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Audience Production Functions

’

"The game of televisfpn is basically between the network and th
advertiser, and the Nyalsen digigs determine what the latter will
pay for the circulation of his commercial. The public is involved
-only as the definition of the number. "sp many persone 18-49, so .
many others, al{ neatly ptocessed by television." (3, p.14)

] ’ '
All ‘:I.ndusul'ial produci fon involves the combination of inputs in such

[} - ?

a way so as tégzgfz;ize the output’of product at the requisite level of
. . . . b

ﬁ quality. This technology c¢an be described by a technicalzproduétion func~-
. .. o \ ' : ‘o -
. tion which specifies the maximum level of output which can be obtained with a . .

"given combina:i&ﬁ of inputs., When estimated by mulliple regression tech-
niques (4), this ﬁroduction function will also.describe thg.marginal product,
or independent contribution of éach'input factor. ‘Bf as Lesntgwn suggests,
teleyision broadcasting }§<en industry whiéh produces audiences for ?ale_to

advertisers, it should be p&sﬂible to ‘describe that process in economic terms

»

P 4
.

that wguld allow the community td“é;alpate the costs and benefits which
might, derive from gny changes in that technology'which.mighi be occasioned
by its regulatory éétivity.

For many,Eelevision viewing is a non-selective, almost passive ac-

. -

tivity. Paul Klein has suggsfted that television audiences select the

- .

P AR '
"least Objectionaf\rrogramz~and concludes that "because a viewer in a chair

tends to stay in his chaif, an LOP renders great service to the program

-~
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followlng 1e.” It can become, in the trade 8 argot, a strong lead<in ’ S

(14, p. 21)." In our pref?alnary analysls, Lead-In accounted for nearly

L] ]
3

50 percent of the variance of audieace shareif’ Once we acknowledge the’
; .
habitudl nature of "television watching,” we ‘must conclude that the de-

cision to chanse the channel and to watch_Channel A. rather than B, S

S~

C,,mnst be based on some expectation that there is some ditference in the

content of each, and that A 1s "preferred" or "1ess objectionable" than .
3 1

the others. ’ . : .

. * N L]

Effdrts to estinate the productivity of television programs have been .

limited primarily'py their reliance on’ imprecise, and somevhat arbitrary

definitions of program content. The bulk of this research has been concerned .

[3 . T » .

with estimating the value of, or the demand'for; rather broadly defined
program "types" s{ch as news; action-ahventure. theatrical films or W

b . . <

*comedy (18 19). However,’ dwird ureenberg and Harold Barnett demonstrated Lt
that such types were inadequate predictors of audience-shares for}@‘samp]e of Loooaf
| S 1 B .
feature films scheduled by the networks.‘ They concluded that;because there . oy L

was 80 much apparent variety in filﬂs,."chofce'witﬁin types may be as valuablé

: L - N ’

to many viewers as diversity across types." (12, p.d3) . ; ’ voe a
More recently, progress has been made in the determination of consumer' ﬁ 3-, ° )
preferences thspugh efifortgrto describe them in terms of product attri?utes. * t”ﬁ |
" Following the approach of Kelvin Lancaster, who rgued that a‘preoduct is not N

.

valued for itselt, rather for the combined value of its identlfiable qunlitiee,

gseveral researchers have gathered empirical support for the utility of multi-

attriblce preference models (13). = . - -
Reeves and Greenberg, selecting'eight attributes for television characters, ¢

L

including funny, active and strong, concluded that only four attributes were

.

v, ‘v

. ’
necessary to account for the varlance in children's preference for television.
N

\;‘ o .
) < - L.
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characters (20). Donald Lehman used program attributes, such as action, PN

-suspense, humor,, nd other qualities such as being well-produced, to predict
%
‘e, viewer 1iking and ‘actual viewing of 20 prime time programs (16).

. & v
. Violence as an Attribute . N !
. . [} ! '

-

] - <

. , Violence, or action" as it 1is euphemistically called, is used regu-
larly as an "wttention-grabber » Or simply as a way to move a plot along
. - /and its value as an audience builder bas long been treated as a cultural

fact (1, 2, 3,.21, 23, 26, 27) However, there has been very little work

. ° ¢
which has sought to test the assumptions empirically. Two gecent studies

w1,
-

_ (8, 9) have examined the productivity of violence in prime time television
Prosrﬁns ! ‘ <" g “ C P

. BEd Diener and Darlene ﬁéFour counted the frequency with which 78 specific

o events opcurred in a sample of 62 episodes of 11 dlffﬁrent seriea. These were
l . .
‘summed for e‘ach program to’ produce "aggression, \mmor, drama and action" sco?’e% \

< -

for" each program. Multiple regression’was used to :::fict the audience, as, ¢

* measured by the &.C. Nielsen‘"ayerage apdience" estimfite for that series on

" the immedlately following week. Not surprisingly, given the selection of ‘a. .
. .
lagged popularity index, the equation was not signiflcant.\ The correlation

of their aggression score ‘with the Niclsen a dience estimate, was also small
Vi

" and insignificant, leading to their eonélusiqp that "program popularity . -

&

might be a function. of qualitative factors that were not captured in the«
simple discrete-event—type categories used in this study (8; p. 336) " .

k 2
Using estimates of gseveral attributes of programs sampled over a seven

L

year period, Gandy estipated three production functions fog the’ television

-

.

