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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION

Television is an important contributor to the socialization of
our children. It is certainly not the only socializer, nor is it necessarily
the most potent, but given the nature of the medium (cf., Siegel, 1969),
the large amount of time children devote to viewing (cf., Schramm, Lyle
and Parker, 1961), and the fact that children learn a great deal through
simple observation of behavior (c¢f., Bandura, 1965b; 1969; Flanders,
1968), it is difficult not to believe that television has a significant
impact on children's social behavior. Moreover, considering that a
large part of what television portrays can be characterized as violent
behavior (Catton, 1969; Gerbner, 1969), it is difficult not tc be concerned
about this impact.

Research over the past decade has shown that children can and
do learn an extensive rarige of behaviors through observation of models;
that a modeled performance wmay influence (inhibit or disinhibit) similar,
as well as identical, behavior on the part of observers; that it makes
little difference whether the modeled performance is live or film-
mediated; and that a wide varlety of cues in both the modeled behavior
and the subsequent performance situation may mediate both an observer's
learning and his performance (for discussion of theory and reviews of
research see: Bandura, 1965b, 1969; Bandura and Walters, 1963; Flanders,
1968; Hartup and Coates, 1970; Roberts, 1971), Thus, a child observing a
mddeled performance, whether live or film-mediated (cf., Bandura, Ross
and Ross, 1963a), may learn specific new behaviors (e.g., judo techniques)

I-1
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and/or he may learn whether the newly acquired behavior or a similar
class of behaviors already in his response repertoire {(e.g., other
aggressive acts) is appropriate in situations more or less similar to
those i; which the model appeared (cf., Bandura and Walters, 1963;
Berkowitz, 1962a).

The distinction between a symbolic presentation's effect on
learning and its effect on performance is important. Cues in the modeling
stimuli may affect learning or performance or both (cf., Bandura, 1965b;
1969). For example, observation of contingent reirforcement delivered to
a wndel may serve to sensitize the child to the behavioral or situational
contingencies whieh led to the observed reinforcement (vicarious reinforce-
ment leading to an increase in the probability of learning) and/or it
may serve to increase the child's expectation of similar reinforcement
for similar behavior (vicarious reinforcement leading to an increase in
the probability of performance).

Performance also depends on cues in thes subsequent behavioral
situation. Thus, failure to perform an observed behavior need not imply
failure to learn (Bandura and Walters, 1963; Mischel, 1968). Bandura
(1965a) found that children who witnessed a model being punished for
aggressive behavior initially failed to perform the behavior they viewed;
but later, when supplied with sufficient incentives, they were able to
reproduce the behavior accurately. Apparently they simultaneously learned
the behavier and became sensitized to sanctions which inhibited perfor-
mance of what was learned. Cues in the symbolic presentation (e.g.,
reward or punishment contingent on the behavior) interacted with cues in
the subsequent behaviocral situation (e.g., presence or absence of

incentives) to influence the child's aciions.
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The learning/performance distinction is particularly crucial
when we consider cbservational:learning of aggressive behavior. On
the one hand, North American society socializes such that there is early
inhibition of much aggression (cf., Whiting and Child, 1953), while on
the other, it teaches how, when, and where aggressive acts can or should
be performed (cf., Sears, Maccoby and Levin, 1957). It is in this teaching
of "why," "when," and '"where'" that television may be most influential.
Various aggressive responses zare not foreign to most children's behavior
repertoires, and the commonly used ones are easilv learned. However,
children must also learn our society's rather complicated norms for why,

where, and when. to use these responses. They are often and repeatedly

exposed to such norms through television and may learn much from such

exposure.
Norms are often transmitted through models' motivations for
aggression and the consequences of their sggression. This information

is particularly suited to provide the child with cues about sanctions for
and against aggression -- about whan sggression is justified and when
unjustified, when rewarded and when punished, when to be admired and
when condemned. To the extent that a child perceives modeled aggressive
behavior to be justified, rewarded, useful, or admirable in wvarious
situations, to that extent we might expect an increase in the probability
of him subsequently aggressing.

There is some experimental evidence that these two variables
do influence performance of observed aggression. Several investigators
have found that, in general, positive, negative, or neutral conseguences

to a model for aggressive behavior (e.g., reward or punishment, success
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or failure, etc.) respectively increase{ decrease, or do not effect
subsequent performance of imitativg and non-imitative aggression (Bandura,
1965a; Bandura, Ross, and Ross, 1963b; Brodbeck, 1955; Rosekrans and
Hartup, 1967). Similarly, other studies have shown that observed aggression
which is perceived to be justified increases the probability of an observer's
subsequent aggressive responses (Albert, 1957; Berkowitz and Rawlings,
1963).

Depiction of these two variables, motivation for aggression
and consequences of aggression, is common to many dramatic television
programs which portray aggressive behavior. Indeed, following the guide-

lines of the National Association of Broadcaster's Television Code (1969),

television usually portrays criminal behavior, which is often violent,

as unjustified and as leading to some kind of "inevitable" retribution.
Following the experimental evidence, thern, one could hope that television's
portrayal of negative motives for and negative consequences of aggression
would result in inhibition of subsequent aggression among children in

much the same way that such inhibition seems to oceur in laboratory
experiments.

There are, however, several dangers inherent in attempting to
generalize laboratory findings to non-laboratory settings. One of these
has to do with the nature of the symbolic stimuli used in the two settings.
Modeling stimuli used in laboratory experiments are usually short and
focused on the behaviors being studied, behaviors which are often chosen
to be novel and attention-getting. They manifest little of the character
development, richness of setting, and display of roles and behaviors

found in most television drama. The complexity of television programs

ERIC
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as stimuli is further increased in that they usually portray many acts
with many different messages. For example, a detective program might
depict a number of violent episodes, each with different motivations

and different consequences. Indeed, television's portrayal of unjustified
aggression leading to negative consequences uﬁgally involves an enforcer

of laws or standards who engages in justified aggression, usually with

positive consequences, in order to punish the villains.

: Moreover, within television programs motives for and consequences
of aggression may be widely separated from the aggressive act, both in
temporal terms (e.g., aggression modeled early in the program may not
be punished until near the end of the program) and in terms of interpolated
information (e.g., sub-plots, character development, commercials, etc.,
which often occur between motive and act and/or act and consequences).
Clearly, when considering television stimuli a relevant question is
whether children even associate justifications for or consequences of
aggression with the acts themselves -- a question which becomes especially
important when we consider possible age differences in effects of television
violence.

Another problem in generalizing laboratory fiudings, then, has to
do with the lack of studies of developmental differences in observational
learning and disinhibition. Hartup and Coates (1970), after a thorough

earch, were able to find only nine such studies. These studies indicate

explicit instructions to imitate; but clear increases with age in performance
of complex model behaviors with explicit instructions to imitate. 1In

addition, Leifer (1966) found that with increasing age children imitated

O

LRIC 11



tions to imitate. Undoubtedly the learning/performance distinection is
modeled performance but may be more selective in what they choose to
perform.

Evidence that increases in age might lead to increases in
learning and in retention of what is learned, and in differences in which
aspects of a complex stimulus are attended to, comes from studies of the
development of children's intellectual functioning (e.g., Bruner, Olver
and Greenfield, 1966; Flavell, 1963) of the development of verbal
mediation (e.g., Flavell, Beach and Chinsky, 1966; Kendler, 1963; Marsh
and Sherman, 1966), and of age-related differences in attention to
symbolically mediated behavior (e.g., Collins, 1970; Hale, Miller and
Stevenson, 1968; Roberts, 1968). Such findings imply age-related
differences in the impact of cues related to motivations and consequences.
For example, Leifer and her students (1972) found age differences in
comprehension of cues inherent in complex behavioral sequences in an
entertainment film, with older children superior to younger children
in sequencing main events and in understanding such things as feelings
and motivations of characters. To the extent that '"feelings and
motivations" function as cues, w. might expect differences across age in
learning and subsequent performance of television-mediated behavior.

There is also reason to suggest that motivations may not function
as effectively as consequences as controlling cues for young children.
Young children pay relatively little attention tc motivation in judging

the morality of another's act (Flavell, 1963; Hoffman, 1970; Kohlberg, 1964;
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Piaget, 1962) when both motivation and consequences are presented.
Moreover, they are willing to judge morality solely on the basis of
amount of damags done, édult sanctions, and acts of God. They also do
not use motivation as a basis for judging kindness of another’'s act
{Baldwin and Baldwin, 1970).

A final area in which developmental differences in observa-
tional learning might be expected is in discount of the modelling
stimulus as a source of imitation or disinhibition. Dysinger and
Ruckmick (1933) reported clear increases with age in adult discount of
the material presented in feature films. If this finding also pertains
to the entertainment fare of current television, one might expect less
impact of the depicted aggression, motivations, and consequences among
older children and adults than among younger children evern though
older children are better able to understand and apply what they have
seen. Some effect of exposure exists, since there is a substantial body
of work indicating that entertainment films and videotapes will disinhibit
aggressive responses in adolescents and adults (e.g., Berkowitz, 1970;
Walters and Thomas, 1963).

Some of the important, unanswered questions, then, have to
do with developmental changes in perception and comprehension oficues
depicting motivations and consequences, with age-related changes in
the influence of these cues on both learning and subsequent performance
of observed aggréssion, and with age-related, relative differences in
the impact of these twoc variables. For example, in order to make wvalid
production decisions it would be important to know whether children

first respond to cues pertaining to motives ox to cues pertaining to
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consequences, whether these two variables have differential impact at

different ages, and what happens ' when the two cues are izcuugruent

(e.g., justified motives for =zggression iéaéing to negative consequences).

A final problem in generalizing from laboratory experiments is
in the aependéﬁt variables used. Experimeﬁtal studies, in order to make
comparisons among various independent variables, facilitate performance
of observed aggression by remcving the usual sanctions against aggression.
These studies then concentrate on manifested behavior. Outside the
laboratory, however, sanctions against aggression are usually operative.
Hence, behavioral manifestations of observed aggression may occur infre-
quently. This does not mean, however, that observing aggression has
no effect. Rather, it may simply aean that the influence of observed
aggregsion is not strong enough to overcome operating sanctions in a
particular situation -- even though observation may well have increased
the probability of aggressive behavior under some conditions. This is
particularly true in the situations social scientists can directly obseive
and measure. For example, observation of television violence could
increase the probability of subsequent aggression from 5 percent to 20
percent, which is certainly a significant change, but still not enough to
provide many cvert égg;esaive acts to analyze as data. It seems, then,
that some measure of change in the perceived acceptability of aggression,
in the position of aggressive responses in a hypothetical response
hierarchy, after viewing television violence, is called for.

The work reported in the following pages attempts to deal with
some of the problems raised above. First, the research attempted to use

as stimuli either complete television programs or edited programs as
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close to the original as pros:. .le. Further, our concern has been to study
the effects across zge of exposure to tezlevision-mediated violence.
Particular emphasis is placed on the motivations for and consequences

of violence, how these cues are learned, gnd their role in modifying

the effects of exposure to violence per: se. For these purposes, we

have developed 2 paper and pencil measure of aggressive response which

is conceptually close to the zhild‘s everyday life and which enables us

to judge whether viewing television-mediated violence changes the

probability of aggressing in day to day conflicts.

15



Rationale

SECTION II

CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION OF RESPONSE HIERARCHY INSTRUMENT

The response hierarchy measure was developed to estimate
aggressive behavior in day to day conflicts, rather than aggressive
behavior within a laboratory setting. It was designed for rapid
administration to individual young children and to groups of older
children.

Most experimental studies of the effects of exposure to modeled
aggression employ contrived measurement situations. They are frequently
arranged to facilitate performance of the observed aggressive behaviors
or of other aggressive behavivors. A child may be placed in a situation
similar to that in which the model performed and/or in one whera the
usual sanctions against aggression are removed. Such procedures are
perfectly appropriate: they increase the probability of aggressive
behavior to a level at which the effects of the independent variables
may be assessed.

However, under most circumstances in children's and aduitis
lives, sanctions against aggression are operative -- conditions sub-
sequent to viewing modeled aggression are not arranged to facilitate
aggressive responses. Thus, behavioral manifestations of aggression
after viewing may occur relatively infrequently; yet it is these
manifestations which are of particular interest in estimating the effects
of television viswing.

Viewing violent televisién proérams may make infrequent
aggressive behavior relatively less infrequent in any given situation.

I1-1
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However, this still may not create a statistically significant change in
overt behavior in non-laboratory: settings (e.g., Siegel, 1956), since
behavior depends upon the situation in which the child finds himself and
the relative strength of various responses in his behavioral repertoire
as well as exposure to modeled aggression.

Therefore, it is desirable to have a measure of the effect of
viewing violence which does not rely solely on overt aggressive behavior.
This measure should represent as nearly as possible behavior in daily
encounters in which aggression is possible. It should measure changes
in the probability of performing aggression -- of aggressive responses
being more likely to be performed, viewed as more acceptable, or viewed
as acceptable in mo.2 situations -- even though the probability of
aggressive behavior might not increase beyond a performance threshold.
in a response repertoire similar to Hull's habit-family hierarchy
(cf., Hilgard and Bower, 1966) or White's hierarchical arrangement of
learning processes (1965). That is, when faced with a stimulus such as
a conflict situation, the child has available to him a number of
behavioral respouses or classes of responses which he may perform, as

shown in Figure II-1l. Some of these would be aggressive responses.

The likelihood that any given response will be performed is a function of
many variables, including the child's socialization and the way he perceives
the conflict situation and its contingencies, and these influence the

relative strength of responses in the repertoire.

17



II-3

Figure II-1. ©Possible Responses in a Hypothetical Response Hierarchy.

Possible behavior structure
bafore viewing

.aggression

Run away

A

. . s erformance
Yell for heip threshold
Smile
Judo chop
Persuade

18

Possible behavior structure
after viewing

-aggression

Run away
Judo chop
Yell for help
Smile

Persuade
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To tne extent that television content performs a socializing
function or is capable of :hanging the child's perceptions of various con-
tingencies in a conflict situation, then, observations of television-
mediated violence may influenc: the position of aggressive responses in
his response hierarchy. For example, an aggressive response might start
out low in a child's hierarchy (i.e., has a low probability of performance
in most situations), as indicated in the first column of Figure II-1.

It then might move upward in the hierarchy as a consequencc of exposure

to television-mediated violence, as indicated in the second column of

r

Figure II-1. One can then argue that the child has been affected by
television viewing, even though overt aggressive behavicer is unlikely

because the response is still below his performance threshold.

Development

OQur aim was to develop a paper and pencil instrument based oa
conflict situations and responses to them, including aggressive responses,
which were conceptually close to the child's life experiences. To obtain
the situations and responses, boys and girls from three to sixteen years
old responded to an open-ended interview about what made them angry,
what they did about the situations that made them angry, how one could
hurt people, and when hurting people was justified. From these answers
a set of typical situations which made children angry and four characteristic
types of response to such situations -- physical aggression, veibal aggression,
leaving the field, and positive coping with the frustrator (including appeal
to authority) -- were developed. An item consisted of one situation and

four responses, one per response type. Responses were randomly assigned

19
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to each situation. The result was a pretest instrument of 36 items,
12 appropriate for children from four to ten years old, 12 appropriate
for children ten to sixteen years old, and_l2 appropriate across the
entire age range.

Items were presented using a paired comparisons technique.

All possible combinations of the four responses for each situation
were presented, giving six pairs of responses to each situation.

This approach provided the option of using data from all Ss and/or
from only those who had a consistent (transitive) ranking of the four
responses.

Stick figure illustrations of the responses were drawn. The
appropriate pairs of them were presented on separate pages of a booklet
for younger children and on slides for older children. Young children
marked the picture of the response they preferred and older children
marked the letter (A or B) of the response they preferred. Two very
simple practice items were provided. Appendix A-II illustrates one com-
plete item in the instrument.

The 36 pretest items were administered to 91 boys and girls
four, seven, ten, thirteen, and sixteen years of age. All Ss responded
to the 12 items appropriate for the entire age range; four-, seven-, and

lds received the 12 items appropriate for younger children;

fo)
L

ten-year-
another group of ten-year-olds and thirteen- and sixteen-year-olds

received the 12 items appropriate for older children. Order of presenta-
tion of items and of the six pairs of responses within items was randomized.
5s were asked to consider each situation as one they had encountered

and to choose th:z: response they would actually perform when in that

situation (see Appendix B-II for instructions).

ERIC |
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Items on which many children failed to give hierarchical
responses were eliminated. For the remaining items, a simple count was
made of the numwber of times each response was chosen. Thus, on any
itewr a physical aggression score could range from O \physical aggression
never chosen) to 3 (physical aggression chosen every time 1t was presented).
Verbal aggression was similarly scored. Combined aggression scores
(physical + verbal aggression) could be obtained by counting choice of
both physical and verbal aggression, and ranged from 1 to 5-

Items were then ranked by frequency of choice of physical
aggression and frequency of choice of physical plus verbal aggression.
Items which elicited similar rankings for aggressive responses within
each grade were selected. There were 9 such items: 3 appropriate for
younger children, 3 appropriate for older children, and 3 appropriate
across the entire age range. By this procedure in any developmental
study, the same data would be available over all ages for 3 it:ms and
comparable data for younger and for older children would be availlable
for 3 more items. The final instrument is in Appendix C-II.

Mean frequency of choice for each of the items in the final
instrument is summarized in Table II-1 for physical aggression and

Table II-2 for physical plus verbal aggression. The consistent

age-related pattern in these tables, high aggression scores for four-
year-olds, dropping to low scores for seven-year-olds, then rising
again among older children, illustrates both the importance of investi-

gating aggressive behavior across ages and the rationale for selecting

o1
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Table II-1

Mean Frequency of Choice
of Physical Aggression by Age and Sex¥

Giver. items for ages Given items for ages
4-10 and 10-16 and
4-16 4=16

Item number in Four Seven Ten v Ten Thirteen Sixteen
final version Years Years Yeaés ! Years Years Years

1

1 Boys 1.0 0.6 1.6 . 2.2 2.0 2.5

Items from Girls 1.2 0.3 1.0 . 1.0 0.8 1.8
Pretest Set '

for Ages 2 Boys 1.5 1.0 1.3 ; 2.3 2.3 2.2

4-16 Girls 0.9 0.7 1.1 ; 2.3 1.2 1.0
1

3 Boys 0.9 0.5 0.8 . 1.4 1.1 0.9

Girls 1.2 0.4 0.5 ' 0.7 0.6 0.6
1

e

]

4 Boys 1.4 0.4 1.0 ' 2.4 2.4 2.8

Items from Girls 1.8 0.3 0.8 1 1.7 1.5 2.2
Pretest Set .

for Ages 5 Boys 1.2 0.6 1.2 ; 1.8 1.4 2.1

4-10 and Girls 1.4 0.0 0.6 | 0.7 1.0 0.8

10-16 1 Ve
6 Boys 1.2 0.4 0.6 ' 1.6 1.1 1.5
Girls 1.5 0.3 0.5 1 0.7 0.4 6.5

*possible range = 0 to 3.0

22
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Table II-2

Mean Frequency of Choice of Physical
Plus Verbal Aggression by Age and Sex*

Given items for ages Given items for ages

I
4-10 and ' 10-16 and
4-16 ' 4-16
]
]
Item number in Four Seven Ten ! Ten Thirteen Sixteen

final version Years Years Years ! Years Years Years
I

1 Boys 3.0 1.6 2.6 ' 3.3 4.2 4.6

Items from Girls 2.3 1.4 2.9 ! 2.3 2.9 3.6

Pretest !

Set for 2 Boys 3.1 2.0 2.7 ' 4.1 4.3 4.1
Ages Girls 2.5 1.8 2.9 ! 3.8 2.8 3.0
4-16 '

3 Boys 2.4 1.6 2.0 ! 2.8 2.6 2.4
Girls 2.2 1.1 2.0 ' 1.8 1 1.8
]
e o e e e e e e mmem e, e e m e e e = mm . = - == = oa d e e m e e e = e e = e e e o= o=
1
Ttems f 4 Boys 2.4 1.5 3.0 ' 4.1 3.9 4.8
ems trom Girls 3.2 1.4 2.4 ' 3.4 3.7 4.0

Pretgst 7 . . _ . :

Sige?r 5 Boys 2.1. 1.6 2.3 ' 3.8 3.7 4.1
e | . . . ! . 3. .
4f10 and Girls 2.8 1.3 2.7 ' 1.9 3.0 3.2
10-16 6 Boys 3.0 1.6 1.9 ' 3.6 3.4 3.9
Girls 2.8 1.5 1.7 ! 2.7 2.8 3.0

I

*possible range = 1.0 to 5.0
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final items on the basis of comparability of item rankings rather than on

comparability of response hierarchy scores themselves.

Test-Retest Reliability

Test-retest reliability of the instrument was assessed using a
sample of 18 four-year-old boys and girls, with a time interval of one
month between initial and final testing. The correlation coefficient
for physical aggression was .72; for verbal aggression, .57; for physical
plus verbal aggression, .84. Test-retest reliability was judged acceptable,

at least at this age, given the small N and the obtained correlations.

Validation

Although the final version of the response hierarchy instrument
appeared to have good face validity, data on its correlation with actual
behavior were judged desirable. Several validation studies were conducted.

An experiment by Bandura, Ress, and Ross (1963b) was chosen
as a validation model for younger children. Three videotapes with two
twelve-year-old male models were constructed paralleling three of
Bandura, Ross and Ross' four experimental conditions. In two of the tapes
Rocky aggressed at length against a wide assortment of toys aqd finally
against Jamie to gain access to Jamie's toys. 1In one version Rocky
was rewarded for his aggression, the final scene depicting Jamie cowering
in a corner and Rocky seated stage center, eating a cookie and drinking
a coke with most of the toys.gathered around him. In the other version
Rocky was punished for his aggression, with Jamie walloping him and

reclaiming all his toys and Rocky retreating to the corner in tears.
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The third videotape showed ﬁhe two boys playing together with the same
set of toys, actively but not aggressively.

Nursery schooi boys and girls were taken individually from
their classroom to the nurses' lounge which contained a television monitor.
Each 5 was "allowed" to watch television while E completed '"some work"
she had to do. After viewing, E and S proceeded to the experimental
room.

Half of the Ss, all of whom were run first, found the room
full of toys, some of which had appeared in the videotape and some of
which had not. S was told to play while E remained in the room absorbed
in her "work." Play behavior was scored particularly for imitative and
non-imitative aggression for 20 minutes in 5 second intervals, by an observer
behind a one-way mirror. O was blind as to which videotape 5 had viewed.
Three Ss, all in the aggression rewarded conditidn, were scored jointly
by two Os. Percent agreement over all 240 five second intervals was .96
for one female S and .99 and .90 for two male Ss.

