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Jolerd - oout neadinz This Yeport o . -

- Q“ %s . <y . - b 4 . .
Thig’ documeht is an attewpt to sunnarrve twelve months' worth of thinking, q
, backorotﬁd reaearc* data collection&and anal is. Coneeauentiy, a great .,
: . 'Q/ y .o o
# deal could have been recorded. “owever, it is also an effort to male 'that \
. \ -. ' A
year»long en%éavor conprehenaible and its yieid‘haeful to«readers, wéether R
. ' S B -
aey be aocial sc1entiets, c1L£d developnen% proreasionala, television .

production apec1aliate, or intereated citivena (perHapa the parents anl ‘teachers

[
.

-of children whd watch television). Uhile we have not tried to "popularize"

~ b ‘ . ]
“the &ontents of our - reeearcu; fe have tried to nale” this report atraioat~

/ & B . .
forwardly ﬁﬁderstqndable, on the one hand, while proﬁidingkenough information \\g
- to satisfy more tec.nﬂcal readers, on the other. v o ‘ . v}
5%&' - . . R , ) . ) .
. One thing that may maLe it easier to get to ‘the substancerof the report ‘e
‘ ' F Ty

» . is the- oroanlzatlon. TWe text proper carries -cuite a few statiatﬁf&, but = -
b o
7/ i 4
only enou 1 tables and fighrea to 111ﬁatrate our nain f%pdinoa. The less
, : ' 1 ‘
focal data presenmationa Have beeh pht into appendlces, ‘where tbohe who want .

A

to scrutlnize the work more taorougaly can retrieve them. 1In tAose 1atter ‘
. ‘ .

sections,.wve have tried to preaentjwnat ig needed ‘to make an adequate archive -
T e . v : . va -
of the resgearch in our program. ot g .
: . 1 ) » : /
L further a1d to @ﬂeureader, we thinl:, is our final chapter. Ilere we .

. ' . N =
* )

try:to surmarize the main findings of our atudieeqpf‘aspecta of television

.
< ] -~ s

© content and .conment on then,in‘terna of theig potential Lserulﬁeas to the

3.
average user. 'le’ hope we have not madé unneceeaarlly obecure sope results . :

» . N
-~
which we be}leve should nake léss obscure’our Lnowledge of the world of 4
- ™~ \

’ )
te1ev1aioﬁ%asich11dren perceive gnd reapond to it. . \..

LY T
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' . rZ. Tapter 1 - g - //
- S * . ) ¢ -
R . \Intraduction : . (\t> -

4
. liore than a decade ago, somé well-known researchers into the effects of

2 . . ~

_television on children concluded that the answer to their ihcutr?/“dependa

\ N , A -
at leaat as wucn on what the cxild bringa ‘to televiaion as on what televiaion\
?

brihga to t chlld“CZSchranm, Lyle, &';arker, 10€1,, po- 74). ney ere

. speaking to 'adications that children's sécia¥iand emotﬂ‘pal neede often
'influence the amount and kind of their exposure to television contentp‘ .
' . N P s s,

Indeed, some or\Fne 105018 cycle of telev1sidn'researc' with cnildren‘(for .

v

_ e review, see iaccdby, 1964) provided aome'evfﬂence that children wh ave .

\

strained family relationships and ahow poor eociél adjuefment spend aomewhat

‘# - &>

¢ more time with televieion tHan their aappier coLnterparte. But tHoee bappier

children watched television, too' in fect Leleviaionawatching is very clo;e
to being a unive:qgl-experlence of gfowing upktn this aociaty~?i;1e, _,72). -
fIt is aggo en‘experi'nce that eeema, by moat‘aocoonte, tobeq-ui'te.g
nfluential for the vaet;child eudience.;'The recent repnfgence of'infeéeat in
‘the aociai efféote'oﬁ teleQiaion on pgzldren inepiredla"bod¥ of-etudrse o

’
- .

(Murray et al., 1972; Comstock & Rubinstein, 1972; Cemstock et al., 1972;

Feehbech &lg}néer, 1071 Friedricﬁ . Stein, 1973; Rubinstein et al,,-19;2)

~

directed'primarily‘toward‘determinihg whether viewing of television Qio%ence;;
causes eubaequenﬁ aggreeeive'behavior. Tlé more than twenty stuéiee'done under

the aegis of ‘the Sug%Fon‘General's.Scienti fic Adv1eory Conmittee on, Televiaion
e
and Social Benaviorégenerally converged on the conclueion that a "rnoderate‘"~

causal relationaﬁlp does exist betqeen violen%L@Niewix% and later aggregaion

L
-~

4 .

in children of oifferent‘agea. Howeve?}”neitner these itud;ee nor 1solated

* o * - .
efforts (e.g., Tapkiewicz ¢ deen,~1971;'ng%;n & End

1971) Qage provided much evidencé about relevant précticel concerns,, such as

7 ¢ . o . o
S >, 00006 T

S -

4=

ey, 1221;‘Steuer et al., '
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f‘end,the impiicatione af these processes for developmental differencés in_tﬁe

.« 12

) . B} ) ) ‘ ’ . ) -
N . . o \ ’
tne*narticnlar effects of program characteriaticy/an cHildren of different

“ .

> :
ages, Indeed, this aspect of ”vhat children bring to televiaion” - their

o

age-related skilles and tendencies -- hae been almoet'totally neglected in ’

-

~ . ~

‘media-éffects studies. In their underatandable concern with the relevant \y;

L O N .. \

issue of ‘a general causal relationship,'preVioua researciiers have peglected
. ] - . L Y

.

ecually inportant and vital cuestions /about processes involyed in media effects
v G"‘ . L

0 <

/

. " . 4 . . Q
impact of the rass nedia. The etudiea reporsed in this volunwe represent

atten*pts -to consider thie jinterrelated problem areas of processes and aﬂe-

' %
relatedfdifféféﬁgée. The goal -is to assess the variable effects of television
on the highly diverse ‘audience in‘a nore differentiatedfway,‘
Y b -
-

Somerbaegground coneiderattona

¢ ~
.

T i

The resources available in social and developnental psyc.mlog‘ for analy-

L]
° ' y -

zing the effecta on ehildren of an audiovisual experience like te1evieion

7\\&. k \ ’\_/ ‘,
. rama afe, in the 1°70'a, conaideraqle. The fact that children learn much ,

*

[ : -G o
about social bewavior frmn obaerv1ng\tﬁe social beHaviSre of others.has been

le

\ :
well doFumented (for example, see revievs by Bandura, 1973 Bryan & ocxwartz, >
] \ ;
lJZi- Goranson, 1970; Liebert, Neal & Davidson, 1973). The documentation
\

gecrues not only from studlea anow1ng\that aggreseive/belaviora become rore
| .

¢ /

b

lilely after viewin® an aggressive model (Feshbach & Feshbach, 1972), but also
. ) . . i — . .
———— . » \

£rom thoae\demonatrating that heIpful,\altruiatic behaviors can be influenced
é& a model who.behdves in those more "prosocial’’ ways (Rosenhan, 1972). Tor

the most bart, thege data'are»eoundly groundedﬁin‘the theoretical formulation
M - - . ‘ ' K . : . ~

‘of obaérvationai;iearning, or contiguityugediational, theory (Bandura 1S65b,

T

1°69- 1973)T“~Thia notion that aoeial,beheviora hay be learned dieinhibited

or otherwise facilita;_d_s;mply by watching anot ? person perform them has
/ - X

— . o007 .
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T Db“]orl implications for the study of television, which makes it possible for ‘

. I-3
* oy A

L)
P
v

.

« . L
;;he'average child to encounter an enormous nu&berland variety of gocial,modele_/

that he/she would ofherwise be unlikely to encounter.

*

In ahort,vtbe theory.

-

and data of obgervaticnal-learning theory prov%ded a basic concept of the process

by which television effects occur.

"l.odifying" the 'effects of social models.

1

_ One aspect of that process

involves the modifying effects of the conteXt- in which a modeled behavior is

shown.

presentatlone lice te1e

+

,Both specially’

r

jzie films used in laboratory\stndiea and more complex

ion”programa~éd§tain: (1) social behaviors which
| e . _ LCh

. may be opservationally Tearned or have disinhibiting effects, alonéﬂkith

' R - . . i,
behavior (typically,jiiﬁreesion) have been studied most often and with most

N

(2) information that may modify theaeteffeEta.

@

Cn

\For example, modeled social

behaviors.are modified by varieblee outside the viewing situation'(e.g., arousing
.. L. i : . . -

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

v1ewing,eituat10n itself (diatraction, presence of a sanctiening co—observer,,

etq.), as wéll as by cues within the nedia preaentation itself

3

k}

The latter '
x

S

" thé model ‘and receiver of the behav1or, divergent or convergent 1nformatlon

information being preeented the rate at which it is ahown, etc.‘

 J

o

- w1tnin the plot about the modeled behavior, and, undoubtedly, th7 amount of

/ ~

O‘heae

intraupreeentation,factora,,motivation and consequences for the %odeled

consistent results (Collins, 1971).

- ! {

In general, aggreésive modeling increases
b

[y

\ - -
the likelihoad of an obaerver'e agg%esaive behavior.more when the 'model s re-

warded or receivea no conaequencea (relatively positive conaequences) than when

the model is punieHed (re1at1ve1y negative conaequencea) (Bandura, ngs, & Roaa,‘

-1963c; Bandura, 19o

-

5a§

r’

\lalters, Parke A&'Cane,°1965)‘
’ 1 .

Subaequént aggre:elon

<

* - ) ‘ ?
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. ' . . . L P P . .
is also.more likely when the actor's rotives are positive, rather than

. . * K .
~

( relatively negative (DCerkowitz, Corwin, & lieroninus, 19535 Berkowitz & Geen,

1987; Derlowitz & Qawlings, 103). “In short, acconpanying motivations and

. ~ e - ; .
consecuences a%t to modify the effect of r:odeled belavior. 1."

[ ‘ .

The cage for age differences.

\ : ’ ]

In the eimple'étimuli u§éd‘in t?esé la ofgfory;atgdies; i iaﬂrelativély
easy for even very young Viewera-ﬁo see th¢ relationship between tbeae:modifying
cues and the acta,ﬂaike‘aégreBSion or alt uis::, that they arg'supposed to
nodify. The pueS'ére éypically cdngiguous wiqﬁ action énd are pelatively

explicft. Dut in complex presentations, such as television dramas or most
reéal-1ife w:odelipg experiences, the rodifying.cues themselves,are often subtle,
- : ‘ . Co - . ) ) RN
inéxplicit) and noncontiguous wit: the focal act. Consecuently, comprehensions
) . o

o action, motives, and consecuences are more liliely to be different for

v . .
.di?fef%nt viewers. ' : , ‘
L] ) . N
Llfﬁough television-effects researchers -~ and indeéd observational-
learning theoriete in general w- haQé not been very attentive to diffégenges[ .

- . -

lile these, wa believe that th:ey can and should be incorporated into a view of .

- A

. N ' N e o . e d )
television!s effects on children's social belavior. Dandura (2925b) has .

proposed a now-fauiliar cognitive-riediator concept sugsesting that when a child.
» — — .

N, o Iy " ) .“ * -
observes a string of be:av1ore,’he/e§2 has probsbly had to code obgervations

0 ' . Y 1 o '
in words or inades. These ‘reductive codes' ol-what has been seen ares then

. .
b v

stored awvay and cenr be called up later to serve as @ guidé for the performance

, ) . » .

-~ b4 L) - > ” - ", “
of the behavior. In other words, tle chiyd ~- or adult -~ integrates what l:as

'

4

been seen dinto a eimpl% code to guide Ifju/ler wien le/she tries to do the sgpe
. g _ e

thing. - ///}/7 o f . L | S

It's only a short step {ron that idea to tlie notion that it might also be
- &« N .
2

N

4 : ‘r

t s

1
=
S .
3

.w-
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0

necegsary to integrate cues lite motives and conse¢uences into a' code\along

.

. . . . 4

th the action. "lut viewers of different ages may not be ecually sucdessful in

N

7

+  understanding those cues or in relating them to thesfocal behavior
*. . ., 3

"(e.g., aggression)., That,is, they can't have' an integrated understanding of
~2 N i .

.
, .

vhat t%fy've geen, if their cognitive capabilities are not such that they. can do
. . N L . :
the necessary sub-tasks. Their cognitive izcdiator may be- the result of dnly

. »

the aggression, or only the acgression and consecuences, but without the motive.
0 . : . - 4‘ N -

It follows that they uay subsecuently behave differently from the viewer .

ential usefulness of the

,

The p

wnaose cognitive mediator is more conplete.

S * ’

3

mediator concept is, then, that it allous us to explain different behavioral”

¥

effects of the same complex presentation. It does so becau%e_differenges in
. . . .y ' . o X
‘what a child does arter}-ratcnlng television are viewed as pessibly b‘elng the

8
~ y

result of differences in the content of the rediator and resulting evaluations ..

. \
' 3 Vo k : ' . - \ 1, -. - 0y
of the action -~ in otler words, as a result of their understanding Zz what
o ) , ot ‘
. - - N . L

P : ‘ - -
K

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

they've seen,

9 ‘ . . . ) » ‘
consideration of television.effects in terms of age tazes us beyond the general

. - . ’ ] , e .
cuestion, 'Does television affect children?" o a,rore differentiated one, .

LS

. . . ) ¢ ° -
"“ou does television affect clildren of different ages, and through wh:* -

‘4 -

processes?' Two major aspects o’ age-related changes in children's responses to
television have been particularly characteristic of our previous research. '

R . - J
: One has fo do witl cianges in the cognitive gkills that children must use

-

u § } ' : . 1, ° . . '-\ Py
to comprehend content. Ty this, I mean their gkills in handling the information

.

.
L

- in _dramatic presentations, including-}ef;ape their abilities to malte appropriate

3

. ‘ -
.inferences about tle inter-relatiomships of scenes within plots that are some-
[} K . .

" " N

tines subtle and conplext.. - 3 \

v

ot : \

j'.

~~
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N . ‘For example, in one atudy (Collina, 1970) v’ 1dent1fied tqe 1nrormation in

0

] perforred very well on 'much longer\EEEnencea o~ acenes by the tine they vere

Q

ERIC * = - 00011 - L

s . ‘ ' . . '
S N v

K4

7 ’ -
a telev1aion prooram tnat adults tlng‘t wad absolutely central .to xHe plot and

R - -
Xy

then aaLed tbird, sixth, sevent!, and nvntH 0radera aueationa about botb ‘the
CEntral and tne lees eésential in fornation. e fomnd that-children as oldaaa ’

v

.
- . . ’ <

o txird graders renember only’ a small roportion‘ £. the inforﬁatioh that adulta
¥ P

2
. -3

-con31der.emaent?aL to retellino the 0lot 6f a IV prooram But as taey grow -

P .
B t -

By
older, there aéems to be a progreeéive increaae in their ability both to kndw
Al B . -

S °

wnat‘ie ivportant 1n the plot and to be-able to focus on taat inportant infor-

matioﬁ Whiie ignoring nonueaeeaﬂial content, - This aelectiye ability is clearly

LN P
. [

cruc1al in acnievino a wature conce tion of television conte t, but our results
Pt

' .1ndicate t':.at it cor*eatnly gradually and that third gradera- may very weill’ take

’

-~
IS -

<\§;awayda different resaage ~= or at least.a less conplete one - than nlntl graders
p ,

d . : , . . ) '
O. . ) . ) . RN R S AN
, : e e . . . -

In anotifer study (Leifer et al.; 1S71), we showed a film of a simple fairy-
~tale-to four-, seven-, and ten-year olds and then aslzed ‘then to‘recoendstruct

Y

the:eequencé of events in the plot. Tour-year-olds could scarcely order the

~ . N

°

e, . ' . ‘ 3
three most central scenes from the program correetly. - ilthoughrthé children al

“
ck- ‘. S
.

ten, it is alnost alarming that oh\ld:en as old as four abgarently remember

*

scenes in random order, if they remember them at all. It makes it very unlikely,’
. v J

@

v . . ) ._\ v . ,v v
for'gxample, that they caa'comprenend that aggression may- ilave been gaused by a
v B . N P » M - -

e

particular earlier happening, and, in fact, we found'that our youngest, children

N : . '
could not correctly amnswer cuestions about characters' reasons for their actions,
1 Yy u ‘ r Lo :
” .

( DOrothy Flapan has reported eimilar improvement in t‘e ability to specify causal

-

relationanips betveen scenes in her bool, Cnildren'e Underatanding of Social

' . ! r_/ .- .. * ~/~

Interactions (1062). , ) R - \ ,

x

a
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§ detail than ‘other Studles have. T7e snowed an.edited verslon of an aogre331vev#h f N

a

- . o~

- -

. R I "o v L L ,'.'».
The impllgatlona of tneseacognitive’factore.for the“effecta ofdtelev131on

aggresalon cone tar0uon in the flndxnoa of Lelfer .and prerts (1977) in their
] 0. -~

wvork for the Surgeon General's Repbrt« E ey found tnat c ildren's knowledge .«75 ‘

N - . . .

of the motives and consecuences for aagreaaion 1@préVed dranatlcally wit1 ace. - .

- ~J

indergartenera answered cuestlona about notives and consequences‘at about

- Al -
B M ..

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

) - P ' . ST - . Do : o . .
Qigh-school age. R : Coan ) ' o l o . .

N\ . o = L o ! L C T e : ®

03 :

.

" . - \ - . < " .
o » - . . . - . B . . - .
aoe—related changes in cnildren s conceptlonS'of a v program in sewevhat more . .
- . . 1 - w - * ) f

: . L= e RS s . et
In.@ome recent wérk (Collrna, Serndt, & Iless, in press), we have considered ~¥
. ¥ ) .

- PR ]

- i . .? . .
’ v P~ . >
stelevislon progran to kindergarten, aeEond ;1ftn,,andreigktn graders, we
' . - v RN K o .y R e . v
th%ﬂ 1ntervxewed then to get at their nenoryofor tne nlot and th e1r.under§tand110 P

©

.
-

of-tae notives of the nmain characters and t‘e ¢0nseouemcé% af their actions.:

- * .
. .h\ Y
,Tle aspect we were most 1ntereeted in was wnat»we ca led conpre eneion, _ 0

o - - < “ - -r" . .

,is, the extent to which gression was COnBtrLéd 12 terms of 1ts~re}evant
) NE . ’ . o )
rt.-- to e agvreesor's motives for 00ﬂﬂ1tt1ng the aggresalon and the

~ v B -y

congecu nces fo him. alndergarteners typically recalled only’the aggreealve

.
)

actien; cuite often, their efitire reteIling of the plot con31sted of MSome -, A ’

L
o

people got R{lled* or;"ﬁellm ‘there was lotg of ehopting and thig bov got killed",
) N . '] . . ) .. L4 . : i
But the older subjects associated, first, conseﬁuences; then motives, aﬂd'finally,},

-~ : " o S . “

the full complex of motivegd wad cdﬁhequénces with retelling tlie aggressive . { . S
i R ; ] .

‘ . . : S ' e
action. So tiese older viewets, but not the ‘younger, ones,- understood that .
N . . . LN LT

had killed B for a certain reason and, as a%esult, had been arrested and tried. T
- Vol s ' .
’ : " , ' N . SN

These restults siow that what c¢hildren understand from this-particular‘ A

~ K . o ® . - . I

. 4 . .. .
television dontent is obviously patterned according to age. It seems clear -

- D . .
A » > Y -, . . [ o 1

that these differemt understandings ;%flect cognitive growth involving thingél

# N . ° . . r




+

o Fian R . : : . R v e
lize learning of taslk-relevan't cues, aspects of memory, inprovement in selective-
‘ . : ) . . . LT e T . 0- -
'Y ~ © s . & e .

dttention and infereptial abilities, and so forth -- all gge-related skills

N ‘ _ N i , e
. . ' Nl . L o _ . i »
: for underetandlhgdand éval@gglng brogram content. oo f/;;? e

. . a
" : ' c T

K ' ‘ !.lthought'\eae BtLdles dld not go ‘on_ . to neaa\xre e"‘fecta on behav1or . 1N
- . 1% & - .
. . P . N P

. some evidence exists (Colllna, 1973a) of’ beaaVioral dif;erencea that appear. to

S . "-

. +

" be related‘to tqese,kind§'offage dﬁfferences inlcémpre ens;on and evaIUatlon.

.

, ‘ ' ., o ,
. : In th q work, real telev181on progtana.were edrted'to vary the eaae.wlt 4@hich
e S o s s oy & /~ -
Y "theAaction of an aggreeggve nodel could bLe related to cues about the actor'
. ' l4 e . .‘ N R . . by . .-
K noflvea and tne-conseaLences to ime LT 1rd” BlYt“, and teﬁtn gradera saw " .
S eip1er a Xe1¢v13102 pronrar in which neoative motlves and cousequences were o
. . . ‘. . . \ .,,-
/ aeparated fron aggreaafon by commerciale, or they saw the negative nodifying -
. . AR . 2 -
‘ ) . . ‘.' . . . t",“ . -

: ' » PR o . U e "
. cues incontiguity with the aggrea%pbn. » ‘ . '

- S o T coL P .

.~ The’ Separation group subsecuently becare 1ore aggressive than. the ilo- '
L™ e . : CoK .

Separation group at tle ‘thirdsgrade level. ”%eserdl ‘ences did not hold for’

; . N ’ ik, ) . B _wr e ‘ﬂ:ﬁé }

the sixth»and tenth»oradera in the study. Apparently, for the oeparation tnird

I

grgderh, the eeparatlﬁg commerclals 1nter£ered w1tﬁ comprehension of gggreaalon

. in E@rmg of negatlve motives and consequepcee; so that the aggresaion stood

o

. ”laione -+ unmodified ;~~as a’moéel for behavior. But temporal conﬁiguity &f the

. - ythree'ecenea eeeﬁed to make thewcomprekeneidn task easier for the other group

-

A .. ¢ ‘- -~
of t11rd oradera. Oldergghbjecta apparently could handle\%he cognitive diffi-

-

cultiea 1mposed by sepatgtlon, so that their comprehensions of the act under

.

- .

