11.67
4.13a

2nd 'Girls 12.29
3.41 ,

Divergent Gontr,91

a C.90 12.33
, 3.73 4.03

12.71
2.54

12.75
, 4.55

Total 11.94 10:47'

, Boys 11.03 12.25
1.03' ' 4.52

Girls 10.14 I 11.00
2.29 2.23

Total t '11.07 1,1.62

Overall . '11.52

12.5.7'.

Totals

10.50

'12,56

11.42.

12.50 12.211
3,50

.a

11.00 10.73
'5.53

11.30 11.50

12.05

Sour

L_ -Sex

B-Grade
C,7Condition
AxB
44-

AxBtC
1/44.ILLAI

aStandard deviation

ADOVA TABLE

41/.....1111111

r

1

1

2

1 .

2

2

2

74

.54

.12

,665.2
'10.97
C.9C
6.41

15.33

'

.04

.01'i

.45
4.34*
.72
.65
.42

..-

.

*p

00112



40 -VALE E-8

trul4 -IMP DURATION (IN SECONDS) =spoil=

DYA:'LGE, ST.:, AND COMITION

4

Condition

Boys

, 2nd- . Girls

Convergent

.
.

100.10
57.23

120.01
57.74

.- MOZIW.

Divergent

79,20
%

46.52
,

102.66
63.20

Control° Totals

100.07'.
96.40, ,

P
62.05
29.97.

t91.06

100:57'

Total . 100.C6 30.91 02.57 95.7C

Boys ' 99.2 116.12' 97.91 iO4.44.
39.09. 71.29 76.00

`/-

.

6th _Girls 31.11 .I06.55 57.70 02.91
34.14 30.237 - 40.11

. r=k.

Total . "90.01 111.34 79.15 . 94.15
1

Overall - 100.13 994 70 C0.24

.

NOVA TABLE.

Source- df

a
.Standard Deviation

A-Sex
B-Grade
C-Condition
AxB
LxC
DxC,
AxBxC
Rithin

2

2

2 -

74

. IIS

1225.60 433
57.15 .02

§1C1.76, .CG
4358.30 1.31
4530.31 1.23
3439.25 .93
951.90 .26

3696.67

,

00113
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ConVergent-Divergent_ Study

rnstruCtions-to Interviewereir

Please pay particular attention to any confusions of 4intention or consequences
that are related by the children, especially with the young-children in the
divergent condition.

Ilse probes as4neces,Oiy,#lut do, not give the children the answets.

Secondly, please paS, particular' attention to the childients explanaticns of
consequences and especially again with the Young'children. Use necessary
probes, 4ut do not',giVe the children the answers.

a



ConVergent-Divergent StudyJnterview

Interviewer

Child' s. Name

Grade

Condition

I..General plot xecal1.

Tell me'what you remembet about the tel.-91,19ton dram

1 .

ler

.7 V-

_I
-)...&II, Aggressiolit*eue.,

1. In thtele4iSion program you watched, there was
.Could you tell me whaiTou remember-aboUt it?.

( ;

2. Who did the shooting?

3. Who did Ernie shoot ex?

Motives._

1. What did:you think o

.

ajfigbt and ,a shooting.

Ernie before the shciZtingiP(Wae hegood or'badi)
0ti

4

2. did Ernie 'shoot Palo?

4

/ 00115
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gonvere4ut7bivergent Study

; P
Interview
Page 2

IV. Coftse uences.

1. What hippened totE ie after e sho;iing?

Ne

7 ,
V. Genera/ Evaluations.

.0"

11 In generals what do yol think about Ernie? (Was he good or bads? Mily (17
you think,so?)".

.

2.Iretend you were Ernie.inpthia,program.
Why Or why not?

.1

3. DO yciti w*h this program at home?

- -

Would you have (,4ile what he dtpl

4. Have you ever seen this she before t.e..this episode)?

fi

5. Was this program more Latereating about the same, or less nteresting
other television pro&rams?



""

1

v.

1. Who was'Ernie?

a. He lived in the neighboiheod?

b. j'ip was a policeman for the neighborhood.

c. He was Captain Greera son..

2. Was Ernie good or bad?

a. He was bad.- '''b. ../

-. 4,
.
..

Ab. He was god& .

. c. He_ was gOOd and ba
I

3.'Whit was Ernie ,t ng to do?

a: He vatted t find the stolen guns.

a

.21

b. He wanted to hurt the people who wanted the park.

c. He wanted a park._

4

4. Why did Etnie shoot Palo?

a. Because Palo was .a robber.

b He Wanted to find the stolen guns.-

Was Palo (the man who got shot) good or bad?

a. He Waa400d.

b. He was bad.

c. He was both good and bad.