For the remaining half of the Ss, the room contained not toys,
but a second E, also blind as to which videotape 5 had viewed, who
administered the response hierarchy items. The first E again remained
in the room "working."

Results for the behavioral half of the study were analyzed
in terms of imitative and non-imitative aggression scores. Results
for the response hierarchy half of the study were analyzed in terms of
the number of times physiecal aggression, verbal éggression, and physical
plus verbal aggression responses were chosen. Group means for both the
behavioral and physical and verbal aggression response hierarchy scores

o are presented in Table II-3 and plotted in Figure TI-Z.

ERIC | ..
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For imitative aggressiva behavior, a 3 by 2 analysis of variance
(ANOVA) (conditions by sex) and a Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA showed no
significant differences between conditions, although the Kruskal-Wallis
analysis was significant in the Bandura study with more Ss. Mann-Whitney
analyses of the three groups by pairs yielded differences significant at
p < .001, with rewarded more aggressive than punished, rewarded more zggre
sive than active, non-aggressive, and punished more aggressive than active,
non-aggressive, replicating Bandura's results.

Inspection of non-imitative aggression scores revealed one
aberrant score in each of three cells (rewarded boys; punished boys;
punished girls). This resulted in notable nonhomogeneity of variance
across.cells.. Two different techniques were used to correct for this:

(1) the 3 Ss were deleted and a 3 x 2 ANOVA performed on the remaining

raw scores and (2) variance stabilizing transformations were:appliéd.to

the raw scores for all Ss prior to performing the 3 by 2 ANOVA. The
results were the same for both analyses and will only be reported for the
first. There was a significant effect of conditions (F=3.77; df=2,21;

p < .05) with more non-imitative aggression in the rewarded than the
punished condition and more in the punished than the active, non-aggressive
condition. Although there was no main effect for sex, a significant

condition by sex interaction (F=28.84; df=2,21; p < .0l) due to the

1For all analysis of variance tables reported in this section, see
Appendix D-II.

ERIC ,
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Figure II-2. Comparability of Behavioral and Response Hierarchy Measures
in Validation with Four-year-olds
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Table II-3

Mean behavioral and response hierarchy
scores for four-year-old validation by sex and
videotspe condition (all Ss, raw scores)

Imitative Aggressive Behavior#¥ Non-Imitative Aggressive Behavior¥®
Aggression Aggression Non-aggressive  Aggression Aggression  Non-aggressive
Rewarded Punished Active Rewarded Punished Active
irls-Mean 0. 60 0.40 1.00 28.20° 67.80 16.40
5D 1.20 0.80 2.00 10.78 34.78 15.81
>ys~Mean 7.80 3.20 1.20 76.00 46.40 43.80
S D 8.61 5.91 1.47 33.46 64.70 14. 66

# N = 5 per cell

Physical Aggression Verbal Aggression
Response Hiexarchy¥# Response Hierarchy¥¥
Aggression Aggression Non-aggressive Aggression Aggression Non-aggressive
Rewarded Punished Active Rewarded Punished Active
Girls-Mean 8.12 9.37 6.75 9.75 8.00 7.62
5D 1.69 2.50 3.11 .2.90 2.55 1.93
Boys-Mean 9.25 9.62 5.12 9.50 7.50 7.25
SD 3.77 2.83 2.93 1.66 2.40 2.77

*%* N = 8§ per cell
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differential effects of the punished condition on boys, who displayed
little non-imitative aggressive behavior, and on girls, who displayed
much non-imitative aggressive behavior. Both boys and girls displayed
more non-imitative aggressive behavior in the rewarded condition than
in the non-aggressive condition. These results replicate those of
Bandura in all respects except thét of girls' non-imitative aggression
in the punished condition.

Each of the three response hierarchy scores (physical aggression,
verbal aggression, physical plus verbal aggression) was analyzed in a
two factor ANOVA (conditions by sex). F values for the effect of con-
ditions reached significance in each analysis (F=5.91; df=2,42; p « .01,
F=3.37; df=2,42; p < .05, and F=5.73; df=2,42; p < .01, respectively),
with choice of aggression about the same for the rewarded and punished
conditions and greater than that for the active, non-aggressive condition.
F values for the main effect of sex and for the condition by sex interaction
did not approach significance in any of the analyses.

The pattern of results using the response hierarchy scores
differs from that of the behavior scores, as is apparent in Figure II-2
where response hierarchy scores increase in aggression after viewing
punished aggression and behavioral scores decrease. However, the two
sets of findings are not necessarily in conflict. Detailed analysis
of the éggression punished videotape suggests that the different obtained
patterns of results might be expected from the two measures.

The punished condition is the most complicated of the three
scenarios: Rocky asks to play with Jamie's toys and is refused -- a
reprehensible refusal on the part of Jamie. Rocky then aggresses against

many of the toys and against Jamie -~ also reprehensible. Finally,
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Jamie asserts himself (in defense of his rights in a frustrating situation?),
aggresses rather brutally against Rocky, and reclaims all his toys. Rocky's
aggression is clearly punished, and one would expect little imitation of

his actions and little non-imitative aggression with the toys he used --
both of which comprised a major portion of the behavioral measure.

However, Jamie's aggression is quite useful and perhaps even considered
justified in our soclety. It follows that since the response hierarchy
measure consists of situations which are frustrating, and since children

in the aggression-punished condition in fact see aggression demonstrated

to be quite useful in such a situation, one might expect them to respond
more aggressively to the response hierarchy measure. Thus, this difference
between the two patterns of results deoes not appear to invalidate the
response hierarchy measure, and the remaining data seem to validate it

for four~-year-olds.

The initial effort to validate the response hierarchy instrument
/

/

among older children was unsuccessful and will be summarized briefly.
The validation model was an experiment reported by Walters and Thomas (1963).

Stimuli were either a videotape of a knife fight from Rebel Without a Cause

(aggressive), as used by Walters and Thomas, or an excerpt from the tele-

filﬁ used by Walters and Thomas. Seventy-two thirteen-year-old boys and
girls were Ss. For almost half of them from each condition, the dependent
variable was intensity of shock administered to a male confederate during a
subsequent "learning'" experiment; the remaining Ss completed the response
hierarchy instrument. Ss were run individually for the shock measure and

in pairs for the response hierarchy measure by a male or female E, counter-
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balanced across conditions, sex of S5, and type of dependent measure.

Es were blind as to condition of each S. Measures were obtained both
before and after viewing.

hierarchy scores are shown in Table II-4. For shock intensity, a 2

by 2 by 2 analysis of covariance (condition by sex of 5 by E, covarying
on before scores) showed that the aggressive condition elicited slightly
higher intensity shocks (F=3.50; df=1,23; p < .10), but no other effects.
Similar analysis of the response hierarchy scores revealed no effect for
condition, but an unexpected and largely uninterpretable effect for E

on physical aggression scores (F=9.91; df=1,31; p < .01).

In order to increase the N per cell using the response hierarchy
measure, an additional 19 boys and 19 girls, with a third E (male), saw
the videotapes and completed the response hierarchy in an after-only
design. Physical aggression after-scores from this second wave of Ss
were combined with after-scores from the first wave, transformed, to
stabilize the variances, and submitted to a three factor ANOVA (condition

by sex of 5 by E). (See Appendix D-II for mean scores and ANOVA table.)

There was no effect for condition. There was an effect of sex (F=8.79; df=1,66;
P < -01), with boys giving more aggressive responses than girls. The effect

for experimenter did not approach significance. Scores for verbal aggres-

; sion and physical and verbal aggression were similarly analyzed. Again

? there was no effect for condition. 8Since the remainder of the results of

these analyses are either uninterpretable or uninteresting in light of the

o failure to obtain an effect for condition, they are not reported here.

ERIC
| - 31




IT-17

Table II-4

A. Mean Change Scores for Shock Intensity
by Sex, Experimenter and Videotape Condition¥*

Aggressive Videotape Non-Aggressive Videotape

E 1 E 2 E1 E 2

Girls Mean . 58 1.13 .20 .15
SD 1. 60 1.75 . 69 .32

Boys Mean .12 .30 .32 -.17
SD . 68 1.97 1.30 .58

*N = 4 Ss per cell

B. Mean Change Scores for Response Hierarchy
Physical Aggression by Sex, Experimenter, and
Videotape Condition*¥*

Aggressive Videotape

Non-Aggressive Videotape

E 1l E 2
Girls Mean 47 .73
SD 14 .25
Boys Mean 47 .57
5D .25 .51

= 5 8s per cell

19

E 1l E 2
.43 .63
42 .48
.13 1.07
.48 .34
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Finally, a second experiment attempted to increase the differential
impact of the aggressive and non-aggressive stimuli by using a prize fight

scene from The Champion and a rather dull travelogue. Forty-two thirteen-

year-old boys and girls wers run in groups, by a single male E, using an
after-only design. Mean response hierarchy scores are presented in Appendix
D-II. A 2 x 2 ANOVA (sex by condition) for each of the three types of
response hierarchy score revealed only a tendency for the aggressive
videotape to elicit slightly higher verbal aggression scores (F=3.28;
df=1,38; p < .10) than the non-aggressive tape did. There were no other
significant main or interaction effects for any of the three scores.
These two studies failed to validate the response hierarchy
instrument among thirteen-year-olds, but, given the lack of difference
between conditions on the behavioral measure (i.e., shock intensity),
they do not nacessarily invalidate it. The failure to obtain differences
between the aggressive and non-aggressive tapes may be due to the age
of the participating Ss. Walters and Thomas' significant results with
shock intensity were obtained using groups of adult males, adult females,
and fifteen-year-old males. It may be that the two year age difference
between the present Ss and the youngest Ss tested by Walters and Thomas
locates a difference in responsiveness to aggressive displays or in
sensitivity to situations in which aggressive responses, behavioral
or verbal, are measured. Comparison of the groupz on shock intensity
measures indicates that something like this might be the case. The one
expected result that was found with the response hierarchy instrument wais
the sex difference in aggressiveness, although only in one of the

preceding validation attempts with thirteen-year-olds.
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In light of the failure to find differences among thirteen-year-
olds in response to aggressive presentations on either dependent variable,
one more validation with older children was attempted using a non-experi-
mental approach.

The response hierarchy instrument was administered via slides
to fifth grade Ss. Téo fifth grade teachers independently rated each
S on overt aggressive behavior in the school envifonmentEZA Teachers
were asked to conceive of aggressive behavior in terms of "“hitting, shoviuag,
name calling, etc.". Ratings were obtained on a seven point scale
ranging from very unaggressive (=l1) to "very aggressive" (=7) (see
Appendix E-II). Only those 34 Ss who responded to the response hierarchy
instrument and who were rated by both teachers were included in the

3
analyses reported here.

The correlation between response hierarchy scores for physical
aggression and teacher ratings of aggressive behavior was significantly
different from zero for both teachers (Teacher 1: r=.49; Z=3.15; p <« .005

and Teacher 2: r=.33; 2=2.02; p <..J). Correlations between response

2A fourth grade teacher in charge of several fifth graders also provided
ratings. However, her ratings were omitted because she did not know more
than half the students well enough to rate them and the distribution of
the ratings she did complete was significantly different from the
distributions of the two fifth grade teachers (probably due to her
different comparison standard of fourth graders).

30£ a population of 54 Ss, 10 did not obtain parental permission to
participate, 5 were absent during administration of the response
hizrarchy (which was unannounced), and 5 were not rated by at least
one teacher because they did not know them well enough.
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hierarchy scores for verbal aggression and teacher ratings of aggressive
behavior were low (Teacher l: r=.10; Teacher 2: r=.04), probably indicating
that teachers based their ratings almost entirely on children's physical
behaviors.

ANOVAs were performed for those high and low in rated aggression.
The two teaechers' ratings were simply averaged since there was high homo-

geneity of variance between them. Those students who obtained an average

(N=15); those students whose average score was 5 or more were assigned
to the high aggressive behavior group (N=19). The mean physical aggression
scores for boys and girls rated high and low in aggressive behavior are

presented in Table II-5 and Figure II-3. A two factor ANOVA {behavior

rating by sex of S) revealed a significant effect of teacher fating of
aggressive behavior (F=4.69; df=1,30; p <.05), with Ss rated high in
aggressive behavior choosing more physical aggression responses than
Ss rated low in aggressive_behavicr_ There was no significant effect
of sex nor a behavior rating by sex interaction.

These relationships between response hierarchy scores and
independent ratings of aggressive behavior, appear to validate the
response hierarchy instrument for fifth graders. It does discriminate,
for both boys and girls, among children who are rated by teachers as
manifesting either more or less aggressive behavior in the normal

school environment.
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Table II-5

Mean Response Hierarchy Scores for
Fifth Graders by Sex and Teacher
Rating of Aggressiveness in the
School Environment

High Aggressive Low Aggressive
Behavior Behavior
Girls-Mean 1.07 0.35
SD 0.94 0.36
. N 12 11
. Boys-Mean 0.88 _ 0.67
gD 0.90 - D.25
N 7 ' 4
i
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Figure II-3

Mean response hierarchy scores
for fifth graders by sex and teacher
rating of aggressiveness in the school

environment
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2

Thus, based on the preceding work, the response hierarchy
measure was judged valid enough for further use. This is not to szay
that further validation woré, particularly .among older children, is not
called for. However, given:

1. that construction of the instrument was based on interviews
with children ranging in age from three to sixteen;

2. that the situations and fesponses comprising it have a good
deal of conceptual or face validity} . :

3. that no study invalidated the instrument;
4. that an experiment with preschoolers and a field study with
fifth graders both demonstrated the discriminative power

of the medsure;

5. and that the exigencies of time demanded that we turn to
other phases of the research;

it was decided to continue using the instrument in the studies reported
in the folla&ing pages. 7 |
Ail subsequent administrations and scorinés of the response
hierarchy weré quite similar to that presentgd‘in this section. Children
i Sevén or under were tested individually'on:tﬁe three items apprcpriéte
for yéunger Ss and the threé items appropriate across the entire age
range. Responsesnwere in a booklet, 5s pointed to the picture reprééenting
their choice, ané E recorded the choice. OQlder Ss worked in grouéé on

the six items designed for them (three éppropriate for older children

and three appropriate across-the entire age range), viewing slides of

R

the response alternatives and circling the letter representing their

choice. Instructions were minimally altered to take account of

differences in experimental procedures and surroundings.

Mean choices of physical, verbal, and ph&sical plus verbal

aggression were computed fer each S. Many of the subsequent analyses

ERIC -
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revealed high correlations between physical or verbal aggreséicn and
physical plus verbal aggression, as one would expect, and also between
pﬁysical and verbal aggression. Because of this, and because physical
and verbal aggression scores could not be independent, most of the

analyses to be reported in succeeding sections will be for physical

aggression only.
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SECTION III

UNDERSTANDING OF CONTEMPORARY PROGRAMS

The work reported in this section was designed primarily to
chart changes with age in understanding the motivations for and con-
sequences of violent acts in current television programs. 1In addition,
children's evaluations of characters and actions portrayed in these
programs were assessed. Originally, the effects of justified/
unjustified aggression and good/bad consequences for aggression were
to be studied also. However, because contemporary television programs
do not present a uniform set of motives or consequences for aggressive
acts, clear prediction of effects of exposure to different types of
programs was not possible. Because of these difficulties the study
reported here was followed by further work (see Section IV) in which
videotapes of current programs were edited to produce the desired
uniform set of motivations and consequences. However, in order to
provide exploratory data, the tendency to aggress was measured in this
first study after exposure to the unedited videotape and administrsation
of the understanding measure.

This section, then, describes selection of television programs

and analysis of the comprehension and evaluation tests, and analysis of
the exploratory response hierarchy data.

The theoretical and experimental raticnale for the gompfehension
study has already been presented in Section I. It suggested the following

hypotheses:
III-1
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1. Understanding of the motivations for and contequences of
television-mediated violence will increase with age-
2. .ounger children will understand consequences better than
motivations, but this difference in understanding will
decrease with age.
3. With increasing age, evaluation of the motivations and

consequences for violent acts will approximate that of adults
within the surrounding communities.

ME THOD

Stimuli

Six half-hour televiszion programs, including commercials, were
recorded on black and white videotape. The programs were selected for
their clarity of presentation, interest, and violence from tapes of
fifteen different programs. Each program containéd numerous incidents
of violence, both justified and unjustified, with both good and bad
consequences. Table III-1 presents the programs employed.

and Parker, 1961). Presumably they would be understood by the age groups
for which they were designed. Adult judges from surrounding communities
agreed that the two programs classed as primarily for young children were
appropriate for children from 4~Q; 5 years of age on, that the westerns
were appropriate for children from 10 to 12 on, and that the crime programs

were appropriate for teenagers. It should be noted, however, that a

ERIC 41
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Table III-1

Characteristics of Programs
(Including Program Type, Program, Number Violent Episodes, Percent
of Viewers Listing Each Episode, Episodes Where Receiver
was Violent, and Episodes Included in Understanding Test)

Children's Programs Western Programs Crime Programs
Vieclent Rocket
Episodes Robin Hood Batman Rifleman Have Gun Adam 12 Felony Squad
(In temporal % Rate % Rate % Rate % Rate % Rate % Rate
order)
1 L5 *
2 32 38 33 ;_59_3—::
3 2 (92 (53] 700
4 8 3 [84 ]
5 30 53% 25 a%
6 [¢7] 69 39 54
7 [47]* 3
8 13 69% 25
9 30 8 ) 760 %
10 30 % 55%
11 140* 69 48 1%
12 36 4 53% 7
13 30% 30
14 26%* 61%
16 17%
17 6%

E;JIncluded in primary set of questions
[-:jIncluded in secondary set of questions

* Receiver responded violently
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substantial proportion of the adult judges felt the programs were not
appropriate for children of any age, even though they were judged

typical of what was available on television.

Construction of the understanding test

Each program was viewed by adults from nearby communities.

They were members of PTAs, church groups, recreationsl groups, and
similar organizations. Given the demographics of their communities,
their judgments are probably representative of a middle class view of
what constitutes violence, the morality of it, and the desirability of
its consequences.

The information and evaluation questionnaire was similar to
parts of those used by Gerbner (1969) in his content analysis of con-
temporary television programs. The following information was requested:
list of all violent episodes in the program, initiator and receiver of
violence in each episode, violence cf receiver's response, justifiability
of each violent act, '"goodness" of the immediate and final consequences
for each participant in the violence, and a charcter evaluation of both
initiator and receiver of violence. Ss were also asked to give a general,
overall rating of the program for the "goodness' of the motiva-
tions and of the consequences. Finally, as previously noted, they were
asked how typical the program was, the age child for which it was
appropriate, and to give any other comments they wished. Appendix A-TIII
contains the questionnaire and the various definitions given to all Ss.

Ratings were analyzed separately for each episode. From Table
; ITI-1, which presents the proportion of adults who rated each episode
3

3

3 as violent and the perceived violence of the receiver's response to the
3
L \‘1
‘WJ;HE !
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initial aggression, it is apparent that the programs differed considerably
in the frequency and clarity of violent episodes and in whether or not
the receiver's response was violent. Variability in presentation of
motivations, consequences, and character type will be presented when age
changes in these are considerad in the results section. BSuffice it to
say here that the variability in these evaluations is indeed great,
both within and across programs.

For each program the three violent episodes listed by the greatest
proportions of adult viewers were chosen for testing with all child Ss.
One to four additional episodes, those rated by the next largest proportions
of adults, were added when testing older children. These two sets of
episodes will hereafter be referred to as primary and secondary sets,
respectively. The episodes in the primary and secondary sets for each
program are identified in Table III-1.

A multiple choice test was constructed utilizing the information
from the adult ratings. Either three or four questions were formulated
for each of the three to seven violent episodes in each program. Two
questions presented the violent action and asked what the immediate con-
sequences were for the characters identified by the adult raters as
initiator and recelver. A third question asked why the violent action
was performed. And a fourth asked why the receiver responded violently
if he did aggress in return. Questions eliciting evaluation of the
motives and consequences for each violent action as either good, bad,
or in-between were also included. Finally, for each character who
participated in a violent episode, either as initiator or receiver, there
was a question about the final consequences for him in the program and
about the goodness of his character.

Q
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Each multipie choice question contained four alternatives. All
alternatives represented information presented im the program either
visually or verbally or both. Two of the alternatives were judged to
be good consequences or motives and two bad. The order of presentation
of the alternatives for each question was randomized, and the questions
for all episodes combined and randomized. When adults who had not seern a
program took the test for it, their scores ranged from 20% to 37%

srrect, with four of the six programs under 30%. Appendix B-III econ-

(e}

ains all the questions for one violent episode and the cartoons used

rt

when testing young children on these questions.

Subjects

271 children served as Ss: 40 kindergarteners, 54 third
graders, 56 sixth graders, 51 ninth graders, and 70 twelfth graders,
with approximately equal numbers of boys and girls at each grade. The
community in which they live is low-middle to middle class, with a
substantial Chicano population. The particular schools Ss attended
were from 15% to 407% Chicano. 8s within each grade and sex were
randomly assigned to programs; no attempt has been made to anzlyze the

data by ethnie group.

Ss in the four older age groups were tested in mixed-sex groups
of eight to ten by either of two female Es. Es were counterbalanced
across groups, and Ss randomly assigned to programs. The situation
was as informal as possil_e within the school enviromment (e.g., ordinarily
o .
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not in the regular classroom). Ss were told we were interested in what
children of different ages thought about different types of television

programs. They were asked to relax and view the program as they would

at home, then we would ask them some questions about what they thought

of it.

At the conclusion of the program, Ss answered the. multiple
choice questions about what they had seen. The entire test was read
aloud to third graders, while older Ss worked on their own. All Ss
were tested on the four to seven episcdes per program, pfimar§ and
secondary sets conbined, shown in Table III-1.

Following tvae multiple choice test, all Ss were administered
the response hierarchy instrument. This was presented as a separate
task, the resiults of which we were interested in, which was given to
£ill up the remainder of the class session. The four older age groups
saw the response alternatives on slides and circled the letter on an
answer sheet that corresponded to the response they chose. The
procedure was very nearly identical to that detailed in Section II.

The procedure with kindergarten Ss was the same as that for
the older Ss, with the following exceptions. Children were run in
mixed-sex groups of three rather than eight or ten. The four alter-
natives for each multiple choice question were presented with stick-
figure cartoons; S pointed to his response. The alternative responses
in the response hierarchy were also presented as stick-figure cartoons.