. {ndustry. 7wo were significant at the 1% level and ggplained as much as

4

142 of the variance in audience, as -measured by A.C. Nielsen, and expressed

\ A 4
\
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as a percentage of the audience watching television at that particular time.

-~
The amount of violence, a simple count of the numbe: of acts of violence

‘oecuring in the vrogram, emerged as a significant, independent, and positive
w . .. v

influénce on each’ progtam's share of the audience.
¢

4 Treating the' audience production process as a competitive process,,
J-d

wherein the audience for program A is, seen to be a function, not onf%aof

the attributes of that program, but a function of the attributes of other

programs shown at the sathe time, Gandy estimated several production fundiions
. b et
for each network. The CBS equations<were all significant, explaining more

"n
[

than 702 of the variance in audiences for 54 half houf segments. Again, the
amod%t of violence in CBS programs emerged as a significant, positive factor
in the production of audiences. However, the most important factor, as - o

measured by the etandardized beta coefficient (-.747) was a variable describing

.

ol ‘.
the sigé%ficance of the violence. The negative couefficient was interpreted to
~—

mean that "the less significant the yiolence was to the plot or to the climax
‘e
of the progranm, ‘the more it contributed to audience 8ize (9, p.11)."

eSeveral factors call for cantion in the interpretation of the Gandy
data. First, because orly 187 of the half hour periods which were broadtast
during the seven sample weeks were included in ‘the network level ‘aralysis,
the small sample may have been biased in some unknown direction. Second, and
.perhaps more importantly, the sumples were spread out over 2 period of seven.
yearsf and it was during this period that ABC succeeded in wresting the

production crown away: from CBS. Thus, it is highly unlikely that any‘single

technology was in use by anyone other than CBS. .



. :{‘ '
THE PRESENT STUDY: +METHODOLOGY

| - o Coe
The sample consisted .of 586 half-hour segments oﬁ;prime—time netdork

dramatic programming aired between 8:00 and 11:00 P.vﬁ each evening. The

gseiectiog of the half-hour as the unit of analysis wak_based 'en the foflowini ¢

realities of the audience production process: 1) telcv sich programs are

not- of uniform length, ranging from\ 30 to 180 minutes; 2) audiences'are '

produced in a competitive environment, in that the potential viewer makes.
s .

_as«chofce between simultaneous television offerings, many of which are likelv

to ehange on the half hour. The half hour is the largest, and.moatvlogical

qnft of analysis when comparisons are being made. . v

. Ptogram content data used in this analysis were generated from 380§¢'

prime-time network dramatic programs broadcast during a seven-week perfod
. [ . -

L]

in the fall of 1376. Jncluded werc all dramgtie programs broadcast-between

‘ the hours'of 8 and 11 P.M, ®ach day; all whriety;_news. and sports proE

gramming were excluded.* . S .
The data consist of measures ot program contgnt-and,audience size.

Content ltema measuring violence used the followlng definition. Violence

: Py
is "the overt expression of physical force, with or without a weéapon, against

gself or other, eompelling action against one's'will on pain.d? being hurt

¢
N .,

.

-

*The data were intially collected as part of a sampling experiment of
" The CuLtural Indicators Project. C.I. methodology is described in’George
Gerbher, Larry Cross, Marilyn Jackon-Beeck, Suzanne Jeffries-Fox, and
Nancy Signorieili, "Cultural Indicators: Violence Profile No. 9," Journal
of Communicatign, 1978, 28: 3, pp. l76-°07.

L 4
LI
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or killed, or actually hurting or. killing. ‘e, .
"o Program content measures included the fbllowing violence-relnted

s

items: the seriousnéss and -significance of: violence. the number of violent

* actions** in the program, and.the duration -of violence(the amount of time.