6. Was it OK for Ernie to shoot Palo7

a. YeS, it was 'OK.

b. No, it was not OK.

c. I don't know.

7: What happened to Ernie?

a. He went to Jail.

i1/4,,,The show didn't say.

c. I don't know.

8. What do you think of the people who wanted t,he park?

a. They were good.

b. They were had.

c. They were both good arid., had.

9. Did you like this show?

a. Yes, I liked it very much.' b. No, I did not like it.

00117
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10..liave you ever
a. Yes.
b. Nb.



NAME

GRADE

1. Whl/was Ernie?

2. Was Ernie good. or bad?

3. What.was.grnie trying to do?, .

4. Why didtrnte shoot Palo?

5. Was Palo (the man who got shot) good or.bad?

6o Was it, OK for Ernie to shoot Palo?

7. What happened to Ernie?

t do you think of the people who wanted the park?

9. Did you like this show?

10. Have you ever seen this show before?

00119
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/ LPpendix F

?rocedural Information, Tables,

and Figures for Study III
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3.50

3.0d

2.00.

4
Third-"No Reinstatc
Third- Reinstateme

a.....4 Sixth- No Reinstat

Sixth- Reinstateme,

1.50.

841

.0"

0
%

11,1 *a
ell

N.
6th

3rd

4

Separation No SeParfLtion Control

Figure 3.-- Physical and Verbal Aggression Scores
v(Behavior-Potential. Measuri) By Grade And Viewing
Condition.
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.T2`..BtE F-3

LEAH ITU 2R OF :uatms2ovsEs CZELP-7.URT

BY SE" -GE) SIM TE1i1=0:ILL
0

Condition

U6 reinstatement.

Separation no Sep, ;.Control

Reinstatement

Separation No Sep.

f"

Boys 0.33 10.00 9.43. .7.71
1.25a 1.00 1.04 3.25 2.05

3rd Girls 5.67 7.00 3.00 9.00 7.14.-
4.71 4.00 :2.97 1.57 2,29

Total 7.50

j

. 0.50 0.71 9.36 7.43

Boys 3.40 7.40 7.00 0.00 0.33
3.30 3.01 3.93 3.29 1.25

6th Girls 6.50, 6.33 3.56 7.00 6.40
4.30 1.25 2.57 3.51 3.30

Total 6.o2 5.3d 7.45 q 7.45

Overall 7.69 . 7.27' 7.11 '0.41

TotalS

0.92

7.71

3,33

7.79

5.84

6.07

a
Standard Deviation

u

. .

-Alf0VA..TADL2.

Source US F

./...-Sex 1 62.41 6.17*.
B-Grade' -1. 54.17 5.36*
C-Condition 4' 5.79 .57,
AxB. 1 3.46 ..34
AxC ---. .4 /.72
.BxC: 4 12.75

_,,1.17

1.26
AxBxC 4 '2.63 .26
Within C2 10.11

*p C. .05

4,-

00124



1 m,-
t..V%

1:13Z.I1 ::URT scCr.-2,s 1:72..sur2.)

BY sr.:: o GI,

' . Condition---..,--.--........-
No reinstatement Reinstatement`,-___,,

. , .
Separation I.7o Sep. , Control "Separation Ilo Sep. Totals*.....1______.__,___._____ ( orb. ' IMM qr. arm.. ..s... ....

Boys. 57.07 69.50
33:99a 17.70

3rd Girls 41.07 S1.00
. 31.39 53.00

.

Total 49.117 65.25

Bo s 7540 - '36.64 .

6th Girls, 0.00 33.20

37.22 36.09'.

5.0,0 26.0

Total 56.14 34.76

0verall 53. 5 42.09

71.43
52.57

55.57
36.32

63.50

33.09
30.15

<-) 10..97

11.03

. 25.57

45.24

03.73
49.93

...

,' 42.76

26.43

.. 65.11
. ' .

44.00
430.44

54.00
30. -96

49.45

57.23

67.31
57.0

51.49

,.
30.72

59.40

55.97
3ft2 9

! 43.76

33.29

50.42

55.45

71.45

50.45

q.1

49.32

33.02

.

41.63

_-
,-------,--,---E---:-----

.011.III06IV
So Urea .

A-Sex
B-Grade
C-Condition
LzB

,AxC
BxC .