Testing was done individually with one of four possible female Es.

LRIC | 46
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RESULTS

Understanding

Answers to the questions about motivations for and consequences
of violence in each program were scored as correct-incorrect. The number
correct was computed for motivations, immediate consequences, and final
consequences. Computations, performed separately for the primary and

econdary sets of episodes, were converted to a percentage of the
maximum possible correct for each category for each program in order

to make the scores comparable across programs and across categories.
Percentage scores were converted to aresin scores prior to analysis

to stabilize variance across cells (e.g., 25%=0.524; 50%=0.785; 75%=1.047,
and 100%=1l.539). |

Figure 1II-1 presents age changes in understanding of the motives
for violence, immediate consequences of violence, and final consequences
to all characters who participated in violence over all programs combined.
The data are for the primary episodes. The pattern of results with the

secondary episodes for the four older groups was ¢.'te similar.

Insert Figure III 1 about here

The arcsin scores for motives, immediate consequences, and

final consequences were each subjected to a nested factors analysis

of variance!l Independent variables were grade, sex, type of program,

l'I‘he analysis of variance tables for this section may be found in
Appendix C-IIL.
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Figure III-1
Understanding of Motivations for and

Immediate and Final Consequences of Violence
By Grade for Three Primary Episodes
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and specific program nested under program type. 1In order to equalize
cell Ns, 91 Ss were randomly discarded until a total of three Ss per
cell remained (subsequent three-way analyses of variance included all
Ss and will be reported later).

In the nested factors ANOVA there is a clear and highly
significant age effect for all three measures (F=60.81; =40.74; and
F=29.13 respectively with df=4,120; p < .001). Although an age
effect was predicted, the magnitude of the age differences fouﬁd is
still striking. Kindergarteners could answer only about one-third of
the questions about either motives or consequences, third graders only
about one-half, and twelfth graders about 95%. Hence, the younger Ss,
by our measures, are not taking in, or not retaining, much of the
information about motives and consequences in a television program.

There is general, continued improvement in learning motives
and consequences through the twelfth grade. This is reflected in a
highly significant linear trend for grade for each measure (F=217.45;
£f=153.11; and F=113.01 respectively, with df=1,120; p <« .00Ll). A
much smaller, but significent, portion of the variance attributable to
age in understanding of motivations and of immediate consequences is
accounted for by a quadratic trend (F=:3.01; df=1,120; p < .001; F=5.18;
df=1,120; p < .05 respectively).

There was no significant sex difference in performance on any
of the three dependent variables, nor was there any significant effect
for type of program. There was a significant effect for programs for
both motivations and final consequences (F=3.81; df=3,120; p < .05;

F=9.25; df=3,120; p <« .0l respectively) These results are apparent
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in Figures III-2, III-3, and III-4 which present arésin scores by

grade and program for motivaticns, immediate consequences, and final
consequences, respectively. The only significant interaction term in
any of the analyses was a grade by program interaction for understanding
of motivations (F=2.47; df=12,120; p « .01). Tk2 exact interpretation
of this interaction is not clear, but Figure III-2 indicates that it

is probably due to the age pattern for understanding Batman, and perhaps
Rocket Robinhood, which is different from that for the other programs.

Insert Flgures I1I- 2 III 3 and III-4 about here

The additional one to four episcdes (secondafy set) that 8s
from third, sixth, ninth, and twelfth grades responded to were sub-

jeeted to analyses identical to those just rrnported. The same increases

with age in understanding were-found, although the effect is quite weak

for immediate ccnséque&ces (F=l§.56; df=3,96; p =« .001; F=2.21; df=3,96;
p <.10; Fﬁ9.84;'d5=3,96§-p_< .001 respectively). The linear trend for
gradé was also significant for each of the three dependent variables
(F=34.35; df=1,96; p < .001; F=5.02; df=1,96; p < .05; F=24.17; df=1,96;
p < .001). There remains a significant quadratic trend (F=5.95; df=1,96;
P <‘,05) and a significant residual (F=6.36; df=1,91; p < .05) for
understanding motivations. V

Agzain there was no significant effect of sex in any of the
analyses. However, there were significant effects of program type
for immediate and final consequences (F=8.91 and F=5.06 with df=2,96;
p < .0l). For immediate consequences the order from most to least
understood was westerns,. crime, and children's programs. For final

consequences it was children's programs, crime programs, and westerns.
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Figure I1I-2

Understanding of Motivations for Violence
By Grade and Program for Three. Primary Episocdes
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Figure III-3

Understanding of Immediate Conseque ces of Violence
By Grade and Program for Three Primary Episodes
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Figure III-4

Understanding of Final Consequences for Violence
By Grade and Program for Thr=e Primary Episodes
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For all three measures there was a significant effect of programs
(I'=4.26, F=7.11, and F=4.71 with df=3,96 and p « .0l for all three).
There were no significant interaction terms in the analyses of
motivations and immediate consequences, but there were two significant
interactions for final consequences (for grade by program F=2.53;
df=9,96; p « .05: for grade by sex by program type F=2,69; df=6,96;

p < -05). The effects are weak, significant due to the large number

of degrees of freedom, and largely uninterpretable. 1In summary, the
analyses of the additional episodes tested with older §s largely confirm
thz results reported for three episodes tested with all Ss.

Additional three-way ANOVAs for unequal NSZ were performed
to be certain that the results reported above remained when all Ss
were included. Two analyses were performed for each of the three
dependent variables: grade by sex by program and grade by sex by
program type. The results will not be reported in detail here since
they largely repeat those already reported.

For all three measures there was a highly significant effect
for grade, and again the linear trend was highly signifieant. There
was a significant effect for programs for motivations and for final
2onsequences, but not for immediate consequences. Program type was
significant when it was the third independent variable in the analyses
of motivations and final consequences. However, this result is

probably largely due to differences in the programs since these

2 . . .
“Unless otherwise noted, all analyses of variance hereafter reported
were for unequal Ns. .
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differences are not separately accounted for in the three way ANOVAs
as they are in the nested factors ANOVAs. Thus, one may probably
conclude that the results reported from the nested factors ANOVAs
represent the data for all Ss tested.

Inspection of all data showed no differences in younger Ss'
understanding of motivations and consequences. If there are any
differences in such understanding they ocecur at the sixth and ninth
grades, with motivations being better understood than conscquences.
Because of the visible lack of predicted results no analyses were
performed to test hypothesis 2 (viz., that younger children will
understand consequences better tran motivations and that this

difference in understanding will decrease with age).

Evaluations

Answers to the questions evaluating the character of all those
who participated in violence, their motivations, the immediate consequences
to them, and the final conscquences to them were were scorec as good,
good and bad, bad, and don't know or no answer. The percentage of viewers
giving each of these four ratings was calculated separately for each
question in the comprehension tests by program and grade level. Character
evaluations of each character who participated in the three primary
episodes of violence are presented graphically in Figure III~5 by grade
and program; adult ratings are included for comparison. Comparable
figures for evaluation of motivations, immediate consequences, and

final consequences are presented in Appendix D-ITI.
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Figure III-5

Character Evaluation -- Rocket Robin Hood
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Batman &
Robin
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Figure IIT-5 (cont.)

Character Evaluation -- Batman
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Figure III-5 (cont.)

Character Evaluation -- Rifleman
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Figure III-5 (cont.)

Character Evaluation -- Have Gun
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Figure III-5 (cont.)

Character Evaluation -- Adam 12
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Figure III-5 (cont.)

Character Evaluation -- Felony Squad
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For character evaluation, all Ss who viewed a program were
included in its evaluation data set. For motivations, immediate con-
sequences, and final consequences, only those Ss who correctly answered
the relevant question about motivation or consequences were included:

The data for some of the ev-luations are probably not very reliable since
the number of 5s upon which it is based is quite small. The N for each
evaluation has been ineluded im the figures so that the reader may make
his own estimate of the stability of the data.

The evaluations of adults and kindergarteners are not directly
comparable to those of third, sixth, ninth, and twelfth graders. The
latter four grades were asked to choose among good, good and bad, bad,
and don't know for their evaluations, while kindergarteners were asked
to choose from only good or bad. If a kindergartener said he didn't
know or that i: was both good and bad, he was scored accordingly, but
Es did not suggest such options to S5s of this age. In contrast to
kindergarteners, adults were given all four ratings as options. However,
their evaluations were wmade in the context of evaluating all violent
episodes in the program and did not follew a question about the relevant
program content.

Inspection of the data presented in Figure III-5 and Appendix D-III
indicates that a majority of Ss at each age usually agrees with Ss at other
ages in their evaluaiions. If the majority of the twelfth gradere thought
a characier was bad, the majority of the kindergarteners, third, sixth,
and ninth graders were also likely to think he was bad. There is not,
however, a consistent trend over age in the pattern of evalu;ticn; that

is, children's evaluations as they mature do not successiﬁely'and smoothly

approximate those of twelfth graders oxr adults.
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To better summarize the evaluation data over agé, characters
from all programs were combined and then divided into good and bad
ma jor characters and minor characters (see Figure III-5). The four
sets of ratings (character, motivaticns, immediate consequences, and
final consequences) ware then tallied for each grade. Each rating was
counced a3 a unit, so that the total N corresponded to the total number -~
of ratings given rather than to the number of Ss giving the ratings.
For each grade the percentages of all ratings that were good, bad, and
good and bad were then calculated. As before all Ss were included in
the data on evaluation of character, while only those S5s who carrectly
answered the relevant question about motivation, immediate or final
consequence were included in those evaluations. The results presented
here are for the primary episodes only.

Table I1I-2 presents percentages of evaluations of good and
bad major characters and minor characters for each of the five grades;
adult ratings are included for compgrisan purposes. There were seven
good major charactéers, eleven: bad major characters, and . six
minor characters included respectively in ths three types of ratings.

The majority of Ss at all ages agree in their evaluation of the three

types of characters: the good major characters are good, the bad
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major characters are bad, and the minor characters are diverse:

Kindergarteners are more likely to be confused about a character's

nature than are any of the other Ss. Fully one-third of kindergarten ratings

for the good major characters were bad. By third grade this had dropped

ERIC
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Table III-2

Percentage of Responses for Evaluation of Character
By Grade and Character Type

Good Major Character Bad Major Charucter Minor Character
Cood- Good- Good-~

Rating Bad Bad Good Bad _Bad Good Bad Bad Good
Grade

K 34.1 2.3 63.6 70.0 1.4 28.6 53.6 4.9 41.5

3 15.9 17.5 66.7 50.0 34.9 15.1 30.8 25.0 44.2

6 0.0 17.5 82.5 71.9 26.0 2.1 41.7 33.3 25.90

.9 0.0 16.7 83.3 63.2 35.6 1.1 32.5 37.5 30.0

12 8.9 i6.4 74.7 66.7 29.9 3.4 21.6 39.2  39.2

Adult 3.3 12.0 84.8 86,1 10,3 3.6 59.8 23.8 16.4
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to 15.9% with further decreases at older ages. 28.6% of the kindergarten
ratings of the bad characters were good, with this percentage decreasing
rapidly at older ages. The adult ratings are generally more polarized
than the children's; however, this is probably an artifact of the
differing techniques for eliciting the ratings rather than a true age
difference. Testing adults with the same instruments used with children
would clarify the nature of these apparent differences between child

and adult responses.

The evaluations of the final consequences to the three types of
characters who participated in violence are shown in Table III-3. This
table was constructed zimilarly to.the preceding table for character
evaluation. Again, the majority of Ss ét each age tend to agree in their
evaluations of the final consequences to each character. However, there

are two notable exceptions.

Fi=st, the basis upon which adults and children rated the
consequences to bad characters appears not to have been the same.
Adults apparently evaluated the consequences in relationship to the
character, while children evaluated them in relationship to society.
Thus, going to jail was a bad consequence in an adult rating and a
good consequence in a child's rating -- except for kindergarteners who
rated consequences to bad characters similarly to adults. Perhaps
very young children are not able to take the good of socilety into
account in providing their evaluations. These problems do not arise

for good characters. They are good, the consequences to them are good,
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Table III-3

Percentage of Responses for Evaluation of
¥inal Consequences By Grade and Character Type

Good Major Character Bad Major Character Minor Character
Good- Good-= Good-

Rating Bad Bad Good Bad Bad_ Good Bad Bad Good
Grade

K 47 .4 0.0 52.5 65.6 0.0 34 .4 70.0 0.0 30.0

3 10.0 13.3 76.7 37.9 24,5 27.6 28.6 35.7 35.7

& 6.1 18.4% 75.5 21.2 28.2 50.6 28.& 28.6 42.8

9 3.7 22.2 74.1 11.2 30.0 58.8 33.3 20.8 45.8

12 5.5 17.8 76.7 14 .0 31.6 53.5 34.2 21.1 44,7
Adult 17.5 8.7 73.8 73.4 5.7 20.9 64 .4 22.1 i3.5
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and their fates are good for society. Ss of all ages agree in rating
the final consequence to good characters as good, although kindergarteners
are less uniform in their evaluations than are older 3s.

Second, kindergarteners apparently view negatively everything
associated with violence. Of their ratings for the final consequences
to good major characters 47.4% were bad, while the next closest per-
centages were 10.0 for chird graders and 17.5 for adults. For bad
major characters 65.6% of their ratings were bad, with the next closest
ratings being 73.4% for adults and 37.9% for third graders. A similar
pattern holds for the final consequences to minor characters. This
jaundiced,yiew,of everything associated with violence is least apparent
in the character evaluations (see Table III-2), becomes somewhat apparent
in the evaluations.of final consequences .and. more.apparent ig the two
succeeding . tabies for evaluations of immediate consequences and motivations
(Tables III=4 and III-5).

Evaluations of the immediate consequences to three types of

characters are. presented in Table III-4. The ratings are based upon

eleven instances of immediate consequences for good major characters,
sixteen instances for bad major characters, and nime for minor characters.
Again there is general agreement among all the children in evaluation of
immediate consequences to the good and bad major characters. However,
their evaluations do not agree with those of the adult raters. Most
adults felt that the immediate consequences to good and bad major

characters and to minor characters were bad, while children evaluated
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Table III-4

Percentages of Responses for
Evaluation of Immediate Consequences
By Grade and Character Tvope

Good Major Characters Bad Major Characters Minor Characters
Good- Good- Good-
Rating Bad _Bad Good Bad _Bad Good Bad Bad Good
Grade
K 54.8 0.0 45.2 4t .4 3.7 51.9 38.¢9 0.0 61.1
3 21.2 26.9 51.9 16.9 19.7 63.4 47.2 19.4 33.3
6 7.2 25.3 67.5 21.2 23.2 55.6 28.9 28.9 42.2
9 12.3 24.6 63.0 23.5 18.6 57.8 41.7 22.9 35.4
12 14.0 23.4 62.6 21.0 28.0 51.0 40.6 26.6 32.8
Adult 45.2 18.1 36.7 58.6 21.2 20.3 66.0 21.8 12.2
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them as good for the major characters and as confused for the minor
characters. Whether this difference is due to the different techniques
for eliciting evaluations or to real differences in evaluation of
immediate consequences is unknown. Since the consequence whieh ehildren
were evaluating was written such that an evaluation of it in relation-
ship to the .character would agree with the adult evaluation, there is
the suggestion of real differences in the evaluation of immediate
consequences.

As with final consequences xindergarteners are more likely
than elder children to evaluate immediate consequences as bad for both

good and bad major characters. The interpretation of this as a general

consequences for minor characters are more likely to be judged good
than bad. However, the evaluations of immediate.co .sequences for
minor characters show considerable shift from age to age and probably
reflect the inconclusive handling of these characters.

Further support for the assertion that kindergarteners
generally disapprove of violence is found in the evaluation of motiva-
tions for all violent acts. These data are presented in Table ITII-5
and are based on nine motivations for good major charzscters, eleven
for bad major characters and five for minocr characters. Kindergarteners
uniformly disapprove of the motivvations for violent acts, whether the
character is a good or bad major character or a minor character. This
is in gharp contrast to older children and adults who evaluated the
motivations of good major characters as generally good and of bad @aj@f
characters aé bad. As with character evaluation, adults are more skewed

in their evaluations than are any of the child Ss.
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Insert Table ITII-5 about here

These data on the evaluation over age of motivations for,
consequences of, and characters who parﬁicibate in violence demonstr.ate
that all Ss -- except perhaps kindergarteners -- understand whether an
actor or the motivation for or consequence of an action was good or bad.
Even kindergarteners understand which characters are good and bad, although
they are apparently more confused about the portrayal than are older
children, and also appear to generally disapprove of violence. The data
provide some indication that the technique used to eliecit evaluations
will influence the pattern of obtained evaluations and that children
may identify with society in evaluating consequences to those who
participate in violence rather than judging frmnm the participant's point
of view.

Finally, a few comments on the variability in presentation of
motivations, consequences, and characterization among the six programs

n order. Table III-6 presents a summary of adult ratings for the

-

are
three primary episodes of each program. The entries of Table III-6
are simply counts of the rating (good, good . and bad, bad) chosen by
the majority of adults each time a rating was asked for. For example,
for Rocket Robinhood three character evaluations were requested; for
one character the majority of evaluations was good while for the other

two the majority was bad.

Insert Table III-6 about here

It is apparent from Table .III-6.. that the two children's

programs present the fewest characters, all of whom are viewed '
O
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Table ITI-5

Percentage of Responses for Evaluation of Morivations
By Grade and Character Type

Good Major Character Bad Major Character Minor Character
CGood- Good- Good-
Rating Bad Bad _ Good Bad Bad Good Bad _Bad Good
Grade
K 80.0 0.0 20.0 75.0 0.0 25.90 20.9 G.0 5.1
3 20.0 2G6.0 60.0 51.1 27.6 21.3 50.0 13.6 36.4
6 30.6 16.7 52.8 56.4  30.8 12.8 51.2 29.3 19.5
9 17.4 23.2 59.4 61.6 23.3 15.1 28.9 26.3 44.7
12 21.6 30.9 47.4 48.5 27.2 24,3 48.2 37.5 14.3
Adult 7.6 26.7 65.6 84.7 12.1 3.2 71.1 7.4 21.5
f‘f’;
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Table II1I-6

Summary of Adult Ratings: HNumber of Times Majority of Adults
Rated Characters, Final Consequerces, Motivations and
Immediate Consequences as Gocd, Good and Bad, or Bad

Children's Programs Western Programs Crime Programs
Pocket : ‘ Felony

, L Lobinhood Batman Rifleman Have Gun Adam 12 Squad
Chara~iters e — _—_———— = Aca _

Good 1 1 1 2 2 1
Bad 2 2 3 2 2 2
" Mixed 0 0 1 1 0 1

- Final Consequences

Good 1 2 1 2 z : 0

Bad 2 0 3 2 2 4

Mixed 0 1 1 1 G 0
Motivations

Good ’ 2 2 1 2 1 1

Bad 2 2 3 2 2 4

Hixed 0 0 0 4] 0 1

Inmediate Congsequences

Good 3 2 2 2 2 0

Bad 2 3 1 2 2 5

Mixed 0 1 3 2 2 1
72
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primarily as either good or bad, but noat both. Their metivations for
violence are either good or bad, and the consequences to them are either
good or bad (except in one instance). The two westerns appear to be
the most complicated of the programs. They have the largest number of
characters, with both good and evil often embodied in one character.
Consequerices to those participating in violence are more bittersweet
than consequences to characters in the other two program types. The
two crime programs differ considerably from each other. Felony Squad
is a program filled with bad characters whose motivations for violence
are bad and for whom the consequences of violence are bad. Adam *2
is a simpler story that pits good guys against bad and distributes the
motivarions and consequences accordingly.

It was not the inteut of this study to content analyze a set
of contemporary television programs. Gerbner has supplied such data
in the past (1969) and again for the body of work of which this report
is one part. However, the diversity in presentation scross programs,
even programs of one designated type, was great in the sample of programs
used here, and we wished to indicate this fact with the inclusion of
Table III-6. Such diversity in presentation has implications for the
results we could obtain and for the inferences one might wish to make

about the effects on children of viewing contemporary television programs.

Response Hierarchy

Mesn scores on the respomse hierarchy measure were c-lculated
(see Section II for procedure). Analyses were performed on both physical

and verbal aggression scores. However, only the results for physical aggression
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will be razported since the two scores are neither conceptually nor
statistically independent (r= .40 in this study).

The six stimulus programs differed in the amount of violence
they presented and the portrayal of the motivations for and consequences
of violence. Table III-7 presents the program characteristics as
judged by the adult raters. The children's programs are the least
violent and also present the best consequences for aggression. The
other two types of programs are more violent, and contain more varied
presentations of motivations and consequences. In general, the more
violent programs were rated as presenting less good motivations (r= =.42)
and consequences (r= -.64), Acceptability of the motivations and
consequences within each program was relatively similar (r= .66 between

B e e ettt e e R R R ]

Insert Table III-7 abocut here

motivations and consequences).
Although it is apparent from Table IIL-7 that an independent
assessment of the influence of viclence, motivations and consequences on

later aggression was not possible, best estimates of the influence of

each of tﬁese variables, in interaction with age and understanding,
follow. Figure III-6 shows the number of physical aggression responses
made by Ss at each grade level for each of the six programs. In con-
junction with the program characteristics (Table IIT-7) and the three
understanding measures (Figures III=2, IIL-3, and LII-4) they represent

the data included in the analyses that follow.

RIC 74

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



III-26

Table I1II-7

Adult Raters' .Judgments of Portrayal of Amount
of Violence and of Overall Motivations for and Overall

Cor.sequences of Violence in Each Television Program

Rocket Rifle- Have Adam Felony
Robinhood Batman Man Gun 12 Squad

Violence rating® -~ 3 1 s 7 2 7
Percent raters

saying motivations

for violence were .26 .33 .49 .29 .38 .09

llgocdl!
Percent raters

saying consequences 46 .50 .38 .33 .28 .03

of violence were

lnglel

* 1 = least violence portrayed; 7 = most violence portrayed
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Figure III-6

Choice of Physical Aggression Following Viewing
of Entire Television Program By %rade and Program
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Our general model is that the probability of aggression
Vfollowing exposure to television programming at least depends upon
the amount of violence irn the program, the motivations for it, the
consequences for it, how well the motivations are understood, and how
well the consequences are understood. 1In order to test this model
a regression anélysis was performed using physical aggression as the
dependent. variable .and the following.independent variables: sex of S,
grade of 5, amount of violence in program, goodness of motivations for
violence, goodness of final consequence of violence, understanding of
motivations, understanding of immediate conscquences, understanding of
final consequences, and consistency~-inconsistency of the response
hierarchies for all six situations. Ir the first analysis all Ss
and all programs were combined into one regression ‘equation. 1In six
subsequent analyses each program was . analyzed separately, with sex,

5 ) grade, and understanding. of motivations, immediate consequences, and

final consequences as the five independent variables.

