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fH the years between 1969 and 1973, both congressional and” o

i ¢ ¥

. screntlflc attention centered on the issue of televmﬁlon and its -

- supposed pern1c1ous effects o chlldren(pogart 1972 Cater & -

Strickland, 1972; Murray, 1973; Palsle§\ 1972; Rupinstein( 1972).

B
‘.

Unfortunateiy; few concrete proposals resulted from these attentions
. , o' v ) ~
and ;mplementatiéﬁ of network "Family Viewing Times" has tem-

¥ . >

porarily silenced critics of network inertia. A complete explana-

tion of this-history of inaction would require going beyond the usual

litany of methodological deficiencies in television research to

]

include ‘complex economic and political factors? - .
. . »

Despite a sizeable corpus of data suggesting that television }

- does play a causal role in the production of antisocial behaviors,

social scientists cannot conclude that their responsibilfty in

4

effecting network change is ended. That network off;cials-éontinue°

tao disregard their work suggests that the‘findingqqare inadequately o v

. L ¢

- L4
available to the many cgkqerned families who could perhaps influence ‘

netwoak pollcy far more effectlvely than can ‘data, however conv1nc1ng -

‘
[ N ‘

the methoer/pﬁﬂhlcﬂ they were .obtained. Nevertheless, -one. source :

. . . 4 .

of metdeé ogical weakness in television ;research, its ecological

. Y : . -

invalidity, may be very much at fault in produc1ng the gap between: .-

g"

regearch-and action. Bronfenbrenner (1974) defines ecologlcab ¢

validity to -include the soc1opersohal,as yell as the thsibal context '
behavioral system, and concludes that the . °* ) .

. » 3

affecting a subject's

environment of concern to-policymakers is distanct fromw the environ- *.

¢ -
’. ( B 2
- . 7

)

~
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\
ment typical in research design.

Among the dontrasts pdssible_bggween‘the two environments are

[y

' o, , . .
the experimental paradigm's nearexclusive reliance on strangé situations
j . ] ) e
‘and personnel, .the assumption of unidirectional causality, and the
\

{ - ' . " o
) experimental and tHeoreticaP i;giition of the subject. The distance of
. \ M : , ’ A h
thi§ type of reseéarch from éhe social issues that gemerate it requires

. a longer inferential leap ‘that persons outside the social sciences are
e . . :
. prepared.to mage.e Théeé obligation devolves on social scientists to
) . N .
, eibloie and evaluate dependent variables in settings having identical

a

sociopersonal significance for the subject as that in which the behavior

-~ of interest typically occurs.

™

© - |

. bl \ . . !
" Etologically walid research has the potehtial not only to increase/ «
- ~

? ~ e ‘

of findings in a direct way to the nonSgeéialists, both officials an

. .consumers, _who shape network policy. .Unfortunately, the body of work \\ .

deéaling with televisioﬁ apd behavior is, within Bronfenbrenner's
" work, ecologically invalid. Specifically, television research haskelim-

.

.
]

RN centrated on -the content of television proqrémming to the exclugion of
. R 3 \/7: N 4 . . )
its other functions, and has divorced television viewing ‘fxom its home % \
} . R '

"and familial cénteyt; .

e ‘Fallady™

", - Choige: The Uhidirecti®nal

‘e . et “’ ' ‘i"',b,,l
.« Typically, gtudies of the effects of television viewi
L ] SR . .

seqient behavior mitch two or three groups of children @an

- 0
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] . . ~
on a randomized basis to aggressive, nonaggressive, and gometimes pro-

This procedire, although standard, disregards a

v .

social programs.

@ o ,

critical feature of naturally-occurring television exposure, the selec-
i * C

~ “ .

?
’

. tion behavior itself. .