LxBxC
Uithin

.0a
, Standard d v ation

7

df US

0
1 04i 6.77 4.74*
1- 9714.34 5.46*'
4 027.71 .46
1 145.97 .08
4 557.03 .31
4 1473.90 .03
4 1452.30 .02 .

02 1730.59

*p < .05

00125



T::.13LE"F7.5

12411 .1111YOIC.'...L .:.GGD2.3SI011 scortzs (BE71.VICa POTEUTIL--L i2LSUIt ).

BY TE: 2.011.'_L SE Tal_TIOIT tr..E111.0V-TEIITT

16.-.!

Condition

No reinstatement fleinstatement.

. Separation No Sep. Controls Separation TTo Sep.

3rd
a.

joys

Girls

.67

.24a

.39

.20

MM
4.0%)

.51

.65 s:

.17

.65

.09
..09,

Total .53 .50
..4

Boys .? .94 1.71 1.11

(
.63 .55, .50

6th Gir 1.39 MM
410JU .33

1.00 OS .40

Total 1.00 1.r> .72

Overall .07 1.05 .63

Ti_BLE

Source 'At

2.07
.63

.63

.55

1.35

, :79
.42

.77

.67

.70

1.04

Tot4s

1.!13

-77
1.23

.72

.42 .47

.40

r 1.12 ;91

i .93 1.00
.01

.53 .72

.75

.71 MM

.39

a
Standard Deviation

,^;..Se.-c 1 .=: 1 6.16 12.54*.k
B-Gtade 1 .01 .02
C-Condition 4 .56 1.14
L.:0 . 1 .90 1.99
AxC 4 .55 1,12
BxC 4 1.12 2.20

a 1...xBxC 4: .90 * 1.03
tiithin 73 .49

90126

**p < .01

t.
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TZ,BLE F-6

VERDLI. LccnnsSIOU SC071:3 (BE7z.VIOR POTLINTLI, 111,.zuns)

BY BM: ^..GZ, !J1D TB1TORLL SET,MLTIOOMIUSTATzimu

Condition-,
No reinstatement

SeParation No Sep. Control

Reinstatement

Separation No Sep. 'Totals

3rd

6ih

Boys

Girls

cez

Total

Boys

Girls

. TotaZ

Overall

-

1.33
.60a

.1..33

.24

1.53

2:05
.p4'

3.60
1.47

2.'37

2.05

1-.67

:57

1.91
, 59

1.75

3.62
.35

3.00

1'0,

3.23

2.71

.4'

1.64
..7Q

1.17
A7.03

1.57

2.33
.77

1.47
.53

'2.75

1:90

3.90
.37

1,90

97
2.90

2.09
,55

2.17
,,-

,,,,,,,
,

2.21

2.52

3.5
..63 .

1.67
r 1

. o._

. 2.46

Z.30
1.12

1:03
.99

2.05

2.22.

i

2.43

1.65

2.13

2.53

2.24

2.39

a
Standard Deviation

MOW_ e.)..BLE

Source
" df LS

4

i.-Sex 1 5.10 6.57*
B- Grade. 1 1.59 1.30
C-Condition 4 2.02 2.30
Axn 1 1:46 1.65
AxC 4 . 1.76 1.99

'Bxe. 4 3..61 4.09**
AxBxC 4 2.19 " 2.49
EritIllin 73

mn'u
q X

. OO1Z7

*13 < **p < .01

O

A
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TABLE- F7-7

OF 1-2.7,L: It SPONSES (InL-z-nraT 1,7,!_sum)

ay am:, ;_GI , AND TE'420aLL'SE2AILLTICN/EEINSTZ.TEITENT

Condition

No reinstatement

Separation No Sip. Control

-11einstatement

Separation.' No Sep.
a

- Totals

Boys 11.67 lo.op,, 10.14 10.00 11.06 10.76
1.2? 1;00 1.36' 3.16 2.23

3rd Girls 13.33 12.50 11.C6 10.00 12.71 12.13
4.71 ',4.50 9:09 1.60 2.19

'Total 12.50 11.25 11.00 10.36 12.29 11.43

Boys - 11.60 12.60 -12.57 12.00 11.67 12.11
3.30 3.00 4.17 - 3.29 1.25

6th Girls, 13.50 ' 13.67 15.50 13.00 13.60 \14.16
4.50 1.25 .2.56 3.51 3.30

Total ' 12.14 13.1C 14.33 12.55 12.55 13.03

ti

Overall. 12.31 12. 12.63 11.45 12.40

AOVA TABLE

Uandard Deviation

. Source df

A-Sex , 1 72.05 7.16**
B-Grade 1 69.06 6.70*

C-Condition 4 '5.23 .51

AxB 1 3.05 .30

AxC 4 2.40 .24

BxC J.- 4, 12.36 1.21

AxBxC 4 2.32 . .2

Within C2 10.10

<

00128



TABLE F-0

±11I Dur,LTIOIT scars (: ix...IiiaT imr_surtE)