The results.of the regression analysis including all Ss and
all programs. are presented.in Table III-8. Only three variables

le III-8 about here

Insert Ta

contributed significantly to prediction of physical aggression. Sex

is the most powerful predictor of choice of physical aggression after
viewing television programs, with boys more aggressive than girls.

Grade significantly predicts physical aggression; children chose more
physical aggression with increasing .age. Finally . the.amount of violence

in the program a child views predicts how aggressively he will respond

O
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Table ITI-8

Results of Regression Analysis

Regression Equation

Y = Q.53Xl +0.04X2 +0!08X3 -0.37X4 +0.76X5 +O,2DX6 -0.22X7 +D.07X8 +0!03X9 -0,

Where Y = Cheice of Physical Aggression
Xl= Sex
XZE Grade
Xsﬁ Violence
14= Motivations
X5= Consequences
XG; Understanding of Motivations
'X7§ Understanding of Immediate Consequences
ng Understanding of Final Consequences
X9= Consistency of Response Hierarchies
ANOVA Table
Source daf Ms F
Regression 9 3.97 7.56™
Sex 1 18.26 34 .45%F
Grade 1 10.43 19.67%*
Violence 1 3.83 7.22%*
Motivations 1 0.14
Consequences 1 1.01
Understard Motives 1 0.85
Understand Immedi- 1 1.05
ate Consequences
bnde?étand Final 1 0.16
Consequences
Con51ste§cy aerﬁs— 1 0.05
ponse Hierarchy
Residual 1261 0.53
** p <.01
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after viewing it, with the more violent programs producing more aggressive
responses in viewers. Neither the motivations for nor the consequences
of violence, nor understanding of these variables, predicted later
aggressive resgponses. Finally, the consistency of 5's response hierarchy
is not related to the amount of physical aggression he chooses.
Similar analyses were performed on each program separately to
assess better the role of understanding of motivations and consequences
in determining subsequent aggression. Sex and grade uvf Ss again predicted
physical aggression. Understanding of the motivations for and consequences
u{ violence in each prograw never accounted for a signiticant proportion
of the variability in the aggression scores. The regression analyses
for each program separately were performed once with all Ss and once
with only those Ss who were consistent on all six items of the response
hierarchy. There were no differences in the results of these two analyszes.
However, it is interesting to note the differences across the

six programs in percentage of Ss whose hierarchies were all consistent:

Rocket Robin Hood...........20%
Batman. . c s csvcasacrsesnsnsasS3l%
Rifleman. . .« s essss0escoa-1:.28%
Have GUR:essessassssssssss6ss35%
Adam 12....0 000 i tnenconnens 50%

Felony Squad.......ccc......21%
There is no obvious reason for these differences. The possibility was
examined that Rocket Robin Hood, Rifleman, and Felony Squad present
motivations and comsequences that are not consonant with the amount of
violence presented. It was not apparent, however, that the portrayals
in these programs are any more confusing in their message about the

desirability of physical aggression than are the portrayals of the
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other programs. It is unlikely that the program differences are due to
S differences slnce assignment to programs was random. The explanation

awaits more data.
It had been predicted that the effects of exposure to different

consequences would become more

o
o
[« N

television portrayals of motivations
discriminable with increasing age. Such an interaction is not implied

by Figure II1I-6, but it cannot be directly tested with regression analysis.
To test for interactions between grade level and various presentation
variables, three three~factor ANOVAs were performed on physical aggres-
sion scores. Ip all three analyses, sex and grade ccmprised two of

the factors, with the third factor either amount of violence portrayed
(low, moderate, high), or evaluation of motivations for violence (bad,
moderately bad, moderately good, good), or evaluation of consequences

of violence (bad, bad/good, good). Figures ITI-7, III-8, and III-9

chart mean physical aggression scores for each grade by each of these

latter three categories.

Insert Flgures III-7, III~8, and III 9 about here

The analyses in which the third factor was amount of violence
portrayed revealed a significant main effect for sex (F=32.77; df=l,241;
P < -01), with boys responding more aggressively than girls. There was
also a significant effect for grade (F=10.76; df=4,241; p < .01), with
older children generally responding more aggressively than younger
children, although 12th graders failed to maintain the pattern (see

Figure III-7). Finally, and most important, there was a significant

main effect for amount of violence portrayed in the program, with the
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Figure III-7
Choice of Physical Aggression
Following Viewing of Entire Television Program
By Grade and Amount of Violence
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Figure III-8

Choice of Physical Aggression
Following Viewing of Entire Television Program
By Grade and Consequences for Violence
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Choice of Physical Aggression Following Viewing of Entire
Television Program By Grade and Motivations for Violence
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two most violent programs producing the most subsequent physical aggres-
sion and the two least violent programs producing the least subsequent
physical aggression (F=4.61; df=2,241; p « .05).

In the two analyses using motivations and consequencaes for
violence as the third factors, sex and grade are again significant as
they should be since thelr mean sgquare termé are the same and the error
term changes only slightly. There was no main effect for consequences.
There was, however, a main effect for evaluation of motivations (F=5.58;
df=2,231;!p <.01), with the order of conditions frocm most to least
physical aggression being moderately bad, bad, good, and moderately good.
Although one might wish to explain these latter results in terms of the
mediating influence of portrayed motivations, they are probably most
reasonably accounted for by the amount of vieolence in the programs
rather than by the motivations themselves (see Figures III-7 and III-9).

There were no significant or nearly significant interactions
in any of the three ANOVAs. This lack of significant interactions is
important in that it demonstrates no statistical support for the
hypothesis that the effects of violent programming will change with the
child's level of development and the context within which violence is
displayed.

No further analyses were performed on the response hierarchy
scores. Whatever analysis was performed, the amount of violence in
the program affected the‘amcunt of aggression subsequently chosen.
Nothing else about the program, the context within which violence was
presented, seemed to influence subsequent. aggression. Furthermore,

our measures of understanding of the cues hypothesized to control
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aggression, motivations and consequence did not relate at all to
aggression choices. These results are not encouraging in their
implications; however, they should be interpreted with some caution
All children were tested on their understanding of the motivations and
consequences in the programs before they were tested on the response
hierarchy. This may confound the results for the response hierarchy.

Work by Collins (see Section VI) suggests that such confounding might,

in fact, possibly have occurred.

DISCUSSION

The study reported in this section was designed to provide
information about how much is understovod of the motivations for and
consequences of violence in contemporary television programs. Children
batween kindergarten and twelfth grade were tested. Ninth and twelfth
graders understood most of the mocivations for violent acts and the
immediate and final consequences to characters participating in violence.
Kindergarteners apparently understood very little about the motivations
and consequences for violence, performing at the level of chance on
items dealing with motivations and immediate consequences and slightly
better than chance for items about final consequences. Third and sizxth
graders understood a moderate amount about motivations and consequences.
Tt is possible that the poor results with young children were due to the
testing technigque. Yet in pretesting it was ad judged the best of
several techniques, providing children with verbal and pictorial
descriptions of all answers and requiring them only to recognize .the
one correct alternative out of four.
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Although older children understood motivations bgttezgthan
they understood consequences, there was ro indication that younger children
understood consequences better than motivations or vice versa. Whether
these results are primarily determined by the eclarity of presentation of
the motivations and consejuences 1n television programs or truly reflect
relatively equal understanding of motivations and consequences can only
be determined by further work.

The amount children understood about motivations and con-
sequences depended heavily on the specific program being tested. Even
though programs could be reliably divided invo children's pregrams,
westerns, and adult crime programs, this categorization did:not.predict
how well any program would be understocd by children of a given age.

For example, kindergarteners understood quite a bit about“£he final
consequences in three of the programs and not much about final con-
sequences in the other three programs -- and there was one children's
program, one western, and one adult crime program in each group. Also
the two programs whose motivations for violence were understood best

and worst were both children's programs. The lack of congruence between
the apparent intended audience of a program and how well that audience
actually understgnds the program was notable. It should cause parents

and producers to ponder a minute their ability to predict what their

" children understand about contemporary television programs.

If the messages presented in television about the motivations
for and consequences of violence are received, then the wviewer's evalua-
tions of these motivations and consequences and the characters associated

with them should correspond to that intended by the program. The results
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_f this study suggest that thls is the case. The majority of children
of all ages tested tended to agree in their evaluations of characters,
motivations, and consequences. These evaluations, with one exception,
also usually agreed with those of adults, which were elicited under
different conditions from the children's. Children did, however, tend
to evaluate consequeaces from society's point éf view whiie adults
evaluated from the individual character's point of view.

Unfortunately, whether or not children understand the motivaticns
for and consequences of violence does not predict the results of exposure
to these motivations and conscquences when they are associated with

violent actions. If one measures aggression subsequent to viewing

it is the amount of violence in the program, not the motivations and
consequences for it, and not how much is understood about these motiva-
tions and consequences, that predicts subsequent aggression. In this
instance children were given equally plausible non-aggressive or even
rrosocial activities that could be chosen rather than aggression,
yet the more violent the program they watched, the more aggression they
chose. The results suggest that these effects are strongest at third,
sixth, and ninth grades, weaker at kindergarten and weakest at twelfth
grade. However, there was no statistical support for the suggestion
that the effects of exposure to violent television programs differ with
the age of the viewer.

One might then conclude that when television violence
influences subsequent choice of aggreésive and prosocial aciions in
situations in which one is angered or annoyed, it_is the amouvat of

Q
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violence one has been exposed to rather than the motivations for or
consequences of this violence that will affect how aggressive one is.
The more one has been exposed to violence, the more aggressive one
is likely to be. This conclusion must, of course, be tempered by

informed evalustion of the coniext within which these results were

obtained.
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SECTION IV
MOTIVATIONS AND CONSIQUENCES FOR VIOLENCE

AND SUBSEQUENT AGGRESSIVE RESPONSES ACROSS AGE

The experiment reported in this section examines the role of
the motivations for and consequences of violence in contemporary tele—
vision programs in modifying the effects of exposure to such violence.
It allows better inferences about the effects of motivations and con-
sequences per se than were possible in the experiment reported in
Section III, but in doing so sacrifices the use of entire, unedited
contemporary television programs.

The experimental and thedretical rationale for the work
reported in this section has already been presented (see Section I), The
original hypotheses were as follows:

1. Exposure to violence committed with good motivations
will elicit more frequent selection of aggressive
responses in anger-provoking situations than exposure
to violence committed with bad motivaticns.

2. Exposure to violence concluding with good consequences
will elicit more frequent selection of aggressive
responses in anger-provoking situations than exposure
to violence concluding with bad consequences.

3. Differences in the effects of exposure to violence with
good and bad motivations or consequences will increase
witch age.

4. For young children differences in the effects of
exposure to violence with good and bad consequences
will be greater than they will be in the effects of
exposure to violence with good and bad motivatiomns.

The results of the work reported in Section III suggest that

hypothesis 4 will not be supported. Young children did not show any

evidence of understanding motivations better than consequences,

Iv-1

89



Iv-2

and older children understood motivations better than consequences. Hemnce
one would predict either no differences at any age between the effects of
motivations and consequences or perhaps a greater effect for motivations
than consequences, especially at older ages.

However, the work reported im Section III also suggested that
the motivations for and/or consequences of aggression —- and what is
understood about them =— do not modify aggressive tendencies after exposure to
televised aggression and the motivations and consequences associated with it.
This implies that hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 would receive little support in
the present study. However, due to tha problems of (1) nonindependent
testing of aggressive preference and understanding and (2) nonindependence
of depicted aggression, motivations, and consequences, hypotheses 1, 2, and
3 were considered viable.

For subsidiary analyses a nonviolent television program was
included in the experimental design. It provides some estimate of both
the effect of exposure to violence regardless of the motivations and
consequences associa;ed with it and the exteunt to which motivations and

consequences do in fact modify the effect of exposure to violence.
METHOD

Stimuli
5 Five different television programs were t »ed off the air and
edited to provide one program containing no violence and little action

and four programs containing violence and action. The four violent programs

O
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were McCloud, Mod Squad, Gunsmoke, and Silent Ecrcel and respectively filled

the following categories in relationship to all violent actions within the

program:
good motivations —— good consequences
good motivations —-- bad consequences
bad motivations —- guod consequences
bad motivations —— bad consequences

The categorizations of these four tapes were agreed upon by graduate students,
by a group of adults from the community. The nonviolent, low active program
was a Wide World of Adventure travelogue on Austria. All tapes were 20

to 30 minutes long, black and white, with 2ll commercials removed and program

titles and credits left in.

Subjects

Ss were 62 preschoolers, 40 fifth graders, ard 30 twelfth graders,
with about equal numbers of boys and girls at each grade. Fifth and
twelfth grade Ss attended schools in a nearpy community while preschoolers

attended Stanford University Nursery School.

Procedure

Ss were tested twice, approximately 14 days apart for fifth and
twelfth graders and 21 days apart for preschoolers. At the first session,
during regular school hours, the response hierarchy (see Section II) was

administered by one of three possible female Es. For fifth and twelfth

1. ) )
“For further work with Silent Force see Section VI
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graders Ss were in mixed sex groups of five to ten, while preschoolers were
tested individually.

The second session, also during regular school hours, was again
directed by one of three possible female Es. Es were counterbalanced over
groups for both the before and after test with the same E administering the
response hierarchy for both the before and after tests and a different E
presenting the television program. All Ss viewed the television program
in mixed sex groups. Fifth and twelfth graders were tested in the same
groups and preschoolers were tested individually. The two forms of the
response hierarchy for older children were counterbalanced across groups
for fifth and twelfth graders and the two forms for younger children were
counterbalanced within groups of preschoolers. B8s were randomly assigned
to conditions.

Ss were told that we were interested in what children of different
ages thought about different types of television programs. They were asked
to relax and view the program. Afterwards we would fill time with the
respénse hierarchy, which they were familiar with, for both of the following
reasons: (1) because we wanted the results of it to compare with the
previous administration and (2) because the opinion questionnaire would be
more representative of their true opinions if some time elapsed betwezn
televigsion viewing and completion of the questionmaire. Preschoolers were
not given any rationale for activities except the E's desire to know what
children thought about different types of television programs. Ss then viewed
one program, completed tﬁe response hierarchy, and filled out a short question-
naire about the program. The questionnaire asked for their evaluation of

the motivations for and consequences of all aggressive acts within the
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program, an evaluation of how viclent the program was, whether they had

seen this particular program or programs like it, whether it was like tele-

life.

Subject Loss

The attrition rate from the before test to the after test was
quite high. Table IV-1 presents the number of boys and girls tested

both times for each grade and program and the number of other children who

such children in the fifth

vl

completed only the before test. There are thre
grade, all due to absence from school on the unannounced days of testing.
There are 27 such children in preschool: 18 did not return to summer

session although they had preregistered for it (the before test was at

|
|
|
H

the end of spring session and the after test at the beginning of summer
session), 6 were not tested because their parents did not allow them to
watch the type of programs we were showing, and 3 were consistently absent or

resistant to testing. The 11 twelfth graders who did not show up for the

after test are not easily accounted for. The after test was administered
during the period of semester final examinations and many students elected
to attend only those classes for which they had exams. The experiment

was unannounced, so perhaps these Ss were diligently studying rather than

attending the class in which the experiment was to take place.

Insert Table IV~i about herxe
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Table IV=1
Number of Subjects Begun and Completed

By Sex, Grade, Aggressive Content, and Depicted Motivations
and Consequences for Aggression

Before and After Test Before Test Only
Aggressive Content Nonaggressive
. __ Content
Motivations Good Goeod | Bad Bad --
Consequences  Good Bad _Good Bad el ,,,,,
Preschool Girls 3 3 3 3 3 16
Boys 11
Total 8 6 6 8 7 27
Fifeth Girls 5 6% 4 2 5% 2
Boys 4 2 3 4 2 1
' Total 9 8 7 6 7 3
g Twelfth Girls 2 4
é Boys 0 3 0 7
Total 3 4 2 11

t
L

% Includes one girl who was angry about missing P.E. to participate in the
experiment and whose change score was considerably greater than any other
S's., This girl was excluded from all data analyses.

4RI et g
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RESULTS

The analyses for this study were carried out primarily with the
preschoolers and fifth graders, since data were available for only a few
twelfth graders. Where appropriate in ;ables and figures, the data for
the twelfth graders have been included to give an indication of the probable
direction of the results if more Ss were run. However, all results should
be interpreted with some caution since even the number of preschool and
fifth grade Ss in each cell is small.

Scores on the two questions about the motivations for and con-
sequences of aggression in each of the programs were analyzed to test the
success of the motivation and consequence manipulations. Mean scores on
these questions, presented in Table IV-2 and graphed in Figures IV-1 and IV-2,
indicate that the manipulations were only partially successful. Preschoolers
apparently understood the motivations and not the consequences, fifth graders
the consequences and not thégﬁcéiéations, and twelfth graders both motiva-

tions and consequences.

Insert Table IV-2, Figure IV=1, and Figure IV-2 about here

Preschool and fifth grade Ss' scores on the motivations and con-
sequences questions were analyzed in three-way ANOVAs (grade by depiction of

, N 2 . ,
motivation by depiction of consequence).” In both analyses there was a

EIhe analysis of variance tables for this section may be found in Appendix
A-TV.
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Table IV-2

Evaluation of Perceived Motivations and Consequences
By Good-Bad Depiction and Grade*

A. Perceived Motivations

Portrayed Motivations

Preschéol = 3.57 4,00

sd 1.92 1.65

N 14 14
Grade Fifth X 2.38 2.38
sd 1.22 1.00

N 16 12

Twelfth P 2.71 3.43
sd 1.03 0.90

N 7 7

#* Larger number equals worse motivations

B. Perceived Consequences

Portrayed Consequences

' Good Bad
Preschoel x 4.29 3.29
sd 1.44 1.98
N 14 14
Grade Fifth X 2.81 3.08
sd 0.81 1.09
N 16 13
Twelfth % 3.38 4.33
sd 1.22 0.75
N 8 6

* Larger number equals worse ccnsequences
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Figure IV-1

Evaluation of Perceived Motivations for Violence By
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significant effect for grads (F=12.08; df=1,39; p < .01 for evaluation of
motivation and Fé4.77; df=1,49; p < .05 for evaluation of consequences)
with fifth graders écnsidering hoth motivations and consequences to be
better than preschoolers did. There were no other éignificant main or
interaction effects in either analysis, suggesting, among other things,
that the motivation and consequence manipulations were not successful for
all Ss or for Ss of any one age.

A similar analysis wag carried out on Ss' perception of the amount
of violence in each program. These data are presented graphically in Figure
IV=3. The perceived aggression in the travelogue has been included for com-
parison and indicates that all Ss may have gonside?ed it less violent than the
other four programs, although it is not until twelfth grade that there is a clear
differentiation between ratings for violent and nonviolent programs. There are
no obvious differences between the perceived violence ratings of the four violent
programs. Analysis of variance with the preschool and fifth grade Ss for the
four violent programs (grade by motivation by consequence) revealed no significant
main or interaction terms whatsoever. ' One can probably conclude that the four
ﬁiclent programs do not differ in the perceived amount of aggression they contain
-and certainly do not differ in perceived aggression by virtue of the depicted

motivations and consequences.

Insert Figurse IV-3 about here

Response hierarchy scores were coded as before (see Section II)
and analyses performed on the physical aggression scores. Most analyses

employved a change score (physlcal aggression after viewing minus physicsal
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Figure IV-3
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aggresszion at least two weeks prior to viewing). These data are presented
graphically in Figure IV=4, A three-way ANOVA fox the preschool and fifth
grade S5s' scores revealed only one significant main effect and no significant
interactions, providing support for hypothesis 1 and no support for hypotheses
2, 3, and 4. Those programs whose depicted motivations for aggression were
bad produced a slight decrease in aggression from the before to the after
test while those programs whose motivations were good produced a slight
increase in aggressive responses (F=4,10; df=1,49; p <« .05). Figure IV-4
suggests that this effect is due almost entirely to the program with bad
motivations and bad consequences (Silent Force). However, t—-tests between
physical aggression change scores for this program and the next closest
program (bad motivation and good consequences) did not approach significance
(c< 1). Moreover, t—tests indicated that none of the change scores were

significantly different from zero (t < 1).

t

Figure IV-4 includes the physical aggression change score for
Ss wno viewed the nonaggressive travelogue. The aggressiveness of these 8s
relative to those who viewed the aggressive tapes varies with the age of
the Ss. Although t-tests revealed no significant differences between the
travelogue and any of the programs at any grade level generally. for

preschool 8s, exposure to the travelogue produced about as much change in

aggressive choices as did three of the viclent programs, for fifth graders
it produced less chauge in aggressive choices than did three of the vieolent
programs, and for twelfth graders it produced more change than any of the

four viclent programs.
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Figure IV-4

Response Hierarchy Change Scores by Depiction of
Mcotives and Consequences and By Grade Level
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Regression analyses were also performed on the physical aggression
change scores to test for the effects of (1) exposure to aggressive content
per se and (2) individual differences in perceived aggression, motivation,
and consequences. Independent variables were sex, grade, depicted aggression,
depicted motivation for aggression, depicted consequences for aggression,
perceived aggression, perceived motivation, and perceived consequences.

Scores from all five programs were included in the analysis. There were

no significant predictors nor a significant regression 2quation. There

is a slight suggestion of the same effect for depicted motivation as previously
found in the ANOVA. Because_regreasicn analyses may be performed with missing
data, a second analysis that included twelfth grade Ss was run. Again there
were no significant predictors and no significant regression equation.