3

N

As research into-television &ffects accumulates, ‘it becames

. . ‘e v ~ '

“necessary to centrol increasing numbers of variables among treatment

: #- . . . ! .
( groups. Matching groups for sex, age, and so¢ioeconomic status is

3 obligétor?w{Chaney, 1970; Eron, Huesmann, Lefkowitz, & Walder, 1972; g

. - Friedrich & Stein, 1973; Liebert & Baron, 1972; Maccoby, 1954; Wotring

. R . . 4
- & Greenberg, 1973) and it appears likely that cognitive style (Thomas,

. .

1971}, Viewing frequency (Cline,‘Croft, & Courrier, 1972), parental
. 3ttitudes (Atkin, l972i’ and eXisting leyels of aggreSSion (Friedrich

& 'Stein, 1973; Wotring & Greenberg, 1973) influence subjects' responses

VAR

to program content . 4 . ? v

f

Obviously, program variables interact with preexisting characteris-

A\ . !

It would seem

N .

v

g L4
. Y . ’ . ~ b M
bilcs of the viewer in the production of a response. -

equally obvious that a viewer's moti&aeioﬂ and interest in the program

. would influence attentiqpal behavior which;would,ain tﬁrn,
2 ‘ . . 5.
response being assessed.

affect the

f
-~ The choice of what and when to watch is denied

~se

the participant in-the typical research paradigm, éliminating_fhe . .0

" personal significance from the

- -

]
Yiewing behavior. Television viewing is

‘not compulsory outside ‘of experimental situations and it is therefore
, . v .

v

adviséd that' research broaden its unidirectional model -of television's

\

i

influence’to include the choice behavior itéelf'as well. as the ways in

PO . -
‘ \ LN .

N dhich choices interact with*prqogram content to affect behavior,
’ .o ! ¢ o . . :
) LN, . . - J >

KN
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.« ,Function:‘ The Educational Falracy_
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JR——— s

- - b .,

A} N . N . b » ‘
The standard mgthod of assessing television's effects\caPses devia-

tiop in a second aspébt of the natural viewing context. The frequent,

LN

school or classroom setting, added to the cgmpulsory”characte} of the

- - R4
-
A

experimental viewing process, may result in an unwanted learning,set in
.~ 3 * . e, '

. \ .
& .. . N . N - ; - g ™
the experimental subjects. This context produces unusually intense & f
attentional and motivational characteristics which are artifacts of " *%l‘
- the associa}éon with school and reflect inaocurately the character of
- A / " - [l

viewing television in other environments. A similar learning set afflicts -
T . N . "
experimenters as well; theoretical and empirical conclusions emphasizey
: . - 7
4 v N

television's inéormatiye functioQ\to the‘exch§ion of other mechanisms -

. ° %
through which jts influence/ma§ be transmitted. .
. — ] -
<, As Bronfenbrenner_(l970)waqted previously, television's impact may

v ' . . ' . . ..

be greater as a result of what it prevents than as a function of what it
. v - . ° ) ‘ R - \) .
v pre¥ents. Regardless of program content, television reduces conversation ..

v

-and physical activity (Skornia, 1969). Many persons utilize the television
\ . - s

Y . [ . -
set as.an‘undemanding friend (Rue, 1974), to quiet feelings of loneliness, -,

N ‘ . <
as background noise to accompany other activities such as hollsework or
Y . .

-~ »
. reading, or’as an escap€ from productive endeavors. (Harrison and -Scriven,

¥ ‘
.

4969) . - .

-~ . .
’ . _ - ° '

»

Prevalegt research paradigms ignore these non-content influences of
. » ‘., —_— =

- r 4

. N s . - -
television. Television does not, serve exgiusively, perhaps not even

primarily, an educational purpose. The lack of data concerping both *

/ - interrelations between television viewing and other home—bound‘éctivities'

- and: the ways in which the reason for television viewing mediates the,impaéth

’ .