. ' ueparatlbn were eseentlally the sane as thoee formed under temporal contiguity.-
. AN f“‘éh (4 »
R 6 [N

”resuﬂablj, these cognitive dlfLerencea are gimilar to-the kinds of ane~re1ated

. 'differencea in comprehenagpn"and evaluation in the earlier studies, Talen

-ftdgetﬁer, those daLa and thig latter ev1dence of differences in behavioréi;

T k : - ~ . ‘
o eLLecta aungeat t"at varlatlohe in conprelenslon nay/;ediate variationsg in the

’

Y
’ 7
s . X ‘“

s : o .t .
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‘for .bad te

._0 ’ *9{; o N B - Lay
- consecuences-based to motive-based. evaluations of actions (srmsby, 1971; Iebble

“well. - . T S | S o

N * . -
é&’"‘T&ese bases for social judgments are the same factors I have already described

tent, behavioral effects might be different for children of different ageg. §

v

- . v

‘e ’ - . ‘. - cae : . “
e¥fects of observing social interactidn, as the cognitive-médiator concept implies.
- oy ] g b ) S p'. v

- ——

In other words, in order to study the effects of %elevision on children, you, have
. -

to consider hou the content of the proégran may be understood‘by them at different N
.. F. R : . ar . . ;

.
I ¢

. - & .
ages, with different cognitive capabilities.’ v

Y - 3

N ) : " - - 'y N,
.. second source of variation in. tite effects of television prdgrams nay

« - . ek . R :

- - . Al . '
be age-related clianges in~the bases for evaluating social actsg in general. v 3 (
v - - oS, S S eSS fms T ESR sEE S Ty - -

v L. .

< N

??éggt's (1965) noral judguent paradign is a sood example of tlese kinds'of'age—

" N ) i ) \ N .~ k : ,

related changes. -Ie tested children wit!l pairs of stories, one of which described - ‘-

a clhatracter engaged in an action whic caused little danage, but which was done .
s P . - e ' .

. - o -

] - . : : -“,. N .
asons), the, other oI which described the character as well motivated
* ) V ) - * -7 . ® .

: - o ) . ’ ) e v L
but having accidentally. caused a substantial armount of damage.. Yéung children .
~ A : »™ - -

" a
, ~

. . ] T . .- . « . . I; - . . r£ .
typically thoyént the chafeter who caused the nogf?danage’vas tle more repre- .
. : ze v lor'€ ‘

- N -

two, while older ch:ildren -- say, ten gqr eleven.or older -
. ' o : . 1

ensgible of th

judsed the actjop.ea the basis of the actor's intentions. */ number: of other “e ‘

- . [ _. ’ . M . R , Y- .
studies fairly/ congistently #how a or shify/'at about are nine or ten from .

A . , - o .0 . .

o ey,

q“

.

1V )

Ting, 1971). .This finding holds up in the case of television viewing. v
HE g -ng up ! . ! /

BRI 7

1?71;

i

In the Collins, Berndt, and Zless study,'we found a trend away from primarily N\

\

S ) o
consecuences-based judgments toward judgments involx}ng,thghaékdrs',notives as
. 3 . . N m

. . Il -
‘ >

E}
) . -

’ ‘ . . vt e . -
as nodifying the effects of observatiof on belavior -- motives and consecuences.

n

/ ' - -

Thus, the inplication is that if the notive and consecuences cues are inconsis- \

LS i
" 4 .

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

-

follow a negatively notivated social act. /ssuming that, tie act itself does not

(as killing does) strongly irply negagive evaluation, this situation might lead ;
. . ’ ' . ¥
Ay . . . : AN ) r

. - B #

~  oonge



x
-

>

to developmental diffexrences in subsequént'per"rmance, because of the strong
. . [N . - v X

- .
. . .

.

- - ) - ~ . » * R , . -
tendenqy of youngér vifwers to judge an.act on the,basis df consecuences, rather
than motivea. ' v o . ' ol
. - . . : . »o. . *
- 4 E] e - .~ L
-odeling context and television effects. Tie ‘obviou. importance of tlhe .
L3 * N . T Tess s
A s " R .
s v, - . N . “

context 'in whicl:.'a social act lie aggression or constructive copiny is seen

A . . Ty . hd 3

) \ t ) c - -
in televieion sliows and the evigence that understanding gnd using contextual -

- - .
. . .

3 : .
cues is age-related suggests that there Are typical aspects of television
. ‘,. - . * . . &
content that demand = level of sophistication-that younger viewers, oZften do
- Y‘ . . * - < ] > i . '
-niot have. Cur res&arch was built ground t'ree cuestions gbout gge_fole.of
\ . . ' .

f D) ". - N N ~ -
context im children's respénges to‘sacws: ) . .

' x

’ - : . A « . "‘ *
.. 1. Does a televised contekt,of interpersonal threat or conflict

L L g v
. me%e children more lilely to bg hostile or aggressive, regardlcss

AN

.
)

of the way.the televised model handled his situation?

. ) L ’ . . .
Does the complexity), or ambisuity, of the context mak

’

qupréhensioh ahd»eva}ﬁétion‘of modeled acts, like

aggression, more difficult for younger than older viewers?
In otiter vords, is a young child who .gets "mixed" eues ’
that an actdr is good and that e is-bad more lilely to

- e ' s

rate hin nore positively and be influenced by iis

» -
»

behavior than an adolescent who sees the same 'nixed"
v

1iessage or then another child whd sees only the "bad
* ’ ! ) ‘/ A

auy' cues’ . .
S v
Finally, does a verbal ‘'weninder' or restatement of the

.

. L .

medifying context in relationship to the modeled behavior

nmalke it izgre likely tidat viewers who have-pot understood

it when viewine aone will corpreliend tl:e "'messace'" of
[54

. o
B N

4 : . .
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. in Chapters 3, 4, and 5. They are'the lieart of the report.

Out_atteupts to anewer these cuestions are, respectively,

0 ) -7 L v
- C : , . . . .
$ . : : ,
the program? Cr to put it another way, if parents or N
y others tell a voung child that aggregsion .was committed
S _ R - K

for bad reasons and remind him that it led to bad N ’
2. oo L. ' ’ ] ' STy
consequences, can vou overcome the "tempdral-separation s '\

(Collins, 1973b)? :

.

effect" found in earlier studies ) .
- _ v .
the studies, repoxrted

«

™ : - < . ’
But before thev-

1 ~ -

A3 .
: 3] - ' . v . » ) -
are presented, tlhle researcl: programr itself deserves comment: what were the

: . - . ‘ . ' - ’ L N
*  broad outlines of our str egy f{or answering these three cuestions{about typical
o, 3 . . ) - . ﬂ . o -j' t P Q
aspects of television contlnt? £ . Lo '
R LY « Bl Bq . o
. ’ . . ‘ ¢
& ' . _ . / ! ‘ b - .
{ to : - .
€ g -.JL 9‘ N
‘ i "y
t h \ X - .5*5 +
* ) * o
1 a (3

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

»

L4
v
'
f
“ »"
" .
* ' \
-
' . . .
. \ . -~ .
«
a
” . LY
.
. {
» " 1 .
~
N
- ¢
. .
- ¥ « < 3 .

00016,




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R Cﬁapter 2 .

. ‘ ' ’ R I3
- Sxpleining ti:e Iripact of Televigion: .

. . , . ’\ , ) ¥

v A ) .. et * Ve
- General rocedures ‘and . easures , -
L ' . . - ‘ . 4 .
. uii . - 4 . by

"The effects of television on children have been studied in a variety of

3 & 4 \
yq, rannina frcn large-scale surveyécorrelational studies that take advantage A

i . P \

oi natural eettiiga to tiuutly controlled laooratory experinents that enable

- - -

}Hv>\clﬂar causm] 1nferences. Our regearch goale recuired that we- uge pethodsgthat 4

>

. fall toward “~e latter end of that range. e were interested in the role of
the dranatic dgnte t on tle effecta of aogreesiow ‘anid other social behaviors
w5 v . !
. ] ' .

in television.s.cve. T:e ruestions were cTearly couched in terme,of the
o - . :

. ’
.

. processes tﬁat we aaaumed to Be’involved in the - effect ?L typica1 aspects of

P
. televieio& content and nore partictlarly, different outcones to which tnoee

- .9 ts s
'processes=nay lead because ,0l:the aoe-related capabilities of child viewers. & -

~

vConsequently, we'needed proeedures for teatino apecific predietions aoout the

u

f
. "effects of particular instances .of ‘content upon children of epecified ages.

T"

ne approac: ve devised iight be ca11ed'ﬁevelopmental-explanato:z_with a

N

strong "naturalistic“; 1avor (with abologiee to Fiavell, 1053, pp. 2-3). It

s

coneisted o= concht1n~ experimenta where soie control over eventa was possible;.

‘ .o : /

but we preferred relatively naturalﬂeettings taat vere fanillar to the subjects,
rather than a laboratory aituation. Thua, we teated theﬁ in their classroom

ouildinns in small viéhlng groups composed of th eir clasepates. 'Furthermore,)

L, v
y

thia approac:: involved selecting etiguluq naterials from televigion fare wihich

is readily available to children.and which t bey freouently watch. ‘nd,
: ‘o .
i“agﬁ'host ingortantly;xit involved tneparticipation of gubjects across t“e
range of‘grade=sc:ool and i°1~ac ool atudenta. .

-

Fron the outset then, ti:e studies shared tlhree najor cgaracterietice.*

e -

1 - : ;_‘v.
! , . ' ‘ . -
“ . . : ‘
LA o !}lg - o '
. . ' [ o - . "
o . oam:? L |
- . . . 4 .

“

v 4(.-‘5! * : . » »

- . . . / . » e oy

~
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- ‘ p\ . / | A . . . ,

* (1) They used real television content. The stimpli were drawatic action/

. . .-

adventure prograns intended for a generaldaudience. That is,pue,did not test
» . ¢ ’ . . ) ﬁ‘.

content produced expressly for, children, .sucl: as the programs produced &{;tie
) « :

(et

. Children's Television “lorkshop, ”iateronera Jeln\borkood,‘or even Satgrdaj—

T

. N ) [ .
norning cartoona:f\ye vere interested in prograns produceﬂ with the adult

“ deience in wind, but’ waic~ are available to ch ﬁidren&end are- frecuently cbzéuned
. ‘ . . . . .,
by 'ther, “a it gappened, t:e sﬂows we drew’ fron vere police-action dramas, which
!

u_‘ ‘.
~ are ar.ong the favor.Lte vrograre of children across f ‘e age range ve teaeed~( Lyle o

~ offnan, l°77). The prograns_.were edited to enabhe us to test our predictions‘
) - - . ) i ’ -
mﬁpout the effects o° different aspects of the ceontexté of social acts. =
v . ‘ ’ ¢ . . r
«(2) They, vere geyeloggggggl_in nature. Subjects were chosen from a general

age range of 7-1C years, and liypotheses reflected ekpected‘ﬂixfeﬁfhcea in compre-

- 4 Ny .
hension and belhavioral effec®s o the prograns across ages. ' This characgéristic
- . I . " o A

of the studlea 11dicatea aﬂaln our dmnﬂitment to a vore di ferentlated under~

h atending of the diverse ”child”_audienCe. T ) -
. ) . PO .. -
(3) Finally, the research prograv reflected a basic conception of television

)
X

reaearcn as an oac111at10n between lahorat and f1e1d vork. Our view is that

the naturalistic conditipna’of atfmulua«e ;eqtieﬁ and viewing tﬁat‘we adopted giﬁ_t-
for ”ecolonlcal-vaf;d;tv" reasons were n tﬂalw;ya well guited to some of the
1ore ;etailed queatiene ab;ut proceaaee £ maae medié é&fecte; Therefore, an '
- s v
effort waf nade to aupplement th eﬁfindiﬂga of eyperlvents in relatively .
# .®  natural aet;ings with nore controlled labgratory inveetigatéona. These .
.

i . .
‘supplenientary investications were:not part of fthe work ;unded by the Office of
. . ¥ " o , " .
Child Development; iLence, they will not be repdrted fully here, Zowever, thﬁz\_
~ v b ' ) . . Cn

were useful in the/on—going research process of vwhich the OCD-funded studies.

e

- ’ N ,

were a parRTejuat’as tl.ese experiments in natural settings. played a role’{n an-

" .. gopae -
ERIC e R -. -
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* has potentially important social.effects on young children. TFurthermore, some
, hrect \ T

‘interested in

l“ 3 ‘
SR ,
—_— B T O
PN

et

. . . - .-
A <
W y

’

———

interactive researcl: enterprise, ‘ o

.
'

3

- N ..

¢ 4 ~ . . '
In short, our research plan reflected the special nature of the problem we

\

-~
-~

were attacking. Our goal vas to answer a series of cuestions about the effects

¢ LA

’ ]

on children of different ages’ of typical chfrdcteristics of the-contexts in

>

‘\

- ."

, oL . .o
which models of social behavior ‘are often portrayed em—television. ..!'e pursued

?

: . : t A
tien in a series of experiments in natural settings in which we'not only varied

u . - S P

. 3 ' . 4‘ . . - . . ‘e *
contexts and models to learn rore‘about their various effects, but in which we

~

D . ~

: ~ a .
studied tive responses o} srade scl.0ool children and adol

-
h .
s

‘ 2 . . . .
conparisons between contrasting ingtancas of content and comparison of ihre
. s : - S— ;e

L4

' b - .
reé%onsee of children of different ages to those differ
! - o

escents. Thus, we had

H
. .
ent contents.

¢ . .

| e ' iy

ieasuring Lifects of Content
AN ) .

concern vas the, outcores of thie processes

Our naj
et A ul

i PR N

differences, \on indicators of children's social behavio

'éfudiés have typically focused qn,antfaqcial outcomes,

ecaviors consideted potentially Hurtful

|

(see Bandura, 1073, for a discussion of definitions ‘of
o . . ’ .

g, . ’
wanted to consider outcomes somewhat more broadly. Rec
r : . _ ] .

. ‘I\

’ nitigated by age

N
T Television-éffgcté
. . . .0

o, RN
and we,’ tod, were - ..

or damagiﬁgﬂggvdthere

aggre!&iop). But we also
. e

ent work_on tie elfects

4 .

of the vafiety of television pn5&rama availabie\to quldrenJ(~ﬁA:drich & Stein,

o

- A : v

1973) have iﬁ%icated that content tliat can generally be called '"prosocial' -~
» 2 ) (=4 4 @y R .

D4 M
. [

meaning fare gnphasizing helpfulness, altryisn, self-ac

. -

.
-

other outcores besides agggession,should be considered.

- -

© find neasurement- instruents that would pernit us to éa
3 ' . o . * ' w i ’
behazioral EFndenciesy but also tiie likelihood that m&%

behaviors would occur -as the resglt of gome kinds of te
- comas -

.o e

ceptance, etc. -- also

- . 8 . . . o ‘g )
of the aspects. of television content in which we weér'd interested inplied that

~ . &

Thus, we endeavored to
gesg not only aggressive
e poaitng'eoéial

<l '\t o
evigion-viewing experi-
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- . . " A . . i . X )
J.ccorélingll we €nployed two _seasures ;n our~atudiea, both of which carried ” &

- ’

the potential for subje‘cta to respond in hotn "agﬂreasive" and "proaocial," ways. '

Doth measures had previously ‘been used in studies of the effects of te1evraion }

. ‘on ‘¢children of different ag%a. ney were aelected folﬂ.owina a aurvey of e P
v s .

prev1oualy used measures; (see Gedy, 1974) partly be’ca\yae,acompared to other -

| available neasures, they p(omleied to be{ecually valid indicators of tle petential
& . : 4 " - . . - L )
“for aégfeasiVe and/or prosocial reepond_ing by our subjects across the age range’

Al v ’ . /’

.to be studied. - o - T ”
’ . . . ’ c . . “‘;" -
) . . AT »
\ } o ’ Voo
The _,ewav1or-rotent1a1 Ina;trunent. .

‘The first measure ‘wae a paper-—and—-yencil %est-dés:}gned to elicit‘subjects’

s - . -
.. . *

verbal eatimates of tneir reaponses to a wvide 'range of irypot™ et1ca1 imter-
.. pereonal conflict situations. K The measure-was developed by Lelfer and Roberts.
‘ (1072), who give avdetailed scr ption or ita .oonatructiona ", LT ( o \ ’
T s The bdsic instrument. Briefly, it conslsted oi six basic. itemsg that .

-
o

¥ desérib/e\d real-life sit tions which ’n.ad been found in interV1ewe with chlldren A ,__\
‘ between ages four a:nd gixteen, to be irritatinc and moderately 11 ely to ghclt \
[4 . b . - : . /

aggresalon‘from them. . Zach sltuation vas accmRanled b,y f}!ur types of; &eaponsea,

.

formulated on the basie of ehlldren‘e responses ‘to inter\rlev ugstionhe such as
[
- 5
Tis That do you do wlen you get mad?" The four ;reeponae categorles were pnyeical .
, . .
aggression, verbal aggres’aion, "1eaving the field " and positive coping wlth ‘ 4

the aituatiom Specific instances .of each category (e.g., "t nem " “Ca11 2.,

them a bad name," "Go into the house," and 'Tell thém not to . . ') were

-« . -

- 3

randonly asgigned to the six '1ypot§etica1 aituatlona.

N oL 411 possible pairs of atici:—-figure pictures of 1nstances of the four alter-
. : .. ' . .
) natives for each situation were presented on a/],ié_es. The,aubjecte circled -

'O No.
* i

tne alternative from eac.a pair t‘nat t;hey thought they were l‘ilcely to perform. ° S
< : » . : . ) . ,

B
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) o J:J J Lo . . ) : i y

) Situations were'preeented/gn random\order,'with‘reebonaea separately randomized.
. { . v ' - L "

L e 0 oy s
B The six items, along ptth the response alternatives for each are presented in -

——— I . >

. . . v ' . ) s

- L.ppendix D. /n exdrple-of the paired-comparison response secuence for one ‘of .

.the items is shiown in Appendix A, ae are instructions to the subjects and a

- . - . =, . o : S

_subject response form. . v ) . ' o,

Scores on the Behavior-Potential measure were the average frequenc{ea with -

.

. ' - ~ ~

. LN 4 -
77+ which a subject chose oné of th? four alternatives over the six items. For

. <

N exanq!e,ya child night choose the pt yeicaL-aggression alternative an avérage s

. ~

od

of 2.5 times (out of a maximum poasible average of»3.0) and the positive copii? -
. . - ' - o oo : \ ‘ : ,

reap%nsé only 1.33 times. In‘ahort ‘the meas?re—indicates the relativevlikeli-

. . ’ -~ . :

X hood of a aubJect'e favoring an agvreaelvé rﬁ%her than a positive coping,.

N . - /1,~

réeponse after seernﬂfa television progran in eitber the experinental or- control

. X C . VA - £ TN a-

'cpndftioné; v : ot L '

s - o . .

— . . . B - -
~ -

xodiflcations ol the 1nstrument. The Behavior—?otential meaaure'haa

'y o ,9 i

prlmarlly been used in previoua studies as_an indlcato%?oi the likelihood of - ..

___-—.-u.._z-

aggreealve benavior (Collins, 1°73b Leifer & loberts, 1972) "owever, our .

-

broader conception of social- be‘avior effecta in t“is aerrps of studies recuired

. v

that the poaitlve coping index be enployed as wéll$ The instances of posltive s,
& - . . " .

’ coping in the orininal iﬂstrnnent were felt not to be ggod reflectiona of. the .

fl B 2 '
concept of posltive aocial beaaviors that we wanted to,tap. ‘Qur guideline vas - g

-

o the work o- CHittenden (1942) in which the doll pla] benaviore f nursery-

<o . . .
echoolfchilcren were rated "prosocial"‘on,the baaia of the extknt to which

. they attempted to use technitues of %egotiation and discussion in.solring .
T ’ . - - ' L
- , . . / L , .
interpersonal corflicts. Unfortunately, two of the existing Behavior-?otential . .
@Q ' positive coping responses ("Tell the teacher" and P ay that's &lrignt") d1d not L e

‘g . ) N . . ) . ,

’

aeem/to reflect the constrpcti?é;methoda of conflict reaolution that we wanted

r/ N v » 4

CERCy -y g0y




AN . ‘ )

to measure. The other instances of the category, 'Tell then mot to*. . . " and

jLsk why +7. o' geeued closer to our goal. Therefore, we attempted to modi fy

. . : “ . . M . N ) .
\ ‘the positive coping response category to reflect our particular neaning for )
[ : ' : v S e i . : x
‘« "prosocial' belavior.®: . . - i \(
- : - : ) g - -

, Liter a careful-review of €§1fer anu naberts' inatrument development

procedures, we repeated sone of thern with a slight variation, Tney had alnply .

' constructed the four 0enera1 resp0nse cafeooriee based on childrenbs responses

= A
. ‘to very general cuestiona like, ”Wﬁat do you do witen you vet mad?" le asked the

~ - ¢ *N
.

same cuestion of fourth, seventul,and e1event; oradera witly <ch‘we conducted

" . ) "t

intervfewa; but we also asked thgm a more'specific‘oueation: ""ﬁat would you dq
. PN . - - Y ’ -

if you wiabed to renain irlends w1tk tiie person (initiatﬂhg tbe conflrct)?" . ;{ :

.

In addition, we. deacribed t’r83{°L tae ef€::tionevfrom the Leifeér and oberta ' q 

- ’-"‘m
/) inatrurentato’tme eubJecta and as! ed tnem to chooae one of four positlve coping

. R :
[y & . f

a1ternatives (inatancee of agking why, aaking”advice, bargaining; or verbaliza-

g

: ' tion of.féeling). These catdgories followed the analysis of éhittenden (1042, ;\' ’
’ ’ ’ ) . L. ¢ . .- -';w
- .. £yller description of the interview procedureg is presented in ’ppendix 3, ' -~ .
- - . , | | o ¥
Tl wost cormonly mentioned responses to the interview cuestions were of the

. X < ¢

- - .

. U’eP WY . « o ' and 'Tell thén not to . o . " var1ety. This was also true for

W

a

. . . the nultiple»ca01c&\procedmre. Intereatinnly, these regponaea Lad also been

-
. ’

frecuently obtdined: by Leifer and ﬂoberta in their original interview procedune, .

| . . \
. - ' -

.

> ,but these particular responses had been alionted in tne process of randomly .

raasignina positive coplna instances to eltuationa‘and in the atrategies for

€ Vé :
cnoosing te si: =-il_em set wnicu constituted the final 1natrument. Secausg’ of “

our_more gpecific requirenenta of \the instrument, however, we'felt juatified in
A ’ X )
. substituting 'sk vy . + . " and 'Tell them not to . . . ' responses for the
! ) . .e
4 : . . $ L ' " .
less conceptually appropriate ones, Tell the teac er’ and "3 ay tnat'e ai/}dﬁt."




v

EPEN

Y

+

\

.either a filred agonessive rodel or nonaggressive‘model. Frecquencies of imitative

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

Te also felt it was appropriate.to mak} slig:

situgkions and responses to nalte them more,oontemporaryq less humorous, or more

\ - »

appropriate. ' _ . y
' P - T, o AR

-llevertheless, we repeated Leifer and Doberts!- procedure of'adminiétering the
revised instrument éo_a‘Sample of* foyrth, eighth,.and tenth gradersvand applied

the original item-qﬁlection criteria to the results. Tbe'patternobf aggressive -

s
L

response se1ections were not espeC1a11y different from the ,pattern tbat appearéd

with Leifer and Roberts! or101na1 sample (see ppepdiz B for a conparison).