Similar regression analyses were run using the physical aggression
score immediately after television viewingras the dependent variable and
including the physical aggression score obtained in the before test as an
additional independent variable. In these analyses the aggressiveness of a
chiid on the before test was a good predictor of his aggressiveness after
television viewing (F=61.27; df=1,79; p < .01l for all three grades and
F=50.35; df=1,60; p < .01 for preschool and fifth grade Ss only). Also boys
were more aggressive than girls (F=5.93; df=1,79; p < .05 for all three grades
and F=2.97; df=§,60; P < .10 for preschool and fifth grade S8s only). There
was also the suggestion that children who were morz aggressive on the after
children -who-were less -aggressive (F=3.17; df=1,79; p < .10 for all three

grades and F=3.68; df=1,60; p <.10) for preschool and fifth grade Ss only.
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These regression analyses suggest that there is no effect of
exposure to aggressive and nonaggressive content that is consistent over
age {the regression analyses performed here cannot reflect interactions
such as suggested by Figure IV-4). They also provide no indication that
an S's conception of the depicted aggression, motivations, or consequences

is related to his subsequent aggressive behavior.
DISCUSSION

The results of this study provide only scant support for the
hypothesis that the type of motivations and consequences associated with
aggressive behavior will modify the effects of exposure to such aggressive
Eehavior. The data suggest that aggression performed with good motivations
may lead to greater subsequent aggression on the Part of the viewer than
aggression performed with bad motivations. There was no support for a
similar effect of good and bad consequences for aggressive behaivor, nor was
there any indication statistically of a differential effect of motivations,
consequences, or aggression on children of widely different ages.

These results, however, must be viewed with caution. Graphically
they suggest that exposure to aggressive content —-— whatever the motivations
and consequences associated with it -- may have different effects (when
compared to exposure to nonaggressive content) on children between the ages
of four and eighteen. Moreover, the type of motivations and consequences
associated with aggressive content any  influence the subsequent aggressive
behavior of young children and not that of older children. Yet a ccm-

fortable acceptance or rejection of thpse statements must rest on data

from many more children and other programs.
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SECTION V

JUSTIFICATION FOR AGGRESSION AND SUBSEQUENT
AGGRESSIVE RESPONSES ACROSS AGE

In conjunction with this research contract M. J. Nolan (1971)
explored the relationship over age between portrayed justification for
an aggressive display and the amount of subsequent aggression. Berkowitz

and Rawlings, using college age males as S5s, have (1963) reported that

aggression than aggression presented as unjustified. ©Nolan sought to
extend these findings to younger children. The theoretical and experi-
mental rationale for the work has already been presented (Section I).
The hypotheses were as follows:
1. Exposure to justified aggression will elicit more
frequent selection of aggressive responses in anger-
provoking situations than exposure to less-justified

aggression.

2. Differences in the effects of exposure to justified
and less-justified aggression will increase with age.

0]
rt
=
Q
ja?

The same stimulus used by Berkowitz and Rawlings, a 9 minute

25 second prize fight scene from the movie The Champion (1949), was

selected for presentation. Their introductions, which manipulated
justification for the portrayed aggression, were used with some altera-
tions. Language was simplified enough to make the content understandable
to the youngest subjects in this study. Additionally, some aspects of the
justification were altered. Berkcwitz’ﬁjustification for the loser's

severe beating rested-heavily on sexual conquests of the girl friends,
V-1
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fiancees, and wives of his male friends, relatives, and business associates.
These exploits could only be alluded to with younger children, and hence
also only alluded to with older children. It is doubtful, moreover, that
younger children and/or gi%ls would be much disturbed by the sexual
athletics of 2 middle-aged boxer.

Thus in the aggression-justified condition in the present study,
the loser was presented as a scheming manipulator who used friends and
acquaintances to his own benefit. In the aggression-less-justified
condition he was presented as an average fellow who only wanted to succeed
as a boxer. The action in both conditions was identical -- Midge Kelly,
played by Kirk Douglas, was defeated in a bloody boxing match.

In order to mediate the stimulus via television videotape
recordings were made from the original film. A professional announcer
recorded the two justification stories over the film sound track; this
served as introduction to the action. This procedure diff..s from
Berkowitz and Rawlings' procedure in which the stories were read to
Ss before they Eegan to view the film. For the fight itself, the

original sound track was used.

“Subjects
Ss were 51 fourth graders, 56 seventh graders, and 53 tenth
graders, with about equal numbers of boys and girls at each grade.
All attended parochial schools in nearby communities. Ss were assigned
as an entire class to one of the two justification conditions. One
male graduate student served as E throughout; however, a double-blind
procedure was successfully maintained s$ that he remaincd unaware of

, condition assignments until the completion of the entire project.
¢
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Procedure

S5s were tested as a class during regular school hours. The
situation was informal and, with one exception, outside of regular
classrooms. Ss were told they would be participating in two separate
studies -- one a study of attiﬁudes of children of different ages
toward types of television movies and the'@ther a study of situation-
specific behavior. E explained that attitude questionnaires were more
effective if some time were allowed to elapse between seeing the movie
and answering the questions about it. This time would be filled by
the situation-specific behavior study.

With E out of the room Ss watched the tape with one of the two
justifications for the beating. At the conclusion of the %ape E returned
and administered the résponse hierarchy, using slides to portray the
response palrs. After this a questionnaire about the film was administered.
It consisted of several filler items and three items designed to measure
S8's opinion about the character of the loser and whether he deserved to
be beaten. 8Ss were then asked about the true nature of the experiment,
which no one seemed to have divined. Finally, 5s were debriefed and

all questions answered.

Scores on the two questions asking for evaluation of the loser's
character and the one gquestion asking whether he deserved to lose were
analyzed to test success of the justification manipulation. Mean scores
on these questions, presented in Table V-1, indicate that 8s in all

three grades understcod the manipulation.
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Scores on each question were submitted to a three factor ANOVA
(grade by sex by justification condition) which revealed a highly éignifi-
cant effect for justification in each case (first character evaluation
question: F=66.09; second character evaluation question: F=52.39;
deserve to lose question: F=19.59; with df=1,148 and p < .001 fo; all
three}.l 8s in the aggression-justified group were more likely to
evaluate thé_lcser's character as bad and more likely to feel that he
deserved his beating than were 53 in the aggression-less-justified group.
On the second character evaluation question there was also a grade by
justiffcatibn condition interaction (F=3.14; df=2,148; p < .05) due to
greater between condition differentiation among younger children.

In addition, bo&s were more likely than girls to evaluate the
character of the loser favorably on both character evaluation questions
(F=7.27 and F=4.36 with df=1,148 and p < .01 and p < .05 respectively);
there was greater betweén'ccndition differentiation among boys than girls

on the first character evaluation question (F=10.19; &£f=1,148; p < .01); and
there wasla sighificant effect for grade.on the second character evaluation
quastion {(F=8.34; df=2,148; p < .0l), with positive evaluation inversely
related to grade. Grade was also éignificant on the question asking

whether the loser deserved hisz beating (F=6.26; df=2,148, p < .0l) but

the order from most to least deserved was seventii, fourth, and tenth grades.

lFar all analysis of variance tables reported in this section see Appendix A-V.

108




V-5

Table V-1

Mean Scores for Parceived Character of Vietim
and Justification for Loss
By Justification Condition and Grade

Good Person Fair in Dealings Deserve to. Lose
Aggression: Aggression: Aggression:
Justi-  Less Justi- Less Justi- Less
Grade fied Justi-= fied Justi- fied Justi-
_ fied _ _ fied fied
4 11.8% 16.85 11.25 16.85 18.13 15.19
7 12.04 15.34 10.74 15.17 19.63 . 16.72
10 10.42 16.03 10.21 12.41 l6.67 14.66
High score means High score means High score means
more desirable more desirable more deseérving
character character of beating
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There was no effect for sex on the latter question. In summary, then,

there was clear evidence that the justification manipulation was successful.

Response hierarchy scores were coded as in all previous work
)

(see Section IT). Scores were transﬁormed to stabilize variance across
cells (¥1= arcsin - ¥/18). All analyses were then performed on both raw
and transformed scores. Since results were the same regardless of which
scores were used, only transformed data will be presented. Scores for
choice of verbal aggression were also analyzed, but since they were
neither conceptually nor statistically independent of those for physical
aggression (r= -.82 for both fourth and. seventh grade and -.89 for tenth
grade), they too will not be reported.

Figure V-1 presents mean physical aggression scaor=2s by justifica-
tion, condition, and grade. These scores were submitted to a three way

ANOVA (sex by grade by justification). There was a significant effect

‘for grade (F=4.56; df=2,148; p < .05), where order of grade from least

to most aggressive was fourth, tenth, seventh. There was also an
effect for sex (F=40.52; df=1,148; p « .00l), boys consistently responding
more aggressively than girls. There was no effect for justification
condition (F< 1), nor were there any significant interactions.

These results failed to support either hypothesis 1, that viewing
justified aggression would lead to more aggressive responses than would
viewing less-justified aggression, or hypothesis 2, that the justification

manipulation would be more effective with older children than with younger.
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Transformed Physical Aggression

V-7
Figure V-1
Mean Transformed Physical Agéression Scores

and Pre- =ted Physical Aggression Scores
By Jdustification Condition and Grade

Predicted
Justified
<90+ Predicted
Less Justified
.854
80l Justified
75+ Less Justified
70 +
—_— i L L

Grade
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However, as Figure V-1 illustrates, there was some indication of greater
differentiation between conditions among the oldest Ss but not among

the two younger groups. This differentiation was in the predicted
direction.

In order to test for this effect, a planned comparison (Hays,
1963) embodying both hypotheses 1 and 2 was performed. The predicted
results embodied by the planned comparison are superimposed upon the
obtained results in Figure V-1. The sum of squares for the planned
comparison belongs to the sum of squares for grade, condition, and grade
by condition. The planned comparison accounted for a significant propor-
tion of this variability (F=6.55; df=1,148; p < .05). The F ratio for
the residual was not sigrificant, indicating that the planned comparison
accounted for the major portion of the variability and providing some
tentative support for hypothesis 2.

Finally, regression analyses were performed to test the effects
of individual differences in understanding the justification manipulation.
Four analyses, one for ail Ss combined and one for subjects within each
grade level, were performed using cholce of physiecal aggression as the
dependent variable. For the combined analysis, independent variables
were grade, sex, justification manipulation; Ss rating of whether the
loser deserved -his beating, and Ss evaluation of the loser's character
(sum of two evaluation scores). With the exception of grade, the within
grade analyses contained the same independent variables.

Table V-2 presents the results of all four regression analyses.
Major emphasis should perhaps be put upon the ability of Ss' ratings of

"deserved to lose" to predict subsequent aggression. Adult judges
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agreed that this variable was most related to the concept of justified
or unjustified aggression. The loser's character was considered less

central to evaluating justification for aggression.

In all four analyses sex predicts choice of physical aggression,
with boys more aggressive than girls at each grade. Justification
manipulation never predicts choice of physical aggression. Ss perception
of whether the loser deserved his beating predicts physical aggression
for all grades combined, with Ss who see the aggression as more justified
choosing more aggressive responses themselves. This effect is greatest
at fourth grade and non-existent by tcnth grade. The perceived character
ofitha loser also predicts later choice of physical aggression, but
surprisingly, those who rate the loser as a better person chose more
physical aggression. As before, the effects of perception of character
are strongest at fourth and seventh grades and not evident at tenth
grade. In the overall analysis grade is not a significant predictor

of choice of physical aggression.

Discussion

The results suggest that the justification manipulations were
effectively transmitted to all Ss regardless of their age, but that these
manipulations did not influence Ss' later level of aggression. However,
8s' own eval .ations of the justification and the character of the loser
did influence their'subsequent aggression. Ss who felt the beating was

deserved were more likely to choose aggression to resolve their own
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Table V-2

Results of Regression Analyses
On Physical Aggression Response Hierarchy Scores
For Three Grades Separately and Combined

_ All Grades Fourth Grade Seventh Grade Tenth Grade
ag| Mms | F [af | ms F [df | ms | F |[df | us F
Regression | 5 | .91 [12.30%1 4 | 0.40 [4.17%%| 4 | 0.52 [7.66%x| 4 | 0.26 k.72
Grade _1 0.07 | 1.00 - - - - - - - - -
sex | 1| 3.1665.14%4 1| 0.94 [9.40%%| 1 | i.61 [23.00%f 1 | 1.00 0.00x
Condition | 1] 0.00]0.14 | 1| 0.00l0.00 | 1| 0.01o.14 | 1| 0.01 p.20
Deserves 1 | 0.77 [11.00%4 1 | 0.31]3.10° | 1 | 0.17 [2.43 | 1 | 0.02 |0.40
Character 1 | 0.54 7.70%4 1 | 0.36[3.60% | 1 0.30 $.29% || 1 | 0.00 0.00
Residual 154 0.07 |  lae | 0,10 |51 0.07 48 | 0.0s
a p < .10
# p < .05

*% p < .01

114



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

V=11

conflicts and Ss who evaluated the loser's character more favorably also
chose more aggression. These results are stronger with younger S5s; there
are no such effects with the oldest Ss.

The positive reiationship between favorable evaluation of the
loser's character and subsequent physical aggression is puzzling. The
justification manipulation produced the expected character evaluatiouns
at all grades: a less favorable evaluation in the justified conditicn
and a more favorable in the unjustified. Yet a more favorable evalua-
tion predicted more choices of physical aggression. An explanation
should be sought through further research.

In summary, Lt appears that what is understood sbowut the
justification for observed aggression may influence subsequent aggression.
However, in this study this was only true for younger children, perhaps
those who do not discount television programs as fantasy. Finally it
should be noted that adult judgments about the justification that
is being presented are not adequate for predicting the effect of the

justification on children's subsequent aggression.



SECTION VI

7 TEMPORAL SEPARATION OF MOTIVATIONS AND CONSEQUENCES
FOR VIOLENCE AND SUBSEQUENT AGGRESSIVE RESPONSES ACROSS AGE

In conjunction with this resesrch project W. A. Collins
investigated the effects over age of varying temporal separation between
pocrtrayals of aggression and the motivations for and consequences of it.
In addition to measuring effects of varying temporal separation on
understanding of motivations for and consequences of an aggressive
sequence and on aggressive responses subsequent to viewing, he also
attempted to correlate mmeasures of und~rstanding with measures of
aggressive response. A detailed treatment of his research may be found
in Cellins (1971)i The previous work that relates to Collins' experi-
ment was presented in Section I. The hypotheses suggested by this
work were as fol.ows:

1. Understanding of the motivations for and consequences of

aggressive behavior will be greater when these events are
contiguous in time than when they are separated in time

by intervening events.

?. Differences in the effects of temporal separation on
understanding will decrease with increasing age.

3. Temporal separation between negative motivations and negative
consecauences and the aggressive acts to which they pertain
will increase the likelihood of subsequent aggressive
bahavior.

4. Differences in the effects of temporal separation on
aggressive behavior will decrease with increasing age.

5. The better negative motivations and consequ: aces for

modeled aggression are understood the less likely is sub-
sequent aggressive behavior to occur.

vi-1
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METHOD

Stimuli

One program from the then new, but now defunct, television
series ""Silent Force" was selected. It was edited for two purposes:
(L) to pe~ait clear predictions about the behavioral effects of the
aggressive content and (2) to provide two degrees of temporal separa-
tion (high and low) between motivations and aggression and between
aggression and consequences. Adults viewed the program in its entirety
and rated it as described earlier (see Section IIT). 1In addition,
viewers listed the motivations for and consequcnces of each aggressive
act. All acts judged aggressive by the raters. except one at the end
of the program, weie removed. The vemalning aggressive scene met two
criteria: (1) both motivations and consequences for the aggression
were judged to be negative and (2) neither the motivations nor consequences
were themselves aggressive. Thus all aggressive behavior in the prcgram
was negatively motivated and led to negative consequences, thereby
avoiding some of the problems encountered in our validation ::ady with
four-year-olds (see Section II).

Temporal separation between motivations and aggression and
between aggression and consequences was manipulated through placement
of sequences of four, one-minute commercials. In the high separation
condition one commercial sequence was placed between motivations and
aggression and another commercial sequence between aggression znd con-
sequences. In the low separation condition both sequences were placed
near the beginning of the program, prior to portrayal of motivations,
aggressive act, and consequences. The commercials were neither violent

nor highly active, but their settings were similar to those in the program.



118

VI-3

Final versions of the edited program were on black and white
videotape and lasted approximately 20 minutes. A black and white, & mm.
sound documentary film on California, also 20 minutes in duration,

served as the stimulus for the control group.

Subjects
Ss were 99 third graders, 138 sixth graders, and 112 tenth

graders, with about equal numbers of boys and girls at each grade. All

attende¢ parochisl schools in nearby communities.

Procedure
Ss were tested twice, approximately eighteen days apart.

administered via slides,

o

At the first session the response hierarchy wa
by one female E to an entire class in its own classroom.
The second session occurred during regular school hours for

third and sixth graders and right after school for tenth graders. Ss

within each classroom were randomly assigned to one of five treatmen
groups with boys and girls as equally distributed as possible. These
groups are presented in Figure VI-1 along with a diagram of the entire
procedure. Three male and four female Es were used. Es for the two
groups who answered the comprehension questionnaire were blind to

the program viewed and the hypotheses of the study. The E who
administered the response hierarchy and items associated with it did
not know which group an, 8 was in.

Ss in the four television groups were told that a coming

development in home entertainment, the videotape recorder, was going to
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Figure VI-1

Five Treatment Groups with Composition of Subject Groups
At Each Point in the Procedure

Respon.c Hierarchy

(18 days)

Low-Separation High-Separation ' Travelogue
Videotape Videotape 8mm film
Comprehension  Leisure Activity  Comprehension Leisure Activity  Leisure Activity
Questionnaire Questionnaire Questionnaive Questionnaire Questiunnaire

Response Hierarchy
Program Specific Items

Program Similar Items
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be demonstrated and that their opiuions were desired. They were asked
to relax and enjoy the program as they would at home. The appropriate
tape of "Silent Force'" was then shown. Ss in the control group were
asked to look at he film on California in order to evaluate the film
techniques used in it.

At the conclusion of the videotape half the Ss in eacl. separa-
tion condition completed the comprehension questionnaire and half com-
pleted a questionnaire about leisure time activities. The latter
questionuaire served as a control for the possible effects of the compre-
hension questionnaire on the response hierarchy and related items. All
Ss in the control condition responded to the leisure time questiounaire.
The comprehension questionnaire was similar to that previously employed
(see Section III), although évaluations of motivation, consequences,
and character were omitted. There were five questions about motivation,
four about consequences, and one about the aggressive sequence in the
final questiounaire. All items in both questionnaires were read to third
graders; sixth and tenth graders worked on their own.

When the questionnaires were complete, all Ss returned to their
classrooms, where they were administered the response hierarchy and six
additional items. These additional items were in the same format as the
response hierarchy items with responses also presented in pairs on slides.
Thre= situations présénted conditions in which violence had occcurred in
the program (program specific items). They were meant to test the like-
lihood that a child would advocate aggressive behavior under the con-
ditions in which he had just seen it performed. The remaining three

situations paralleled incidents which had contained aggression in the
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unedited program (program similar items). The aggression had bean
edited out of the tapes the children had seen. These items were meant
to test the likelihéod that the depicted negative motivations and con-
sequences would modify the advocacy of aggression in situations similar
to the depicted ones and involving the same aggressor.

RESULTS

Comprehensicon

143 Ss viewed the high and low separation videotapes and also
answered the comprehension questionnaire. The results over age are
presented in Figure VI-2. The scores were subjected to a three factor
ANOVA (grade by sex by separatian).l There was a significant main
effect for grade (F=27.02; df=2,131; p < .0l) with scores increasing
with grade. “here was no effect of sex (F=1.20).

!;nsert Fiéﬁre VI—E égé;é here

Contrary to hypothesis 1, there was no significant main effeect
of separation (F=1.27% df=1,131), understanding of motivations and con-
sequences was no greéter when these events were contiguous in time than
when they were separated in time. Indeed, *he results are in the
opposite direction for the third and sixth graders. There were no

significant interaction terms in the analysis of variance.

)

1For all analysis of variance tables in this section see Appendix A-VI.
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Figure VI-2

Mean Comprehension Scores
By Temporal Separation and Grade
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Hypothesis 2, that the differences between the two conditions
would decrease over grade, could not be tested in the standard anal sis
of variance because the predicted patterns of means would simultaneously
reflect effects accounted for by separate terms in a three-way analysis of
variance. These terms are the main effects of grade and of separation,
and the interaction of grade and separation. The appropriate test for
such a hypothesized pattern of means is a planned comparison (Hays, 1963).
According to this procedure, a sum of squares with df=l is computed by
asgociating observed cell means with coefficients which reflect the
predicted pattern. These coefficients were -1, 2, 5 for third, sixih,
and tenth graders in the low separatioun condition and -7, -2, 3 for
the three grades in the high separation condition. The comparison
accourted for a signifi-ant proportion of the between-groups variance
(F=29.87; df=1,131; » < .001), supporting hypothesis 2. However, the
residual variance, that not accounted for by the predicted pattern, was
alsc significant (F=4.05; df=10,131; p <« .001).

Similar analyses were carried out separatelv for the five
motivations and the four consequence questions. Results were quite
similar to those just reported for the full score and will not be detailed
here.

The results just reported were contrary to both prediction
and pretest data. It was felt that differential attention to the two
separation condition videotapes might provide an explanation. Es
reported that third and sixth graéers in the low separation condition
lost interest when confronted with eight mirutes of comr ercials (two

sets of four minutes each) near the beginning of the program, and that
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their attention revurned only when the aggressive sequence began. Such
lack of attention during the early part of the program wouvld mediate
against both learning of characters' names, which was necessary to
correctly respond to the questionnaire, and against learning mucn about
motivations, which occurred prior to the aggressive sequence. Pretest
Sz attended a different school and were attentive throughout both
versions of the program.

In order to test this attention hypothesis, an additional
group at each grade level viewed the videotape minus all commercials and
respondeu to the comprehension questionnaire (response hierarchy measures
were not administered). In all three grades, the no-commercial group
scored higher on the comprehension test than did either of the two
separation groups. However, t-tests between the no-commercial group
and the higher of the two separation groups at each grade vere never

significant.

Response Hierarchy and associated Items.

Figure VI-3 presents the before and after scores for the
program similar items. For the before scores all Ss are combined at
each grade, since there were no differences between any of the groups.
The increasing aggressiveness with age on the before score corresponds
to data reported elsewhere for the response hierarchy administered without
exposure to aggressive stimuli (See Section II). The curvilinear
pattern for the after scores over age also corresponds to that recjorted

clsewhere after exposure to aggressive stimuli (see Sections III and V).
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Three physical aggression change scores were computed for each
S by subtracting his pre-exposure response hierarchy mean from his post
exposure mean for physical aggression, the response hierarchy items,
the program specific items, and the program similar items. Change scores
for verbal aggression were also computed, but since the stimulus aggression
was primarily physical and since the physical and verbal scores are not
independent, they will not be reported here. Results obtained in analyses
of the verbal aggression scores were, however, similar to those reported
here for physical aggression. Table VI-1 presents mean physical aggression

change scores for each of the three measures.