1

in séconds, these actions took up). Other attributes were program durationm,
[ 4 Y "

. network, program type’ (crime or 4ééion-adventure),'progrnm tone (comic or

~serious), format (teleVision nlay or film), énd‘the'time of brpgdcaét

* o

(early or late evening).. Data on characterizations were also uded in the ¢
analysis. Theéc 1tems&inc1uded the total number of major characters, the

rumber of major characters who committed violence (hurt or killed other
[

characters) and the number of maior characters who wegb victimized (were

. .
o

% Violence "must be plausible and-credible. It must-be directed aBainst
human 'or human-like beings, and it mus:t hurt or kill, or threaten to do so,
. as part of thie script's plot. No idle threats, Vverbal abuse, or gestures
, " without credible violent consequences are included. -However, once an
unmistakably violent incident is observed, it is recorded whether the script

' calls for murder, "natural' catagtrophies, or "accidents.' (Although
accidents are very rare in fiction, they are neither "natural" or "acci-
dental." * "Accidents" written into scripts victimize characters who fall
d prey to them, and the message of victimization is one significant aspect
of exposure'to violehce.) Violence in a realistic or "serious'' context
is recorded along with violence in a fantasy or "humorous" context...Clear-
<cut violence in any context is coded because the social lessons of such violenge
cdin by demonstrated--and learned--in any context. There is evidence to
suggest, for example, that exposure to fantasy or "humorous" violence is
effective in conveying some lessons of violence. (See, for example,
A. Bandura, D. Ross, and S. Ross, "Imitation-of Film-mediated Aggregsive ]
Models,' Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 66, 1963, 3-11; and
G.T.- El1is and F. Sekura 111, "The Effect of Aggressive Cartoons on the
Behavior of First Grade Children," Journal of quchology, 81, 1972, 7-43 )
Therefore, its exclusion, or that of "accidents" and catastrophies,
would be analytically unacceptable." (George Gerbner; et al., "Cultural
Indicators: Violence Profile No. 9, op. cit., p. 179.)

#% A violent action is a scene of gome violence confined to the same partici-

* papts. If a scene is interrupted by flashbacks or shifts to another scene,
but continues in “"real time," it is still the same episode. Any change in
the cast .f characters--such as a,new dgent of violence entering the scene-~
starts another violent action (ibid, p. 179).

4

. . . 8 (
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Jhurt or killed).: ?inally measures indicating the total numter of characters,
¢ . .
a8 well as the number who were injured and/ar killed in each program's violent

L]
3

actions were also gencratedl

* R y
Intervai scale content items (e.g., the number of violent actions,

number injured, or number oﬁ killers) were transformed into 3cores reflecting

.

their rate per minute of programming. That is, the count (such as the number

.

of actions) for the entire program was divided by the Length in minutés. of

.

-

the program. When transformed, this score becomes the average number of violent

actions per minute of programming. These scores were computed for each half-

hour program segment. Nominal scale content items were not ,s0 standardized;

. .

that is, the original code was used for each program segment. o

»

' Estimates of the national audience for these prpgrams and program segments
were based on measures generated and published by the A.C. Nielseh Company.

Four measures were calculated and used in this analysis--First Quarter and ~

-

'Half lour Rdtings, and Shares.

!
Nielsen estimates of the average audience for each half-hour of pro-

gramming ate called the First Quarter and Half Hour Rating,in this analysis.

" The third audience measure, Share, expresses the average sudience for each

half-hour segment as a percent of households actuallypwatching_television

(HUT). Since the number of households watching televisinn changes throughout
the evening (rising quickly to a “nximum around 9 P.M. and then slowly .
declining), Share is a very important measure because it has a common

base (percent). ' Therefore it may be compared througheut the evening,

whereas the avarage audience estimates may not. ' .

* The Nielsen National TV Audience Estimates: gielsen Television Index,
A.C. Nielsen Co., 1976.

-

~



ANALYSIS | o .

-

The technology of audience production may be.déséribeq from several '

different perspectives. We may consider the ne .work television indussry as .'

° L)

a wholg, and assume that all three netwofks use the same technology and are

. equal{y efficient in its use. The technology of the iqguséry could be
described by a single productinn function. wé may also consider the netwogk; ’
Eo be individual gpmpetitive firms, thﬁt either choose tb us; différent..
‘tenhnolog}es, or are more or less gfficient in tlie use of a standard tech-
nology. Furthe;mbre, we may recognize that the pool from w&ich potential
audiences are created is finite, and audiences captured by one network are

- unavailable to the oth?rs.. Under such competitive, zero-sum conditions, .
the technology of one neeyork may be const;ainéd by thg technology in uég
by its Eompétitérs.' |

Alterna;ely, we may consider that there ar: production functions, or
"formulas" that differ for each program type, such that progéams of a
particular type share common attributesi but'hoge successful types combine

LY

these attributes- in optimal proportions. Each of these alternatives are,

. . .
considered in the analysis that follows. .
************Q%***$** : )
Table One . i

a2 e e Jo o e de e e ok de o ak de ke ok

Table One presents the group means on key measures for program segments

classified according to network, format and time of broadcast. Since Ebe first
hour of prime time programming is generally aimed at capturing the broader . ”
"family" audience, including young'children, a subset of the.sample, cgﬁposed;.
of programs beginning 9 P.M. or later, was selected for detailed analyses
(N=390- half hours). Hglf hour ratings and shares reveal that Aéc programs were .