’ -
v [

The orlﬂinal Leafer and noberts 1nstrnment can also be compared with our revised

version in;ApPendix-?. . v P_'?' L

iy - > ! ° e . .

Validity 1ndices. The Behavior-Potential instrument was previously used to

-

4 o
w -

obtain interestino a@d replicable,refults in at 1east one publlsbed study

P

(Collinsg 973b).. "owever, c0nslstent Validity indices have not. been established

'I -
n

for it. Leifer and ooerts (7°72) administered a version OL tne Behavior-

4

Jotent1a1 instrument to one-xalr of a sarpie of otr-year—olds who had seen

3 s

and nonimitative-overt aoaressive beaav1ors were recorded for the remaining

ool |x',' . - >
e [

.subjeots. _The authors_report that subjects in the aggres31venmode1 c0nd1tions

o
h .

shoved more aaﬂression potentia1 than tnose in the nonacoressive condition.

w-l\ o>

S - : A

= Tbe data wvere consonant with data From the overt-benav1cr measure. In attempts

3

&

to validate the instrument with older subJects (13-year— olds), ,no oondition

P
~ \

: differences vere found for either tne,agﬂression-potential or the overt-

- LA

behaviOr5measures. Leiger and DRoberts' own work did not yield findings that ,
S : . , A : ‘ o
denonstrate the digcerininating ability of tite instrument, but it is plausible

that this was. due to their particular stiruli and prédictor variables.
. ' + o

Y

t vording chanoes in some ‘of the .

o

s




L

v

. Liebert and Baron (1272).

_ -~ other by screens to-prevent subjects' noticing that all fouz lighta‘flaabed 5

", ’ -
f\»%h [ ) .. ‘
£ & .
. > ‘1.‘ . - - N
i ’ " “
N - K [ II—u
L. D N
The '"Help-lurt" measure. ) o o -

Theaéeeond measure assessed the willingness of‘the subjects to help or hurt

b

5.

another (fictitious) child, whom they believed to be working on a sound-
. : ‘ § . . '
discrimination tasl: in another room. ieasures-gimilar to this one have been

. , RN

"used in previous studies, notably those by iiallicl: and 1.cCandless (1965) and by

- - “ - ) . . L]
The :measure involved a aubject'a being seated at, a response-box apparatus
& .

‘gimilar to the one used in the precedent etudlea. L. gray box, measuring
~

approzimately 14 by 7 1nc‘ee, had two buttons, a red button on the left and

s

1
green one on the rl"tt, and a red light centered. above them. The word "Hurt"
appeared.Beneath the bntton, the word ““elp"“beneatn the green button. A
drawing of tl:e apparatus appears 1n “ppendix C.

Children were told that-each bor was /£onnected to a testing apparatue in

another room and tlat a student was using it to talke a aound-diacrlmination test.

+

\tlthough subjectsg could neitﬁer s® nor hear their altera, they were'told that

®
the lignta on their boxes wouId flaah whenever the alter made an error on the

bearing test. The aiSJect could tHen decide to push one of tbe.two buttons.

&

» ’ :
They were told ‘that the r&d "hurt" button déuld hurt the alter'a performance by

making a dietracting background noiae louder, while the green button would help
N . s ° . 1
the alter by eliminating t1e diatractin° noise. They were also told that the

longer ‘they held down either button each time the light'flaahed tHe more they

helped or hurt the alter's performance. The four, boxea were aeparated from each

N <

-

-

sinmultaneously for twenty trials. They also wore aafet§ earpnones 8o asg not to ,
hear the activity of the other subjects. iIxperimenters' instructions are shovm
in Appendix C. ' Co o ‘ o .

\ kil . . ’ o ' ’ 4\

. oobza .
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.o o ' b s ' \
& . The entire procedure for:testing each subject was controlled in an adjacent’ .
. . - .« ° - - i L,
- Toop sb as to produce 20 trials. . Rach trial laaLed for 15 aeconda, and there was '
: a (" v - e -

¢ ¥

a 15 second interval.between triala. This timing- VECE automated by an e1ect€onic'

-

Yy~

o timer attacned to the response apparatua. Gach eubJect'a reeponee on eacn trial
.« § .
' (that is, wgetner ae/she pushed tne Ielp or- the Turt button) and the duration of

N Y o . KEI

\ that responaeW@reaptonaticaily recorded by an uaterline-Anaua pen recorder.

" This device_waa,attached,to the timg§§ so,that the duration of_a reapOnee could

. . . . S . . '

be determineq‘WIth_an accuracy of..l second. . e

. _ “our ecorea were computeﬂ for eacn subject on the. baaia of Kelpulurt‘reepoh-.
. . »’ N \I/ : '

“ses. (1) Frecuency of -urt and (2) Trecuency of elp responses consisted of

&& - ,J T o . )

the number of'timea out of 20'triala/that th

L Turt and the Help'butténa were -

eebutton on each trial and to

pushed. Subjects were inatructed to pugh%gﬁi
‘ g 4 ﬂ%@-« m_‘_@r . e
push that button only%pnee. Clowever, the] were free to hold the button dovn as . =
* . ' .
long as t?ey“wished. In the cases of multiple\buttgﬁ puahes per trial Only the

first pusl: was counted. Iqltiple-respoﬁding was a rare occurrence. . (3) Hurt-

i

- . .\ . . :
Duration and (&) ZelpJDuration scores were the total . .ount of time each of the

- : M » ’ ’

. . two buttons. vasg. depreeaed over the 20- triala. ‘Only the duration of the button\

puanea ivcluded in the frecuency count for eacl button were wdded into total- .
3  duration scores. e s

REy
&

Validity indices. The measure was aaaumed‘to reflect potential for either

- : A B
" aggreeaivg or prosocial -~ in thfa case, helping or suesbrtive' ~= behavior.
»
It is- ein;lar to the eanct£o1ed-auoc“ measures faniliar from the Buss aggression ’

» machine (Buas, 1061) and tne 'learnina study’ format employed by Berkowitz in

manys of his etudiea (e.g., Berkoﬂitz & Geen,>1967).,'1t ia‘ﬂifferent from those = /

-
. ¢

measures in a gignificant reapecttxhowever: it;doee not liﬁit‘feepénding to
: P ) ‘ . .

\

alternatives that would produce pain or injury to alters, but includes a more .
Q R ‘ - . o | B .

ERIC - - 00028 S
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Aruntext provided by eric [

’ o o

-responses on tnls measure slould reﬁlect subJectsJ own interpersonal t'ndevcies .

N

. o

. \ [ ' .i * Qx%

at the tlne of testing. And since

'
. ‘ LT

‘v1310n c6ntent

4

'1nterper$ona1 1d/1rnations at.
i . |
Liebert qnd

”avgressive seouence, used botA|the

sure of play‘wit aggre331ve Qovs.

i

had, seen__he nonaggressive scenes, with obth measures.

’1‘,

d

{oEa

yielded sex and age interactlons, 1ndicat1nOr

P
£ "

comparat qﬁ effect nucn nore strongly then either

':ds of eitber sex.

-

that veny typlcal poin%

between iildren w10 ead seen;the aggressive scenes, conpared to those tHat

A thouon consistent valldity 1ndices for

tes ing iollcws~eﬁposure.to typicdt tele-
o -

felp "urt perrormance should be a ‘valid: indicatd% of 9h11dren's

PY TS
i

in their.experlenpe.

. o
- .

Jaron ( 77) in. tbeir study of the eifect of a brief teIevisedv i'v&;.

elp—uurt veasure and an~obserVatipna1 nea-H s

~ B

Tﬁey‘fouhd tﬁe same‘treatment differences

- L2 “

‘ -
'Zowever;fthe aogressiveé

'

-

.-

play situation, wgic1 did not involve aysecond chlld real or f1ctitiobs, also

o-year_old girls or 2-9

7
»>

P BN »

' A :
subJects acrbsss the age ‘range of ,

3

ior“eita%r of the two measures alone, the
. R

fee studies eoabﬂed~us to compare the'resqlts;they

{
.

‘These comparisons will be made in the

.

,The tnree 8 adies proceeded eccording to the- sane general format. .

Tnere weke varia 1ons,'of'course,

{4’
lapteer“ but or the most part t

4 j'

B , !
. N
tohseveral groups.

S

in eaoh ~group proportional to- tae nunber of malea and, females in the clase.

oooze SRR

,—~:; ' /" T

articularly in the study described in ©

v v o
L >

e maJor steps were- the seme. . L

v

f.ju‘ n arriwhl in the classroomsA the" experimenter randomly assigned students

B

4in effort wis made to Peep tite nunber of males and females"

To
5]

that 5~ 5 year old boys snowed tbe v

P4
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minimize the effécts 6feperticgiar classrooms, the grouba were randomly agsigned

r

to different experir:enta1 conditions. . In other words, a given,clasaroOL . -

@

C .

contributed ecdally to several of tbe condltione in t‘e-atudy. Details of the
o .

,procedure for the three atudiea can be found-in the chapters devoted to them
‘and in the allied appendices. ' ‘ . g . ' B
The groups tnen ganr® different videotapee plagedibaq} on a Sony CV-2200

videocorder and seen on a ‘Ton black-andawﬁite te1eviaion monitor. After

4 . . L
-

viewing, the euﬂ%ecta were told that-the experimenters wanted their help with

- Tel ;

aeveral tasits and tzat they Would be divided 1nto groupa to worl: on the taske
- . \ . . Yuedf

aimultaneoubly. T“ey were t“en randomly aaéigned to be teated accordiag to one

: =
of the two deqfndent nggaureé, the Behavior-?otentlal or the Telp-Tlurt.

‘ 0 .

-

: One‘male and one female from each oF the viewing groupg were then asked to ~ -

v v

. N . alq e .
1elp in a hearing study. Once they. were seated at tne Telp~~urt response
. 3 . o ‘ ) .
i v . -

O ]
‘appartus (described above,”pp. II-uff:); the‘experimenter-ggve thent the

fbllowino inatructgone:rw'. : .

L You are going to\gelﬁ us by operating t:ége nacplneg. Ap you can
' see, eaci: machine has one-light at the top and two buttons below,
one,labelled [TLT and £.e other labelled ZURT. . llow, eacd of your
maqnines is connected to a etudent in another’ room who is taling: ’
o a test. IMhen.a student “nakes a.nistake on the test, the light at’
* " the top of your machine wi11 come on and stay liglted yp for
) " ,awhile. The test is hard so the person might make a lot of mistakes
- and your light nmight come ‘dn several tire8 The test is difficult
) " " partly because there is a background.noise going-on all the time
N . which is diatracting. The nmoise sounds like this. (T demonatratea
) N a recorded low leyek irritating noige.) TFor each time you see
the light- come ‘on, you Tust decide to push one of the two buttons.
. 17 you push the red button, ‘the bac »ground'noiae which-you hegrd : .
o . " before wilf*begome nudh louder. It will sound like this. ( . L
demonatrates a recorded high levei irritating noiae.) This noise
. - : will hurt the person's ‘ears and make it mere difficult for them
S - to talfe the test.  If you push the green [ buttor, the noise will
.stop, .completely. This will help tle person because he won't be
do, distracted. .You can help the person a little by pressing the. -
o green button for a short time while the light is on. You can help
‘ . o hima lot by pnaningﬁt;inggpton for & longer time. Or. you can
Q . ‘hart the person a little by pregsing the red button for.a short
[ERJ!:‘ : time, and hurt nore by pressing for a-leonger time.

v




.
"
1]

Lfter—the experimenter completed the instructions, he remained in the room, but

£ - '
1 - 3

was seated vh'.th hie back toward the subjects. : n

A

e Tach squect's light then flashed 20 tir*es, and th ey céuld depress.ej.ther

tie lelp or the Turt button once on each trials, The number of times eacn

. ' . "

LN

.button was pushed aitd the 1ength of time .it was held down wu:eautomat:.cally
- recorded by an’ Ester]:ine-Angus pen recorder‘ attach ed to the -response box.
The remaining subjects in the c‘ondition groups from eaqh c1assroom completed

X the Be’*avior-”otential measure. ’I'hey vere given the following explanation:
N AR 8 | read a shoxrt. description of somé’(f?ung that could happen to you.

Then I want to know wiat you would do about it. Then I've read the

description, I'1ll show scme slides. liach slide will have two pic-

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

™

.

gheet and tircle L if picture .- ‘shows what you'd do,«and circle B - »

if .p:.ctune D shows what you'd do in the situation. !le want to know
‘ what you really would do if it mppefg ‘to you -~ not what you think
) +  you ghould do. This is not a test; is a survey. There aren't

Some of the situationg might not gound lile something you would do, , "
but we, are using this survey with: younger children as well as peop1e
your gge and-it is worded so that'everyone can understand. You can, 4
only choose one picture at a time, 8o p1ease choose. carefully,

Sometimes you won't want to choosé.either picture, but p}ease c.1oose

one anyhou. There will be six slides for each: situation. emember --
we want to know what you would do in each sitﬁkt:.on and not what you

. thln.c you Q d do. : . , ) . . . , .
. . . ’ » :
o --fter completion of both neasures, subjects were asLed if they had any

.

cuestions about tlhe procedures and the'fr ouestions were ansvered Subjects

§ -
i . '.

- tuen generally answered ouestions desioned to assess their understandlng of the
videotape' thiey had v:.ewed Older subJects typically responded in writing to

open-ended cuest’#ons (e.g.,' " "qat did (tae heroes) do to change ilick's mind?").

o [ '-.,

Younner subjects! cuestions had two fixed-alternative res onses. .
© J = : P 2 .

iThen the cdomprelension testing was completed, subjects were returned to

: : ¢ ) TR :
their classroons. Tae entire'procedure ordinarily took 45-50 minutes,

Q . ) o ~
ERIC - - e o I N
S . : wom ‘ i ' : .‘

‘any rigat or wrong, answers. So please loel: only at your own paper:




- »

y - ) hepter 3 ol c o

. \

. Effects of /lternative i'odeled Desponses - : .
. * . "
. ‘ I !
¢ to Thrgat Situations -~ Study I . o .

,

‘The chief tenet of observétional learning theory -~ that the learning-or

) --disinpibition that ocgurs afteriviewing a model is the result of the particylar

’

behavior secuences which the model has performed >+ is also the premise of

.
. . L4 »

wost researcA into tHe effectw ielevision on children. The majgr surmary

[y
‘
’ -

o{ the- recent roﬁnd of - television~efrects researc\ (Liebert, ﬂeal and -

ar, ’ -

. s Davidson,,_J73) unecuivocally attributesg the effect or both aggressive and

K : prosocial noV§1s to the partfbular Peaaviors tne nodel s“owed “oweven, in

\

very cOmple? presentations like‘television‘dra,as, ‘many ot1er socially relevant

i \ }

gcenes and»presentation styies_cnaracteristically exist along with the aggression'
. ‘ [ . .'- B . s .- - ' ..
sor ‘otler social behavior by wirich the progran is characterized. Aggression :

‘glnost invariably exists in a‘plot t! at is generally action«filled dnd excitin
} . a . -z . r Qe ~ .‘,‘ -
.géﬂwﬁile prosocial'beﬁgviors are often featured in s10wer~paced cuieter enter-~
!

”
.

s / tainment, - Conse%nently, it is dif‘icult to detérmine i7 it is the be1aviora1

4Z rodel per ‘se, or tle presentation style i1 wiich such models typicalLy occur,
\ o e

that is responsible for the effects that Tave been qecorded.*

”

. . N ’~ ’., . R . ,
4 L good exanple of ti:ig confusion:between context-and modeled tehevior

occurs inlalvaloéble sthdy,recentlf reported by Friedrich and Stein (1973).
- They showed ”diets"bof telenision prograns Jh'either eggressive, prosocial, or #//2
.neutral -- to groups of nursery-sc o0l children ov%E‘a period of several
> weeks. The-results showed dramatic differences in the, interpersonal play and
ﬁ\\ self-regulatory beiaviors of “the cLildren~in tne contrasting groups. ;owever:

not only did the different types of benavioral models in their twa nain "diets"

-4
Y

differ, but tHe context in wh ic* tley were presented varied in wdys-that might
., / ) N ‘ v o

o -

b

S

n i 4 A

LS . . ’ ' . [ :
. This study was conducted in collaboration with Suzanné Tasper Gecy.

A
-
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’ - .
nave influenced the results. _qu exanple, the Datman and Superman cartoons in

N

the dggrésaive diet were attion-filled and exciting, wiile the prosocial diet

s g \, -

of Liate;ogere He1ganrhood~proarahs was slower-paced, quieter entertainrent.’ ©
$ : : '

L}

¢ In addition; the .authors themselyee note that the possibly greater.aubtlety and
-complexity of the proaocial prograns ray have influenced tleir reaulta (xriedrich :

. l Stein, 1973, p. 57). This "confounding” of models and contexta was cuite
S

Juatified by t\e goals of nrledrlcn aﬂd otein'% reaearc; program, bgt it leaves

Y

open the queqtion of whether/éde general tenbr of t"e‘proaoc1a1 presentation

or the modeling of progocial ‘behavior accountsfor the strikingly different .= -

’ - f
. . > . - S ’
? . . L

'beﬁaviora that this QS}et" group;ehowed in comparison with their aggressive-diet
; , . ' -
counterparts.& : . E . ' L

+ e
-

oo
ﬂls\ieewe is especially relevant to aseeSSLno the effects af programs =~ | -~

tnat show nanraggreeaive,‘but aaaertlve coping reactione to problen 31tuat10na$

P +"
Lol .

H Studies of aggress;:i.on--mocilehn'7 eff ects oZten involve Btilei in Waica the—nodel
reeponde to a conflict oz threat aituation (Gerbner, _J72). ~,ut neitner ' .
laboratory experimenfs’ (losenlan, 1972) .nor television-effects studies in other

settings have examined‘the effect of prosocial riodels im these dramatic situa-

N . « : -

tions. Consecuently, it is possible that the effects of prosocial models nay .
. E " " 3 ' _' . i

not extend to situations that are tyﬁfcal of aggreesive programs. - One reason

-

.for this is that t"e provocation in.such dramas may itaelf be arousing and thus ‘

‘

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

¢

Taanenbaur: and Gaer (l@CS) 1enda credence to "the possible. arousing effects of

provocation by e1owing an increase in azffective reaponee by their eubJecta who .
o had juat seén a provocation depicted.- Berko%ﬁtz'a (Berlowitz & Geen, 19t7;

)

P c,uer..cvw:l.tz\'. ”awlings, 1083) demonstrationa of the performance-enhancing effects -

-
~

“ . _of alleged provocatlon for .an aggreeaive mode;/b behavior eungeat a 91n11ar

- . ’ .

. o

-
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conclusion. /n alternative possibility is thet successful prosocial responses
. ) . T . T 1
'to.dedictedfprovocation would ensance subsecuent prosocial responding by viewers.

Davitz'g (1¢52) classic demonstration of the effectiveness of treining con-

~ -
- L

structive responses to frustration, while not entirely analogous to prosocial .-

3 nodeling in response to depicted provocation, nevertheless does suggest that a i'

o gource of arousal may q%grgize whatever behavier haaipreViouely been learned or
. dieinhibited, whetller tirough direct ‘training or observational®Learning.
The first study in our prograr was designed to assess the impact of i )
v . .‘\ ’»“N‘ v - B . '

particuler rodeled benhaviors, rather than their contexts, in the effects of

>

television dramatic presentations. 4 single television drama was ed@ﬁed such
- . }{ v T

D) . 'y o ’ 0y 1, . : .
that the nmajor difference between two versions was the respoanse, either -
. . T, : 9

n

- . . S - \ . - ’
* aggressive or constructive, to tie same provocation. Zltlough there was no .
. N - .. *

-

" reason to expect devélopr.ental differences in responses to t-ese contrasting

. . . A A_‘, v._'
versions, subjects at three age lcvels were tested in order 'to estirate the

-

generality of effects across age.

©
o > .
iZTIoD

. Subjects - : ' o

~ The subjects were fourt’, sevent:, and. tent: graders fron a suburban

i/innespolis school district. /11 students who had obtained written permission
participated. - The 395‘subjects were drawm from six classrooms at eac™ of the

i : ’ . .
tiree grade levels. T%fy incluﬁed 65 male and 71 ferale fourth graders (mean

4 ¥

ege = O years, C montls; range = $,4 - 11,0), &7 ndle and 51 femalevaevepth

. . . gf e bon
‘graders (uean age =,13,0; range = 12,2 - 14,4), aad 77’male and 64 femal% tenth
€ . o . : . . .

' * : L ’. ! ’ . P 0
e " graders (nmeszn age = 16,15 range = 15,3 ~ 17,0). The school district was
- predorinantly middle-class, and more t-an $5% of the subjects were white.
T n
Q '

: ' . 00034 | -
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- - Stimuli

22»minute action-adventure televiaion prograr depicting an intense

-

interpexsonal conflict wae edited 1nto two versions, The'conflict centered on

< -

a pdlice captain who, whlie actifig as legal guardian for a youno boy, was franed
on a briﬁery charge by the boy'a oanoster uncle.  In the _ggreasiOn version the
police captaln reaponded to the threat by refuaing to cooperate with investi-
gatora, and by confronting the gangster himself. This veraion was dietinctlve
in that two ‘scenes, both involving xiet-figntlng and‘one involving gunfire, were
includ%d. In t-e Positive CopinO”veraion, the aggreaalve scenes were'replaced

with three scenes showing invegtigators gathering clues and collaborating on a
solution to the prohler. :lo aggression was included, /dditional 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 tle edited programs. 6 /. rore dgtailed surmary of °

the two versions appears in Lppendix D (Table D-.-l). ' )
o = PN « .
Control subjects saw docurentary about ecological balance on the Lfrican R

. savannae , nia prograi: included “TO modelin0 of 1nterpereona1 behaViore. To

o

eoualide the lengtn'oi tapes,'two coirmercials about the production and use of

]

energy were inserted in the control tape.’

- .
Procedures v
—— . N A -
ExPerimentera. Two white females conducted the study. Each experimenter
s ‘v . o N
/.

‘yas aaeieted by an eculpment operator wao was a white female, and a wnlte mate,

¢ 3

*Jpoaure to t:e BtlleuS. The experimenter randomly divided the class into

two groups, each witq alf o¢ t'e males and half of the females in the class. "{

To minimize clasaroom effects,‘the two groups from each clasaroom,were randomly
. . i . _
v assigned to some two of\the three conditions (/.ggressive, Tositive Coping,

o, .

_— - _o0032 . =~ . |
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~urt. Cne umale nd one female from each of the two conditions.in each class~ . ¥

. i ' i . . . -
Control). The comprising of tlie thiree condition sroups in ti:is fashion is

Q ' -
illustrated in /ppendix D (Table D-2). s . _ .