‘of program content is further. evidence of the ecologiﬁél‘lapse in much
v o . >,

. -

~

. ~ televisidon research. The ﬁope of television pfoneers‘that ;ﬁé’med;um

' Fl

| [ERJ!: would serve an educationhl,missioh is laudable, but mythical. Reséarch
i . 9 s —— \ -

’y .4
r
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singly or in peer. groups. Consequently, too littley infoxmation, has bean,

Ao '

Television Reséarch

. .
Y > 6 . e -
o
. .
n . -
’ ‘ ’
oy - ca

must broaden its v;ew of the purpose telev1sion serves in the lives of

o

its consumerg and assess its effects in these more realistic contexts..
SIS -5, 1 . .

< "Social Context: The Dyadic Fallacy e

» N ‘e
- .~

Another of television's, missions was to enhance family solidarity

.
Y

- by supplying suitable entertainment at minimalvcost directly to the home

,
’

(Maccoby, 1951) Nevertheless, empirical study of teleVision s effects

- .

isolates the»yiewer from the family context, assessing responses either

’ -

. e ;

generated relating patterns of interactipn in teleGiewing families to ’

4

individual membe¥s' responses to televisiqn exposure (Rue,’l§74)._ 8’

Some information is available, however,.on the effects of television
. AT -t - . » - BN , ‘
on family 1nteraction itself Viewing has been demonstrated to be a -

W . .
. 7 '

~parallel,rather“than an interactive process, engaging its participants

primarily with itself rather than prOViding a centerpiece for conver-
- d
sation (Maccoby, 1954; Rue)vl974) Children and adults perceive televi-
LS. s

‘ sion" v1eWing quite differently, children report that it comprises the’

principal family undertaking wherer thein parents do not qonsider it
T ’

a family, undertaking (Greenberg,-Er'cson Vlahos, +1971). Personal accountsh
# . .

sggh as that of Cline (1973), descr bé a period of reacquaintance taking N

N »

place among family members folloWing 1rretrievable breakdown of the color

~

.
-

television, suggesting that televas%nxVieWing does influence~family
k

* N
functioning. . . . _ )

_Additional research is needed also to clarify the mediating effepts

of family contekt upon television's iApact on children's behavior.

Familial mediation may take three form$: attitudes and social training

. . .
- .
-t n

imparted with fespect to the acceptability of aggressive behavior,

(Y - N - te

? L) '
. . ) > 8 \‘l
»

. - A a
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implemeheation of family polieies ;egardiné utilization of televieion,
R o, . ] i ,
and_ealiehce of familw mehbe;s as models of televising behavior ang.
attitydes toward vie}ent ;;ogramming.

Some information on the firsp two, modes is available. 1In general,

P

amount of viewed violencé interacts with parental emphasis o6n ‘non-agressive
.d . .

. »
. * .

behavior in a predictabIe way; those children Yh01Watch most" televised
v}olence and experience least parental- pressure to feact non-aggresgsively
. L - . R . H

are those who display most aggressive behavior (Atkin, 1972; Dominick,

1970). Additionally, parents who restrict thei¥ children's viewing’in\

order to deléte violent shows are typicallkofrom higher income bnackets,
14

watch llttle telev151on themselves, and have ChlldIFn w1th higher I¢Q's,

-

though these varlables in influence a chxld's respon51veness to telev1sed
. r .

Violence in- complex’ ways (Friedrich & Stein, 1973). Rarick (1973) .

. S ~
suggests also_ that parental willingness to impose such restriéfions is
: . . . . . - ‘

Tess influential than the willingness of the child to accept them. His

qualification adds‘a temperamental factor to the matrix of variables
' . . e R . .

¢ ‘

.

under, consideration: negativistic chi{irén will be less, likely to
, 1}

suffer parental restrictions on.television viewjing and may also béd more

likely to display agéreseion regardlesswgf;program content.

’ The role of family members as models for responses to ‘television's"

a . . N

{

influence is almost totally obscure (Paul, 971), though récent’ network
oy ~ !

”~ ¢

. T
commercidls advocating joint viewing by parent and child implay that

such mediation is not-only possible, but beneficial. "Much of the implied
effect is' certainly dependent on the specific parental resbonse to tele-

vised content and also on that parent's effectiveness a§ a model for the

. ) {5 o

child. Since children who watch gggéomfnantly yiolent programs tend to

. 0
I - ' .

do so in the compdny of one or both barents,‘particularéy in families of

.