-

more successful than th%fe of the other networks. ABC also seems to be more

, . 0 |
¢ 1]
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.ghare, the overall number of dead was a significant positive factor.

\ '
willing to aprinkle the{f programs with a greaté@r number of corpscs than the

+ other networ@s'(Number Dead). Feature films produced larger aud’énces than

teleplays in general, and like ABC, had a greater number of'mdrtally wounded

characters per minute of programming.

Jedede ekt de b e ek R e ok stk 2 ¢

N ' Talle Two
. T T o T "

' ~
Efforts to describe the audience production function for the television
industry, during all prime time hours were only partially successful. Though'
each equation was significant, little more than five percent, of the variance

in audience shares was explained by thé 12 program agiributes. The most

important positive contribuﬁéon to audience shares was the estimate of the

.

average number of victims (BETA=;239). While the number.df major characters

-3

who were the targets of fatal violence a?péars to reFuce the average audience

.

o ok o e e e v o o e e e de o ve ek e

Table Three
& deddededodedded dedededededed i

In Table Three, the analysis was limited to the program segments in the
[}

non-family viewing hours, and the same 12 variables-expfained 9 percént of the
variance in audience shares. Again, the number of mortally wounded chagacéers
A . . . .
was a significdnt positive factor in audience production, while the number of
moréally wounded major characters was ; significant negative factor. Overall,
the average number of victims per winute made the most substantial positive
. .

contribution to audiencé shares (BETA=.339).

Further subdividing the non-family hour‘?egments into network offerings

. .
I - . . )

RARKK KRR RRhKRdkhhdhr

Table Four
ﬁ*********t*******ﬁ*

.

produces dramatic 1ncreases in the powcr of the estimaCing equationq. The 12

* ¢ !

vatiable equation explains more than 30 percent of the Variance 1n the average

LTI ‘
. .« . .

LR
.

A
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half hour audience fr+ CBS. All the equations are signif}cant {(P<.01), apd

-

there are impor%ant differences in the signs of the coefficients for each

network's program attributes. We see, for example that thg ﬁumber of mortally

wounded characters is a signkficant'negative factor in CBS audience_produccién,

and a significant positive factor in audience production for NBC. . The number

»

of major characters who are.killed aré sighificant negative factors in apdience
production for both CBS and NBC,.but a positive'faétp: in the technology'of
ABC. In fact, the number of mortally wounded major'eharacters makes the

greatest positive contribution to audience for ABC (BETA=.6§1)§ '

Jededede Yo dedede ok ode Aok vlealeak ke denk -

Table Five .
oo e o e e v v o 3 e e ek Feve

>

Not unexpéctedly, feature films tend to have more common attributes
. . ]

L)

than teleplays or dramatic serials. With 110 half hours of feature films,
. e . .

we are able to explain some 55 pércent of the variance in audience shares
(Table Fives. It is within the %eature film group that‘the number of major
characters killed is a significant negative factor, while the number. of all
characters killed is a'significant positive influence on productivity.

Examining only crime dramas shown in non-family hours, we find that
moztal violence detraéted from audience production, as coefficients for both
variables a;e negative. In the crime dramas, as in the Teleplays gverall,
the ﬁbst important positive contribution to audience shares is the estimate
of tﬁe average number of victims per minute. This factor is positive in all
production functions estimated under non—comp;titive conditions.

In order to examine audienece production under competitive conditions,
where the content of competing programs is known and included in the production

‘function, it is necessary to treat each half hour period, as a unit of analysis
e &

containing three competing network offerings. Thus the sample cannot include



~ . d . LY

thoce program segments broadtast. in half hour periods when one or more networks
offered a news, sporcs or variéty program. The Qample contained 106 half hour
» periods that met the requirement of simultaneously having dramatic programs

on all three networks. .

ek v e v v ve v e v s v e s e oo 5 de ok

Table Six
e 7 de e g g e 7% o e ok o ok ke ok ok e ok

Under competitive conditions, we are able to estimate the extent to
which the 'success of one firm i:. dependent upon the simultaneous offerings
. . AN .
of a competing firm. We see fop’example that for ABC-we are able to explain

-
*

31 percent of the variance in audience shares with 9 variables, but it is
the program attributes of its competitors which make the most importané
contributions.: That is, th; Qeriousness of the violence in ABC programs is’
the only attribute of ABC's offerings which makes a significant contribution
to its audience in this model (BETA=,258), wh{is the significance of the.6
violence in CBS programs scheduled at the same time is even more important
(BETA=,483),

Caompetitive factors appear to be the most important for all the networks,
as there.are no significant factbgg which ‘make positive cqntributions to |
audience production for CBS or NBC beyond those which describe attributes

of competing programs.,

e e e s v ded e Kk e de e e de e e e e

Table Seven

i e de e de v o o de o e e ok ok e e e e ek

ﬁiffgréncescorea représentfgglalternative formulation of the competitive
production situation, Hpe av;rage amount of violence (the average number of
violent actio;s per minute of programming) on all three networks was calculated
for each half hour period. Each network's offering was then described in terms
of its difference from that avérqge. Thus, for any half hour period, ecach



A

. " . : . . lz

’
.

network can be seen to offer more or less than the avevage amount of violerce,
* This vatiabie and five others were used to ectimate préﬂuc:ion functions fdr
the three networks under fully cempetitive conditions.