Response measures. /lfter viewing, subjects wvere randomly assigned to -

-

receive one of tl:e two dependent measures, .the Behavibr«Potential.Pr tite Xelp-

S

-

roon were meaeurEd'according to the xelp— wrt, procedure deacribed in C! apter II.
The remaining subjects “tn each condition reaponded to tne BenaVLGr ?otential
S e A o ‘ b

instrunent. The number of subjects ¥n each condition at eac’ grade level vho

- o

were teated by each of~the two meaanree is ghown in ippendix D’ (Table D-3).

e Lfter the adxiniatraeion of thege two 1easures was conpleted and aubgecte'

cuestions were answered, all aubjectS‘answered<queetiona about the plot and

' . v
. .

) 2 y 2 " v, .
characters of the prograri. Copies of the instrurerits are showngin fppendix D.

N
-

- «

- o  XESULTS )

Ih?n the draratic conteyt is ’eld constant, as in the two edited programs,’

v

both proaocial and aogre351ve nodels affect the benavﬂqr patterns of t“e c1i1dren .
y £ . ’

wio see ther:, and the effects are consistent with tie behavior of the models.
\ - . . : .

Constructive coping =~ K\V‘ ’

.

’

Ciildren were significantly rore lilely to choose positive responses on (

. : o @ ' . ‘
.the Telp~Turt mezsure after seeing the Constructive géging prograu than after

v
either the fooreseion or, Control prQgrans. Prosocial response means are shovmn

*OO

v ! )

in Figure 1. L'tnree—way analysis- of variance (sex il grade Did condition) axowed

a significant ef fect OL condltione on the number of elp responses children

delivered (2;3.55 df=2.3 ( 05). ilevman~:’euls conparisons of:meana
(}tner, 1922) indicated that children who viewed the Conatructive Coping- .

secuence gave rore “elp responaes than children who viewed either the igeressive

+

00033 g
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"Aggressive behaviors

III-6

or the (.‘:ontrol \ﬁ;:'ograms (p ¢ .0C5. .€ =ee Aggression condition viewers d1d not
differ frora Control subjects (p P .05), the cond}.tion effect was probably due to
‘tne enHancing effect of the Constructive Coping version on prosocial responses, '
rather than the dqleterious ej&ect of the Aggressive condition. ‘Parallel but

nonsignificant condition differ’ences were found for-the Zelp-duration response

neasure (T <. ;

’
iy

Frecuency of : elp responses ‘increased with age (; 7.26 df=2 30, 2_(' .005).

l‘ewman-‘.euls conparisons of means shows that t-.1s effect is prlnarily’ due toa
|

,v31gn1ficant increase in .xelpino fror‘ the Lourth to the tent"‘ grades (r< 01).

Seventh graders'! helping tendencies are~not dl.gr-erent from either. older or
. « l -
younger squects' (p > .05 -ow&ver, there was.[Lno oveﬁl grade x car;dltion
N - 7 .
interaction. This grade trenﬂ was not ‘apparent % the --elp-duration measure
’ \ ’.é.’/,

(P ” .05). . "" ‘ ., v o ' A ~ 1‘ " \l‘ . %

©,

There were no sex ch.flerences on either the freouency or the dufation AN

ﬁ 1.
indices of helping ( " 1 for both). . . ! '
Y , , A

Ho c0ndition differences were apparént 1n the "’ositive Cop1ng respOnses on
s «

“

the Behavior Potential neasure (1‘( 1), The only sloniflcant effects in this

analysis was for sex (r=54.05, df _,323, p < .0013, indicatinn that 01r1s'

pos1tive coping scores were signif 1cant1y Iugper than boys' and grade (I‘-—3.,0

Slj.'_=2,323; p € .025), reflecflng higher' scotes for sevent: and tenth graders than
. - fq' ' —_ o
fourtl graders. , _ . . -

K .
o o t

¥
.

Condition effects on aggressfve-benav1or scores wére also pronounced as

Figure 1 shows. Children who saw the lLggression program were significantly more

ar'gressive than children in the C0nstruct1ve Coping condition (I‘evman-meuli‘

»

.05), althougit the ._ggresslve-Control dif ference vas not sionificant (p > .J05).
R ’ ot sig

@ . —
» : ‘

‘' 4

3
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.means indicated that fourth graders' scores on bot:

- mgnificantly different from either of the other age groups (.E. ] .05}2) ‘Ho‘ot‘;\.e}-

'*otential physical aggr.esqion/ ‘scores. Girle choae aignificantly fewer pt yeical

/

- viewing an aggl-miv\el:eeponee to threat d@ea not eeem notably influential in -

‘violence, an analysis .was pe;f;grmed to determine whether tlie prosocial an

g . e | B

Thus, the<Constructive Coping condition: again aI;peera responsible for ‘jcondition '

g . : . L . . .
: . . R ! . -

effects on both”frecuency of Turt responses (_17_=3.53, df=2,36, p €.05) and the N

Turt duration mecsure (253.54, .c_l_i’;'_-'-2,3(6', p <.05). k!etmmﬁ-lteula comparison of

)frequency and duration were

2
N K

significantly lower than tenth graders' (p .0 , but eevent;h‘graderé were not

mg,j_.nef::ecte or 1nteractions appeared in analyses of the Ifelp-IIurt indi‘ce"s.

)

Conditicn differencea did not ootain for physical- aogreaaion scores on.the
Behavior otenti.al measure (I‘=2 9u, df=2, 323 P } 05). -*oweve/r, there was a

aigni"icant effect of grade levels (u =10.37, df-2 »323, p ( .00") reflfect'ing a
h , v
pattern o*F means sinilar to the one reported above for frecuency of I'urt apd -

llurt duration measures. There were alefo aex differences in to.e BDehavior

e'mreesion reepOnaee t‘xan boys (I‘-—"53 l'“, di=1 323, p < .00.9.).

-

To surmerize, e’wmn.ng a conatructive reapo—xae to tnreat appeara to

' i . oy

influence ‘strongly’ c‘.‘.i_ldren and<teenagera‘ tirilli.hgneea to be aupportive “and

e ﬁ)ful t'af'another peraon vhomn they can't see. It also significantly affects
.. ' . <
their unwillingneaa to give hurtful, interfering r’éap0naea. In contrast,
- . W

BN

e
cnanoing young viewera willingnésa to be eit’:zer hostile or “Melpful. 4And

neitner an agaréaaivenbr a cor}at;;uctive model affected t’*qir c’hoicea of how they

4 .
would respond to nypotn.etical conflict gituations._ ; y
irousal . "

IE NS

_Since arousal is often tltought to account for effects of .mass-r:edia .

azgressive conditioua wvere di;ferentially arouaing. If the positive coping Cory

I4 B . ) .
4 ‘ . . : Y
[ . - L. +
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. P , . .
version proved to be less arousing than tke aggressive and neutral versions,
ﬂ
* ~
the contrasting effects of the two procrams might be attributable to the

differential arousal effects of tie models, rather,than to the specific

-

dlSlnAibltiOﬂ eﬁfects of their be“av1ors.'

N

Consequentlyv an analysis of combined total dﬁration of Heip and Tlurt scores,

representing total bu ton—pushing activity,-waskgsgformed. Thia procedure was -

(- 7
suogested by Liebert and Baron (7°72), who employed it in tle ‘analysis ‘of - their

[
-

_own Zelpaﬁurt data. There was no diflerence between conditions (R €1) on tnls ‘

B . "‘ !

L

Tbese results 1ndicéte that modeled constru?thve coping vitn provocation

dlsinqibits more general prdsocial responding and inh 1bits aggressive responding,

M

while modeled agaresslve responses to the sarie provocation nave the reverse
. 4

effect. Such findings strongly support the role of modeling in.the gsocial- .
' Yoo e . . )

ubehayior éffeéts-of telgvfbiqn,-which’prevides,a variety of maturalistic social

‘ 2
. o
.

nodels to childreﬁ.

‘The host plausible’explanation for»thé contrasting effects of aggressive

and prpSocial'deels is the disinhibitéry effects traditionélly attriButed te
, o - ° '
observational learning phenomena (Bandura,l965b, 1973). Ueitxer the effects

¢
-

of context nor differential arausing effects of the two models:threaten this
. 8 e

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

constant; the two versions were edseftially he same except for differences in

[y

modeled responses to provocation. _I#e'differenﬁial—arousal explanation is .

A"

inplausible because neltﬂer of the vérsions enoendered more response acgivitz

than the other. It renalns that the ag gressive and proaocial models had fhé?gr

-
»

(J()l):!g; ‘ : ' | .
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apecific diain ibition effecta on the response: categoriee nost similar to then.

. » _One of the nost provocatlge findi s in the atudy ie the indication that
4 -

. prosocial modela mayfscmetimea affect oenavior more proroundly ‘than aggressive .

s I4

* " 1iodels. Botn "1e1p" and "Hurt" responee patterns prlnarlly reflected the

v enhancing effect of-the Constructive Coping program on prosocial behaviors,

ratxer than the agoreaalonuLacilltating ef;ect of the Aggresaive program.
. y ' : *
Theae findings do not neceésarily conflict with the reaults of other etudlea ’

e “{' . +

.o t"at show Eialnhlbiting effecta of agoreeayve%modela, relative to nonaggre331ve
. : S
* controls (L:.ebert & Jarm, 1“72} and other\‘ that show t"ne deleterious effects

A
.

v of aogreaeiveqnodela on self-regulation (Fr

iedrich & Stein, 1973). Compared
-+ to the aggressive. etinull uaed in many otne.XBtudies, the aggreaaion“ipuéﬁr
ngresaive‘version'was relatively weal. Slnce the aggreaaive'conditied"waa
. Jo V i ‘ .
am‘ewnat diainnibifing, if aeeﬁe lilkely that the absence of significant ' B
' dISInJibitlng effecta is, sinply due to a cenaervatlve choice of: aggre381ve

4
-
.

stinulus. Tlowever, this does not invalidate the conclusion that under many .
- Q : .

naturally occurring conditiona, p:oaocial‘modele may be dramatically effective; .

-

énd.typical televigion plots’cerry great potential for showing such instances.

* »

R . 00037 S E
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Chapter &

Responses to /mbiguous Depictions

» - *
‘Of Aggressive Characters and /ctiong -.. Study 1I

. The fact that modeled behaviors are ‘themselves important influences on

.

social behavior‘doeg noinmeaﬁ that conteikt is an unimportant détermiﬁant of
modeliﬁé outcones. ’s wé said in Chapter 1, a large‘nUmbeé\of studies hgve
documented thg modifying powe¥ of context, thg studies . of the roie of dépicted
motives for aggression gnd.the_consequences of it being the'érimary example.

Lnother 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

: . . v
. e, . ' .« o~ . i v .
converge on an unaijbiguous inference about the model. or his behavior. For

~examp1e,:an aggressor maybe presented unequivocally as a 'bad guy," or he may

.

be a much more elusive character; he may sometimes seem good, sometimes bad,

as "double-dealers" often do. In the first'cése; we can say that information

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

. LY

second, cues "'divergeX and leave a certain amount of émbiguity in the vieﬁer's_

nind. - '
R ot

i number .of laboratory modeling studies bear on the conclusion that, if
‘ ST | . | N
within the presentation there are divergent cues about the model's behavior;™
the outcomes of social learning may be deleteriously affected. In generalj,

studies (primarily of non-aggressive behaviors) show that 5iscrepanqy between

what the model does and what e eitlier says should be done or forces the child K"

.

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

\
i
&

Burrgwes, 194523 Stein, 167). The minimal spggested hypotliesis for social”

.

"
, 3

o : ' . ¢ .
This study was conducted in collaboratiorn with Stephen /. Zimmermann.
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~
R

~

leétni g of aggresaive behaviors is that converging 1nformation about the °’

.deolcted beﬁav1or will facilitate learning and performance more than diverglng

information will. 2 study by Uicks (1968?.aupporta this auggeetion. Ticks

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

aggression.' e found nore imitation in aituation7/in which the model!sg—»

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

+

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

for an action matched the ﬁgdel's perﬁormdnce of it elicited more performance

P .

o

by the viewer than the situations where co-observers' verbalizations and models’

actions were mismatched.

-
"

Although these studies merely suggest sometinres dyefunctIOnel aspects of"‘
N N _ .

* divergence within the context of nodeled behaviors, they do enable some

predictions ahpot modeling’hptéomes"under such conditions.” For example, if cues

like motives and cbnseouencea4scenea converge on the evaluation of an aggressor

and his behavior as poaitlve, then d131na1b1t10n of aggreesion should occur;

if the convergence is toward a negative evaluatlon, then innibltion of
. PR '
aggressive behaviors should occur.' Toweyer, if giyergence Occura in either
V- B . ' . o o .
direction, the'original prediction is weakened. Some hints that an otherwise

*

"bad" guy may, in fact, be good or effective 3;0L1d male diginhibition somewhat

nore likely t han if the baeie for evaluation is unamblguoua.

B

The study reported in thﬂb‘caapter was designed to test predictions like

o L "
thege. /Zn action-adventure program that, featured a very salient aggressive
N .
sequence was edited into two versions. - In one version, notives and consequences
cues were unambiguously negaiive, while in the second version some scenes gguld
[ : :

be,inteipréted as positive informatioﬁ about the doubie—dealingiaggreeaive

character. Generally speaking, we expected more disinhibitiof ofuaggreaaive

- . * . e A

A 00039
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'behavior for viewers of the mcre ambiguous versgion.
, R . o . T T le . "~ . . . "
Iowever, wve alSo expected»thié adverse effect'to be more pnonounced for

.o' -

younger vieuers tHan for older ones —*tnose approac ing adolescence, for instance.

- ¥
Y

%Our previous work has 'indicated that there is age~re1ated improvement in

oL ; N - v

BT children's ability to recognize and use/é“e 1nformation relevant to soc1al

oo . .
~ .

973b' Collins, Berndt, & Hess, in press; Leifer et al.,

- 1971).

Furtaermore, as cnildren approacL adolescence, tHey also appear to \
rncrease in t1eir ability to perforn tne 1ntellectual tasls involved in - .

P ‘ot -

1953,

i"- .

-fweighing contradictorv infornatlon (11

1nd, 1957; Inhelder & Piaget,

> q ’ [

'~ Peel, 1965).

A
ngseauently, ror the younger of the two age groups in

L

stLdy, second oraders, we efpected to find ratier narLed differences

this "

in post-
*
aggressiveness betWeen tne viewers of convergent and d1vergent versions

e ~

va.ev:.

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

‘the twofviéwinghgroups at the older age level/fsixtﬁ grade).'v

. gmop o ¢ : o
gubjects o . | ‘ l S . '
SubJects were 84 boys and 72, glrls fron t

cea

e .
the second (riean age = J years, .

s "

7,7 = 8,0) and sixth (mEan age =

B ¢
LY .

:1 month; range = 12, 1; range = 1l,7 - i3,5)

grades oﬁltwo\suburban linneapolis public schools.

-4

Hlumber of subjects per grade

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

Stimuli L X , ' ,

. - The stimulus filmg cogpsisted of edited versions’of a popular police-

a .
The story involved a rool:ie police officer's

.

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

thie police officer tills a nember of the demonstrator group, and is later: takend.

o

1y N ‘ . Ky
v » .

00040 . .
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v. v' o . - : ; ) ‘. .. . W
\into custody'by fﬁe pollce., o 2 - . SR

l " ' . e . R . -

Tﬁe convergent atiﬁulua Fllm was edited to prov1de motivation and conse-

Py -

cuences -for.an aggreaaive act tha; were judged“to‘be negative by the experi-
- : ’ : . o

4
- . .

'.‘ \ . . )
.menters. The‘negative motivations-conéieted ol expressions nade by the-rookie

police ofFicer degiring to "get r1d of" the youno demonstratora. The negativedu

. ) conse&uences dbneieted of the ‘police officer being triéd and tnen talen away in -
- . . , ¢ ‘
a police car.' . v . . .
! . o . ) ) . . ; - o . P ‘ 7
_The divergent stimulus filn was edited to provide a more complex portrayal

~

~of the main character's iotivation and consecuences to an aggressive .act. , It

m

3
>

. ifdcluded cuee which were both positive and negative. I‘otivations again included’

era?eeaiona Lade by t e rookie police officer dealri to Yget rid of" 'he»joung
. L4
SR 'demonetratorai but alao included overtures,of friendship ‘toward them. Con-

* . secuences included showing tne valn cnaracter being taken away in a police car

I3

. followed by a policg captein'e'expreaaiona ofcignorance regatding what would

. . { . .
. “h appen to. the rookle of i1cer., Detailed: surmaries of the two versions appear in
. E3 . N
| .

) ~Appendix E (Table 2Z.1). - - .

ot . o . . \'
o -

Heit’er tne not?vation “or consecuence sceneg were judged aggressive in

- *
. t.

v eitler condition, so that: tl.ey did not pt§blde anralternative behavioral model

of agﬁfeéaion. " \\\\\_' | ' ’ oo s

~—
- -

_ L
Control subjects saw a noiiaggressive nature film about Lfrican wildlife.
I . g
. ( .

This program was the same as t1e control etlrulua in the prev1ous study. °:Bach

¢ of the tnree filma was about 15 minuteé long. ‘ - ' g
@ﬁu w

o : .

Procedures CoL .
o . » g : ;
. : The general procedure deacribed in Cha er II was followed. lne eubJecta
. . <

in eacn claaaroon vere randomly aeelgned to one of the tnree conditions (see

" ~

i.ppendix LI, Table E~2). They- viewed either the ‘Convergent or Divergent_program

- . .

. 3
\ o~ “
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or the Conkrol tape;%and they were subqequent1§ tested either with the llelp-liurt
. . ' 4 )

. or the Dehavior Potential measure. : brealidown of number of subjects in each

o

%fade and condition wio were tested wit® each measure, can also be found in

- ~

Lppendix T (Table Z-3).. ' . - -

v,
- .

" Interviews. . fter completion of botly measures subjects in the Divergent
. ® . :

N

«

. ‘ . ) : -~ -~
and Convergent conditigns answered cuestions desighed to assess their under--

'stagding of the videofﬁie they had viewed and their evaluations of the actors

[

and the aggressive action. / copy of ‘he interview schedule and ques;ionhairés

. ’ . ‘ ~ ’
are shovm in “ppendix ii. Control subjects answered Quegtioqs about their
R v “
. - v : . : v
television viewing habits and preferences. i :
. w - . . + N . !
ien the comprehension testing was completed, subjects were returned to

.
-

their-classroome; The entire procedure took 45-50 minutes,

-
. t . o’
L]

. ET -

) S DESULTS L

"
’

The contrast between the ambiguoug and unambiguous contexts

for aggression

produced striking .fontrasts in children's willingness tq be aggressive them~

selves. . Lo ) , - ‘ — “

. v : ' ”
’ : .

Logressive behaviprs o ‘ I ‘ . N

51

« .

3

An analysis of variance (§q§ . grade Il condition) for thg/Tlurt dufation -

) . X A
measure revealed a significant effect of condition (r=4.10,
/. ilevman-sevls conparison of means showed that subjects in the Divergent

- ’

: X C : . - L ) ‘ s
o ,condition were significantly more aggressiGe than either Convergent condition

) [N § . , . .
subjects (p < .05) and Control subjects (p € ..05). .8 can be seen in Figure 2,

conplexity Qf cue»portréyal in the divergent condition aﬁparently didvconfuse*‘.

viewers, and with the result that“their tgndency to deliver substantial s

P aggressive responses on the lielp-Ilurt measure was. enhanced.

=L~ 00042
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» 'I“xe contraating conditione did not affect the frequency with ,which tur
responeea wvere c1oaen, however. A4lthough tie mean urecvuency of\Turt responses
- .7 *
for the Divargent condition is slio*\tly larger than the number o Turtsdelivered

in either the Convergent or Control conditions, it is not significantly so
(;‘:( l)- . W

: ' .
- There were no grade or sex effecta for either the frecuency \or '.'.qrt duration

‘ 4
| ' . neasures. ..owever, there was a eigm.ficant sex Il grade 1nteraction oa the

[}

frequency of Et measure (F-3». 7 dg=1,74, E € .05), indicating tnat sécond-

- grade boys were rore aggreaaive than t.te rest of the subjects.

¢ ~

Conta:ary to p”rediction\'the grade Il condi.tion interaction was not

significant for eit‘ler the two Turt scores, or for the pnyeical aaareeai‘on

. . R

scores fron the Behavior Potential measure (p ) 05 for all acorres). Teither

' \
, were there ot'ner significant nain effects or interactima in the anakysis, of
. L . s .
e " EBehavior Potential»aggre_aaion scores. o ) \ T :

\opitive coping scores

Poeitive" copino scores were of conaiderably leea interest in this atudy than

.

in the ‘)'revioua one, since tnere was no reason to e tpect tnat the two versiong. .

o "

of t.1e prooram we preeented would affect degree of pbaitive responding. In

fact, the data indicate that it did not. 1’0ne of the nain effeqts of interactione
were aignificant in the analyses of either frecvuency or duration of IIelp ecorea,

, : vut‘m one e:'ception. T‘ne_ae, e grade level. interaction was a aionificant factor

R in the analysis of ji/eouencir of - lelp scores (F=4.34, df=1, 74, p <. 05).<, It

-

indicated that si: t71~grade girls! positive reapondino was aubatantially lower e

L

than other ‘subjects’.
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DISCUSSION
N - LS , | v
4 ’ .

The data provide persuasive evidence that the ambiguity ﬁitb which ai
character is portraye? éffecfa the.inflpence of ﬁia actions on the éctions of
otheraQ It probably @oea so because preaentiﬁ% c;nflicting'or.diverg;nt cues
about .the gotivés‘and COnéequencea of a character weéke?a thezmogiffing effect9

gﬁat a less anbiguous set of cues wbu}d have on the impact of an observed model.
, , " ‘ - -
“le reach this conclusion because our Convergent version was effective in

’

preventing disinhibition of aggression; child;en‘who sav this program were no

nore aggressive tl.an those who saw the nonaggressive Control documentary. - But

<

the children vho saw °‘the Divergent version were -substantially more Miurtful "

. \ ' « N -
than the Control or the Convergent veraion_viewere,'indicatfng that ,the
inclusion of a few scenes inplying that the aggressor was a ''good guy" and the

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

3
b

. than a m, unambiguous pr'eeentatidn did.