The change scores were subjected to a four-factor ANOVA (grade
by sex by separation condition by questionnaire type) in crder to deter-
mine whether responding to the comprehension questionnaire influenced
subsequent choices on the response hierarchy and related items. Control
group Ss, who responded only to the leisure time questionnaire, w:ire
excluded from this analysis.

While there was no significant effect for questionuaire in the
response hierarchy change scores(F <1), there was an effect in both
program specific items (F=13.62; df=1,249; p < .001) and program similar
items (F=4.61; df=1,249; p < .05). Sz who completed the comprehension
questionnaire responded mcre aggressively on program-related items than
did Ss who completed the questionnaire unrelated to program content.

O While there was little indication of this effect on response hierarchy scores,

the comprehension measure clearly sensitized Ss to program-related items.
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Figure VI-3

Choice of Physical Aggression
Before and After Treatment
By Item Type and Grade
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A. Mean FPhysical Aggression Response Hierarchy Change Scores

B. Mean Fhysical Aggression Program Specific Change Scores
by Sex, Grade, Separation Condition and Questionnaire Type
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Table VI-1

Comprenension Questionnaire

Grade

bth 10th
.63 .48
.90 40
.80 21
.67 .07

Comprehension Questionnaire

C. Mean Physical Aggression Program Similar Change Scores
by Sex, Grade, Separation Condition and Questionnaire Type

Grade
6:<h 19tk
48 .01
.53 .54
.65 .11
.27 .22

Comprehension Questionnaire

Separation
Condition  Sex 3rd
Low Boys .92
Girls .11
Boys .50
High  Gir1s .13
Separation
Condition  Sex 3rd
Boys .58
Low Girls .11
Boys .65
High  girls .44
Separation
Condition  Sex 3rd
' Boys .50
Low Girls  -.05
High Boys .48
Girls .02

Grade

6th 10th

-.21 -.68

-.35 ~.46
.11 -.80

-.12 -.54
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Unrelated Questionnaire

3rd
.38
.12
1.10
.56

Grade

6th
.78

.77

.83

10th
.07
.52
.09
.10

Unrelited Questionnaire

.02

Grade

Unrelated Questionnaire

[s 9

3r
-.07

Grade

6th
41

-.10

10th
-1.10

-.78

-1.07
-.54
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The analyses also showed significant separation by questionnaire
interactions for the program-related measures (F=27.41 for program specific
and F=9.24 for program similar, with d£=1,249, p < .001 for both). Condi-
tion means for two measures showed that Ss who did not take the compre-
‘hension test changed markedly less in the low separation conditiorn than in
the high separation condition, while 3s who completed the comprehension
That is, taking the comprehensioa test appeared to wash out the effects
of temporal separation. Although this interaction was not significant
for the response hierarchy change scores, the means revealed a similar
patrtern in the low separation condition.

There were significant grade by questionnaire interactions for
all three measures, (F=26.16 for response hierarchy, F=14.60 for program
specific and F=10.31 for program similar; with df=2,249 and p < .01 for

all three), with the scores of third and tenth graders more affected by

completing the comprehension questionnaire than the scores of sixth
graders. There were also significant sex by questionnaire interactions
for the two program-related measures (F=27.45 for program specific and
F=11.21 for program similar; with df=1,249 and p < .01 for both), with
girls' change scorss more affected by the comprehension test than boys'
scores. There were no other significant interaction effects involving
the questionnaires.

In summary, then, administration of the comprehension measure
appeared to increase the likelihood of physically aggressive responses
on the two program related measures. This effect was more noticeable

for Ss in the low separaticn condition than for Ss in the high separation
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condition. It also differed according to the age and sex of the S.
Because of the contamination in change scores of Ss who had taken the
comprehension questionnaire subsequent analyses on response hierarchy
and related'scorég were performed only with Ss who completed the leisure
time questionnaire.

Mean change scores for the high and low separation and non-
aggressive control conditions are presented in Figure VI-4 for all three
grades and all three measures. The results for the response hierarchy
will be presented in some detail here, then the results for thé program

specific and program similar items will be presented briefly.

Response hierarchy change scores were submitted to a three-way
ANOVA (grade by sex by condition). There was a significant effect for
grade (F=5.73; df=2,188; p < .01), with the order from most to least
change being sixth, third, and tenth. There was no significaut effect
of sex (f <1). Girls and boys changed about ths same amount; although
boys chose more aggressive responses than did girls at each grade.
There was a significant sex by grade interaction (F=3.72; df=2,188; p < .05)
with third grade girls showing less change than third grade boys while girls
in the other two grades changed more fthan the boys. There weve no other
significant interactions.

Contrary to hypothesis 3, that temporal separation between
negative motivation and consequences and aggression will increase sub-
sequent aggression there was no significant main effect for separation

condition nor was there a significant grade by condition interaction.

O
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Change Scores for Choice of Physical Aggression

Vi-15
Figure VI-4

Mean Change Scores for Physical Aggression
By Viewing Condition, Item Type, and Grade
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However, t-tests between overall condition means showed that third

graders' mean change score in the high separation condition was

T

ignificantly higher than the mean in the low separation condition
(t=2.80; df=188; p <« .0l). T=tests for differences between the film
control group and either of the two separation groups did not reach
significance at any of the three grade levels. These t-test resulis
provide tentative support for hypothesis 4, that the effects of
temporal separation orn subsequent aggression will decrease with age.
Further support for this hypothesis comes from a planned
comparison similar in conception to the one reporteldl for comprehension
scores. The coefficients for each grade in each condition were con-
structed to represent three aspects of the predicted pattern: (1) change
scores would generally decrease over grade levels, (2) change scores
would be greater in the high separation condition than in the low
separation condition and (3) the difference between the change scores
in the two separation conditions would decrease over grades. The
coefficients were 7, 2, -2 for grades 3, 6 and 10 in the high separa-
tion condition and 1, -2, -5 for Ss in the low separation condition.
A significant proportion of the between-groups variance was accounted
for by this planned comparison (F=9.76? df=1, 188;p< .01). The residual
sum of squares was not significant (F=1.68; df=15g'188). Thus the

patteru of means representing hypothesis 4 accounted for most of the

conditions at each age.

Results for the pfogram specific and program similar items are
presented in Figure VI-4. It is apparent that exposure to the video-
taped programs did not influence the sixth and tenth graders' aggressive

choices on the two sets of program-related items; the scores of the Ss
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in the high and low separation conditions are quite similar to the scores
for 5s who had not even seen the program! However, among third graders,
exposure to the videotaped program and témpéral separation between
motivation, aggression, and consequences do seem to matter. For program
specific items, third graders in the low separation condition change
significantly less than third graders who saw the non-aggressive film
(t=2.33; df=188; p < .02). As would be predieted, third graders in
the low separation condition and less aggressively than those in the control
condition, although neither difference was significant by t-test. For
program similar items and third grade Ss, the order of the three groups
from most to least change, is again control, high separation, low separa-
tion. None of the pairzs of differences is significant.

Anélysis of variance results for program specifiec items showed
that change fcores decrease significantly with grade (F=10.13; df=2,188; .
P < .001). Third grade girls change less than third grade boys while
girls in the other two grades change more than the boys (F=3.87; df=2,188;
p < .05). There were no other significant main or interaction effects.

Lnalysis of variance results for the program similar items
were identical to those for the program specific items. There was a
significant decrease in change scores with grade (F=19.84; df=2,188;
p < .001), and girls changed less than boys in third grade and more in
sixth and tenth grades (F=5.10; df=2,188; p < .00l). There was no
significant effect for sex and no other significant interaction.

Because of the previously reported evidence that completion

of the comprehension test contaminated responses to program-related

O
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items, and some suggestion that response hierarchy scores might be similarly
influenced, hypothesis 5 -- that as understanding of negative motivation
and consequences for depicted aggression inc_eased subsequent aggression
would decrease == was not tested.

One further, unplanned analysis was performed. This consisted
of an exemination of the effects of initial level of aggression on
aggression after exposure to one of the three conditions. On the basis
of respoase hierarchy before scores, 3s within each grade were divided
at the median to form high and low initial aggression groups. Mean
physical aggression change scores for Ss who were initially either high

or low are presented in Figure VI-5 for all three grades aznd all three

conditions.

—— A A L A S B Sm m e e e Sr mm i e = e e am

A four way ANOVA (grade by sex by separation condition bw
aggiession level) revealed a significant main effect for initial
aggression (F=l4.12; df=1,170; p < .0l) with Ss who were initially
low changing more than Ss who were initially high. A large part of this
difference, however, is probably due tc regression to the mean. There
was also a grade by initial aggression level interaction (F=35.77;
df=2,170; p < .0l) with regression to the mean occurring in sixth and
tenth grades but not in the third grade.

There was a significant condition by initial aggression level
interaction (F=27.70; df=2,170; p < .0l), which is presented graphically
in Figure VI-6. High and low initial aggéession 5s in the control group
changed about the same amount while low aggression Ss in tbe low separa-

tion group changed somewhat more and low aggression Ss in the high separation
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Figure VI=5

Mean Change Scores for Physical Aggression
On the Response Hierarchy
By Viewing Condition, Initial Aggression Level, and Grade
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group changed much more. High initial aggression Ss in both separation
groups changed about the same amount and less than the control group Ss.
Thus viewing an aggressive program with negative motivations and con-
sequences inhibited the -aggressive responses of 5s who were initially

high in aggression relative to high-aggressive Ss who watched neutral fare;
however, exposure to such aggressive fare increased the aggressive
behavior of Ss who were initially low in aggression relative to low

aggressive Ss who watched neutral fare.

The only othner significant term was the interaction between
sex and initial aggression level (F=29.97; df=1,170; p < .D1}). Girls
and boys who were initially high in aggression showed about the same
amount of post-exposure change in aggression, while boys who were
initially low in aggression changed more than did girls who were

initially low.

Discussion
Collins' work indicates that temporal separation between events

adults perceive to be related to depicted aggressive behavior may make it
difficult for young children to understand these relationships. Moreover,
such temporal separation, and the prespmed consequent lack of understanding,
may result in increased aggressiveness even if the intended message was
that aggression does not pay and is not admired. For young children these
effects may operate similarly for children both high and low in aggressive
tendency. Such effects are considerably less pronounced or altogether

Q absent among older children and adolescents.
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Figure VI-6

Mean Change Scores for Physical Aggression
on the Response Hierarchy
By Viewing Condition and Initial Aggression Level
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SECTION VIT

DISCUSSION

The studies reported here were intended to explore the role of
motivation for and consequences of sggressive acts in modifying the
effects of exposure to such acts. The orientation has bean developmental
with a continuous search for those variables that operate similarly regard-
less of age and those variables thac operate differently upon childrem of
different ages.

Throughout our work there has been only minimal evidence that
motivations and consedquences, as they are commonly depicted in television
programs, modify the effects of exposure to the aggreassive contént of these
programs. On the one hand, the validation experiment with four-year-olds
(Section II) demounstrated that depiction of highly salient, repeated con-
sequences for aggressive behavior will influence both play behavior and
wverbal yazpoyts of behavioral solutions to fairly common situations
invelving interpersonal conflict. On the other hand, four studies which
involved motivations and/or consequences for aggression, but in which
the portrayal was considerably less blatant than that for the four-year-old
validation and considerably closer to that of contemporary television,
manifested little evidence that the observed motivations for or consequences
of aggression modified subsequant aggression by the viewer.

Nolan (Section V) presented children with a short aggressive
sequenca and verbal information that made the beating of one of the
agpressors either more or less justified. He found no evidence that the

justification had much impact upon subsequent aggression by viewers,
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although there was some indication that the viewer's own interpretation
of the justification influenced his subsequent aggression. Coliins (Section
VI) edited a tape of a current televisicn program such that the motivations
and consequences for all aggressive acts were bad. He found little support
for the proposition that viewers of such a tape would be less aggressive than
viewers of a nonaggressive tape (nor were they more aggressive). 1In our own
study with tapes of current programs edited to vary the desirability of the
motivations for and consequences of aggression, there was some evidence that
the motivations for observed aggression influenced subsequent aggression
(Section IV). This study suggested that children who viewed violence
performed for socially acceptable reasons were subsequently meore aggressive
than were children who viewed violence performed fer socially unacceptable
reasons.

However, even this one effect of motivation for aggression vanished
when' children watched full, half-hour television programs (Section 1III).
These programs presented violent actions performed for both good and bad
reasons and with good and bad consequences. Even though adults categorized
the programs as generally portraying violence as rewarded, punished, well-
motivated or poorly motivated, such categorizations were not reflected in
thé subsequent aggression of viewers,

Although we found minimal evidence that the depicted motivations
or consequences . for violence influenced subsequent aggression by viewers
of many ages, one might still expect such an influence at one or two ages.
The work we.héve reported included children between the ages of three and
eighteen, ?et we did not find a clear developmental trend in the effects of

Y

exposure to aggression with different motivations and consequences.
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There is evidence that such an effect can be found with specially
constructed videotape sequences shown to four-year-olds (Section I11) and that
the effect may remain for children of this age when the sequences are longer,
edited versions of contemporary television programs (Section IV), but the
effect disappears when the tapes are unedited, half-hour programs (Section
ITI). Combining the three studies that employed specially constructed or
edited videotapes (Sections IV, V, and VI) one finds a slight effect for
motivations and consequences at third grade, no effect for justification at
fourth- grade, a slight effect for motivations and consequences at fifth
grade, no effect for motivations and consequences at sixth grade, no effect
for justification at seventh grade, some effect for justificatiomn and for
motivations and ' consequences at tenth grade and no effect for motivations
and consequences at twelfth grade. There was only one program, however,
that produced very clear results, and that is the one with both negative
motivations and consequences (reported in Sections IV and VI). The one
study that employed unedited tapes of current programs’ (Section III)
found no indication of an influence of motivations and/or consequencrss
at kindergarten, third, sixth, ninth, and twelfth grades. Thus, there
is little evidence for any developmental trend in the effects of motivations
for and consequences of aggression on subsequent aggression.

The two most reasonable explanations for the general lack of
effect for motivations and consequences are that children do not under-—
stand the motivations and/or consequences as they are presented and/or that
they do not apply what they have seen igsomorphically to their own
‘behavior. We have not gathered direct evidence to support or refute the

latter  explanation, but we do have available evidence on the first
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explanation (Section Iil). Children as young as five apparently do not under-
stand motivations and consequences as they are presented in current television
programs. By about the third grade, they understand about half of the material
they are tested on. From this age on there is steady improvement in under-
standing such that twelfth graders understand almost all content they are
tesited upon. Understanding did depend somewhat upon the specific program
viewed, but it did not depend upon the type of program viewed (i.e., children's
program, western, or adult crime program).

Collins (Section VI) has provided evidence that at least some of the
lack of understanding of the motivations and consequences in contemporary
television programs may be due to the mass of information presented and
the separation, both by time and additional, irrelevant content, of the
primary content of motivation, action, and consequence. Our hypothesis that
vounger children would understand less about motivations than consequences
bercause they were not oriented toward evaluating actions on the basis of
motivation received no support whatsoever.

Children from kindergarten onward apparently do understand the
evaluative content of a program when they understand the behavioral content.
That is, even kindergarteners who understood why an aggressive act was
performed or what the consequences of the act were understood whether that
motivation or consequence was good or bad. Moreover, all children under-
stand whether é character 1s intended to be a "good guy" or a "bad guy."

For the edited programs preschoolers understood whether the portrayed
motivations for aggression were good or bad, although they did not under=
stand the consequences. It should be noted here that evaluation data

for all children at each age have not been examined for the study of

O
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unedited programs and that no measure of understanding the exact motivations
or consequences was obtained in the study of edited programs. Thus, all
the available data for estimating children's understanding of the evaluative

aspects of a program have not been analyzed. However, there is sufficient

of the evaluative content éi a program, that by the age of eight children
understand much of the evaluative message cf a program, and that this
understanding increases with age.

If children are only minimally affected by the motivations and
consequences assoclated with current television portravals of violence,
even though by the age of eight they understand at least half of what is
presented, are they any more affected by the portrayed violence itself?
Within the body of work reported here there are seven instances in which
such a question might be answered by comparing aggressive behavior after
exposure to aggressive content with :zggressive behavior after exposure to
nonaggressive content. In three of these there is no apparent effect
of exposure to violence, in two there is a slight increase in aggressive-
ness after exposure to aggression, ia two there is a notable increase in
aggressiveness after exposure to aggression, and in none is there either
a slight or notabls. decrease in aggressiveness after exposure to aggression.

There was no difference in verbal estimates of potential aggres—
sive acts (1) for children exposed to aggressive and nonaggressive content
in Collins' study utilizing aggrassive acts with bad motivations and
consequences and a travelogue about California; (2) in the study utilizing
four tapes edited to produce different combinations of good and bad
motivations and consequences and a travelogue about Austria; and (3) in the
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thirteen-year-old validatio.. utilizing a knife-fight scene and a family-life
comedy. There was a nearly significant difference in (1) the tendency to
give high intensity electric shock in the thirteen-year-old validation

study utilizing the same knife-fight scene and family-life comedy and (2)

in the tendency to choose verbally uggresdive solutions to interpursonal
conflict in the thirteen-vear-o.,d validsrion utilizing a boxing sequence

and a trvavelogue about Austria.

Finally, there was a notable tendency (1) to play mors aggres-—
sively with toys and to choose more aggressive solutions to interpersonal
conflict after exposure to aggression with toth positive and negative
consequences than after exposure to active, noraggressive play in the four-
year—-old validation study and (2) to indicate that one would resolve inter-
personal conflict with physical aggression after viewing more violent programs
than afr.er viewing less violent progrzms “a the study with full half-hour
programs.

These overall findings include some fairly consistent differences
with age in choice of aggressive solutions to interpersonal conflict, with
the pattern of differernces depending upon the viewing stimulus. Without
exposure ﬁo any television stimuilus the frequency of aggressive choilcea is
a U-shaped function of age. This pattern was found in the pretesting of
24 items from which the 9 best were selected and in the study involving
edited tapes. 1In the first instance the least aggressive children were
the seven-year—-olds with aggression increasing from then to sixteen
years of age and pres:iwoolers about as aggressive a&as sixteen-year—olds.

In the second “nstance only three age points were measured and preschoolers

and twelfth graders were about egqually aggressive, while fifth graders were
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considerably less aggressive. Collins al.so measured aggressive choices with-
from third through sixth and tenth grades (about eight to sixteen years of
age). This finding is quite consistent with the hypothesized U-shaped curve
for aggressive choices ovexr the ages three to eighteen.

Aggressive choices apparently increase with age after exposure
to & nonaggressive television stimulus. Collins found increasing aggressive-
ness from third through tenth grade after the children viewed a travelogue
about Califcernia, and the edited tapes study showed increasing aggressive-
ness Zrom preschool through fifth and twelfth grades after viewing
travelogue on Austria.

Such increases were not found aftev viewiug aggressive stimuli.
Rather an inverted U-shaped pattern was found for choice of physical
aggression after exposure to aggressive content. Nolan found such a pattern
using fourth, seventh and tenth graders. Collins found such a pattern
using third, sixth, and tenth graders. Such a pattern was found for kinder-
garteners, third, sixth, ninth, and twelfth graders after they viewed full-
length television programs. Such a pattern was not, however, found in the
study using tapes edited to manipulate motivations and consequences for
agéression. In this instance there was a decrease in aggressive choices from
preschool to fifth to twelfth grades. The reason for this one disparity
is not apparent, although it may be due to the inclusion of preschoocl
children. The pattern of results for the fifch and twelfth graders corresponds
‘to that of the other three studies. Since none of the other thrc: studies
"includes children nearly as young as the preschcolers in the edited tapes
study, the reliability of this exception to the inverted U-shaped pattern
" cannot be assessed.

O
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These results suggest that aggressive displays, whatever their
motivations or consequences, bacome increasingly effective in producing
aggressive behavior as children mature from preschool to sarly adolescence,
and that this effectiveness decreases from early adolescence on. This
may be seen most clearly in three studies: Collins' study, the edited
tapes study, and the unedited tapes svudy. The Collins and edited tapes
sequences for aggression) and a travelogue. While the subject populations,
the travelogues, and the Silent Force tapes differed somewhat, the results
from the two studies may still be combined to examine the pattern of age
differences in aggressiveness of children who watched the aggressive
Silent Force tape and thosez who watched the nonaggressive travelogue. The
difference hetween the means for these two groups incresses from preschool
through sixth grade and then decreases through tenth and twelfth grades.

A similar pattern was found in comparisons over age of the difference in the
number of aggressive choices of children who watched Felony Squad, the

most violent program in the unedited tapes study, and those who watched
Batman, the least violent program in the same study. Five grades were studied

here and once again the inverted U-shaped pattern with age holds for the

-difference in aggressiveness after viewing more and less vielent programs,

with the peak at sixth grade.

These effzcie heolid for both boys and girls, who have been
included in all studies;, althcugh our work has not been directed at dis~
covering sex differences in responses to aggressive stimuli and the
motivations and consequences associated with it. Boys have, in almost

all studies and at almost all ages, chosen aggression more often than
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giris, but the experimental stimuli apparently do not affect boys and
girls differentiy. Rarely was there any interaction between the sex of
the sabject and any of the experimental manipulations employed nor was
there ever any significant effect for sex when change scores (after test
minus before test) were used as dependent measures.

This usze of both boys and girls as subjects in all studies is
one of the positive aspects of the work reported here. Lihere are other
desirable features that should also be noted. For instance, we have
used experimental stimuli that are eitaer exact copies of current tele-
vision programs, including commercials, or somewhat edited copies of
current programs rather than shorter excerpts or specially produced stimuli.
Moreover, we have used many different programs and types of programs.

We have also used a dependent measure that is conceptually elose teo the
everyday resolution of interpersonal conflict =— the area that we hope to
extrapclate to., ¥Finally, we have carried out cur work across a number of
rges, utilizing similar stimuli, procedures, and measures wheiever possible
without totally sacrificing thelr meaningfulness for children of any age.

There are, however, a number of limitations in our work that
should also be noted. The viewing situation was not that which a child
experiences in his home, where most of his viewing is done. Effects of
exposurz were measured immediately after viewing and after only one exposursz
to- the specified television content. Moreover, the dependent weasure,
probable behavior rather than a measure of the actual behavior. This

measure also may not be equally sensitive for children of all the ages

145



VIii-10

we studied. It was validated for preschoolers and fifth graders, but not
for thirteen-year-olds. However, its validity for adolescents is stil?l in
question since sex differences in aggressiveness in the measure were
apparent with almost all the adolescent groups we studied and behavioral
measures of aggressiveness after exposure to aggressive and nonaggrassive
content showed little difference st thirteen.