Since two difiference scores contain all the variance in this measure,
only two of three coefficients appear in each ~quation. For ABC, it was \
more important that the NBC offering was more violent than the average,
while NBC apparently prospered when ABC programe exceeded the half hour'

*

average. Though we at\ most successful in explaining the variance in the
CBS audience (r-squared=.327), these difference scores were not significant.
Instead, it was the aumber of characters who were injured in CBS programs

“ that mace the most important contribution to CBS's success under competitive
éoaditions (BETA=.472) . This injcry variable was not significant for cBS

-

under less specifically competitive conditions (Table Four), though its sign

- was still positive.

9

' For NBC, the most important cgntribution to audience size under these
conditions was the number of major characters who committed violence (BETA=.586).
The only variable which was significant for each network as an attribute of its
own program offering was the average number of characters killed per minute.

For ABC this variable was significantland positive, while it was significant

and negative for NBC and CBS.

" DISCUSSION

This attempt to describe the audience.production process has been limited
to a single dimension of progcam coptent. We find that by treating the
industry as a whoze\bur violence measures account for little more than 5
percent of the variance in audience shares. This probably is dué?to the
variety in audience composition throughout the evening. Thus, whea we

>

examine non-family hour programs, presumably a period with fewer children

Q - 1 ‘ﬂ.
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‘4dn the audience, we explain an additional 4-percent of variance in audience

shares.’ When we eximine the networks independently, we ‘find a dramatic

, increase in the amount of variance explained by these violence-related

attributesﬂ The greatest gain in explanatory power, comes when we focus
on a single program format,'the feature film. Here we explain 55 percent
of the variance in audiense shares.
s It 1s clear that there is more to the success or fai}ure of a feature
film than the amount of violence, its seriousness, and the nistrinution of
vislents and victims, However, the fact tnat more than nslf.of the variance
in the audience sijgfis associated with differences ‘{n these attributes
suggests that viollence is an unquestionably important productive input.
The differénces in the signs of the coefficients for violence involving
major chsracters, as compared with all characters who'parQE%ipate in’ violent
actions warns agsinst overly simpl;stic formulations of the importance'of.
program violence. | _ )
P -t ’ A )
Our analysis of individual tnetwork production functions, while more

successful than formulations for the entire industry, does not lead to easy

generalizations. Again, as between program types, we find differeuces in the

% magnitude and sign of the coefficients for these att;ibute% in prograﬁs ®

offs}ed by. each network. Thus, it may be that audience production takes place

-within an industry composed of three monopolists that differ in their selection

[

and presentation of a limited number of program types, which are further

differentiated by their efficient combinations of program attributes.

] . L

Our attempt to estimate the production function for networks under fully
. )

competitive conditions (those which most accurately‘rcpresent the conditions
¥
under which audiences are produced for sale to advertisers) are ﬁﬁmpfred by .

the relatively small sample (N=106). More importantly perhaps, our analysis

L

™~
<
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is limited by the nature of the aggregated audience estimates. It is not the

case that broadcasters are intereated in producing numbers without regard to a

L3

" their characteristics. Advertisers are interested in more detalled derographic

-
* >

information about the age and sex of the audience.

Differences in the coefficignts of violence attributes for the networks
suggest that either by agreement, or by indepeﬂﬁent design, networks may

prefer to produce more: homogeneous audiences than they did in the past. Eric
Barnouw argues that "sponsorship became a matching game" when advertisers
were ablf to match the demographic informatinn provided by the A. C.'Nielsen

4

Company with demographic information about their retail customers. CBS was

v N -

reported to have sent prospective sponsors a publication called Where the

Girls Are,ZLich aided the matching of products with programs with fema]e .

L . ‘.,

viewers Af varying ages (1, p.71). In order to test the proposition that
e ) ’ »

s networks‘are specializing in the kinds of audiences they are producing at

.

. " any one time, we would need to disaggregate the average audience estimates
’ .

into the same age/sex cohorts currently purchase6 by television ndvertisenp

We have little doubt that estimations of production- funcqions, where the o .