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

b

tation that the older subjects would be iore impervious to the contrasts

between the two versions. One possible explanation for this is thé% the

¢

contrast between the two versions was such a strong one that even much ?lder

viewers would have been ambivalent about the hero in the Divergent condition.
- - : , . | -
That is, our editing may “genuinely have made him a character vwhose mptives,

~while ponfﬁaed, could have been interpreted as v;lid. To get gvidehce on this

) speculation we asked a collegé student eémplé to tell us whetﬁer the main o
character and his actions were éood‘or bad, and why.  Their évalke:iona were

’”a}milar; regardlgaa of whether they.aaﬁvthe Convergent or Divergent"veraionQ
they»agw him and his action? aé eseentially négativ?." The poeaibi}ity that the

iikelihood of such a conglﬁsiqn is relatively, small at sixth érade, but ipcreaaea'

¢

a

000

narkedly by young adult;’od is still a yeal one, howvever.
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. Nesponse to “os eving %spinders
L3

Of the "Eessage" of tlte Program ~- Study IXI

,

» The importance of dramatic context'eé “modifier” of the effects of

televisied social behaviors tnenselves is clear, both from the Ieborhtorjk

studies reviewed in Cnapter 1' and from tke results of our eaflier regearch
¢ :

. =
(Collins, 1973b; Collins, aerndt, & Tess, in press). Dut 1tCalso seems likely

hat comprehending the behaviors of models in terms of the relevant context is

sometimes difficult and may depend, among .other things,von the cognitive
, . s ) .
naturity of the v1ewer4ﬁgiuch of the bacliground work: for this series of studies

N

(reviewed in Chapter 1) suggests that children are more or less skilled in this

. , -
way, depending upon their ages. TFurthermore, it suggests that the format, or

PR *

presentation style, of the progran may make it more or less difficult for young,

)

viewers to acliieve. the mature understanding that television producers -- and

- ]

-

parents -- assume for them. .
This point was most dranatlcab}y documented in the study (Colllns, 1973b)
in which the 1nterpolat10n of television ccnmercials between the motive;
agoression, and consecuence scenes producgd disinxibition of aggression fpr
third grade vfewers, but not for siz and tenth graders. This effectvehewed up

in comparisons of groups who saw either this Separation version or a version

in which cormercials did not disrupt the crucial plot' sequence. Lpparently,

' .the interruption made t.e tas!: of relating motives and consequences to the focéhk‘
. : - . ' . 7

1

aggressive scene nore difficult; and third graders, unlile the older viewers,

simply found t:e added burden of temporal eeparation of the relevant scenes

t

. . » ) [ . N
too great to overcome. They couldn't associate negative motive and consecruences

a .

A . = : ¥

*,

This study was conducted in collaboration with !llen Zeniston. .

- - 00045
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with the aggression. Therefore, aggression stood dlone for them as a model of

LW ?

S

- : ®
behavior, ummodified by negative motive and consecuence .cues.

Unfortunately, there was no adequate way to test thia.explanation in the

.. data for that study. BDut ié»aeems_li kely txat, if txe effect was indeed due to

.

a.

i

interference fii the third graders’ relating of motive‘and coneequences cues to

the aggregsive scene, we should be able to help then overcdme that difficulty
by supplying the missing relationships. In other.worde, if we.Yremind" them
of the connection between.the aggreéaor'a action and his motives and the

NE T

consecuences to hirn, they a"ould show inhibition to the aame extent as third-

P

-

graders who savw énvuninterrupted version ox,the eequence‘in.the flrat'place.-
‘ = Lhe sedy ;

Thig third study in our research program, then, had two goals: (1) to
'] M - | . N N

replicate our’find1ng thaqwtempdral separation made a difference in third

graders' behavior after watching»an_aggrsfeive program, and (2) to confirm our

explanation for this effect of temporal separation by showing that it could

f

be reversed witit a ''reminder" of the crucigl causal sequences in the plo;;;\
Consecuently, we showed edited versions of the same aggresgive television drama

used in the earlier study to third and sixt: graders. 'Je then either reminded

tien of the motiveeaggreaaionuconaecuencea sequence, or we said nothing to them

3
Y

about the sﬁow./,"e e?pected to replicate: the effect with third graders in the

— A _J
latter group, but to ”w1pe out® groupvdlfferencee with thek”remindt?" group.

@ )

iETTOD, ., | -
Subjects I o o _ , /
- w

One hundred ninety-five children from third and sixth grade classes irere =

tested in ilay and June, 1974, Third gfadere' mgsn age was 9 years, 1 mOnt
(range = 3.7 - 10,10); sixth graders', 12 years, 2 months (range = 11,5 - 73 ).

The children were almost exclusively whité, uiddle class etudenta dravm from

t;
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two'public'elenentafy sc~ools®in a suburban ifnnesota cormunity.

Lo

Table F~2 gives

a‘breakdown of the subjects used by condition, sex, grade, ané dependent measure.

€

a.

Ctinuli : ' o .

\ . ' . ,

Tte sane edited dramgtic television program used in Collins' earlier (1973b)
. " 8y 3 1 .

study was employed. The program involved a criminal aggressing against Tederal '
. h S ‘ - .o\

agents who were trying to arrest him for extortion and murder. It was edited

\

for two purposes: (1) One purpoae was to permit clear predictioﬂa about the

behavioral effects of the content. ;dult judgee,identified a eingle aggreasive

scene for which both motivation and consecuences were judged to be negative.

mn -

The scene involved the criminal'hittiég and shooting the Federalrageﬁté; wvho
. o - - - i < )

had confronted hin with daméging evidence. THe negative motivation ﬁaa_judged

to be -intent to harm ther in order to escape from justice. ‘The negative con-
‘ . A :

aequenceé consisted of the‘criﬁinal falling to his death while running from the

The setuence was retal ed as the aole instance of

i

t . »
scene of the aggression,

. aggression in the provrqm, so that tae modlryino effects of botH notivation and

conaecuences scenes were preeunably operating in the saue dirécftvn~ Heither

thie motivation nor the consecuences scenes werevtkenaelvea rated as aggressive, ,°

so that they did not‘providé alternative behavioral models of aggression;

“ » . , ,
(2) The second purpose was to manipulate the degree of temporal separation

between the motivation and consecuences. ‘%n tie -Separation version, a 3-minute .
. LY “
cormercial secuence yas inserted between motivation and aggression scéenes;

a similar secfience was inaerted between aggression and consecuences scenes, In

v (.r“ t

- the ilo Separation versiomn, tHe commercials were placed in two other parts of |

t:e ‘tape; the notlvation-avnression~c0naenuencea scenes were tenporall
P y

N

contiguous. Tae cormercials were nonaggreaaive conventional advertisements for

products such as food and automobiles.

. - i
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The plot of the original .edited versions, whici: is described in detail in

-

i S

.;ﬁppendix F, was'pot ﬁodifiedéﬁpr the preaént study. owever, since nassage of

A

maater‘videotapes,Ueffofta‘were made to improve their technical cualities |
(e.g., sound and .picture reproduction) by replac{ng distorted portions with
dunlications of the technically best segnents’of the original tapes.

"The same non--violent documéntary showv used in Studies I and II served as

t depicted animal life on the frican

. »
“

. .
the stimulus for the Control group.

il

savanna. .
» b
' " 2rocedure = -
Experinenters. The experimenters were two white female and two white male

[P WS
-

graduate students; a third white male student occéeionally»aséistéd., One of

the female expérinenters alvays supervised administration of the Behavior .

[y

Potential measure, and the other fenale co@éucted the Ze1p~2ﬁrt test. liale Es
performed mostly technical and.supervisory fﬁnctione, such as preparing and

operating ecuipment, conducting children to and from clasafoome, etc., although

«

. o,
one of them occasionally assued the administration of the 'elp-lurt procedure.

Lxposure to stimuli. Procedures followed the general outline in @hapter 2.

. . . 3 ) - '
Children were randomly assigned to conditions (Table F-1), Typically, one group

of eight subjects at a time viewed one o® the television programs on a 19"

black-and-white telexi:ion nonitor,
Following viewing, the experiuenter ''reminded! children in Lalf the

Separation and half the ilo Separation groups of the aggression and the a%éqpiated
B 'ﬁ . ° .

motives and consequences.in the following fashion:

I, that's the end of tie show. In the program you just saw,
a man nemed i'ax was trying to talle over a cement conpany.  .e
ki%leg some -ren and was also trying to hurt the woman who

it . 5 B —
| ‘ : R . -

Q ‘\

ERIC 00048 \
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. . ~
tine and repeated use had resulted in some deterioratiod of tle cuality of the’ *




omed the cocpany. Some secret govermrent agents told i'ax
that they -ed evidence the police could use to srrest him.
- iax tried to get t'e evidence and run away. ‘e ait the agents
many times and shot at them to'keep from being arrested for the ,
bad things Ze did., At the end, iax fell onto 2 conveyor belt o
that carried hin into a cement mixer, and e was killed.
 After tight, all the people who worked for iax were also arrested
and sen to Jail ‘or their crines, - .
“In the redainder of the experimental groups and in the Control‘group, the

experimenter asl:ied the children to wait while she ﬁorﬁ%d,with the ecuipment,

<

She occupied herself with this activity for approximately the same period of time

- that it tool: to deliver. the reinstatement message to the other groups (about oce

« .
[

* pminute).

) Zdninistration of dependent meagures. Ilalf the subjects from each group
‘ ¥ o

were then talen by 2 male experixenter to anotlier room where the llelp-Tlurt

neasure was adninistered The remaining subjects stayed in the same room and
’ \ . k .
responded to the ae‘avior ”otential Lieasure, '

c— © Lttitude cuéstionnaQ;e. In an essentially exploratory attempt to examine

)

attitudinal correlates and/or effects of the different presentations of televiged
-violence, a short (ten. itet) attitude cuestionnaire was adninistered. The items,

which are s%qqn ”“Appéndi“ ¥, were drawn fromx three scales used by Dominicl

and Greenberg (’072)\ ,SE%Slinefﬁﬁasures 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 Dehavior

“otential or Telp-Turt leasureés liad been obtained. To .reduce the sinilarity of

’

. .

;é two QueSti°fff%:et?dmi“18t§?ti°“s’ ten additiOnal (and unrelateda items
were randouly nixed with the original iteus.
Intervievs. Followihg the attitude questionnaire, about half of the
subjects who completed the heTpunurtEprocedure were interviewed. Ile were

§

%
interested in their understanding of tlie motives and consequences for ‘the "

R .7 — 00043
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. : T : \ o .
aggressive scene, theiy evaluation of characters and tbsir’%ctiona, and whether
2 ) : ,
separation of scenes had distorted understanding. . .The .interview schedule is l

shown in Zppendix F.. . o :

go suimarize briefly, the &atg obtained failed to provide support for the

i
~ -

. majorvpredictions.of the study.

The ‘finding of Collins' (1G73b) earlie? étudy, that third;g;adera‘were
‘adveraely affected by temporally separating moti?ee, actions, and cénaequeﬁcea
scenes b? !Bmmergiala, was not replicated. /(s Tables F-3 through f—G aﬁow,"né
'signifigéﬁt gfadé Z condition interapgion was'obtainéd either for scores
derived fron the Tlelp-lurt procedure or'for the phyéical agzression score on

L] .
the Dehavior Potentiel measure (7's range from less than 1 to 2.20). Towever,
. — . *‘ " ro

. when phyéical aggreeéion and verbggaggresaion scorgs on the Behavior

Potential aré combined, the analysis of.variance (sex I grade I condition)

A r

yields a sig .fihant‘interaction (F=4;69 df=4,73 p £ .01); but the pﬁttern"
. AR Y y X X

-3 of means deviates from previous findings and from present predictions, as
L] .

Figure 3 shows. The interaction reflects a failure of the replication attempt
. ; A . .

.

and, consecguently, a failuré to support our expectation that €he reinstatement -

. C- | , B B .
conditions would '“wipe out' differences between Separation and llo Separation
- | . ‘ .

conditions at the third grade level.
Boys were nore aggressive than girls on all depéndent measure scores, and

third graders were ggasrally more aggressive than sixth graders (F's can be

- 4

found in the tables in ippendix F). There were no interactions in the data 7
. ’ V’ ‘ . s - . ) - ) -
from any analysis, except for the grade X condition interaction reported above.

Analysis of the attitude questionnaire data and the results of the inter-

. views, in r%lationéhip to the pehaviorai daia; have not been completea. Towever,
ERIC/ ' - - 00050 L 4o
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since there is a general absence of findihga fron the behavioral scores alone,
! . . . . g

K the planned analyses are not promiai#g. N

. . ’/ . - ) ) -I

/ ' : :
DYLSCUSSION

R

\

The single significant finding of interest, graphed in Figure 3, is.really

more 1llustrative than illuminating. It is apparent that, among the,third

grade atudenta,‘reinatétement heightened, hot reduced, aggression as measured

fwong sixth graders, reinstatement

-

by the physical + verbal aggression score.

‘did produce some,inhibitibn of aggressibn, but there was also a peculiarly

_/}high level of aggression in the lo' Separation-llo Reipstétemgnt condition¢ vhere

©

Aggreséipn scores si:ould have been qu'te‘ldwﬁ “ithout further belabéring
~details, it is clear that a éttictly coenitive-developmental, social-learning

tiypothesis cannot account for these fipdings; no single consistent influence

appears to be operating either.across grades or across viewing experiences.

; Cohéidering the data from all scores together, it seems very likely that this

single significant result is random, or at least spurious.

\

However, expﬁfted sex and grade differences hold up for aha:ZEpe‘of scores

based:on both measures.~ Thus, it is difficglt to attribute randomness in the

< o - _ LA ‘
dataf&o invalidity or laclk of sensitivity in the measures. It is more likely

.

. that one or more faulty experimental procedures accounts for the strange

o

t

outcomes. ' Our experimenteravreported that, despite our attempts to provide a

]

technically adecuate stimulus videotape, children often sai

d they had not béénﬁ

able ta see what happened in thie program. TIerhaps some interaction of their

>

-‘confusion or frustration over this difficult viewing situation and the particular
) . - N - - 13 ('Y

wording df.our Yreninder! neaaége pfoduced reactions that wé 4ad not expected
and cannot atréightforwardiy account for. 'le anticipate further research to
‘~>teét the importan; hyﬁothesee }hatiwe\fried to attack in this third study.
o | o
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of social behavior. It supports then by cgnfirming the power of modela per se

" respond to d1ff1cu1t aituatlona.

Chapter C - / Y

Discussiop = , ’ -

-

How thet we have described the three studies in our research progran,
. - » ” : , . ;
some comments should be made both on thzéretical and methodological points and

on the practical renlficatlona of the findinga. Sincée some readers. will

undOthedly be concerned about one, but not botn, of those coneideratipna, we

have partially aeparated them. In tais cnapter we will apeaP to the theoretical
, / .
and technical concerns of readers; in tnq next, Chapter 7, we will- surmarize

x

and comment on the resultg. ' » .
The reaulta.of the present étudiea both ‘support and‘éualify the thesis

be31nd~ ae bulL of research on the ef;ects of real-life and telev1aed nodels

- N

to influence.children's behavior. The impéct of aggressive models has received

T

bthe most attention in the past, but in Study I e showed that positive social

behaviors lilke. cbnatrLctive coping with conflict may be potent alternativea

to the range of aggreealve behaviors with wnlch te1ev1aion characters typically

lal}
. \
-

RS

-

/
it the ahne time, t nia demonetratlon of the powerle e;fect of model d
uenaviors thenselves in no way diminishes the role of the dramatic context in

which they are shown. In fact, a najor goal of our research has been to

N

elaborate notidns about television effects in terms of the modifying influences

"\
e

of context on the effgct of behavioral models. In Study II, we feported
[ 4 - _

: Rt .
evidence -that programs thaf unambiguously portray -an aggressive actor as having

undesirable notives aﬁd as suffering negative c0n;équencea clearly nodify the
effect of an aggressive model in the' direction of inhibition. On the other
hand, if portrayal is nore arbigyous -~ if there are scenes in which the actor

[
<

=5
\\
\
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seemg to have more desirable motives and in which the consecuence& are less

explicitly ﬁreaénted ~-'diginhibition is more likely; the modeled behavior is

[ .

enhanced, rather than countered.

The results of both tiese studies are cuite consonarit with the idea of a ' v

8

~ cognitive rediator, which we presented in Chapter 1. In our view the effects

Y
»

‘of a televised social riodel on viewers' later social behavior is determined by

A

t-e evaluation of the model and tﬁe\beﬁavior'that becowe ‘attacl:ed to a repre-

eentation of tliat beuevior in tne viewer's mind. Such evaluations usually involve

\\ ,’ a

Pasic social 1n+ormation, such as the motivea behind a behav1or “and the conse-

o

Acuencee of it, that 13 portrayed in the plot. In the study comparing prosocial

“

and aggreaaiYe/modela, tne effect of botu types of Bbhav1ore waa enhanced by

~ 'S

the poaltive motivee and conaecuencea that accrued to the modela. In the

Coﬁvergent»Divergent cues study, :the anbiguous information about the nodel in
. ' . - ’
one version did not counteract the effect of the aggreaa1ve model, wa11e tne .

o
'

negative cues in the Convergent version rendered the nodel ineffective.
14

,th ougn addltlonal dontrol groupe WOuld be needed.to conflrn this interpre-

tation of the Study II data fully, the evidence euggeata that the explanation is \\’;

¥

.2 plausible one. S ‘ R \ oo

’

Unfortunately, our attempts to obtain further evidence for the cognitive !

rediator hypothesis in Study III were unsuccessful. The study was designed to

«

show thgt disinhibition of agoreaaion after viewing anragéreasive model .

- S

accompanied by negative rotives and consequences indicates an inadecuate

cognitivezggﬂ{etor. If an hdecuate one, erphsizing the negative cues associated
with the aggression, were ‘explicitly formulated, the effect of the aggressive ‘'

nodel should be cqggteracted. In fact, we found that there was no consistent

effect of the cogniﬁive nediator vwe provided. ;lthoug% t-é content of this

/ .
/ X o
3 : { . . _ . oo »
i .
- . . 2
. - . A
L. TN

~o0ps3 -




. ’ } : :
_ vision fare. Thus, it is at;iﬁing that children as.old as sixth graders

Rha ]

-

L - ~ Ve

"reminder" was prbbably faulty (it apparently reminded viéwe:a of the aggression,
whthout strohgly‘aéaociating it with the negative modifying cueé),'itﬁleavés
us unable to report that the strategy of 'reinstating" the cognitive mediator

“for subjects who may not,haveabeen able to construct it for themselves has

o S ~ .
.- been demonstrably successful. Further research efforts may still document its

E L
validity, however. R o ‘o
. \ . 'v . ."' . o . A .
" Even more surprising was the absence of the age effects .that the previous
wor!: has shown and implied.. AItﬁough childfen of a{7léést tWO.age_levels \

participated in eath‘study,lwe foundvlittle evidence that the conditions of.ou%
‘gtudies made some difference at younger ages; but not older ones. of cduraei‘
we did not anticipate an age-related finding in the study of prosocal vs.

- ’ i - 7 4 . . .
.aggressive models (Study I); there was no reason to expect that children\s
. S \ , ) ‘ - :
age-related capabilities would make them more susceptible to one kind of model
Co . . 2 : e o :

‘théh to -another. Towever, we had expected that children of different ages

~

would react differently in the studies in which.}he context of modeled acts

was varied. TFor example, the contrast between ¢onvergent and>ﬂivergent versions

. }
of an aggressive program' (Study II) wag. expected to affect the responses of\

second, but not sixth, graders. 4s we have already suggested, we suspect that

o » ‘ . i
:our particular stimuli may have been responsible for a false negative on this

point. In other wordé, the contrast was apparently such that even the oldest

[

« children responded differently tq the two programs, Different contrasting

stimuli might very well produce the differential age effects we had expected.
~owever, despite the age»reaiatanﬁ contrast they present, there is no reéqbnv

to expect that *the two edited versions are unrepresentative of typical tele..

-

+ ! *

responded differently;when‘a relatively 'mixed" message about the aggressor was
) ' / .

R
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preaented both for theoretical~and'practical reasond.. 'erhaps these chfldren
T - R ~ o

- are more influenced by. subtly preeented negative cnaractera than most adults

¢

D realize; > B B o , A

v T The main effects of age present & different.kind of interpretation problem. -

(’ . ) © e
L1though Study‘I only yielded a einnificant age difference in overall .

. - aogreaaion on one of the Zehavior Dotential scores (?byaicgl Verbal :cgreésion),

‘botu Studies I and III yielded a nurber of aoe-related dif‘erencea in behav1or

~  scores. In particular, Study I, iq whicn we intended to assess the extent of
o correapondence between th "elp-aurt'and Behavior “%tential réasuree, ehowed ,
% P N v, . .
» . marl ed age cnanges on botH acgre331on and proaocial’ ndioea. ﬁonever,”the

o .
b . €., . . e . ""

- acores baeed on tJem:elpuaurt neasure and taose based on Jehavior ?otential

" - “ H *

' responses sh owed contrary age trenda. Lggression scores declinedvand prosocial -

« .
v € e '

~e.. "’ gcores increaeed over age on'felp-hurt-indices;‘bdt the opposite was true for

[ .

tqe prBlC&l acgreasion and poaitive coping scorea baaed on the Be avior

»Potential. Tﬁese 1ncongruent patterns, conbined with the general lacP of .

- . - “

Ao correspcndence Jbetween findinoa from tne tio reasures Gsee L.ppendix G), sungeets

¥

C-

‘vtbﬂt, at best t*ey are tapping different’ dinensione of the gﬁildren 8

v
-

responses to television content. * P T, o
* . . I

¢ ! .

. -~ a 2

There is no iirn basis on w;ic” to choose between the tw@ in terma of

>

<

[ _validity of appropriateness for tig p;oblem we_wegf attacking. Conceptually,

- L LB N ) . . o . B N R N .

both are relevant ---one, in the se of its eliciting responses in a wide '

c 9 . ” .

. - N & M . -y .
range of tbreateninc nypqthetical'aituationa‘ the othew, in the sense of its

S --

o

]

tapping general willipgneas to diaplay “oatility or benevolence when there dre

-~  no apparent sanctions for one behav1or oY the other. [The fact that the'.elp-

\
» Ay . ° - il ’

1.°
Turt meastre appears to'bave baen aen81tive to the variationa in aspecta of.

“televisicn,content in waich we'wfre 1ntereated obv10uslv gives 1t an edce in

‘.‘: . s . i . o N
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,

-

) ) " .
in Study EII thexe were sex differences that were consonant with tlie ample

. 3
. of g nerallty in the effects of qﬁe varwoua televiaion prograns vé‘swowed For

desirable resp01aea. ln bbaervat:.ona1 ireasure such as rriedriC1 and Stein's

Y

»
S

our review of the data. It is further bolstered b§ the fact that its use in

Lo

different studies (e.g., Ctudies I and III) produced similar age patterns, and

© -

!

* evidence that bdys are nore aggressive than girls.