BY SEX, AGE, /11D TE1:20:ILL SE PAit.TI Oi I / TIE STLTET zpft

,

Condition

ReinstatementNo reinstatement

Separation. Ho Sep.

'Boys 113.73
32.0

107.40
26.00

3rd, Girls 12-7.401 164.60
95,34' 70,60

Total 120.57. 136:00

Boys 124.36 95.00 '

64.76 72.97

6th Girle 122.70 136.43

05.50 22.09

Total 123.09 117.64
4-'
.,"

Overall 122.35- 122.53.

Control Separation' Ho Sep: .Totals

5'.49 06.27 121.31 95.53

33.15 .40.69 29.09

06:23 75.32 133.40 109.39

33.44 28.32 A49.55

75.36 01.29 127.36 102.32
)

96.46 114.52 79.27 100.74

50.00 , 69,02 30.61

150.33 115.57, 135.16 135.93

79.71 .: . 63.00 "47.59

126.17 ,115.09 104.67 117.34

100.34 .19 38

1/..1111...
ANOVA TABLE

Source df I IS

A-Sex
-1 4 15472.26 4,2q*

B-Grade 1 5742.0" 1.59

C-Condition 4 2821.51 .73

AxB 1 2397,56 .80

4 2110.62 .58

4xC 4 5692.48 . 1.50

AxBxC 4 - 1015.72 .23

Uithin ",C2 3610.57

*p < . 0 5
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SYNOPSIS OF THE STIMULUS PROGRAM

Three undercover Federal agents assigned to fight organized crime,hacl
infiltrated the construction industry in an American city. The leader.was

posing air, troubleshooter-for the national headquarters of a construction

workers' n another of the agents was doing blue-collar labor in.

a conetructiok company, and the third agent waw a"aecretary in the office of
the same company.

A man appeared'at the construction eompiany with a threat to foreclose
on the owner, i woman, because her late husband had (owed him $150,000..
The leader of the undercover:agenta persuaded the won& to ask her husband's
leading cuatomgre to loan her the money to pay the debt. When she met ith
them, the agent explained that the loan company of the man demanding e

money was a part of organized crime and that it victimized boti owners and
workers by, charging high interest payments for fast financing. Oae of the
customers.agreed to aubaidize the woman owner; but he subsequently reneged,
vatenaibly:because the man demanding the money had threatened himA,.

Meanwhile4 the leader of the agente.discovered that the man demanding the
money had been responsible for arson and murder at another sonstruction

company.- The agent who vas working at p secretary told the manwdemanding

the money that the Woman owner might have dome incriminating information about

the fire. When the man came to find the-woman owner, the lead agent met him

uld paraphraoed a false "confession" frdai the woman'a late husband, who had

been forced to accompany the antagonist to the scene of the fire. The antagoni

'bolted from the room, pUrsued by two of the.agente.' They followed him as he

climbed some of the tall structures in theoconetrUction yard. The antagonist

grappled with the head agent and shot him in the shoulder. When one of'rne

.other agents caught up with him, the antagonist knocked him down., yinAlly,

the two agents trapped the antagonist between them. in trying to break,awayy

he fell on a eonveyor bet leading in o a large industrial cement mixer. The

fall knocked him unconscious, and his ody went into the machine.

Later_ the tadaral agents explain d *Sepituation to the police, and
the women owner of the consir-uatiaa c parry reported that the antagonist's

lawyer had made a reaconable a-ataemen of her husband's debt. The narrator
explained that the antagonlat's'organization has dissolved. after his death
and that his henchmen- were serving prison terms fdf the crimes they had
commited:
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- Nape

Age Birthdate

Grade

Teacher

School

Sex

Ionth Day Year

We-would appreciate knowing how you feel about, Some things. 2.Please help us by
ting_a check mark next to the answer that is most like what you-think.

For example:

1. We should have school only three days a wee).

Do you: agree or disagree

Be sure to answer every-question, and work as quickly as you can. Thank-you very
much.

or.