-~

\

'output is measured in a particular age/sex cohort, rather than the heterogeneous
average audience, would find our program attributes explaining substantially
, more of the variance. Indeed, 'it is expected that we will find a ‘high '
I . . [ 4

: N

degree of speciaiization‘and'someyhat more "friendly competition' between,

the netiworks for the attention of one target group or another.

4
RIS

Regulatorf Considerations A . .

© Efforts by governmegt agencies and citizepn groups to increase public
- welfare through the imposition 67“?ﬁ!trictinns on the content of the masi/
media can be seen to be analogous to similar efforts to reduce industrial o

. air pollution thrOugh.the imposition of restrictions on the uge of particular

Q . ' 3 b
A FuiiText Provided by ERic :
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£uelp. In” each case, thg comﬁunity has identified an externality, or harmful

AN 4

4 . o - 13

output. which is the u ntendgﬁ Joint product ‘of some production process,
otherwise valued by some members of’that community (22). - |

We may see; for exampley that a community may place some value on being -

n

able to puréhase and serve fresh bread each morning.because it is produced

{3 LY
. '’
¢ - . .

'by, their loeal bakery. However, the bakery may use coal or wood’to heat its

L4
’ L] v '
.

ovens, gnd in the p'ocess spew great clouds of:smoke into the air each’

4

‘morning. The smoke is an externality, and local ordinances may restricta ,.'

o . v ¢

" the" hOurs of operation)to a pre-dawn period, or may require the burning .

of low sulphur fuels. Or, we may consider that although a commuter train
] G
is highly valued by its customers, its noise and smoke also.disturb the

°

residents of houses and ‘abartments along the way. Again, local ordindncgs

may restrict the hours and the speed with which the train may. pass through

the ®ommunity. In_each case, community action har been directed toward

nodifying'the-process.through which the valued goods or s:rvices:are
produced’ (7). : v .

In the same way, we suggest that while television programs_may be
aighly valued by the audience, and that audience in turu, is highly valued
by the advertiser, there are several identifiable externalities which
accompany or fiuw from television viewing (1, 5, 6, 10, 11, 15,°17, 23) and'
require some form of regulation in the interest of*the community. That
regulation will ultimately involve the modificstion oz the process through
which value is'produced for audience and advertiser..

. The FCC has taken economic injury into consideration in a variety of

broadcast/common carrier cases since the Carroll Decision in 958, * Economic
14

* Carroll Broadcasting Company v. "Federal Communications Cemmission. 258 F.2d
440 (D.C. Cir.) July 10; 1958. The Carroll case is seen’ as rejecting the
reviously applied narrow standards. with regard to econoffic injury, and was
sefully applied as protection for broadcasters from non-broadcast competitors.
Cited in Documents bf American Broadcasting edited by Frank Kahn, Englewood

Cliffs. Prentice Hall, 1978.

£ 7
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injury has bedn linked, at least thepretically, to the public interest in

those cases-where increased competition would have resulted in a lessenlng of

L) ’0‘

a licenseez;abllity to provide sprvxce in the form of’ unsponsored public

\

affairs programs. CATV" policy, beginning with the resbrictive Southwestern

‘Decision*, had been based on’ purely speculative claims of substantial injury.

More recently, the FCC‘has solicited comments on‘its efforts to provide a

—osh

more substantial empirﬂpal base fpr such decisions. Even the U S. Copyright

Office has solicited empirical evidence which ‘would be useful in estimating
. ~ [ -t
the extent of economic injury which would accompany.the provision of performance

.
.

.

rights, in dddition- to e&isting mechanical reproduction rights aLready enjoyed

by copyright holders (24). AT ' - .

p -
It is neither competition or copyright requirements which may be seen to
~
occasiqn economic injury- to commercial broadcasters, but regulatory efforts to

-
n .

protect the public from thé effects of cultural pollution.. L .

We have already made progress toward estimating the. technical gffictency

- 1
3 . e i

of vfolence-related program attributes. we.can estimate their economic

efficiency only with the addition of cost and revenue data. Regression

O r o -
analysis will allow us to estimate the pelation' betwéen violence and program

Y

cost, and violerice and- advertising révenxggiust as we have estimated the _

relation betwegn Violence and aud1=nce 8 !s. Estimates of marginal cost"

and marginal revenue would allow both broadcaster and regulator (public 6r

private) to assess the impact‘of any restrictive policies which would modify '

. . e L)

the audience production function. . .
. * - s . Lad - ) ~\
. Attempts to go beyond this effort should isclude the specification of
. NGERE X : )

. 1] . .
- o 1

* Ibid citing United States et al. v. Southuestern Cable Co. et al. 392 U.s.
157 Juyne 10, 1968 wherein the "Supreme” Court supporéﬁd the FCC in ptoviding
protection to major market broadcasters from CATV imported sivials.

4 . - . ‘
1 . .

A
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additional variables, or program attributes which we believe to bel importhat

?