< Aeaﬁming that the Zglp-Turt meagure provided valid indices of gocial \v»

ﬁehaviof ~~ indices that predict qhe likelihood of either aggreéaive or
. . . ‘I ! I3

proaocial behavior,‘the resulta o# thefstudiea represent a remarkabie degree\>
A, R

%

C

exanple, in the case of tudj I /tne ff“ding that a Constructive copino model

3,

. | ~
from one divenalon of proao%ial/be~av1¢r to another. Constructive coping %; a

4 <
_ considerably different prosocial respdnae thgn helping, yet the effect of the**j

constructive coping model was strongly apparent on our, rather benign measure

of voluntarily Helping,a‘peer Similar'conmenta»éan be madq9ab6ut the effect’
a ©o ) -

okhp1yeica11y aggressive mod?l on the wil‘ingness to hurt apotier person from

wnom there has been no prov cation. Yet it is still desirable to seel: further

a

. tests of thé'effecta of social models and‘the impact of context on behavioral

- / - N\
outcomes with neasures tlaﬁ penait a- varie$y of both prosocial and less socially
. . \

'

(1°73) is conceptually ldeal, but is not feasible for use witlh. subjects as old -

y

/
and as varied in age as’ours. Future’ reaearqh on “this and other aepecta of the
: ° Iy

socia!«behavioraL effe¢ta of gglevision ehoulﬂ attempt measures that adehuately

»

c-allenge tle generality of their findings.

In the neantime, the present evidence suggests that aeveral aepecta of
actual ‘action-adventure television programﬁing can énd do influence children's

-

behavior over the ehort«fange.' Depending on the model and the conte < 1n which

.
I
»
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the model’éppears, the 1nf1uence:may be towérd-enhanged,proaocialibehavior, )

»
o

 f

heighténed eggresaivé tendencies or little change from normal incidences of a

¥ range of behaviors. In ghort, aspects of television content direct and

' ]

intensify children's behavior'in socizlly important ways. Our future efforts

siould addresd the vgriety of possible effects as a.function of what television

. .

brings to the child and of the capabilities the child brings to television.
, .. l . - . N
]




/

/

L

£y

' 7 /’- N ’ .
- /// <« Three studies were carried out.’ Zach one dealt'with an aspect of typical

Chapter 7

/spects of Televigion Content

. ¢ -
!

. o ans Children's Social Delavior / e

i i !
. ! . .

The‘efféct of television on children has long begn/studied'in a very global
way -- neither.é}acriminating arnong tie aspects of éontéht that may be respo{-
siBlé for television é;fects, nor considerino the possibxlity that children of °
different ages mayvreact to tiie same content in different ways. The present W

»

resgearch focused on considerations such as these.

adult television content—beliéved to be relevant to effects on children's social
behavior: o ‘ ' .
In Study I, an action-adventure television program in which a character's

. ) L8
reputation and loved ones were threatened was edited into two versions. In one

the hero résponged to tihe provocation with Qﬁysical aggression° in the o

with constructive efforts to solve ais predicanent, We were interesiéd in the .

effects of a non-aggressive alternative to the aggressive nodels that typically _ .

»
.

appear in such dramatic situations.

4

" In otudy II, we focused on the effects of ambiouity in the dramatic context
for modeled aggressive behavior. In one verslon, the aggressive actor vas
presented as unecuivocally’‘bad’, In the other, he was presented in standard ’

“double-dealexr" fashion; some scenes made him seem good, others ad."We

expected the latter version to lead to more aggressiveness in the children who

-

/
viewed it, particularly the younger ones.

‘ Tinally, iu Study III, we attempted to.use previous findings that the

dranatic contei% in which aggression appears can modify the negative effects aof

aggression. Ile supplied a ‘reminder” to children who may not have understood

<« -
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the modifying cues tiemselves in the hogivthat the modifying effects would take

’ .
— Bt s il

hold that way. Again, we expected thé?ﬁ?Bﬁngef, less competent, children would

benefit nore than older ones. - , . .

To an appreciable exten , we foﬁnd evidence for our notions about the’

-

effect of various aspects of television content. First, we found that a character
’ . - ' : ' :
wifo employs constructive coping strategies in response to threat is as effective

. . . .
as -- and may @ave even more impact than -~ a character who employs violent ¥

responses. The effectiveness manifested itself in the willingneés of children

o, o S
who -saw the constructive 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

* . B . s -
hostile tcward\ggfrs in the same gituation. These tendencies were true not only.

-~

) . v .
‘of the young fourth graders we tested, but of adolescents -- seventh and

b ‘

4 ’

teé&?_graders ~- as well. GSuch evidence should bolster efforts to portray
responses other than aggression in dramatic conflict situations in television
action-adventure programs. It also makes it all the more worthwhil&~to do so,-

because our evidence reiterates the enormous power of behavioral rodels -- of

P -

h% R .
whatever iind, The effect of seeing constructive responses to conflict is not

,lik?ly to be’negated by the dpanatic provocation ;tsgkﬁ.k If these conflict
scenes are érousing, sur res&its suégestvthat the arousal engfgizes constructive
responses and, per&aps, makes them.even ﬁore impactful than the ;ore typical
aggreésive IeSPOnses;‘ I ‘ “
Sut at the same‘tiﬁe,'ﬁhe fect tha; prosociél nodels of behavior can
gfchtivgly replace nore typicél agéresgive models in eerfaijéiypes of plots
v . . S . ,

) o .
" does not diminisih tlie rolé that the -context for aggression or otlher social

modéls.plays-iﬁ teldvision effects -on children. ilany studies provide’evidence

\} .‘A V’t

-
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that the motives and consecuences cues that _accompany te1evised modeled:

"

behaviors nodiiy the impect of the actor and actlon with which it is associatedf

Our ovn previous worl: has siovn that the ﬂodiiylno effect of context is also

~
"\

subject to childrenis ebilities to understand the context-behavior complex at-

% , -

P

different ages.

-

In fact, the second najor rindlno of our‘nronram was that the ambiOulty of
the iniornation about actors and actlons strongly modifies the influence those
actions have on children-viewers. In particular, i the plot is contructed
so that the agoressor is clearly; unambiguously, presented ;s a ”bad”’guy wvith
reprehensible wotives and a negatiue coneuppance, children are much less likely
‘to be influenced by his aggressiVefbehavior, than if there areAambiguities in the
presentetion. In other words, i2 there is roon to see im as possibly good and
attractive, his angression is likelyito have some impact, compared’to the.
eituatiom*in waic“ he is: unaLbiouously rbadit, Lgain; this finding was true for

wildren as youag as second ‘graders and as dfd as slrth graders. 1luch to our
surprise, gixth graders could not see through the "double»dealing" of the
aggresfor any better than the second Gradera could. This sugoests that their

1}

onprehiension of many ‘'bad guy" portrayals nav/be less -adequate than many

"~ adults thinlk. V o~ L '

' ‘. ¢ - ) /
The evidence ve oat eer is persuaaive for several reasona. It bears on

typical aspects of e1evisio1 fare produced for adults, but consumed in large
anouats by children of rmany 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 neasure (the elp-Turt meesure)-which tested

thie cenerality of effects of p> 181ca11y aggressive and . constructive coplng"

;nodels by tapping aggressive and prosocial tendencies sonewhat removed from tie

A 00060
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particular behaviors displayed in'the'televieion programs.

Lt the game time, there are 1imitations to our ‘conclusions. Despite the

attempt to ‘test generality, our measure was still limited in the range: of

4

social behaviors the children could engage in. Turthermore, its lack of

. correspondence with a shpplementary paper-and-peﬁcil measure of aggression and

poeitive eoping in hypothetical situations was disappointing and difficult to
explain. oo, we tested cnildren after a single exposure ‘to a particular N
television prograL.au:r conseauently, can say little about bow a prolonged

tidiet" of programs with these same characteristics might‘affeét viewers of
. ' *

jé different ages -~ nor can we speal: to tﬁe possible effects of a mixture of these

difMerent characteristic content types.

».

TThat we can say is that certain important aspects of typical television
progreme” cuite clearly arfect children’s willingness to help andshurt other

Lildren over the short term. This is true of children as old as elementary

-

school students and adolescents. The ranifications of the processes that nust
20 on to prbdﬂce sucli effects are potentially useful, bot" for parents and other

persons responfible for the wel;are 6f children, and also for tne nedia

professionals who prepare and transmit these agents" of socialization into our

.

¥

hones, ’
£
- , , Y
-
& -
'u
»
‘ R J
\}‘ . v . ) .
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. . ° [ ~ . T .. - ' \‘ -
E'S INSTRUCTIONS - BEHAVIOR POTENTIAL oo N

 E,. SAID: . | ” e

1
We are interested ih finding out today how people yqur age feel ‘about different
things that happen to them. So we are going to ask you some questjions about some
things that could happen to you. The first thing we'll do is pass out an answer -
\ . sheet to everyone, ‘ " o » : '

-

-

Older Ss : _ ‘ '
——

Please fill out the top of yourcanswer gheet 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 fitst name and the first initial

’ ~ of your last name at the top of your sheet. ’ ' : '

S " Younger Ss v —_— ‘ _

: s’

Let's begiﬁ 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 1ing circle @
"BOY™%f you are a boy and "GIRL" if you are a girl. Now put the name of your
_ school on, the next line. Just write (abbreviation). On the next line write
b , (nuitber of the grade you're in)., On the bottom line, write the date of
" your birth-'&sghe flonth, day, and year that you were born. '
. R e \ﬁ% :

%ks are going to do. I'11 read a short description of somethi -
that could happen to“§Bu, Then I want to know what you would do about it. When =
I've read the descript’ '11 show some slides. ‘Each slide will have two pictur
on it, one marked A and tﬁk@‘ ier marked B, Take your gnswer sheet and circle A
*# .if picture A shows what you'd¥¥ and circle B if picture B shows what you'd do in
the situation. There are two iﬁ%ﬁﬁQfor uys to practice gﬁth. They're labelled P1
-and P2 on your answer sheect, Herglégzhe‘situation 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‘Qﬁ a daughter?" (show slide)

Take your pencil and circle either A or B by Pl on yodr .answer sheet.

. "
OKy now this is whaQ%

K]
L

\ OK, here's the next situation:

. . o . » —

4. "You come home from school. Which would you rather do, smoke a cigarette or eat ¢
\ cookie?' Take your peucil and circle what you'd do.
- \' - . ‘;
P . Let's go on to some more situations. Remember, 1'l1 read a descripfion of somethi
b j) that codld happen to you.? Then 1 want to know what you would do about it. You l¢
| at the slides and mark on the answer sheet the one that shows what you would do i*
11t happened to you. We want to know what you really would do if it happened to y:
‘ \not what you think you should do. This is not a test. It is_a survey. There ary
any right or wrong answers. So please look only at your own paper. Some of the’
situations might not- sound like something you would dosbut we are using this surv.
With %?ynger children as well as people your age and it is worded so that everyon

»

cdan unflerstand, So jdst do the best you can. You can choose only one picture at
a time' so please choose carefully._ Sometimes you wonit want to choose either pic
ture. - But please choose one anyhow. If you want to change an answer, just cross

t“e first .one you circled and circle. the other one. There will be six*slides for

each situation. Rememberss we want to know what you would do in'each situation a
noF what 'ybu think you should do.

2
A
o,

L p008s - .

Tﬂﬁ SLIDES ARE THEN SHOWN.

S >




SAMPLE OF A COMPLETE BEHAVIOR POTENTIAL ITEM

» You're standing in line for a drink of water. A kid comes along and just pﬁahes
you out of line. What do you do? T

A. “Eiplain that it's youf’turn OR Call ‘tham a bad uame

I's" e
: (

jw

A
B. Push them OR Explain that it's your turn .

-

- 2.

'C.” Go away OR'Call &hen & bad name




" F. Push them OR Go away | T

PR - R - 00071, C T




Name

Birthdate ™

{ School

Grade ' -

Circle one Boy Girl . .

Form

‘Example

CIRCLE either A or B  © ' : |
Mmoas . . //3
P2 A B - , B

1. As ipu're leavfhg echodi‘ydu see twb kxids fighting with your best
friend,  What do you do? - , ‘

~ A B
A B
A B
.’_‘* .
A B
A B
A B

N
2. You're walking down the street. ~Some kid is mad at you and comes up
and hitg you. What do you do? :

) A B
. " /\ \I
A B -
A B.
’ A B &
/’ . Am«B
A B °




@

3.

» otarts taking over your plays. What do you do?

- 4,

3.

0

You're playing a game and you're not doing so vell, - So aomebody‘elue

Y

-

~ o

o> o >
T 3 @ W w

B .
You've just heard that 5omeone“yoﬁ‘tbuu;h: was youféfrtend’haa been

making up stories benind your back. You see ihem after school.
"that do you dn? : ’ _ oo

)

> > > > > >

Al

¥ o ¥ wWew
j=2

.You're playing a game with your friends. Someone ggkea your turn,.
What do you do? '

> o> > > >
o O W W

You're standing in line for a drink of water. A kid comes along
and just pushes you out of linhe., - What do you do?

A

[

> > > >
O S R




. Lppendix 3

The Del:avidr Potential 1nstrument, ?rocedural Information,

and Tables Pertaining to its i'odification
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_SIUDY 1;  PRE-TEST QUESTIONS FOR BEHAVIOR POTENTIAL MEASURE
. j x i

1. You're walking down the street. Some kid is mad at you and conés up and hitg yc
- What do you do? ¥ N - . :

a,
b. Ask an adult for advice. o .
e Tell them you won't get mad if they will just apologize.
- d. Tell them how that. made you feel,
- A ‘ . . (’
2 You re standing in line for.a drink of water. A kid comes -along and just pushes
you out of line. What do you do? ' . . .
" a. Asek them why. they pushed ‘you.
b. Ask an adult for advice. ’ .
c. Tell them you won't get mad 1f they wlll just. apologize. ) .
- d. Tell them how that made youéeel.
\ N . .'\ - . ‘ .
3. You're ?k&ying a game with your friends. Someone takes your turn. What do you «

a.
b,
c.
d.

Ask them why they hit you.

“Ask them why they took your turn,

Ask an adult for advice.
Tell them you won't get mad if they will just apologﬂze.
Tell them how that made you feecl.

o 00076
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HELP-HURT SCRIPT

"In this part of our research today, we are conducting a study of how

people learn, and you are going to help us by operating "thesé MAChINES:" -

As you can see, each machine has one light at the top and two buttoﬁa~helow,

your job will be to push either the HELB button or the HURT button. Each

one labelled HELP and the other labelli}/glm . When the light comes on, . -

time the light comes on, you may help domeone a little bit or a lot, or -

 you may decide to hurt someone.a little bit or a,lot. :

Now, each of your machines is connected to a student in another
room who is taking a tes. -(By the way, I don't know who these sdudents
are or even what soom they are if.) When a student makes a mistake on

the test, the light at the top of your machine will ‘come on and stay lighted
up for a while. The test 1s hard so the person might make a lot of mistakes

and your light might come on several times. The test is difficult partly

because there is a background noise going on all the time which 1= distracting.

The noise sounds 1ike this. (DEMONSTRATE A LOW LEVEL OF OBNOXIOUS NOISE

”

Now here isyexactly what you'll be doing. ‘For each time you see
the light come dn, you must decide to push one of the two buttons. If you

“pual¥ the red button, the background noise which you heard before will become

much louder. It will sound like this. (DEMONSTRATE A-HIGH LEVEL OF
OBNOXIOUS NOISE) This noise will hurt the person's ears and make it more
- difficult for them to take.the tedt.  If you push the green button, the
noise will stop completely. This will help the perspn because he won't
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 pigssing the red button for a short time, and hurt more by .

pressing for ajlonger time. -

7 . . i : . d
It doesn't matter-to me which button you push as long as ;you 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
jbu stop pushing ‘the button, you must wait until the light comes-on 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.
‘or hurt. Are there any questions? . o o0 ‘
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Frequenc& of 'Help" Responses

Frequency of "Hurt" Responses
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i B4 FRECUENCY ,OF IELP RESZONSES

~

T/BLE D-4

DY /Gm,y om:, Ay cormTTION

1Y

06H90”

’

N

- Ly
& Condition ¢ :
Lggression Yos. Coping v * Control . - Totals
Boys .00 17,33 10.50 . 10,08
g 3.39° 4,9 2,29 -
4th  Girle 11,50 11.33 10.75 - T 1.1
. 1.12 . 2,62 2.95 I
. Total . .75 - 118, 10,3 "0
‘Boys 3.00 - 15.5Q 14.50 12,67
oo 1.00° 4,50 2.50 |
_7th " Girls 15.00 13,00 12.00 13.33
. 3.00 3.00 1,00 -
Total 11.50 14,25 13,25 13.00
.Boys 13,67 17.25 : 15:00 - 15.50
A 5592 3.63 2,45
10th  cirls 14,33 17.00. ». . - 11.67 < 14560
. 4,19 3,00 . 7 W67
Total .00 , T 17337 T 13,33 15.05
/Overall .56 ° 7 14,72 21 S
" 85tandard deviation “’ -
, LHOVZ TADLE - C,
,Soﬁrce ’ af - 1.':5’ F'
A-Sex 1 .91 067
. b-Grade 2 102,36 7.2 5%
pi C-Condition ~ . 2 T 51,46 3.65%
o AxD. s .2 - 551 . .39
AAJEC: "“\ 2 ,. - 32. 21’. o ’ 2.29 ,
_BxC - - 4 505 1. .36
. AXBXC [ b ‘ﬁlz’ . 7o 30 . ! 055 )
Within 36 14,11
8 | i ® (




e
y

(

TABLE D-5

. e
./}.

.153};1 IELP? DUVTION (I SECCIDS) RISPONSIS,
— * s . '
v BY 1G3, SE, AID CONDITION ol
| Condftion
' iggression  DPos. Coping .CAnfrol" Totals
| = | -
_ Boys 81.2 L 70.47 102.55 90. &4
. ? 45,552 35.37 \ 35,34 ,
. - — I -
Lth | Girle— “e—nn --117.50 131.47 ©33.40 109.27
. . 13.01 . 45,42 . 85,75
Total 100,17 104,97 95.97 99,95
Boys 22,70 17,0 150,40 140, 63
‘ 22210 = 92.00 9.40 ‘
7th  Girls . 71.00 £1.20 £9.70 73.97
» ' 21,20 .00 73.50
Total 79,35 112,00 124,05 107.30
Sovs . 172.0% 133,20 156.C0 |
. 00,22 . 43.3° .
10tr  oirls 130.45 $5.30 125,20
+ 33.33 23,50
Total ° 154, 62 115.30 141,14
@ ) — - b
" Overall 129,93 107,76
gStandard deviation
- IOV, DI . «
Source 'ﬁ df ; s / r
i~Cex . - 1 86.31 - . 1.05
. D-Grade . -2 9577.27 : 2022
« ™ c-Condition 2 23¢2.40 .55
Lx 3 - 2 T52¢.02 T1,77 o
‘ xC B 2 3430.57 .70
BxC - 4 2033.92 40
/. =B x C (. 1710.°7 . .o bl
Tithin - . 32 i 427214
N “ “ » . . — . N




- ’ ’ ' . .LAaBLE D-6 %
LZAN POSITIVE COPIIG SCORES (BEi\VIOR POTENTIAL 1EASURE)
" . : : " : ‘ : qg -
< BY :GE, SEi, 1D GOIDITION
Condition
DI ~ 'liggression Pos. Coping - Control Tatals
Boys 2,06 - 1,89 - 2.10 S 2.0
- .68% .58 .60
2 4th Q;lrls - ’ 2.54 2.57 ) 2,69 2. 61
. 59 47 v - e37 '
Total - Co.00 2,23 2.5 2,33
. Boys -3? ) 2‘016 h : 1.85 . . 1.97
.66 .70 49
7th  Girls 2.45 2.15 2.16 2.27 .
o ' .51 T N '
Totel ., %12 2.16 2.0 2.10
. A a N . ’ . S ‘ ) .
Boys 1.91 1.89 . 1.8C 1,90
‘ A A .70 .75
10th  Girls - 2.63 . 2,26 2,49 .47
.25 P ‘: .60 ' .52 -
. . . ’ ) - A }
Tota \/ﬁ ) 2. ':2 2.0.7 ?-.?ﬁ[l‘ ) - 2.15
Overall 2.2 2.15 2,21
’ , ‘ S ‘ . 85tandard deviation
e - 210l TABLE
ooy, ﬁ ) L .
© Source  © aE - 1 F |
\ ' {
H=Sex 1 21,93 54, 05%%
B-Crade 2 1,52 - 3,90%
C-Conditfion . . 2 012 =29
AxB .2 .70 C1.92 -
£%C 2 . ool 1,09
BxC 4 39 96,
AxBxC" v & bl 31,00
Uithin 323 Al -
. #p € ,05 wp 00

- 00092




“n

T'BLE D7
1T711 FREAUZICY OF “:URT RESPOIISES

DY AGE, SEX, /iD COUDITION

“ Condition
_— —_— . — e - Aot o e 3
, Lggression Poss Coping Control ,  Totals
Boys, 11.75 7.33 . 25, S
3.8 3.06 2.60
tth  Girls 2.50 ° 9.00 £.25 3455
- 1.12 2.94 3.77
Total 10413 e i A 8,78 9209
Boys 4 12.00 4,50 ¢ 5.50 7,23
’ 1.00 4,50 v 2.50 S
~ 7th - Girls 5.00 < 5,50 £.00 737
] 00 ., 4.50 100 - .
Total "oLED 5,00 2,75 5475
_ Boys ™ 6.33 2.50 5.00 '6.40
* ’ 15.9"2 3. 77 2.45 ' 0
10th  Girls 5,67 3.00 8.33 5.40
: s _ 4,19 3.02 47
Total | £.30 2,75’ el 4.90
- . R
Overall 2.39 5.06- A
. . 5 . & . aStangfatg:ﬂ deviation :
- 21OV, TABLE L
N . ’ - - £ . ’ L7
fguree ., df 8, T
A-Sex 1 1.50 .10 .
‘ B-Grade 2 - 92.56 - 0, 018%
C~Condition 2 54,74 3.55% -,
" AxD , R 2., 7.06 XN X
, BxC . . S . " 6.38 Al .
A £xBxC ' : 4 - . - 8,02 .52 .
* Within 36" - _ 15.%0
/. - o i \JlL )
L. /7 : r o2p .05 x%p < ,01% e
o ’ g'@QUQS " ﬂ/ )
« @ . e Y

-




. N s
AN . e
. [ LRI

ST 2,07
20,200 . £9.33

71.20
57,37

Soys 7,30 27,50
32,7 27.50 -
7th  Girls . 3C.20 22,70
‘ 39,40 - 21.0
Total 6,75 25.10
Doys _ €3.73 5.0
56,33 ' 5.5
Jth  Girls 42,00 - 27,95
45,53 . 29,23
Total 55,07 . 17,40

50.00

246,40
11.92
40,93
A1 I

— e l\..