Given these strengths and limitations, there are zome coneclusions
that one might draw -- at least tentatively —- from the series of studies
that has been reported here. While children, as they grow up, understand
more sboutf. the television programs they view, there is little indication
that the motivations and ccnsequer es for aggression these programs portray
influence the aggressive tendencies of children who have viewed them. It
is reasonable to suggest that this is because of the nature of the portrayal
rather than an inherent inability of children of any age to be influenced
by the motivaticuns for and consequences of aggressive acts they observe.
There is rather clear evidence that exposure to current television programs
that include aggressive acts produces greater subsequent aggression than one
would find without such exposure. This effect increases as children mature
to early adolescence and then decreases through adolescence. None of the
results are, of course, in themselves the final proof-positive of anything.
Yet in conjunction with other =vidence already available and that which may
‘appear in the future they may a:low us to understand something of the effects

on children of different ages of viewing contemporary television.
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Appendix A-II

Sample of a Complete Response Hierarchy Item

You're walking down the street. Some kid is mad at

you and comes up and hits you. What do you do?"

{responses .1 following pages)

(See page II-5)
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Appendix B-II

Instructions fcr Responsne Hierarchy
4 and 7 Year-01ld Ss, Pictures

Introduction (on way to room):

I'd like you both to help me finish some stories I have.

Instructions:

This is what we'll do today. 1I'll read a short story. A story about
something that could happen to you. Then, I want to know what you would
do aktout it. When I've finished the story, I'll show you some pictures.

Open the test booklet to the first practice item and place it before each S.

Here are some pictures for us to practice on.

Give each S a colox.

And here are the colors for you to use when you mark the picture that shows
what you would do.

Practice Items:

Here's the story. You are standing outside. Someone comes along and asks
you, "Are vou a boy or a girl?" What do you do? Do you say, "I'm a boy"
or "I'm a girl?" Take your color and mark the picture that shows what

you would say.

Let's look at the next pictures.

Here's another story. You come hcme and your mother asks which is better
for your health -- a cookie or a cigsarette. What do you say? A cookie ox
a cigarette? Take your color and mark what you'd do.

That's interesting. I like that.

Experimental Ttems:.

Let's go on to some more stories. Remember, I'll read a story about some-
thing that might happen to you. You listen carefully. When I've finished,
I1'11 show you some pictures. You mark the picture which shows what you'd
do if this happened to you. You can only choose one picture each time, so
choose carefuvlly. Sometimes you won't want to choose eithar picture. But
choose.one anyhow, just to finish the story. Let's turn to the next page.

NE: If Ss want to change thelr responses, F crosses ocut first respcnse and

permits S to mark his second choice.

Thank Ss after completion of experimental session.

(See page II-5)
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Appendix B-II
Instructions for Response Hisrarchy
10 Year-old Ss, Pictures

1. Introduction:

I'd 1like to find out how you feel about different things that could
happen to you.

First of all, I need to know something about you. Take your booklet.
On the back of the last page write your initials, your birthdate, and
today's date. Also write an M or F for your sex.

Good. Now turn your booklet over so that it is right-side-up again.
This is what we'll do today. 1I'il read a short description of something
that could happen to you. Then, I want to know what you would do about
it. When I've read the description we'll look at sets of pictures in
the boaklet. Each page has two pictures on it. You mark one picture

3. Practice Ttems:
There are some pictures for us to practice with.

Here's the sitwatiom. You are staiding outside. Someone comes along
and asks you, '"Are you a boy or girl?" What do you do? Dc you say,
"i'm a boy" or "I'm a girl?" Take a pencil and mark the picture that
shows what you would say.

Now, let's look at the next pictures. Turn your booklet to the second
page. Here's the next situation. You come home and your mother asks

you which is better for your health -- a cookie or a cigarette. What
do you say? A cookie or a cigarette? Take your pencil and mark what
vou'd do.

That's good.

4. Experimental ..2ms:

Let's go on to some more situations. Remember, I'1ll read a description

of something that could happen to you. Then I want t. know what you would
do about it. You look at the pictures and mark the one that shows what
vou'd do if it happened to you. You can only choose one picture at a
time, so choose carefuily. Sometimes you won't want to choose either
picture. But choose one anyhow. There will be six pages' of pictures for
ea n situation. So you'll make six choices and then we'll go on to the
nexi situation. Let's turn to the next page now.

NB: TIf Ss want to chang their responses, E tells them to cross out
their first Tresponse and mark _their seccnd choice.
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Appendix B-II

5. At End:

There, that finishes the booklet. Thank you for your help. Do you
have any questions about what we did or why we're doing it? (Give
straight explanations about what we're doing and why, but don't focus

on violence.)

(See page II-5)
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Instructions for Response Hierarchy

10, 13, and 16 Year-old Ss, Slides

1. Introduction:

I'd 1like to find out how you feel about different things t
happen to you.

2. Instructions:

First of all, I need to know something about you. Take your answer
sheets. There should be two pages. On the upper right of each page,
write your date of birth and your initials on the first linme. Then
write M or ¥ for your sex. Where it says Card Set, write ____ s
Where it says Experimenter, write __ .

This is what we'll do today. I'll read a short description of something
that could happen te you. Then, I want tc know what you would do about
it. When I've read the description, I'll show you some slides. Each
slide will have two pictures on it, one marked A and the other marked B.
Take your answer sheet and circle A if it shows what you'd do in the
situation. Circle B if it shows what you'd do.

3. Practice Items:

There are two items for us to practice with. They're labelled P1 and P2
on your answer sheet.

Here's the situation. You are standing outside. Someone comes along
and asks you, "Are you a boy or a girl?" What do you do? Do you say,
"I'm a boy" or "I'm a girl?" (Slide) Take your pencil and circle either
A or B on the answer sheet.

Here's the next situation. You come home and your mother asks you which
is better for your health —— a cookie or a cigarette. What do you say?
A cookie or a. cigarette? Take your pencil.and circle what you'd do.

4. Experimental Items:

Let's gc on to some more situations. Remember, I'll read a description
of something that could happen .to you. Then, I want to know what you
would do about it. You look at the slides and mark on the answer sheet
the . one that shows what you'd do i1f it happened to you. You can only
choose one picture at a time, so choose carefully. Sometimes you won't
want to chocse either picture. But please choose one anyhow. There
will be six slides for each situation. So you'll make six choices and
then we'll go on to the next situation.
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NB: If Ss want to change their responses, E tells them to cross out

8
the first response and circle their second choice.

5. At End:
There, that finishes all the slides. Thank you for your help. Do
you have any questions about what we did or why we're doing it?

(Give straight explanations about what we're doing and why, but
don't focus cn violence.)

(See page II-5)

163




18-

Appendix C-II
Response Hierarchy

Final Item Set == 4=10 Years

1. You're walking down the street. Some kid is mad at you and comes up
and hits you. What do you do?
a, Hit them
b. Call them "Stupid"
c. Leave them
d., Tell a grown-up

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. Push them

b. Call them a bad name
c. Go away

d. 3ay "That's all right"

3. You're playing a game with your friends. Someone takes your turn.
What do you do?
a. Push them
b. Call them "Slob"
c. Go into the house
d. Tell them not to taks your turn

4. You're playing a game and you keep making mistakes. Your friends start
making fun of you. What do you do?
a. Throw something at them
b. Call them "Stupid"
c. Go scmeplace else
d. Say "That's all right"
5. You've just finished making something. Someone comes aiong and messes it
up. What do you do? ’
a. Hit them
b. Call them a bad name
c. Go away
d. Say "That's all right"

6. Your friend promised to walk home with you. Then you see your friend
walking home with somebody else. What do you do?
a. Throw something at them
b. Yell at them
¢. Go away
d. Say "That's all right"

(S8ee page 1II-6)
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Response Hierarchy

Final Item Set =- 10-16 Years

You're walking down the street. Some kid is mad at you and comes up and
hits you. What do you do?

a. Hit them

b. Calil them "Stupid"”

c. Leave them

d. Tell a grown—up

You're standing in line for a drink of water. A kid comes alorg and
just pushes you out of line. What do you do?

a. Push them

b. Call them a bad name

¢. Go away

d. Say "That's all right"

You're playing a game with your friends. Someone tzkes your turn.
What do you do?

a. Push them

b. Call them "Slob"

c. Go into the house

d. Tell them not to take your turn

As you're leaving school you see two kids fichting with your best friend.
What do you do?

a. Push them

b. Call them a bad name

c. Leave them

d. Tell the teacher

You've just heard that someone you thought was your friend has been
making up stories behind your back. You encounter them after school.
What do you do?

a. Slap them

b. Call them a bad name

¢. Go away '

d. Tell the teacher

You're playing a game and you're not doing so well. So somebody else
starts taking over your plays. What do you do?

a. Slap them

b. Yell at them

¢. Go someplace else

d. Tell the teacher

(See page II-6)
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Appendix D-I1

ANOVA Tables
Four-Year-01ld Validation

Imitative Aggression

Source df MS F

A - Videotasne 2 26.43 < 2

B - Sex 1 86.70 3.55a

A B 2 31.30 < 2

Within 24 24 .45 |

(See page II-11)

Non-imitative Aggression
Three Ss Deleted, Raw Scores All Ss, Transformed Scores

Source df s E daf Ms F
A - Videotape 2 906.93 3.77% 2 .01 < 2
B - Sex 1 0.14 <2 1 .01 <2
AB 2 6944 .94 28, 84%% 2 .08 6. L7%%
Within 21 240.78 24 .01

(See page I1II-11)

a8 p<.l0
* p < .05
#** p < .01
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ANQOVA Tables
Four-Year-0l1ld Validation

Verbal Aggression Physical + Verbal Apgression

Source 4 MS F &  Ms F 4 M3 F
A - Videotape 2  55.77  5.91%% 2 22.40 3.37% 2 106.08 5.73%%
B - Sex 1 0.08 <2 1 1.69 <2 1 3.00 <2
A B T2 7.90 <2 2 0.06 <2 2 7.75 <2
Within 42 9.44 ' 42 6.64 42 18.51

(See page II-13)

* p < .05

**% p < .01
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ANOVA Tables
Thirteen=Year=0ld Validation

Shock Intensity

(Before Test Score as Covariate)

Source daf MS F
A - Sex 1 0.18 < 2
B - Videotape 1 4,23 3.508
C - Experimenter 1 0.23 < 2
AB 1 1.38 < 2
AC 1 3.50 < 2
B C 1 0.04 < 2
ABC 1 0.07 < 2
Within 23 1.21 -

(See page II-15)

Physical Aggression = Verbal Aggression Physical + Verbal Aggression
(Before Test Score as Covariate)
Source 4af MS E af MS E 4af MS E
A - Sex 1 001 <2 1 018 <2 1 012 <2
3 - Videotape 1 .000 < 2 1 .006 <2 1 .003 < 2
C - Experimenter 1 228  9.91%% 1 .026 < 2 1 .059 < 2
AB 1 .006 < 2 1 . 002 < 2 1 . 000 < 2
AC 1 .036 < 2 1 .042 < 2 1 .002 < 2
BC 1 .060 2.61 1 002 <2 1 084 < 2
ABC 1 .075  3,26% 1 .000 <2 1 .055 <2
Within 31 .023 31 .023 31 .051
(See page I1II-15)
2 p<.10
* p < .05
*% p < .01
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‘Thirteen-Year-01d Validation

Mean Combined After Scores for Transformed Response Hierarchy
Physical Aggression by Sex, Experimenter, and Videotape Condition

Aggregsive Videotape : Non-Aggressive Videotape
By, By By E, By B
Girls 1.44 3.39 .80 1.20 1.18 1.58
N=5 N=5 =10 N= N=5 . N=9
Boys 2.97 1.59 2.59 3.10 3.36 2.74
N=5 N=3 N=9 =5 N=5 N=10

(See page 1X-15)

ANOVA Table

Transformed Physical Aggression Score.

Source ’ daf MS F
A - Sex 1 29.10 8.79%%
B - Vide%tape 1 0.74 < 2
C - Experimenter 2 1.46 < 2
AB 1 3.08 <2
AC 2 5.48 = 2
BC 2 1.18 <2

. ABC | 2 8.56 2.59
Within 66 3.31

(See page II-15)

** p < .01
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Thirteen-Year~0ld Validation

Mean Response Hierarchy Scores by Sex and Videotape Condition
For Second Thirteen-Year-0ld Validation Using The Champion

Phvsical Aggression Verbal Aggression Physical + Verbal Agpression
Non- ' Non- Non-
_Agpressive Aggressive Aggressive Aggressive Aggressive Aggressive
Girls X 8.33 9.77 12.92 11.00 21.25 20.77
sd  4.15 2.42 3.07 3.76 4.7  4.64
N 12 13 12 13 12 13
Boys X 9.80 9.86. 12,20 10.43 22.10 20.29
sd 2.98 2.23 - 1.99 2,87 3.67 3.84
N 10 7 10 7 10 7
(S5ee page II1-17)
ANOVA Tables
. Physical Aggression Verbal Aggression  Physical + Verbal Aggression
Source . at MS F 4t Ms E df- Ms F
A - Videotape 1 5.96 <2 1 33.60 3.248 1 11.25 < 2
B - Sex 1 6.51 <2 1 2,06 <2 1 1.26 <2
AB 1 5.58 < 2 1 0.48 <2 1 4.55 <2
Within 38 10.70 38 10.37 38 19.97
(See page 1I-17)
4 p<.l0
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Source
A - Sex

B - Rated
Aggression

AB

Within

ap<.lo
* p < .05

Appendix D-II

ANOVA Tables
Fifth Grade Vali

Physical Aggression

1 0.03 < 2

1 2.80 4 ,69%

1 0.41 < 2
30 0.60

(See

-25-

Verbal Aggression

Physical + Verbal Aggressi

at

1

1

30

M5

0.41
0.17

0.01

0.33

page 11-19)
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Appendix E-II1
Teacher Rating Form for Fifth Grade Validatiom
To: Fifth Grade Teachers, Slater School
From: Don Roberts, Stanford University

Re: Television and violence study: aggression ratings

On the following pages we have listed all of the 5th grade students at
Slater School who took part in the study of televi.ion violence we are con-
ducting. It will be of great help in the interpretation of our results if
the teachers of these students would each give us an independent rating of
how aggressively each participant generally behaves in the school environ-
ment, relative to his classmates. We will correlate your ratings with the
responses given by the children in the experiment in order to check
whether or not our measure has any relation to "rzal world" behavior.

We are interested in overt forms of aggression such as hitting, shoving.

name calling, etc., rather than in more subtle, psychological forms of

aggression.
These ratings will remain completely anonymous; individual names of the
children will be destroyed as soon as the data are prepared for analysis.
The following pages list all of the students participating; each name
is followed by a series of boxes ranging from "very aggressive' to '"very
unaggressive." Simply check the box which best describes the usual behavior
of each child. The names are listed by class for the sake of convenience.
However, we are asking each of you to rate all of the 5th grade students,
regardless of whether or not they are in your class. Such multiple ratings
should make the data more accurate. If you feel that you do not know enough
about a student to make any judgment, simply mark the box at the far left
of the page. Finally, we would like to request that you do mot consult
with the other tééché;s when making these raﬁings.

Thank you for your help.

(See page II~18)
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Appendix E-1I

Teacher Rating Form for Fifth Grade Valida

tion

)

Ea
aweu £q AT7edo13eqeydie pa3IsT] °1sm Sjuapnig . o
W Sm
mm
| 8
| | s
| L
|
_
| s |
,W mw
| |
| qw
,
| | tg
, | ” ]
s
W , , |
” ﬂ | | :
h , , ,
, s8easae | oFesasane | aSexsae | 93exsae
91e1 01 uenys W ueyl I0TABYDQ | uey3 ey
yZnoua an1ss2138eun | aa1ssa183e | ansso188e | on1ssoa188e |aat1sso183e | oatssoa8%e | oaTss2188e|
| 118 Axan 8897 gsaT ur aBexane W azom arom f13n
mouy 3,uop hETET-RS 319 B noqe | 319 ® isyjex
| OF
IST ‘sjuspnis Ipead y3g 19Yy3zo 03 IAIIB[Y )
i
| B



_28‘
Appendix A-III

Adult Rating of Television Programs

Definitions for Rating Television Programs
VIOLENCE

object -- or as a physical act that could hurt some person, animal, or
object if it were successfully carried out. Verbal threats, intimidation,
or expressions of anger are not considered vieolent. Accidents, acts of
God, or natural calamities such as lightning, hurricanes, faulty equipment,
etc., may be violent.

Violence is defined as a physical act that hurts some person, animal, or

VIOLENT EPLISODE

A violent episode begins with an act of violence. It may include the violent
act, what happens to the person who receiwves that act, the response of this
person to the violence and what happens to him then,; and what happens to the
person who performed the first violent act. Usually all this will take place
in one setting, and a change in setting is a good clue that the violent
episode has ended.

Occasionally one episode may be made up of a number of inecidents that you
feel should be ceded separately. When this ocecurs give the whole episode
one name and then f£fill out as many rating forms as there are significant
incidents. You should not have to do this often.

CHARACTER WHO IS FIRST VIOLENT

A violent act may be performed by a person, animal, or cartoon character.

Or it may have no individual who performs the :t —-- like lightning striking
a house, a bridge collapsing, a rock falling. The person, animal, or

cbject who was first violent is the one who hits first, shoots a gun

first, draws a gun first, etc. -- even if he has a very good reason for
doing so.

CHARACTER WHO RECEIVED FIRST VIOLENCE

A violent act must be directed at or affect a person, animal, or object
(including cartoon characters). The person, animal, or object who received
first violence is the one who is hit first, shot at first, etc., == whether
or not he deserves what he got.

(See page 1I1I-4)
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Appendix A-I1III

Adult Rating of Television Programs

Name of first violent episode

Name of person,

animal or object
who was first

The reason for each person's actionwas G N B 7
o

The immediate outcome of this episode
for each person was '
By the end of the program the fate of
each person was

Each person's character could be
described as

The response of the person who received

the first violent act was

Name of person,
animal or object
who received

violent. first violence.
G N B ?
G N B 7 G N B 7
G N B ? G N 3B 7
G N B 7 G N B 1
i olent i _ ____ uoh-
viotentyy / /] / /violent

Name of second violent episode

Name of person,

"-animal or object

The reason for each person's action was

The immediate outcome of this.episode
for each person was

By the end of the program the fate of
each person was

Each person's character could be
described as

The response of the person who
received the first violent act was

who was first

violent.
G N B ?
G N B 7
G N B 7?7
G N B 7

Name of person,
animal or object
who received
first violence.

G N B 7
G N B ?
G N B ?
G .N B 7

_non=

violentér 777

ALT,,[;_;/'violent

Name of third violent episode

The reason for each person's action

for each person was

Name of person,
animal or object
who was first
violent.

G N B ?

The immediate outcome of this =pisode

G N B 7

Name of person,
animal or object

who received

first violence.



=30-

Appendix A-III

Adult Rating of Television I'rograms (continued)

By the end of the program the fate of

each person was G N B ? G N B 7

Each =zerson's character could be

daescribed as G N B 7 G N B ?

The response of the person who
received the first violent act was

/

/

violent ~———————

(See page LI1-4)
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Sample Item with Illustrat. ..: rom Understanding Test

1. Why did the Great Sphinx destroy Rocket Robin Hood's spaceship?

a. Because King Tut asked him to

b. Because Robin's spaceship attacked him
¢. Because Ezra wus trapped inside

d. Because the mummies ordered him to

Good Good and Bad Bad Don't Know (Evaluation of motive)
2. Why did Robin and his men fight with the Great Sphinx?

a. Because the Sphinx tried to eat them

b. Because the Sphinx had radioed King Tut to get them
¢. Because the Sphinx' gears were jammed

d. Because the Sphinx was about to crush Ezra

Good Good and Bad Bad Don't Know (Evaluation of motive)

3. What happened to the Sphlnx after it destroyed Rocket Robin Hood's
spaceship? :

a. It was rewafded.by the people of Nylor

b. It was destroyed by Rocket Robin Hood's men

c. It was destroyed by King Tut

d. It flew into King Tut's palace

Good Good and Bad Bad Don't Know (Evaluation of consequence)

4. What happened to Robin and his men after the Sphinx destroyed their

spaceship?

a. They fell to the ground

b. They were saved by Ezra

c. They had to leave Nylor
d. They managed to escape

Good Good and Bad Bad Don't Know {Fvaluation of consequence)
5. What happened to the Great Sphinx at the end of the show?
a. King Tut thanked it for a job well done
‘b. It crashed to the ground
c. The peorle of Nylor made it a national heru
d. It was sent with King Tut to thé caves of Nylor

Good Good and Bad Bad Don't Know (Evaluation of consequence)

The Great Sphinx was ...good good and bad bad don't know

177
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Sample Item with Illustrations from Understanding Test

6. What happened to Robin and his men at the end of the show?

a.
b.
ci
d.