00131
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QUESTIONNAIRE

( L,. There is no good reason for everhitting anyone.-

Do you: agree or disagree

O

o

2. People who keep bothering me,are asking for a punch in the nose.

Do you: agree or Disagree

i. Anybody who says bad things about me is looking for a fight.

DO "agree' or disagree

401F
4. Sometimes a fight is a good way to settle an argumen .

e

What do you think? I agree

I'm not sure

I don't agree

5 The best way to deal with someone who kdeps bothering you is to rough hit
up a little.

What do you think? I agree

I'm not sure

I don't agree

6. Sometimes a fight is the easiest way to get what you want.

4

What do you think? I agree

I'm not sure

I don't agree

. It is'perfectly natural for people to want to fight sometimes.

What do you think? I agree

I'm not sure

I don't agree

8. I see nothing wrong irrle:fight between two people.

What do you the I agree

I'm not sure

I don't agree

0032



rY

QUESZIONNAIRE

. It's Olt-with me if two of my fr iends get into a fight.

What do ycsu think?
r

10. Fighting is one thing' itever

Whatdo you think?

I agree

I'm not sure

I don' t agree

approve .of,_

I agree

I'M not sure'

I "don* t,



O

Study III Interview

A

Tell me what you remember about the show.

Child's Name

Grade, .

Condition

r

J-1

Do you remember Max? What hapilentat 'to Max?

DO you remember the fight scone? Describp it. ,

4. What did you think of Max? Was .he good or bad?

5. Why did Max fight with the, secret (federal) agent?

IV 00134



Appendix G

Comparison of ,Results from

Behavior Potential and Iielp-,Iturt M.47-asures

00135

7



O

T
A

B
L

E
.

C
O

M
PA

R
IS

O
N

 O
F 

N
E

G
A

T
IV

E
 M

E
A

SU
R

E
S 

IN
 A

L
L

 T
H

R
E

E
 S

T
U

D
IE

S

S
T
U
D
Y
 
I

A
g
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

P
o
s
.
 
C
o
p
i
n
g

.
-
C
o
n
t
r
o
l

b
P
A

H
P
E
.

S
T
U
D
Y
.

II
C
o
n
v
e
r
g
e
n
t

D
i
v
e
r
g
e
n
t

P
A

1
.
4

P
A

H

-
B
o
y
s

1
.
3
6

1
3
0
.
2
5

1
.
7
1

5
3
.
4
7

1
.
1
7

'
6
5
.
7
0

t
-
B
o
y
s

.
8
9

4
5
.
8
9

-
1
.
2
3

1
0
2
.
0
3

4
t
h

G
i
r
l
s

.
5
2

6
9
.
0
0

.
4
1

6
1
.
3
7

.
4
9

7
1
.
2
0
'

2
n
d

G
i
r
l
s

.
1
0

5
5
.
6
1

.
9
2

5
4
.
4
9
:

a
t
i

T
o
t
a
l

.
9
5

9
9
.
6
2

1
.
0
6

5
7
.
6
7

.
7
7

6
8
.
4
5

T
o
t
a
l

.
5
3

5
0
.
1
4

1
.
0
7

8
2
.
4
8

B
o
y
s

1
.
8
2

7
4
:
3
0

1
.
5
5

2
7
.
5
0

1
.
5
7

5
3
.
0
0

B
o
y
s

1
.
2
6

r
4
2
.
3
0

4
0
2

6
5
.
1
7

7
t
h

G
i
r
l
s

.
6
4

3
9
.
2
0

1
.
0
3

2
2
4
7
0

1
.
0
1

4
2
.
0
0

6
t
h

G
i
r
l
s

1
.
4
3

5
6
.
0
0

.
4
5

'

7
1
.
7
5

T
o
t
a
l

1
.
3
3

5
6
.
7
5

1
:
3
6

2
5
.
1
0

1
.
2
9

5
0
.
0
0

T
o
t
a
l

V

1
.
3
;

4
8
.
6
9

.
7
7

6
3
.
4
6

B
o
y
S

1
.
7
7

6
3
.
7
3

1
.
7
3

6
.
3
5

1
.
5
2

2
4
.
4
0

O
v
e
r
a
l
l

.
1
.
0
1
.

4
9
.
4
4

.
8
6

7
5
.
6
8

1
0
t
h

G
i
r
l
s

.
4
9

4
4
.
0
0

1
.
0
7

2
7
.
9
5

.
5
8

4
0
.
9
3

T
o
t
a
l

1
.
2
2

5
3
.
8
7

1
.
4
1

1
7
.
4
0

1
.
1
2

3
2
.
6
7

O
v
e
r
a
l
l

1
.
1
7

7
4
.
8
4

1
.
2
7
.