32,07

52,42

1341 ST DURLTION (LY SICOUDS) RESPGISTS
) b LGJ, Sul, AUD CC’DITTOJ
— e — 4{ ingm b - —
Condition .
~lggression P0s. Coping Control Totalg
~Boys 130.25 53.47 §5. 70 05,04
58239 57.03 32.33

e,

e '

a - . N
* ~Standard deviation

® - AMOVL TiDLE
' SqurF% dar 18 7
b . 1 1020.9° .45
5~Grade 2 110770.22 4. 73%
C--Condition |, Ll .2 2055.CC 3.54%
e Ty 2 71039,41 LG
'Px C ) 2 3704473 1,03
B.x C . 4 304.1% .13
LZzBx¢ - 2 . 265,10 (‘. .12
38 2272.3

CTthin

&




~
p

- o . ‘ © TLBLE D9
‘ 1 ) RS : . " . \
1E41 TYSIC.L .GGRESSION SCORES (BEZAVIOR FOTENTL.LL 1ELSURE)
TY LGEZ, SEI, 21D COUDITION
7
) ' . . , o Condition ’
’ ) . , Lggression 3 Poé. Coping : Control Tbtals
Boys 1.3¢6 : 1.71 1.17 . 1.43
nna . ) fal (2]
ol - 07U . oul ) -
4th  Girls - .52 A I Y S |
.63 T .55 — L3 B
Total L W95 1.0% yooL77 .¢3
Bovs oo1.ee 1.55 1,57 1.67
ROl 00 .69
7th  Girls Gk 1.03 | .00 .07
' .55 : L .52
.Total - 1.33 1.36 1,29 33
Doys 1.77 & 1.73 1.52 <7
TLT7 . 74 .03
. W )
10th Girls ‘ L0 21,07 7 .52 ..70 -
. ) .,30 .57 ol}u
1 Total o122 1.41 112 1.2
" L -(. £
_ ~  Overall 1.17 1,27 1,04 ‘
- .
U @
T or
Source aE I*."%-‘* '
- . — N . gi
A-Sex . 1 73.75"
* B~Grade 2 4,99 .
C-Condition - - . Y 2 1.43 -
A xX B ' ‘ ' 2 «53 .
AxC 2 1.11
AXBxC ., 4 . 1.10
Within } - 323 A2 A




PIBLE D210

VELI TIYSICAL & VERB.L /GGRESSION SCORZS (LIN.VIOR POTENTILL 1BASURE)

© ' BY [GE, SEX, A CONDITION . .

_ Condition . - N

.

) ’ . 7 ..geregsion o8, Cop’ini// - Control . Totals ‘
s

- Beys . . 2.6 333 .2.s0 2.05
T S 1,27 1.16 S 1.12

- Lth  Girls Co o 1.62 1.47. 1.55 - 1.55
| - .S B ~56
Total t 2.19 2.33 1.97 & 2.15
< - . . - .

_Boys 3,55 3.10 . 3.35 3.34
7th Girls 7 2.
Total 3.01 - 2.9 3.12 3.03

‘Beys 3.5 3,45 "N 3.37. 3.42

10th  Girle 2,05 2,04 28 0 2.35,
s . : [a] 2 ‘

‘Total 2.25 S 3.16 2,86 © 2.9

. / : o ,
Overall, ’ 2.71 &.Sl R 2.62

— i ——— ’ - ————— — S P — y B " .y
” \/‘*’\\ aStandard deviation
‘ ~? ' £110VZ. T/BLE S ‘
Source - - ~dt 1.5 O F

A-Sex 106,13 . 115,38

1
B-Grade 2 25.76 20. 53 L
C-Cdndition o o 2 087 1,08 -
] 4B - ‘ 2 257101 T e
| A %x°C : 2 1,23 .1.37, w
B x G ' ' 4 W77 .05 . e
‘L xBxC & 2,13 2,42 |
ithin - : : 323 - T .90 . .
A u g #vp € ,01 . ;
u‘, ’ I‘)" . ®
, ( | 00096 -, 7 . :




Lt 4 ' - « ° /_/ ‘
N l , . . o - o .
. < ® . )
» o s ¢ .
VAME | : . GRADE g .
- N . . ~‘ . ‘ - - - .
1. . Was Nick-good ér bad? R o : ﬂ '
o ) ! . ’ ' ‘ . ’ ‘ .
a. He was good.' b. * 'He was bad. - : S
© 2, MWas the Captain good or bad?- )
- v a. He was good. . b Hé was bad. . = . - , ".".1:.?1:1
. 3. Why was the Captain in trouble? B : - '
a. .Because the police thought- that. he was taking money from the criminals.
. " be. Because he arrested\gx innocént man. .
. Hocv did the Qaptain and ,the undercover policemen ‘ Lake care of Nick and his
bodyguards? . . , .
. " a. The undercover Policemen beat up the bodyguards and the Captain shot Nick
v TobY The Captain convinced Nick to give himself up to the police. -~ .
~ - . N . ~ . '
Yo Who was the 11tt1e boy? ‘ . ) N LA
' a. He was Nlck's nephew. . A . » Co X k -
T ) 'b. He ws the Captain 8 son.
"¢ 5« Do you watch this.program at home'? How often? . o i
e B a,r‘ I watch it every day that I can. . | _ ' .
T e B.’,‘ I watch, it once in 4 wtfhle. 8 " -
' ¢co I never watch it. T Ce e S . ‘ 5
ro- X J . . v, o - -
14 4 h .
7. Did yol like this program? . ‘ )
Y v ’ ! . ) ) - . e -4 K <t
a. ,AY'es] I liked, it a lot: 5 \ . J v . . _ | .
* ° b. It {Va‘é OK. ‘- . N y v 2 - \ . .
, " c. No, 1 dtdn't'like it at all. o ‘ C .
. ‘“ .‘ . ‘ / .
- 3. How 'many; hours of TV do you watch every day? ) '
' :g. About 1 or 2 hours. . .
b. About 3 or 4 hours. ’ ‘ - " s o . ) Faio
- 7 c. About 5 or 6 hours. . - . . - (’ .
- ‘ : A R : . b .. . :
3. Whafois your fqvorite TV‘ sh_ow"l — _ , o | *
. L . , ;- N . - ’ . had
- ) . -, 54 .
\ e 5 {'/ . § : -
[ » : . - A RN .
<. Ll - i . ' . bl
- , , o ) A ' ) ' Al
- . : Cr B ‘ . - a .
A . ’ : o . ! 1 . N : . !
- : NERY gt
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NAME ° b GRADE )
’ : Y N :
1. ﬁhnt did you think of Nic\? Was he good 'or bad? . .
~ - . d / " . ) ' R )
o - » '> 7 0 . T 7
~ = N @
2. What di<d you think of the Capuin? Was he 3ood bad? ‘ S
A ‘ _ : > m : L
“Why was the Captain im trouble? o - -

4.
bodyguardaf

¢ . ‘
. 5. 'Who was the little boy?

‘How did the Captain and the underccv

er policemen take care of Nick and hie

(1]

. _ o

ub\
, i
; N °
6. Do you ever Watch ‘this program at home? How often? v
- - .. ‘ " é . A : -
} . (" . ,” ™~ “
- 7o Did you lik.e this program? N ‘
e .,-; . ) N - 1
' . . ) . . A ' ‘o . r:é
3o How many: l'?oura of TV do you watch every day? 3
' ~ el - @ ] ‘ : )
s~ . . . . -
. ' ~

“.. ‘What is your favorite TV show?

‘ N o,
S S

. ) \ . . .‘ . :
1 ' ﬁ o

A D ; | K - v

1 + ) : - y\
] ; N .
- . .
S | * | S
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NAME : ro .. . GRADE
‘ . . . ] " .
l.‘ Was the Captain good or bad? . .
; a. . He was good, . | b. He was bad. ' o R
| » 7 S e
2. What were the undercover policemen trying to do? ‘ oo \ " S
L 2 o,
a. They were tgyyng to help the Captain. ‘ -
b. They were trying to «capture-a narcotics gang. ‘
3. Why was the Captain in trouble? . . ) :

B 10.

'b. They tried to ‘figure out all the clues to ugs him ot of trouble. N

Tﬁhat.ie your favorite TV-ghow?

-

as Because the police thought that he was trying to get money from criminals.

L3

b,/ Becaus: he arrested an innocght man. ' . : : ‘ . )
Why didn't i1lie Captain warnt hig friemds to help him? -‘ ] -
a., Because hte didn't want anybody to know about the little boy.: » . » -
B.'-Because e way guilty and he didn'f”;nt thém to find out. )
/

Who was the little boy? - | N\ e 3e )

) ) ° . . B . L
a.  He was Nici's nepiew. o &\ ' T, e . - .
b. He was the Captainzf'%on. ‘ ) A ' ' .

A} . . X
L e .
Do you watch this program at L.omwe? How often? o |

L)

a. I watch it every day that 1 can. ' , _ » .

}14 1 wa* it oncé in a while. _ . ' - )
& .
v

c. I neve watch i, . . .

Did yéu like this program? , B T
‘8. Yes, 1 liked it a lot. T s ‘ ST
b. 1it.was OK.' , o . { o ‘
c. No, I didn't like it at all. o Y RN
How many. hours of T; do you watch every day%'?- } ' V Y
@+ About 1 or 2 hours. ‘ e I . - L
b. About 3 or & hours. ' f { ot i S /
c. About ‘5 or 6 hours. :‘ - 'i ' . B
—How did‘lhe undercover polféemeni‘try.to hely Lﬁg Casvain? . - :‘ ' . A

a. They didr't do anything'becauée_tbe Captain’ told them not to.

¥

c

- o _ '%~90099 . _“;“
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NAME B} | - - GRADE '
'Y . T ‘ .
.. . el & ‘ (, ’ LI ' ‘ ‘
1. ' Was the Captain good or bad? ' Why? -4 -
. . . . . . o o
- ., ¢ . i !
e "o ’ !
2. What were the undercover policemen 't:ry.ing to do?. .. "
I3 . ’ ) hd It ’
t. s ’ . .
‘L{% X t . ] o L4 -
. ' 7 .~ : : oo -
3. i}hy was the Captatn trouble? SN .
. . . ’ s o
\ . | ;
- [ . - . X
™ » - . ' . \ . e
bge Wh)g didn't the €aptain want his friends to help him? . /
v R : . . ,
- \ - '\ ¢ \‘ \ -
o ' 0 ‘ LY ) [ ' 1 4 .
- L . . - .
) 5. Who was the little boy? ’ ] ’ VU
. . ‘ . . . : “ . ¢ !
Ca N * . ' .
- . ! »
} “‘0 & ' ‘ . . M v ¢ -
" 6e How did the undercover p}blicerhent try to help the Captain?
v * ? . " . e o . "
¥ "I S . : ‘ > T
2 ‘ . 'QJ{'\ R 3 & N J ' . v
> . } ’ t e
. 4 \ . ‘, " e 4
7. Do you watoh this program at home? How often? .
v . “ ) S
) R T ’ ) . ™
o - > . \ v
- . ) ‘ ST ‘-xA ‘
8. Did you like this program? Why or why -not? ,
veooe T . ‘
- ) L ' /.
L 9. How many hours of- TV do you watch every day?
N - . . . ) . . . @
Y r ’
/ . 10. What is your favorite TV show? . A i
. . . ‘i 3 s .
L )
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A ., T ] ’ :
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" NAME~
S 'Wher‘e is the Savafma roeted?

" b. ‘In Africa. ,

 8a Elephan
" b. Tigers,

.

‘9. bmqt is your fa\’(’p;ite 'I'V‘ show?’

174

e. In South Amer@

]

7

’ vulturee, entelope, zebrae, buffalo.

onkeye, wolves, beare, and peacocke.

. 3. What do giraffes eat? {. T Y - .
’ a. Grass on the plaixn. . . % ,
“ b..Leaves from trées. S, ¥ . -
‘ R ‘4 Do Fippoa always stav 1n water? ) >
Co N . ‘ .
. a. Yee, they live in r'ands. ’ 4
’ » " b. No, chey ‘come out of the wste: to eat grass.’-
: ) N . . i . B .
54 D6‘the animals fighf’ with each cther on the Savanna? ) :
) /‘\ a. Yes, they" try to kill each other.: ' o
' “ b No, they live togethér peacefully. \ . N / °
o ) . . ]
[-4 - " . - ¢
. 6. Did yau,like this s‘hcw‘?. A . AE A
’ ) a. Yee, I liked it a lot. ' \ o s L
FIAPY - ' . . . N @ !
t - b. It was OK.s. ' X R _ -
" ¢. No,'I didn’blik_e it'at all. ) o .
2 - \
o 7. 1f you had a choice between watching the shdw you wqtched,_ and wat;ching
The Mod Squad, which would you watch? T
. ;J i N "ﬁ - v ' ».: .
e The Mod Squad. . . ‘- L f ¢
' b. The show L watched. A T 3 '
_ . i e 3 o _
( ot 8. How many hours of TV do you watch every day? o © i .
‘ ' a. About 1or 2 hours. o » 8 )

, b. About 3. or 4 hours.

c.eAbout 5 or hours.
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. 1. What was t‘le program about? . ", -~ { R ' .
. \ ‘.. | l.' ) . B ‘L . ' R
2. What did you r11‘!-".Ae best gb@?f the .progrdn? N .
\ oL K | - N . .
) ¥ ‘/ '?.y - - ‘Q - "'- 3
v, ”3 What did you 1ike- least about the program? R SN .
g N Y . —
- . d . \ -
v ° -
\ o . A

- . lu\ If you imd a choice betwékn watchng this program and "The Mod Squad"
' L ~ which ahow would. you watch? ) oo "

v ” \
. j A . . S O - . N s .
- " 5, What is youg favorite televiston show? . , - .

. A4

i

- .
» - - ' ] .
3 A - . ) . . . .
. C « . . . N
. L ta s . N e A N

o o 6. How many hours of telévisfon do you watch every day? »
.' [ ~ a . N N . ‘.\ .
- ‘ T ) ° o . - ,7 e ‘ » N
I8 7. Do gfaeg fires qgmple‘tely"defetz;oy kthe. Savanna? Wixy\xt why not?

- N * -

' . . . N
3 . . N . v - - . . . Vv
. ) ' R . . . \ G - g
. . .
. N - - .
: - J . . s bR ‘. ~
f »

. 8¢ How do-elephants and hippos lgrm the -Savanga?

- ’
- ' + -t \\ - S ey .
. - , ) x K . . v
9. Do the animals live peacefully together pn the Savennq? Why or why not? '
N Give an e.xample to support your answeg - |
7, ./.
- . . . K R (
/ . . Q\, - ‘o
E ‘ ) ; # " - ' ’ :
! = P B ' N ~ ~ 'J *
- N . )
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/11 FRECUEINCY " OF . IIURT RESPONSES

BY /G3, SEX, /iD CO:IDITION % -

TADLS E-B

e \

.,

SO
OO

(@}
.

4
(95

: - - -
‘ _ \)‘,Condf_tion’ .
, Coﬁ\iérgéﬁt | ‘ivq,«geﬁt - Control
‘Boys 8.00 L .10,20 7,67 -
| 4.08% 4.56 4,03 g
2nd’ Girls " 7.14 " 65T 6,75,
. S 3.56 . 4 2.72 6,14
.t Total 7:63 Lo 7.4

7.03
3,39

-

.2.80 C.3%
2,31 . 551
© 831 L ga20

T e

. | Lo ¥ 85tandard deviation
o P - k : .- .‘ 3 ) .
L wovh Tihg,  odR,
p — pa— i -
.; - .Source af "@“ ”!é ‘ F
. B ) ) & o
- A=-Sex 1 s S b9 <09
B-Grade - - 1 7 1,01 .06
s - C“anditim 26 g A_. 26! .27 .
AxC d 2. o T3 AT
— DxC ‘ 2 3.56 22
AxBxC g 2 4,53 v .29
Uithin LR 4 15,93 :




MEAN “UST DURFION (T

. TBLE B-5

SICONDG) RESTCISES | |

~ DY -G, ST7, /1D GOUDITION
. ﬂ" - ~ . O j\ N
£ Condition ° -
- L Cénver‘g-gnﬁ.&gﬂ. ‘Divefgent : Control Totals -
S T T - , -
, Boys - 45,09, 102.0C 3.5 70.45
a .
£0,70% 4. 53 44,07
2nd - ' Girls o 55,61 56,69 A 56,70 54,97
£3.73 43,40 49,23,
. Total 50,14 82,43  47.23 §3.43
: Boys , 65B0 ., 65.17 L 43,21 150,23 - "
, 19.55 52,59 29,59 ‘
. " Girls 5.00 71.75 36,04 55,30
° o » 44,55 40.° 23,09
"/ Total o ACL9 68.45 p 3987 ,
e Overall 49 b4 . 7)5. & 42,60 e
S e ey : ——
Lt S T : € o a " “standard deviation .
. . ’ J - 7‘ . b o . ' ‘ . N
' AWOYA TZDLD S
. Source | as -~ - N e F
Vot iiSex 1 473,19 .22
B-Grade N\ 1 3491.49 1.14 \
C-Condition -2 P 29459.02° 4, 10% :
- LxB 1 7 2262.45 1,03
Lx : 3 2 2328.25 1.06
- , € 2 436,97 .20
: 1xBxC 2. 2519.35 1.2Q
Tithin . 74 2137.45 4
[ xp < .o's_
.\ ) ) ; - .-m M ,
D
A\
. ’ . N ) 0
S ‘ . 00110 ’ .
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LZA 2IYSICs T’?.ch“s"rm 5C0,

‘BY .

-

2

ThBLg ¢-6

" VIO"‘ ”OT"IITI LI suw‘)

lw connwxcn

e

s v Condition
’ Convex«gent ' Divergent “.Control
- e et e oo . /.
m .C 1.23 1.75
| & . L. 168 2 1.0° i
) 4
Girle .10 ‘.,92 ‘.17
) .20 .6 -.16 ,
Total .53 . 1.07 ¢ 0
8 . ¥ . . : B 1
‘ N . _“ /“
Boys 1.2¢ 1.02 1,54
: oL 75 « 67 «C3
Girls 1.43 . 45 S
e .°1 47 ' 30
- 4 . ‘ - B "
/ Total 1.33 P 1.17 .
. o ( . ;
Overall 1.0 8¢ 1.08 b
. . . L : '% J:.
¢ {aStandard deviation “\
. . . ‘t
LBLE S}
; y
Source daf R 138 T .
-, ; -— ;
Li=Sex 1 5.54 %
B-Grade 1 .73 - 2,70
C-Condition 2° .25 41 ;

. AJ{B ) l '040 .74 ’ ~
.’.XC ?— 1.13 >1.76' ’ \.’:‘
BxC - w7 2 1.72 2.63 I T
£xBxC : 2 .63 . «90 ‘.
Uithin 52~ o Gh e T .

%*p < .05 '
,"1 AN
/I‘ / h
‘ " 00111 \
S ' .
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: | ' K
- ’ : "j .
) < T.BLE 3.7
’ 1211 FRECULICY OF "TLP RESDOUSES N
@ . 2 S .
. , | BY .GE, SEX, A COIDITICH - :
I ‘ 2 ’ v “ »
AR . g T
" oo Condition
oo - o Convergenf - .Divergent ' Contrgl Totals
N - .4\&_ ) —— —— - .
Boys 11.67 « 2,90 12.33 . 10.50
" 4.13% . 3.73 4,03 S
_ 2nd  Girls 12.29 12.7% 12.75 "12.56
3.41 . . 2.54 4.55 ,
Total S 11,96 . 10247 12.87-. 11.42
Boys 11,28 12.25 12.50 12.21,
, 1.63 B 6,52 3.50 * e :
Girls 10.14 11.00 11.00 ©10.73
f 2.29 2.23 Y. '5,53 o
Total 11.07 1L.62 ;o 1Le 11.50
- - L L \’\,' .. -
Overall 11.52 111\;,3‘ Ct 12,05 : ' )
N ok o P -
j ) R a .
. ‘ ) ~ - . Otendard deviation
' AW - - e ]
o oL L3I0V TLBLE .
N Source E df 1.5 roo,
L-Sex _ 1 .56 .04
" BwGrade - 1 B «12 .01,
C-Condition 2 ¢ 5.85 45 4 -
[Q(B L. .- oo ’ 11 1 a 66.48 4. 34* “’ 1‘ i
0 IxC N , 2 10.97 * .7 G720 '
to. . BC . 2 2290 -85
S - AmBxC -~ 2 6.61 A2 L
TA LAl : Cew ) . 74 15‘33 o ,
) f-...'.r..-“_n_;.....;;..._,.. . . * ’ i L. ‘ z- - )
. g . - | *p £ .05
- .kr ’ . '
| 3 00112 .
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TADLE C-8

s

MEAN : L"’ DU‘R/.TIOH (Il SZCOIDS) RLSEOIISES =
' , ) . BY/ --Gl.., §z:7, iD COMDITION _ -
- . . l'
. Condition
L Converoent Dive"rgent Contr:)i" Totals
S e et P —— .\—' .
) Boys ™. 100515 79.25 ° 100,57 " +91.86
57.2“a £6.52 96,43 ., -
o ' . 7 - 0 ' . .
© 2nd- - Girls 420,03 102.66 62,85 100,57
- | £7.74 63.23 . 29.97° T
. Total . 109,25 ' 30.91 02,57 . 95,78
Boys 99.29 - 116.12 97.91 104,44
, » 39.29 71.29 - 76.00 v '
.. 6th  Girls 2111 106,55 57.70 52,91
“ : "34,14 3¢.23° - 40.11 .
- '., . . . . o R . .
Total "90.61 111.34 79.15 © 94,15
A L o o
Overall .- 100.13 99470 ", . 20.24 ’
) - ®stendard Deviation
‘: ANOVZ. TABLE, Ny k
. i Y o~
. ‘Source. df 1.8 - T
/~Sex 1 $1225.60 - 433
B-Grade "1 57.15 .02
C~Condition 2 3181.76 - .26
4ixB 1 - 4358.38 - 1.31
- £xC 2 4530.31 1.23
DxC . 2 3439.25 .93
13xBxC 2 952,90 . 026"
Within 74 369¢.67 :
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Convergent-Divergent Study

. - - ]
Inetruétiqne to Interviewers:
. .

PLease pay particular attention to any confusions ofégntention or consequences
‘that are related by the children, especially with the young*children in the .
, divergent condition. ] - _/

s - c
Use probes as‘heceqq?ry,ﬁbut do not give the children ‘the answers.

N

Secondly, pleaee pay patticular attention to the children 8 explanatians of
conseqpencee and especially again with the young children. Use necessary

probes, but do not give the children the answers. v i
. _ . : : A L




o v . ’ o, . A ,
Convergent-Divergent Study ‘Interview Child'g Name -

Interviewer K - [ Grade - v
PN . "~ . -
- N / ’ . :
N . —Condition
* ' “ . 5 \ . ] '
I. General plot recall. * }- , '
Tell me'what you remember about the tel viaion eram? | o -
\ y. ‘ S ~7 guieton gpgpmant
. . “" » N ~ . - S, .
! p . ) . N v - a‘ ”a
. -v ! PEAR . o
. t A ’ . 4
«(?l‘ii -~ "
- A R - .
“ . » .e‘ ) } :
. A N v

Y

A ¢ 5 A‘ggteeai?{' S‘ceﬁn{e.; - :j RO S L 2 “ ) x | .
l. In thé television program you w‘at_ched, there wae an-ifﬁt and .a shooting.
- ~ .Could you tell me what %ou remember-about 1t? i I ; o

]
. 4 .