*

‘factors in audience productioh. Such research might'&ecerﬁihe,‘fo examgle,
the exteat to which humof'qf se» can bq-subqtituted'fo: Qiolencgi. Indeed, the

production fdnétign approach may Be ufeful in détermining the matgin_l;ptoduct

-

ot virtually any program attributé capable of being unambiguously ured.
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TABLE ONE

3

Variables

N ofrCases
Half Hour Rating

" Share

(ﬁajor Characters)*
Numb;r : |
Number of Viélents
.Number of Victims

*»

Number Involved
in Violence

Number of Killers °

Number Killed ,

Number Involved
.in Killing

Number of Comic Acts

Number of Serious Acts

(Characters in Violent

Actionsg)*

Number of Participants

Number Injured

Number Dead

GROUP MEANS

(- ° " ;
AL ABC cBS:  NBC
0 - 116 - 143 131
19.34 21.14 a.‘l.s.ss 18.57 '
31.10 36,40 N 29.74 29.65 '
. N
..049 047) ,055 044
\  .028 .028 .09 027
. .029 . .028 029 .029
.034 .033 .036 .033
, , )
- 004 .003 .005 .004
,P03 . ‘).oo-z .003 , .003
.006 © 004 .00% .007
.004 .005 ' .(& .003
.095 ".089 .087 j.uo
.027. 024 023 .934‘
581 | oSk .574 .631
.022 4 .03 ' .015 _  .022
v ”
* Per minute measure o

)

* amm—

r
L]

F;lm'
110
20.04
32.31 .

029
J
B17
018

021

.004
.004

*,007

L)
.002

.089

.030
0311“

0039

¢

-

Crime

LA

&

¥F9R WORKS LND PRQGRAM.TY?ES-:kop-Family Hour (9 fM and Later)

Teleplay

-

(2R}

188
19.09
10.73

646
.035
.035

041

.007

"4 ,003

.008

.001

131

039
.632

.020

280
19.07
30.62

.057
{

,0032

.033

" .040

.004
.002

.006

.026
.687

015

.

586
19.79
31.2¢

.052

‘426 ‘

. 0028
., 034

.003"

.002

.005

] 009

.082

024

.596

018 °

| Total Sample

o medl
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" TABLE TWO

INDUSTRY PRODUCTION-FUNCTIONS (A1l Programs, N=586 half hours)
‘S;andd}dized Half-Hour - ' " Share ' .
. Variables Audience (BETA) of Audience (BETA) y

(Major Characters).

. Nuber 035 ‘ e T
Number of Violents " -.016- , : 047 ot
Nuzber of Victims 0ewe 3. K 3% 239%%

Number Involved -y 200%% A | | =,235%% )
in Violence , T q
Nunber of Killers -.103 . . =-.138 ‘
Number Killed -.111 - ' -.126
Number Involved ‘ 044 - ©,089 .
in Killing - '
Number of Comic Acts - =,016 ' : | -.036-'
Number of Serious Acts . -.049, ' t -.123%%
(Characters in Violent
Actions) . ,
Number of Participants -.008 .030 !
Number Injured .067* ' .050
Number Dead : . .146**. | . 169%%
- . ."
Rqu}zargd ) - .043 ) ) 052
F . 2.8 | 2,854
*=,05 4

hiks 0]

- - D T,
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TABLE THREE. * INDUSTRY PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS (Non-Family Hours, N=390)

' ’
Input Factors “\ Share of Audience ' Half Hour Audience
., (Major c.haracters) ' ’ B:ta ) _ F ' Beta ) | . £
Number \ 065 T 1.024 ' 078 1,440
Number of Violen'te‘ . o ’.244‘ . 5.825** .101'0 . . . +680
- Number of Victims :339. 8.982%# . 264 5.373%%
Number Involved - -.460 7.446%% 3417 4.022%*
in Violence . \
Number of Killers ‘ -.323 L a4l Y .946
Number Killed .  -.186 2.760%% | -.150 1,751
Nut::e;i]l’.x;:z;ved | . .297 1.528. .133 . / .301
Number of Comic Acts -.038 C 447 -.007 - ¢ 017"
Number of Ser%gus' Acte - =.075 ‘ . .822 023 . .083
(Characters in Violent ) . ’ )

Actions)

" Number of Participants -.037 ' .220 -.090 1,269
Number Injured .021 .139 035 .377
Number Dead - .154 | 5.,248%% .195 8,234k

R-Squared _ . .090 : .076
F : 3.138%% 2.600%* o (O

*=.05

. k&= 01
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. TABLE FOUR

Halfsﬂour Audience

inygt Factors _
(Standardized Variables)

(Major Characters)

s are -

Number
-Number of Violents
» Number of Victims

Number Involved
~in Violence

Number of Killers
) .
Number Killed

'Number Involved .
in Killing

" Number of Comic Acts
Number of Serious Acts

(Characters in Violent
Actions)

Number of Partjicipants
Number Injuref ™

Number Dead

R-Squared

R * %=,05

*k= 01 |

(N=116)

ABC(Beta)

o5y e

"0030
.188
-.175

.199
«621%%

-, 691%*

"0046

171

.090
.047

,239°

. 266

3.117%%

L

NETWORK PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS (Nou-Family Hours)

(N=143)-
CBS(Beta)

CJ396Rk T

"0024
127
= 287

.133
had) 493**
.288

«230%%

.181

e .&05
.115

-, 188%%

307

4,816%%

(N=131)

NBC(Beta) -

-184

.221

428k

-. 600N .