'\ S] . - ) -
/- . Ce .

.

<

<3

A
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\

low édciogconqﬁic ftétus (Friedriég hnd'Stgin, 1973), it is clear that
« . Bt~
ample opportunity. exists for imitative learﬁing of both proéram-éhoicg-
‘béhav;ors a;d affective resppnses- to program content. ’ . )
. . N " ! b .
" As Bronfenbrenner (1974) notes, fesearcﬁﬂgver-reliance on two-person
sy§£ems underntines, the ecological validity Sf much oflit: In a large .

¥ .

. «“ .

number of television studies, telévision occupies the status of one of
those persons. Studies in which, television exposure is “examined as a

g . -
Second-order effect upon behavior and those in which_ parents are assessed

as mediators between the television-viewer system are well within the

”»
-

» ’

methodological abilitie$ of social science and would provide much perti-

nent information. '
LN : . . . ." . - o

. 8 ’ v " e . Y . a
Generally, social science research into televisgd violence”and sQcial

.
S

Py . L ‘ . . Ly . )
behavior~has ignored ecological features which impart meaning to the

’ .
.

not intrinsic to the subject and

.ateleviewing procesf. , Thése errors are
. N 4 °
L3

will yield to more thoughtful anlays

"~ relevanpe of that context to behavior.

4 v -

be investigated-are: . ’ . ‘

- -

1.

> £ a
2 N
television and other activities.

« A
.

. ‘ .
constructed

N L 4

.

-~

’

..

Choice-behaviors, not only among programs but also.between

Viewingmotive hierarchies might be
t S

<

A
es of the televieﬁing context and the

Among areas which might profitably

-

differing age groups to illuminate the functions of television

at various developmental‘ievels. Also in need of empirical clarification

A

- *» ~ .
is the variable of compulsory versus self-seleg¢ted viewing.
. . g N

s . o -

.

2. pqptext factors, especially the adequaty of the home envigonment

and famiﬁg\gfgfff§7{n relation to the type of televiewihg patterns exhib-
. K R o N

.~ va

ited.

: «
. . ’

S 1o

» -
*Implications s N

#
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4 9
,dﬂ 3. - The perceived purposes of:televiewing,’particularly ways in .

which that perceptiaon alters attentional and behavioral responses ‘to
. . : . » . '

-~ i

television programming. < " . .
i . .
Y i i 3

1t - »
4. The impact of models a% mediators between children and tele-

¢ .

, Vision; whethsnrattstgges of exc tement appnoval, or distaste are

L

modelled ‘with xéspeot to stimul% properties of program content whether
A\

program- preferences are transmitted as modelled behav1or, and the’
. . . ¥ .

.
[ -

* salience of .various models in the\elicitation of imitative behavior.
The influence of ecolooically\valid research is, of course,
=unproven.” The responsibiiity for'proadcast reguiation is so broad}x ‘

N ¢

distributed across viewers, sponsors) federa@l a&encies, network
' P S \ . ,.‘ . gy,
officials, and social scientists thad it is'difficult to determine

the point in the cycle to which inte%vention efforts'might most’
.. : . \ y\: -,‘.

. productively be addressed. It is cleax, however, that natworks are -

not‘uniiateraLly/imposing violent programming on unwilling victims;,

LS

-

. they are receiving tangible reinforcement. ' . .

] -, R V. . R -
€ If research pertaining to secial policy lssuges appears in a -

”

b

-~

.

: Co . VoL . .
language and a context which communicates\to concerned laymen, perhaps

~ . . : - [ his N
some of the reinforcement will cease. Revision of research -standards

>

in the directions suggested would result not only in findings couched
in terms .that speak beyond the scientific communigy Withont sacri-

ficing. its respect but in more Veridical data as well. To those still
v
<@

- hopeful of influenCing public pélicy with data, it is a direction that

-
. -

should’at least be tried. N
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