N . ) ] ’ ) . . . w n‘v
) .

2. Who did the s_hoo'i:iﬁg?.' o . > N -

3. Who did Ernie shoot ak? ,
‘. ’ v . . ' -
. A ! - ‘

o ' s

~

: . ‘ 4 R .
"'III. Motiveg. ‘ R co

1ng7™(Was he-good or bad?)

2 7

1. What did-you think of |Ernie before,'&_fhe ‘sh,&ﬁt

‘ R M) - . | o . -, (/i ;‘:v N
2, 'Why did Ernie shoot Palo? : S ' . .

<4




v

Cmvaraqn‘-btvergant Study Coe L ; o v

o Interview , ! : . o S "
0, Pam2 v . - N / .

o Iv, c:m:;éuencea. - o - . - o . -
, ~ ) v ' i . - . ‘ .. . \ . ‘,_.\\" ;
N " 1. What hnppened(t ’Ernie after Whe shooting? : -, '

:
» . R
* . . R v -’

-

e 7. . | : b‘\‘ ) . . ’ L& .
v. GenerallEvaluation‘a. - L v - : j 8 7.
N}é dg

- . 1. In general, what do yos think aboyt Ernde? (I;Ias he good or bad?

_ S B you think- so?)‘ e S : .

~ -t . . ! g 5 - / . T . ’ . ‘ _ -
cr o~ o ' ~ ‘ ;

- . : a
. . ’ ~ \

S

. 2. Pretend you were Rz.‘:rnie in thia, program. 'Wm'xlé Srou have dune ty}.xat‘he digd: .

e _Whyozwhynot? R TN o ‘ ‘ R P

- . v _‘ 02 . . -
: Soa . W ~
‘o !“{ B} S ‘ . kS =
. > ?,1‘); T ( . \ ‘ N
. e _ (
: '\?:9'?. . ! . —. 4 3 ' ' s .
’ '~ 3. Do you wdtéh this program at home?
. e 4 P .
: o ‘ ' e ' Y . frne »
s RSN . L . : L . = .
> 1 . e T
-0 . . ’ ‘ . -
4. Have you ever seen this ehmy'before,v(t;je.«thi.e episode)? S
. . " . . N - ° ‘ * - i
S , -
¢ ‘ . )
- 4 -(

5. Was this program more l':terezating, about the E:ame, or less ynterehting?_t’k“;ﬂ 4/ ‘
other television progrins? e ot SR

- . [

»




._“\‘

" a. Yes, It was 'OK. - : L
b. No, it was not OK. : : o , _ : ) - e

7e
" a. He went to j:i’i"l". o o

9.

_ a. Be«.auee Palo vas a robber.

" ¢« He was

Hho wu'Ernie? = . /’*f e o O : .
a. He uved in the neighborhood? ' o e S a\
b. He was a policemnn for tho neighborhood ) S ”\ “a
Ce He was Captain Greerta som, - . - ‘ ' or ‘ C
: A . ;oo ‘ , . . .
. Was Eynie good o;'bdh?'[‘ L » - "
8 He was .bad. . i 5 . . -
b He vas goods . \ A o ‘ '
. Ce H& was good and ba . . . .
v . - i . : .l
What was Ernie_‘ trylng to do? \
a. He wainited t¢o/find the stolen g\.mo. ' . -

b. He wanted to hurt the people who wanted the mrk

c. He wanted a park .
/\ . P - ‘ - ‘ :v.’.“ ~. - ». , ) i ., _‘
Why dtd Ernie shoot palo‘; _ ~ : e

b. He wanted to find qhe stolen guns, R . 4

. . -
~ oo~ N * o .

,,‘-Wae Palo (the man who bot. ahot) good or bad? Y S _ \

a. He waa “good. - o o ‘ ., S
b He was bad. ‘ -* N SR » - v . . .
both good and bad. . .. ..

Was 1t OK for ‘E'rn.ie‘to shoot Palo? ’ . ' . : %

c. I don't know. ' . ,

-
What happened to Ernie?

t&o The show dldn't:'u,ny. - ‘ ‘ *

c. I .don't know. . ' - /7

What do you think of the people who wanted the park?

a. They were good,

b. They were bad. T , "'; ’

€. They were toth good and. bad. - - - ; R cet
Did you like this ahaw? Y . i

a. Yes, I ltked it very much.’ B. No, I did not like {t.

. 00117
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) ‘ + f

1. Wh/y/uaasmie? _— T S s

) . , ' \ R e : B P
B 4 . Lo RO S . 4 o “.. A
2. Was Ernie good or bad? o o S
3. What whe. Efnie ptlying to do? . - : S L

. I4 : ‘ ) )\ | . | . o N
4. Why did Ernie shoot Palo? _ > ) i
S. Was Palo (the man who got shot) good or bad? ¢ ‘

6s Was it. OK for Ernie to shoot Palo? - o 2, -
7.’ What happened to Ernie?

4

B:Wat’ do yoﬁ think of the people who wanted the park? . L

9, Did you like this show? T . .
. . :‘f B ) N ~ ‘ . )
S o
10. Have you ever geen this show before? . .
F S = . ‘. . . A '
o
" i . T
> 4 ’ ~ . .
M ~ Y
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v
Y _TADLE F-3
4 -
DAL INBER OF “URT RISTCISES (ZELP-IURT IEASUZT) L
BY SEI-{T/..ZE, A TELZORAL SE2 R/ TICHRETISTATEL T o
_z.__“e . d A
Condition -
116 reinstatement: N Re‘inatatement
Sepaii'ation - llo Sep, :Control Separation . Ho Sep. Totals
‘ : . ‘«39? , ; ~ .
Boys 8.33, 10.00 9.43 0,67 7.71 8.92
1.25° 1.00 1.34 - 3,25 2.05
3rd  Girls 5,67 7.00 .00 9.00 7.14 - 7.71
- 4,71 4,00 . 2,97 1.57 2,29
Total 7.50 . . 8,50 . 5,71 . .36 7.43 5.33
B . = '/ { L / ‘ ) *
Boys 0.40 7.40 7.00 .00 .33 7.79
3.33 3.0 3.93 3.29 1.25 ’
6th  Girls 6. 50.. .33 3.50 7.00 6,50 5.84
‘ © 430 1.25- 2.57 3.51 3.32 |
Total ' 7.80 6.2 5.30 7.45 - 7.45 6.07
Overall . 7.69 7.27° 7.11 3,61 7,48
i . ‘ aStandai:-d Deviation T
) “AHOVA” TADLE
‘ - 3 ; ‘
- “Source df%;“ ) 18 F «
' f-Sex . 1 % . oA 7% ,
- ' B-Grade / . 54,17 5.36%
C=Condition 4 5.79- W57
AxB .. ' | 3,46 W36
AJ{C *LH‘; [" I. 72 . n\l o 1 7
_BxC’ 4 12.75 1.26
. AxBxC 2 4 2,63 .26
Within ) c2 . 10,11
‘. ; . ._? M
*p € .05
.




' T'_BLE Ffl}.".‘

LEAT TURF DUR/TION SCORIS (SELE-IURT 1Z/.5URE)

v o . BY SEZ, 'GZ, ND TZWTOR.L SZ‘RTIOH/REINST.TEITNT .
— . ooy - : .
. _ IR _ | ,
e - - Condition -~ ° - _ ‘
-.—-l y—- 7~ . : - o '*} ,
~_ illo reinstatement Reinstatement »
oy - Sepération l'o Sep. . Control '»Separagon llo Cep. ' Totals am,
Boys 57,27 €9.50 71.63 » 23,73 9 67.31 71.45
33,998 17,70 . 52.57 49,93 57,60
3rd  Girle 61.0 $1.00 5557 [ 42.76 5148 50.45
¢ .. 31,39 - 53,30 36.32 26.43° , 32.72
o 3 T Ct . . "
Total £9.87  £5.25  £3,50 . 65.11 59.40 (.16
o ‘Boys ~ 75:00 +- ‘36,64 33.09 64,00 . 55,97 o 49,32
* 37,22 36,09 \) 30.15 £B3.56  + 3529
6th . ‘Girla- /5,00 33.20 10.97 54,00 ' 43.76 33,02
L © 5,00 20,97 ~- 11.03.  32.95 33.29 .
U566 034076 2557 4945 s0.42 ALe3 L -
1 53.35 . 4239 45.% 5726  55.45
' B | " ’®Standard o tation ’ |
. ( . . . * . - -
- - ‘ ~ . . 0 |-
. AIOV!. T2BLS
: ——— , - - ¥ b
Source . N ' af . 18 . F : )
' T = T T T . , i
4‘{. . A-Sex ' 17 o836.77. b. o).
. B-Grade . 1, 974,34 , - 5,468 S
‘ C-Condition -~ - 4 827.71 . b6 ?
T Az 1 145,97 . 4 .08 .
£xC ’ 4 557.2 g .31 >
BxC 4 1473.¢C .33 :
£xBxC ) 4 1452.30 802+ .
M thin . n2 - 1730. 59 @

—— i i annmy -—
v -~




1EA1 PTYSICAL .GGRISSION SCORTS (BEZVIC POTEUTIAL 1ZASURT).

s
@

BY SuX s G, 1D -TEI20R.L SEP,.’IL’.TIOIT/REIHS’TJ.TBI ET

e

- -

- T.BLE“F-5

Mo

A

— e e sttt et

[}

7= - =
NN Condition :
-——e e . ; —_—— S
- llo reinstatement ‘ } Neinstatement :
Separation Mo Sep. Control' Separation o Sep. Totals
il h TR e e e e e P
Joys W57 . .88, 64 2.07 1.73 1,23 ™
268 .51 .65 % .63 .72 ,
3rd  Girls .39 .65 . .09 .63 .42 47
¢ g 029 . 7. .17 ’09, 05\,_' . .43
©,"" Total 53 .o .50 1.35 1.12 .91
P Cae .
i b ‘ |
Boys | 9% 1.71 1,11 ., <79 , .93 1,00
’ 7&-) I‘ .63 .56"7 N R .5‘0'1 .42 ‘.3 .
/ ' S - :
6th Ginﬁ%. .39 - Kol .33 - .77 .53 L W72
& 1.00 35 W40 .07 .75 :
Totsl 1.09 112> 2 LT il .38
Overall .07 1.05 .63 1.04° .39
l' 3 : .
- \ 8Standard Deviation -
. . .diOVL TiBLE
. A 'fﬁ?-\“_“‘;“.“-l) - B . N
Seurce Rt 1S, F
T T T T T , -
o A-Sex " - ., el 6.16 - 12, 54k
B-Gl'ade ) 1 .01 .02
* C-Condition & .56 1,14
LxB . 1 .98 1,99
A%C 4 .55 1.12 .
BxC 4 1.12 2,20
LxBxC 4 .90 ¥ 1,83
iithin e 73 - W89 '
. *%p < .01
- ¢ / , ,
< :
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BLE F-C

 ILEA! FIYSICGAL & VERDLL LCCRESSICH SCOTES

'

DY SCX, \GE, AID TEIPOR/L SEP/RATICH/RILISTATELENT

(BZ.VIOR POTEITIZL i L.SURT)

: Condition
\ ilo reipatgtgméng f ) ’ Re%pstatement
Separatioh‘ llo Sep. . Control GSeparation 1lo Sep. 'Totals
Doys 1.3 1,67 1.6 3.90 3,25 2.43
602 .52 R I .63 -
3td  Girls .33 1,91 - 1,17 1.90 1.67 1.65
, 24 L5 ;.03 .97 .61
“Total 1.50 1.75 1,52 2,90 2.4 2.13
Boys 22,05 3.62 % 2.2 2,29, 2.30 2.50
T A 35 .77 55 1.12
6tk Girls 3.00 . 3.00 ARV 2,17 1.2 2.24
. ) o 1.[}7 1.'21/ .53 .C\()" .99 V
‘ : . v, 3 ’
Total’, 2.37 3.23 ' 2,75 2.21 2.05, 2.39
‘Overall 2.05 2.71 ;90" 2,52, 2.22 ’
a . ' ) * .
Standard Deviation .
- . . } P /’
. Alove TYBLE, y
/
So?:ce P da£. 1.3 F
f-Sex ) "1 5.50 6,57
B"Grade ] ) 1 1.59 1.80 .
C~Condition 4 2.02 2.30
£xB 1 1,45 1.65
LxC 4 L1176 1.99
* BxC 4 3,81 4, 00%%
AxBxC 4 2,19 ¢ 2.49
 Within .. 73 .08 -
. . A
".




. B ~ o
N TLDLE F-7 !
< : - N B : . ‘ \
101 MU BER OF LT RESPONSES (RLLI-IURT 17ASURS) )
DY SHI, /G, /D TE{POR/L' SERAR:TICH/RETISTA L INT
- ~— Condition | .
o reinstatement " Refnstatement )
, Separation llo Sep. Control Separation ' No Sep. - Totals
“' — , : = e - | _ )
q A Boys 11.67 »10.00, ¥ 10.14 110,00 11.8¢ 10,75
/ : : 1.25° 1,00 1.36° 3.16 2.23
3rd  Girls 13.33 - 12.50 11.86 10.50 12,71 12.13
. ' 4.7 " 4,50 2,89 1.60 2.19 -
_ " Totel - 12,50 11.25 . 11.00.  10.36 _ 12.29 11.43
| o o
‘Boys 11,60+ - 12,60 -12.57 . 12.00 11.67 T 12,11
S 3.35 3,00 - 4.17- 3.29° - L2
6th  Girls, 13.50 ¢ 13,67 . 16,50 13.00 13,60 14,16
: 4,50 - 1.25 7 2.56 3.51 3.38 :
Total £ 12,14 13,1 ¢ ' 14.38 12,55 ° 12.55 13,08
Overall 12,31 1275 . 12.63 .45 12.40
e | ' 88randard Deviation )
: ANOVA TABLE e
Source: ' _af 8 F
a <L "
1 " A-Sex 1 72.85 7.1 6% o
+, B-Grade 1 69.05 6. T0%
- C-Condition b "5.23 .51
B 1 3.05 .30
, - AxC 4 2.40 o 24
T BxC  *,. 4- 12.36 1.21
St . ».“ . Axnxc -&lﬁ '. l} 2.32 . .23
Within c2 10.13 -° :
| . . - -
¥ ‘ */pﬁlﬁ—\ L oep £,01
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'\‘ TABLE F-0 o
13211 TELP DURATION SCORES (UEbe=TRT 1 ZASURE) ¢
BY SEY, AGE, AIID TELROTL SEPARATION/REIIIST. TENENT
’ N ' D
B . ‘
-~ i Condition -
No reinstatement 4 _ Reinstatement i
Separa'tion- Ho Sep.  Control S'eparatidn' o Sep. ) Totgle
'Boys 113.73 107.40 56.49 86.27 121.31 95.53
32.26° 26,00  33.15 43,69 29.09 .
3rd  Girls 127.60°  164.60 - 86,23 75.32 133.40 ~  109.39
e 95.36°  70.60 - 33.44 25,02 9,55 ¢ B
toral | 120.57  136:00 76,36 0l.28  127.36 10232
Boys 126.36 05.00 . - 96.46 ,%14.5'2 79.27 100,74
, 64.76 72.97 . 60.00 . 69.02 30.61 -
6th  Girlé 122,70 136,43  160.53  115.57. 13516  135.93
~85.50 . 22.29 79.71 - 7 63.98 . “41.59
Total  123.89  117.64 126,17  .115.00 104,67 - 117.34 -
' _ e . o L
Overall 122,35 - 122,53.  100.34 98.19 17,33
. . o : : '
| a_Stan d Deviation
HOVA. TABLE N
Source af - us R
A-Sex 17 15472.26 4, 2%
B-Grade 1 . 5742.04 1.59
AxB 1 2897.56 .80
e ’ 4 2130. 62 .58
2%C 4 5692.48 . 1.58
AxBxC 4 - - 1015,72 .28
tithin .02 3610.57
*p <.05
PN .
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SYNOPSIS OE THE STIMULUS PROGRAM‘

Three undercover Federal agentc assigned to fight organized crime. had
infiltrated the construction industry in an American city. The leader was
posing aé'sh troubleshooter-for the national headquarters of a construction

. workers! \filqn;, another of the agents was doing blue-collar labor in.

a constructi company, and the third agent was a secretary in the office of
the same company. L. - s ' '

A man appeared at the construction &ompsuy with a threat to foreclose
on the owner, & woman, because her late husband had owed him $150,000.
The leader of the undercover agents persuaded thngomén to agk her husband's

‘leading cuatomgré to loan her the money to pay the debt. When she met yith

them, the agent explained that the loan company of the man Gemsnding the
money was a part of organized crime and thqt it victimized both owners and - .
workers by%charging high interest paymente for fast financing. Oue of the

" customers agreed to subsidize the woman owner; but he subGquentlxkfen¢3ed,
-ostenaibly -because the man demanding the money had threatened him.\w |

Méanwhile, the leader of the agente discovered that the man demanding the
money had been responsible for argon and murder at another -~onstruction '
company.- . The agent who was working as a secretary told the man. demanding
the money that the woman owner might have some incriminating information about

- the fire. When the mgn came to find the woman owner, the lead agent met him
_and paraphrased e false "confeasion" from the woman's 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 agentg. They followed him as he “

climbed some of the tall gtructures in the «construction yard. .The-antagonivt
grappled with\the head agent and shot him in the shoulder. Whén one of the

_other agents caught up with him, the antagonist knocked him down. Finally, =

the two agents trapped the artagonist between them. In trying to break awayy
he fell on a conveyor bel®)leading into a large industrial cement mixer. The

. fall knocked him unconsgious, and hie ody went inte the machine.

‘Lster. the faederal agents explained th- situation to the police, and
the woman owner of the coOnstruntiea company reported that the sntagonist's
lawyer had made a reaconsble z:tilunent of her husband's debt. The narrator
explained that the antagonict!s organization had”dissolved after his death
and that his henchmen were serving pgleunrtefms fd¥ the crimes théy had

'i commited. v P | B
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We -would appfecii’ai:e knowing'how you feel about some things. " Please help us by °
vpeting.a check mark next to the answer that is most like what you -think.
; . ' v
For éxample: / ' P . \\
. ‘1. We should have 'school only three &ays a weelq. - o ’
B ey . ) ;7 . - - /_)
- Do you: agree or ' : _disagree °
Be sure to answer every question, and work as quickly as you can. Thanl you very -
v N .mUCha . -""_" ‘ : - -
N . . .o ¢
- L4 i ‘
- )FA K -
. L
- ki " L
) . o . .
\/,7
- . N ‘ ¢
> _
| \ .
.9 \
N v 00131 3




‘$\\*“‘\§ ///w'.' QUESTIONNAIRE o,

/ ke There is no good reason for ever_hitting aﬁyone{
'Do‘§ou; ‘ agree or T disagreei
— T D ‘

2. Peeple'who keep bothering me .are asking for a punch in the nose,

. . r -

Do you:-' . agree or ‘ Disagree

At

4. Anybody who says bad things about me is looking for a fight.

Do Keu° B agree . or dbsagree o R

4, Sométimes a fight is a good way to settle an argumen

i
' What do you think?

, I agree

I'm not sure . . -

I don't agree

5.. The best way to deal with someone who keéeps bothering you is to rough hfh
‘ up a little. o
) R

What do you think? : I agree o
: I'm not gure . .
v e~ — . A . [‘?
Ildon't agree

»

6. Sometimes a fight is the easiest way to get what you want. N
4

" : . Y

What do you think? ’ I agree
" I'm not sure v o
o f “ ¥ - I don't agree

7. It is perfectly na;lral fdzvpeoplefto want td fight sometimes.

I agree

What do.§ou~think?

k . I'm not sure v

I don't agree

8.'I see nothing wrong ip’axfight between two people.

What do you tﬁi b2l I agree
~ { W;ML‘ . I'm not sure B .
woi ! ' I don't agree ¥

" 00i32




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

o " 9. It's OK-with me if two of my fi-i,énds get into a figﬁt.

- . »
e . N - N
AN . ‘
QUESTIONNAIRE

a

What do you think? § 1 agree

4 = I'm not sure . -
i - . . v '} W
) : .- I don't agree -
v ' e LY
. : L . \ ‘
10. Fighting is one thing I'niever approve of,
r . . _—
. by . ) ’ oA .
What do you think? | { I agree .
‘ Y ‘ - I'm not sure' o
ey —_— y
y - . . I dom®*t, agrea
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¢

Study III Interview © Child's Name
) Grade . .
- Condition =
1. Tell me iipat you remember about the ‘show.”
- o h
A Y ' ) ' v ,
2. Do you remember Max? Whu:’.h.n_i;ﬁeﬁedf'tb'}ﬁx? *
- ‘ -
3. Do you remember the fight scene? Describp it.
4. What ué you think_. of Max? Was he good or bad?
. v
Why did Max fight with the, secret (federal) agent?

4
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,-r:;’; - o / Tl."&BLE G-2 . ‘ *
. CGIRISON OF POSITIVE IT.SURES LI STUDY T
N
' ) COLIDITION
~Aggr\ession - S Pos. CSping Control
- ° - ¢
. wc® S B ?C o, .
Boys  2.05  3.00 L 1233 2.0 10.50
. : ' v - _ ' .
4ta Girle 2.5 1150/ ¢ 257 1133 2,65 10.75 -
Total - 2.29 9.15 © 2,23 10,83 . 245 © 10.63 .
| v\ N . . ‘ . ) - "v/* . o . v‘- -
. I - . . x ,' ) . . . N
7. Dpoys - .88 5.00 ©2.16 ;/'..so 1.6 14.50 .
7th Girls  2.65 15.00 " 2,15 3000 216 12,00 ¢
2 s . - . ' .
ar ) . o - . .
. Total 212 1150 2,15 14,25 "'2,01  13.25
. .. . N S ’ .. ‘ ! . - ) . Y v
Boys -~ 1.91 13.67 o l89 17.25 1.3 15.00 o
10th | Girls  2.63  14.33 | 2.26' 17.00 2.49. 11.67
Total  2.22 14,00 2,07 17.13 2,147 13,33 ‘
- . - . i . j ] ' . ) ' ) o .7} -
" Overall 2.21 11.56- T2 w2 2.21 12,11
I " aPos:lt::lve coping (Behavior Potential Ileasure)
. b’Ielp means (*Iel;{ Turt lleasure) h ‘ J
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