3
2
.
5
3

1
.
0
4

5
2
.
4
2

-
C
o
n
t
r
o
l

P
A

H

-
1
.
7
5

3
8
.
6
7

.
1
7

5
4
.
7
0

.
8
0

4
7
.
8
'
3

1
.
5
4

4
4
,
2
1

.
6
1

3
6
.
0
4

1
.
1
7

3
9
.
8
7

1
.
0
8

4
2
.
4
8
-

'
a
P
h
y
s
i
c
#
,
.
:
a
g
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n
 
,
m
e
a
n
s
 
(
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

P
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
M
e
a
s
u
i
 
-

b
"
i
"
'

.

H
u
r
t
 
m
e
d
r
i
s
 
(
H
e
l
p
-
H
u
r
t
 
M
e
a
s
u
r
e
)

:

S
t
u
d
y
 
I
I
I
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
f
o
u
n
d

-o
n

t
h
e
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
 
p
a
g
e
'
.

-

,



t.

C
D

C
m
i
l
,

S
i
k

C
a

'
4
.
4

P
A

N
o
 
R
e
i
n
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t

p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n

'
N
o
 
S
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n

P
A

H

S
T
U
D
Y
 
I
I
I

R
e
i
n
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t

S
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n

N
o
 
S
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n

P
A

H
P
A

H
P
A

C
o
n
t
r
c
l

3
r
d

6
t
h

B
o
y
s

G
i
r
l
s
-

T
o
t
a
l

,

B
o
y
s

G
i
r
l
s

T
o
t
a
l

O
v
e
n
4
4
.
1

.
6
7

.
3
9

.
5
3

.
9
4

1
.
3
9
,

1
.
0
9

.
8
7

5
7
.
8
7

4
1
.
8
7

4
9
.
0

7
5
4
4

-
1
3
.
c
0

'
 
5
6
.
1
4

$
3
.
2
5

.
8
8
.

.
6
G

.
8
1

1
.
7
1

.
8
3

1
.
1
3

'
1
.
0
5

6
9
.
5
0

-
6
1
.
0
0

6
5
.
2
5

.
3
6
.
6
4

3
3
.
2
0

3
4
.
7
6

4
2
.
3
9

V
%
.
_

2
.
0
7

.
6
3

1
.
3
5

.
7
9
.

.
7
7

1
.
0
4
.

8
3
.
7
3

4
2
.
7
6

6
5
.
1
1

.
4
4
.
0
0
'

.
5
4
.
0
0

-
4
9
.
4
5

5
7
.
2
3
,

'

1
.
8
3

.
4
2

1
.
1
2

.
9
3

.
5
3

,
.
7
1
'

.
8
9

6
7
.
3
1

5
1
.
4
9

5
9
.
4
0

5
5
.
9
;

4
3
.
7
6

5
0
.
4
2

5
5
.
4
5

.
6
4

.
.
0
9

.
5
0

1
.
1
1

.
3
3

.
7
2

.
6
3

7
1
.
4
3
.

5
5
:
5
7

6
3
.
5
0

3
3
.
0
9

1
0
.
1
7

2
5
.
5
7

4
5
:
2
4

(
4

"

.0

c-



1

.

TABLZ G-2

Orr ?OSITITS 1.7,:_surytEs III STUDY I---..411444elaa4-4

COUDITIOIT

Lggression

-2ca ,-----:_b

.

----Pos. COpingm
. .

...PC ,

Control

PC

Boys 2.06 3.00 1.09

144.4404444444

12.33 2.i0 10.50
a

4t 'Girls 2.54 11:50/ 2.57- 11.33 2...69' 10.75

Total*. 2.29 2.23 11.03 2.45 10.63

toys - 1.03' 0.00 2.16 3.i.50 1706 14.50

th Girls 2.45 15.00 2.15 13.001. 2.16 12.00.

Total 2.12 11.50 2.15 14.25 '2,01 13.25
1

Boys 1.51 13.67 1.09 17.25 1.00 15.00

10th Girls 2.63
0

14.33 2.26' 17.00 .2449 11.67

Total 2.22 14.00 2.07 17.13 2,14 c7 13.33

Overall 2.21 11.56' 2.15 14.72 2.21. 12.11

aPositive coping (Behavior Potential Leasure)

Help means (Hellt rurt measure)
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