-0972**
-, 414%

1.002#%

-0113
-.120

“0077
-, 176%%

»315%%

. 242

3. 144%%

I
.



TABLE FIVE

(Major Characters)

- .. Number

Number of/élﬁlents
Number of Victims

Number Involved
in Violence

Number of Killers
Number Killed

Number Involved
in Killing

Number of Comic Acts
Number of Serious Acts

(Characters in Violent

Actions)

Number of Participants
Number Injured

Number Dead

R-Squared

F

¢

FORM/GENRE PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS (Non Family Hours)

Audience’ Share (Betas)

N=110
Feature Film

.3864*
1.010%%
.461

~1,594%%*

074
-1.396%%

.079

~ . 324%%

1,058=%
.078

1,192%%

.551

9.923%%

*=,05
k= 0]

t

N=280
Teleplay

.163&*
3114k
.360%%
-, 460%*

"'0090
-0016. .

1
- - -

"’0025

.043

—.230%%

.105

3.157%%*

-,

‘

N=188
Qrime

=e277%%

"007-
. 350 %%
-0356 ~

.302
"0102
-0356

- 116%%

o 154%%

-0067
.082

~-.166%%

.185

3.311%%



, L. k_‘\

TABLE SIX

Variables

ABC Seriousness
‘CBS'Sergousnéss
Nic Seriousneés.
ABC Significance
CBS Signi{}cauce .
NBC Significance
ABC Rate' -

cBS Rate® ‘

NBC Rate'

R-Squared

F

sruwtxrqu NETWORK MODELS uﬁuzn'funnv-caurntxr;vz CONDITIONS (N=106 hal

Audience Shares (Betlé}

ABC
. 298%%
127 -

-.044

~

-.080

+4B83%%.
« .098
.1;1

-,253**

.27 3%%

¢ 316

b,947%%

L

*=,05"

" ##=.01

t

. ° :
L s } . NBC
{162 _ Lo : ’ -,3§z£; g
1737 o -ass
‘ - 191k, _— .193**“
=281k 3708 .
~-9§1*5 -.026
. -flld.’. T -,026
-.083 ‘, . 087
32 S
.053 T -, 149
A6h 127
© 2.003 1.557(ns)
- ~ ‘

4+ Acts of violence per minute

£ hour periods)

-

”n

30
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TABLE SEVEN STANDARDIZED VARTABLES MODELS UNDER FULLY COHBETITIVF'CONDITIONS (NflOG Hdalf ‘Hour Péiiods)
i ¢ o ' . ’ e ' o L. K .' :
‘ ° @u.diénce Shares (Betas) - ' : . R | § '
: ‘ ¢ g . . , . . ) ) . ‘
... Variables ' . ABC CBS : . NBC .
. . & . ~. . * .‘ .. -
'ABC Difference _ . . .086 SRR 1+ SR 0
CBS Difference L mm— 4 : 030, . : | e
NBC(Diffetence : : . .250%% " o : -.042 .
. ABC Vigtims S .062 261 (391N . _
CBS Victims ' : : -.286%% - 219 . .358 .
NBC Victims . -.065 : ‘ ——— A . =046 .
[} ) \ . ' . ¢
ABC Dead ‘. - < 187%% 5 -, 236%% : -.067
.« CBS Dead c251%% -.156%% ' 015
“NBC Dead | . , 117, | [273%% . =, 233%%
.. - . b. . : L]
ABC Injured ; .078 _ .107 s -.178
NBC In;&red : -.016 + =, 186%% ; . 190%*
ABC Violents . . ———— -.091 v » ¢ =-,062
» CBS Viokents : ‘ . .256% ©=.193 : 145
“ NBC Violents . JH56R% - 409%k : «586%%
ABC Involved _ -.215 & .367 -.202 °
CBS Involved ———— . =.199 . -,202
NBC Involved - 490%% - . ¢ 393%% -, 453%k
R-Squared | (2N 4 327 T 147 » (
. 3N . . .
'F , T 1,947k 2.703%% i .894(ns)
%205 N\ - ' - ‘
*%k=,01 . : ‘
o - .) 32
. e
51 :