They took Ezra with them in the spaceship
They had toe get back to their old jobs
They rode off in the tax wagon ‘

They sent King Tut to the caves of Nylor

Good . Good and Bad Bad . Don't Know (Evaluation of consequence)

Robain and his men were ... good good and bad kad

(See page III-=6)

178

don't know
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oy Rocket Robin Hood's spaceship?
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Why did Robin and his men fight with the Great Sphinx?
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What happened to the Great Sphinx at the end of the show?
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Arpendix C-III

ANOVA Tables

Nested Factors ANOVAs for Arcsin Understanding Scores
Primary Set of Episodes
Grades K, 3, 6, 9, 12

Motivations Immediate Consequences Final Consequences
Source 4af MS E daf MS F af MS F
A - Grade 4 5.24  60.17%% 4 3.34  40.74%% 4 3,12 29.13%%
Linear 1 18.48 217 .45%% 1 12.56 153.11%%* 1 12.09 113.01%%*
Quadratic 1 1.96  23.01%% 1 0.42 5.18% 1 0.34 3.18%
Rest: 2 0.25 2.959 2 0.19 2.34 2 0.02 <1
B - Sex 1 0.26 3.074 1 0.71 < 1 1 0.20 1.92
C - Program Type 2 0.17 2.00 2 0.36 <1 2 0.1a 1.22
Linear 1 0.04 <1 1 0.01 <1 1 0.10 <1
Rest 1 0.30 3.534 1 0.06 <1 1 0.16 1.50
D in C - Program 3 0.32  3.81% 3 0.13  1.61 3 0.99  9.25%
AB 4 0.13 1.56 4 0.04 <1 4 0.03 < 1
AC 8 0.07 <1 8 0.16 1.994 8 0.06 <1
AD 12 0.21 2.47%% 12 0.11 1.34 12 0.13 1.23
B C | 0.08 <1 2 0.05 <1 2 0.06 <1
BD 0.14 1.64 3 0.08 < 1 3 0.02 <1
ABC 0.13 1.52 8 0.03 <1 8 0.20 1.912
ABD 12 0.10 1.12 12 0.14 1.652 12 0.02 <1
Within 120 0.08 120 0.08 120 0.11
(See page 1II-8)
4 p < .10
# p < .05
*% p < .01

186



Source

A - Grade
Linear
Quadr.:tic
Rest

B - Sex

C - Program Type
Linear
Rest

in € - Program

o - A T
‘ o o

Within

4 p<.l0
*p < .05

*% p < ,01
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ANOVA Tables

Nested Factors ANOVAs for Arcsin Understanding Scores

Secondary Set of Lpisodes
Grades 3, 6, 9, 12

Motivations Immediate Consequences

df Ms E df us F

3 3.11  15.56%* 3 0.50 2.219
1 6.87 34, 35%% 1 1.14 5.02%
1 1.19 5.95% 1 0.25 1.08

1 1.27 6.36% T 0.12 <1

1 0.54 ©.70 1 0.69 3.04%
2 0.16 <1 2 2.03 8.9 1%%
1 0.25 1.25 1 1.95 8. 54%%
1 0.07 < 1 2.12 9,28%*%
3 0.85 4 26k 3 1.62 7.11%%
3 0.31 1.55 3 0.17 < 1

6 .11 <1 6 0.14 <1

9 0.36 1.808 9 0.14 <1

2 0.09 <1 2 0.19 <1

3 0.03 =1 3 0.24 1.04

6 0.28 1.40 6 0.12 < 1

9 0.40 2.00% 9 0.13 <1
26 0.20 96 0.23

(See page I11II-10)

186

Final Consequences
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MS

.25
.10
.23
.42
.08
. 64
.96
.33
.60
14
.07
.32
.11
.02
.34
.16
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9
24
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. B4¥%
. L7%%
.77
.282
1

. 06%
. 545k
.60

.7 L

.08

.53%

. 69%
!23
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ANOVA Tables

Arcsin Understanding Scores for All Ss by Program Type
Primary Set of Episodes

s
y

— 0000 b PR P

B
P~

Motivations

MS

(@]
(@]

.00
6.71
0.39
0.09
0.23
0.12

0.09
0.10

Grades K, 3, 6, 9, 12

Tmmediate Consequences
E df us E
<1 1 0.04 <1
64 .93%% 4 3.65 37.85%%
3.73% 2 0.10 <1
<1 4 0.02 <1
2.24 2 0.07 <1
1.20 8 0.13 1.35
<1 8 0.07 < 1
241 0.10

(See page II1I-10)

Binal Consequences

o Lm

[l 7> B I R Sl [V

o
+

Arcsin Understanding Scores for ALl Ss by Specific Program
Primary Set of Episodes

[a N
L]

Motivations

MS
0.00
6.71
0.49
0.09
0.37
0.16
0.12
0.09

Grades K, 3, 6, 9, 12

Lmmediate Consequences
F df Ms F
<1 1 0.04 <1
75.26%% 4 3.65 38.05%%
5.50%% 5 0.12 1.22
1.05 4 0.02 <1
4, 15%% 5 0.04 < 1
1.77% 20 0.11 1,10
1.37 20 6.10 1.06
211 0.10

(See page III-11)

187

0.31

.18
A48
.11
.09
.13
.15
.11

¥

2,942
39,32%%
4.51
.00

1
.21
.45

[ i A i,

Final Ccnsaquences

MS

.31
.18
.02
.11
.07
.17
.10

E

3.554
47 .41%%
11.55%%

1.20

< 1

1.90%

1.08
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Appendix G-TII

ANOVA Tables

Physical Aggression Score after Television Viewing

(1) Depicted Violence (2) Depicted Motivations (3) Depicted Consequences

Soutce df Ms F Aaf Ms  F o Ms F
A - Bex 1 16.27 32.77%% 1 16.27 32,59%% 1 16.27 32.47%%
B - Grade 4 5.34 10.76%% 4 5.34 10, 70%% 4 5.34 10.66%%
C - (1) Violence z 2,29 4,61

(2) Motivations 3 2.79 5.58%%

{3) Consequances 2 1.04 2.08
AB 4 0.50 <1 4 0.50 <1 4 0.50 <1
AC 2 0.03 <1 0.37 <1 2 0.63 1.286
BC ] 0.49 <1 12 0.45 <1 8 0.51 1.02
ABC 8 0.54 1.08 12 0.34 <1 8 0.65 1.30
Within 241 0.50 231 0.50 241 0.50

(See page III-41)

* p < .05
# p < ,01
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Evaluation of Motivations

Rocket Robin Hood

N=3 N=5 N=10 N=7 N=11 N=6

- //‘ /E
Initiator
;ﬁi

King Tut Jﬁﬁ

K — 3 6 9 12 Adult

N=1 N=6 N=9 N=8 N=11 N=L7

= 7

o\
M

Initiator
* The Sphinx

N=

Receiver

Robin and

Men
i PO
g =7 N=10
' B s2+]Don't Know
: / Good
7 Initiator £ f
: Robin Good & Rad
i
; Bad
| —-L -
i 3 6 9 12 Adult




~bl~
Appendix D-I1I1

Evaluation of Motivations
Batman

N=3 N=1 N=3 N=5 N=13
Initiator !d
The Joker
7
” 3 9 12 Adult
N=7
initiater L)
The Joker
and Men
6 9 Adult
N=8§ N=10
Receiver
Bztman f/x
arnd Robin ‘j{
Z,i’g
K 6 9 12

N=6 N=8 N=11 N=7 _
Initiator ;
Batman = ;
and Robin 7 ?
7
K 3 6 12 adult

Don't Know
Good
Good & Bad

Bad



Initiator
Cowboy.

Initiator
Second
Porter
Brother

Receiver
First
Porter
Brother

Initiator
Lucas
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Appendix D-III

Evaluation of Motivations

Rifleman
N=1 N=7 N=8 N=8 N=10 N=23
) iy B
/| =
K 3 ) 9 1Z Adult
N=2 N=6 N=9 N=8 N=9 N=16
' s 335 /A HH
7 7 A,
%
/] /)
K 3 6 9 12 Adult
N=9 N=10 N=8 N=15

L) 14
L Foe)

X 3 6 2 Adult
=1 =8 N=10 B
e
/|
K 9 12

Don't Know
Good
Good & Bad

%ad
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Evaluation of Motivations

N=1 N=9 N=13 N=7
5 . 5
LE .
L/
Initiator i;/
Pablo
7
K 9 12 Adult
N=2 N=9 N=12' N=13
Initiator
Palladlin
A
F Adult
N=2 N=3 N=8
Initiator
Girl
/)
K 3 6
§=10 N= =12 i
‘ v =ss]Don't Know
/é 7Gocd
Receiver f// -
Pablo Good & Bad
/ )
Bad
. 6 9 12 Adult




Appendix D-1II1I

Evaluation of Motivations

Adam 12
N=4 N=6 N=6 N=8 N=11 N=28
7 B 3 —
¥, /]
Initiator L2
Vince
K 3 6 9 12 Adult
N=7 N=19
B iy
Initiator fi; o
Bernie
3 [ g iV —Adult
N=1 N=4 N=10
Initiator
Police
Captain
K 6 9 12 |2es Don't Kaow
Good

1393

Good & Bad
7

Bad
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Evaluation of Motivations
Felony Squad

N=1 N=3 N=8 N=12 N=31
Initiator
Stan / 4/ /)
K 3 9 12 Adult
N=3 N=9 N=11
b Receiver
Bull
// y
K 3 6 9 12
f N=3 N=3 N=9 N=8 N=12 N=33
5 Initiator // L// ///
. Stan / /
/
E
5 K 3 6 9 12 Adult Don't Know
|
; Good
j ! Good & Bad
f [ ' Bad

194
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Evaluation of Motivations
Felony Squad (cont.)

EEY A
(L KA

Receiver
Roy

NN

“Adult

T )
[¥'s )
Pt
[p

N=5 =6

S . 7713 -
/ ’
Initiator / 'J/
Bums

| z
]
=
-
=
it
Q0
=
1]
et
3% ]
=
]
L
N

I
(V]

Receiver
Bull

K 3 éd - 9' 12 Don't Know

Good

Good & Bad

! : Bad
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- Evaluation of Tmmediste Consequen
Rocket Robin Hood

€5

Initiator
King Tut

4

N N

N=

Receiver
Robin and
Men

11 .

Don't Krow

Initiator Good
The Sphinx Good & Rad

/

Bad

Adulrt

196
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Evaluation of Immediate Consequences
Rocket Robia Hood {cont.)

N=7
Receiver
Robin and
Men
/A !
3 Adult
N=0 N=4
Initiator
Robin and Nons
Men Cqrrect
K 3 6
N=3 N=3 =8 N=13
Receiver E/f
King Tut AK
//
K 3 9 Adulet 7 [:Y Don't Know

Good

/ﬂ Good & Bad
Bad
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Evaluation of Immediate Consequences
Batman

N= N=

'nJ None
Carrejct Corregct

Receiver

N=4 N=6 N=13

ER N

Girl
3 6 9 Adult
=1 . N=3 N=5 =5
3 /]
Initiator ::: 7 7
Joker and en fé
MEﬁ & ¥s T
g
—— 5% % ~ Adult M

198

Don't Know
Good
Good & Bad

Bad
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Evaluation of Immediate Consequences
Batman (cont.)

Rece_ivgr “ds
Batman and
Robin .
K 3
i |
Batman and
Robin . /
¢ ’ 6 9 12
u e N=l4
aes =1
Receiver
Joker
o 6 9 12 Adult

199

Don't Know
Good

Bad
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Evaluation of Immediate Consegquences

Rifleman
N=3 N= N=4 N=4 N=23
’/
Initiator
Cowboy
/ /]
1 B 4
K 3 6 9 Adult
Al N=2 N= N=2 N=3 N=17
ave e e
th "/ vt s
Receiver !!; tes
The Wall e //
- B 7.‘- ! y
K 3 6 9 12 Adult
N=16
Initiator
Second
Porter
Brother //
Adul%rw 323} Don't Know
Good

//‘Gecd & Bad

Bad

ERIC 200
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Evaluation of Immediate Consequences
Rifleman (cont.)

N=8 N=8 N=15
Receiver
First //
Porter 4
Brother 4/
6 9 Adult
N=8 N=8
Initiator
Lucas
K 3 6 9
N=( N=10 N=8 N=9 N=20
Receiver
Al None
Walker Cdrrdet
K

201

" /lGood & Bad

Bad
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Evaluation of Tmmediate Consequences
Have Gun

N0 N=7 Nt N=7
VE! 23 7
Initiator Nbne /// // /X/
Pablo Cofrekt ///
v /] /
i
K 6 9 12 Adult
N=0 N=7
/7
Npne ///
Receiver Cotrreft
Ricardo
/)
K 3 6 9 12 Adult
=4 N=8 N=10
Initiator
Palladin
) ; 3 6 v*|Den't Know

Geood
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Guard

Initiator
Girl

Receiver
Pablo
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Evaluation of Tmmediate Consequences

Have Gun (cont.)

=3 Ng%?
5 5/
K 12 Adult
N=12 NEll
Illl 7
12 Adult
N=2 N=10 N=7 N=11 N=12
/) % /
X 3 6 9 12 Adult %E;Don't Know
3ood
Good & Bad
Bad
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Initiator
Vince

Receiver
Pete

Initiator
Bernie
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Evaluation of Tmmediate Consequences

Adam 12 '”7

N=( N=2¢&
Nondg
Cgrrdgct

K Adule
Ef3 N=6 N=11 N=33

Z
i
K 3 6 9 12 Adult
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LR

Adult Don't Know

Good

4 Good & Bad

Bad
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Police

Initiator
Captain

Receiver
Bernie
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Evaluation of Immediate Consequences

~Adam 12 (econt.)

e ol

w v oo eyl
s o« 2wy

N

=1 N=4

K 3 6 9 12

Ez N=7 =7 N=15
L

Don't Know
Good
Good & Bad

Bad
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Evaluation of Immediate Consequences
Felony Squad

N=4 N=7 N=8 N=11 N=31
r / ,7 o 7
Initiator < 4/7 /{;
Stan A
pd
K 3 ) 9 12 Adult
=2 N=3 NES
7 ] e
Receiver o //
Bull //
K 3 6 9 Adult
N=0 N=6 /56 =§ ) N=12 N=33
77/
Initiator None N
Stan Cdrrgct
— aa = ] .
K 3 6 9 12 Adult Don't Know

Good

/ Good & Bad

Bad
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Evaluation of Immediate Consequences
Felony 3quad (cont.)

N=3 =8 N=12 N=33
- T B 7
Receiver
Roy
K 9 12 Adult
W=2 N=4 N=7 Nz? N=54
s T '
et
Initiator /
Bums / /]
/]
K 3 6 9 12 Adult
=3 N=7 N=7 N=12 N=54
% 7
Receiver ;;5 ;j; LY
Bull / /
4 /i /
— —— = ' ey '
K 3 6 9 12 Adult ::3|Don’t Know
Good
4//GéDd & Bad
Bad
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Evaluation of Longterm Consequences
' Rocket Robin Hood

N=0 N=2 N=7 N=6
] ) on
King Tut CﬁrrIct
7/
T K 3 6 T Adult
N= N=12 N=7
é#}
Sphinx
b,
K 12 Adult
=1
Robin and
Men
B

Adult
Good

Good & Bad

Bad
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Batman

=5 =8 N=11 N=13
The Joker
- ]
3 9 12 Adulc
N=11 N=2
Batman and
Robin
i2 Adult
N=11 N=13

Girl

Adult tetlpon't Know
00
Good
/ Good & Bad
P
Bad
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Cowboy

Second
Porter
Brother

Lucas

First
Porterx
Brother
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Evaluation of Longterm Consequences
Rifleman

N=23

G
L I
[ KN

N=4 =9 jN=10 ZSERN=8

; ®

9 12

Don't Know
Good
Good & Bad

Bad
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Evaluation of Longterm Consequences

Pablo

Have Gun

N=10 N=10 N=8

Palladin

N 9 12

Adult

>
[}
=

e}

LA RN XTRELY ]
CRAREETFTY]
SHPEEY Ko

3 6 . 9 12

Adult

Don't Know
Good

Good & Bad
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Evaluation of Longterm Consequences

Adam 12

Vince

Adult

-

N=19

Bernie
Cdrrect

Adult

N=14

Police 7BGﬂﬁ
Captain Cdrredct

N=12

=3 N=6

===l Don't Know

Good

Pete
/ Good & Rad

Bad
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Evaluation o;] Longterm Consequences

Felony Squad

N=3 N=1 N=3 N=6 N=12

Stan

Bums 4

Bull

N\

Jz
Al
§
=

Il
Ilm

=77 Don't Enow

Good

NN

Roy

Good & Bad

Bad
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Appendix A-IV

ANQVA Tables

Motivations for and Consequences of Aggression and Subsequent Aggression

Evaluation of Motivations Evaluation of Consequences

Source df M5 E df Ms T
A - Grade 1 28.18 12, 08%% 1 10.41 4. 77%
B - Motivation 1 1.19 < 2 1 0.02 = 2

C - Coneequence 1 0.59 < 2 1 1.41 < 2
AB 1 0.70 < 2 1 0.09 < 2
AC 1 2.52 < 2 1 5.70 " 2.61
B C 1 8.42 3.61% 1 3.59 < 2
ABC 1 2.69 < 2 1 0.46 < 2
Within 49 2.33 49 2.18

(See page IV-7) (See page IV-7)
Perceived Amount of Agpression Physical Aggression Change Score

Source df M8 E df M5 F
A - Grade 1 0.61 < 2 a 1 0.35 < 2
B - Motivation 1 8.76 3.29 1 1.22 4.1Q0*
C - Consequence 1 2.76 < 2 1 0.42 < 2
AB i 0.74 < 2 1 0.05 < 2
AcC 1 0.23 < 2 1 0.02 < 2

B C 1 0.24 = 2 1 0.42 < 2
ABC 1 0.12 < 2 1 0.23 < 2
Within 49 2.66 49 0.30

(See page IV-11) (See page IV-13)

& p<.l0

* p < .05
*% p < .01

214
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ANOVA Tables

Motivations for and Consequences of Aggression and Subsequent Aggression

Physical Aggression Change Score

Preschool and Fifth Preschool, Fifth, and Twelfth

Source daf MS E daf MS E

Regression 8 .24 0.68 8 0.31 0.91
Sex 1 0.24 < 2 1 0.41 < 2
Grade 1 0.03 < 2 1 0.00 < 2
Depicted Aggression 1 0.02 < 2 1 0.27 < 2
Depicted Motivation 1 0.86 2.46 1 0.53 < 2
Depicted Consequence 1 0.11 < 2 1 0.14 < 2
Perceived Aggression 1 0.21 < 2 1 0.64 < Z
Evaluation of Motivations 1 0.14 < 2 1 0.23 < 2
Evaluation cf Consequences 1 0.31 < 2 1 0.23 = 2

Residual 6l 0.35 80 0.33

(See page 1V-15) (See page IV-15)
Physical Aggression After Score
Preschool and Fifth Preschool, Fifth, and Twelfth

Source df Ms E df Ms F

Regression 9 2.16 6.93%% 9 2.46 8.27%%
Sex 1 0.92 2.978 1 1.78 5.93%
Grade 1 0.vy2 2,974 1 0.18 <2
Depicted Aggression 1 0.01 < 2 1 0.38 < 2
Depicted Motivation 1 0.01 < 2 1 0.06 < 2
Depicted Consequence 1 0.12 < 2 1 0.13 = 2
Perceived Aggression 1 0.21 < 2 1 0.01 < 2
Evaluation of Motivations 1 0.49 < 2 1 0.23 < 2
Evaluation of Consequences 1 1.14 3.682 1 0.95 3.17¢8
Physical Aggression 1 15.61 50.35%% 1 18.38 6l.27%%

Before Score
Residual 60 0.31 79 0.30
(See page 1IV=15) (See page IV-15)
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Appendix A-V

ANOVA Tables

Justification for Aggressiou and Subsequent Aggression

Understanding of Manipulation

Good Person Fair in Dealings Deserve to Lose
ource 4 M E df ¥s E df Ms F
- Grade 2 14.55 1.14 2 103.04 8.34%% 2 90.85 6.26%%
- Sex 1 92.49 7.27%% 1 53.84 4.36% 1 34.56 2.38
- Justification 1 840,22 66 .09%% 1 647 .54 52.39%% 1 284.17 19, 59%%
Condition
B 2 6.62 0.53 2 18.75 1.52 2 27.16 1.87
c 2 19.63 1.54 2 38.87 3.14% 2 3.78 0.26
c 1 129.49 10.19%% 1 24.19 1.96. 1 0.44 0.03
B C 2 38.19 3.00% 2 24 .91 2.02 2 4,44 0.31
thin Cells 148 12.71 148 12.36 148 14.51
(See pages V-4, V=5, V-6)
p < ..10
- p < .05
p < .01
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Appendix A-V
ANOVA Tables

Justification for Aggression and Subsequent Aggression

ANOVA Table for Choice of
Physical Aggression on Response Hierarchy

Source daf MS F

A - Grade 2 0.35 4 .56%
B - Sex 1 3.14 40.52%%
C - Justification Condition 1 0.01 0.19

A B 2 0.04 0.57
AC 2 0.01 0.16

B C 1 0.07 0.86
ABGC 2 0.07 0.85
Within Cells 148 0.08

(8ee page V-6)

Planned Comparison and ANOVA Table for Choice of

g Physical Aggression on Response Hierarchy
; Source daf MS F
%’ A + C + AC (A = Grade, S 0.75 9,38%%
e B = Justification Condition)
: Contrast 1 0.52 6.55%
Residual 4 0.06 . 0.75
B + AB + BC + ABC (B = Sex) 6 3.43 42,88%%
Within Cells 148 0.08
{See page V-8)
* p < .10
*% p < .01

217
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Appendix A-VI

ANOVA Tables

Total Comprehension Score

Source daf MS
A - Sex i 3.09
B - Separation 1 3.26
C- Grade 2 69.45
AB 1 1.74
AC 2 7.19
B C 2 6.14
ABC 2 3.65
Within 131 2.57
(See page VI-6)
Planned Comparison for Total Comprehension Score
Source 4af Ms
Between 11 16.45
Planned Comparison 1 76.77
Rest 10 i0.41
Within 131 2.57
(S5ee page V-8)
8 p<.lo

*% p < .01

218
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Appendix A-VL
ANOVA Tables

Physical Aggression Change Scores

basponse Hierarchy Program Similar Items Program Specific Ite
&€ M8 E 4 M F df M E
1 .48 1.07 1 .00 <1 1 .00 <l
1 19 <1 1 47 <1 1 26 <
2 5.75 12.84%% 2 15.91 22.54%% 2 3.65 5.00
1 .00 <1 1 3.25 4.861% 1 9.96 i3.62
1 .46  1.04 1 .97  1.37 1 .53 <1
2 11.43 25.53%% 2 30.28 42.88%* ~2.  6.90 9.44
1 .92 2,05 1 7.91 11.21%%* 1 20.07 27.45
2 10.11 22.59%% 2 27.51 39.07%%* 2 6.27 8.58
1 1.06 2.37 1 6.53 9.24%% 1 20.04 27.41
z 11.71 26.16%* 2 7.28 10.31%* 2 10.67 14.60
2 14 <1 2 21 <1 2 .10 <1
1 .02 <1 1 .00 <1 1 .52 <1
2 12 <1 2 .08 <1 2 48 <1
- 2 1.39 3.10 2 .56 <1 2 .23 <1
2 138.72 309.90%* 2 48.54 68.75%* 2 23.35 31.80
49 45 249 .71 249

(See page VI-10)
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Appendix A-VI
ANQVA Tables

Physical Aggression Change Score

Response Hierarchy Program Specific Items Program Similar Items

Source s F df Ms F df  Ms E
A -~ Sex 1 0.01 0.03 1 0.07 0.12 1 0.69 1.03
B - Condition 2 0.11 0,25 2 0.43 0.75 2 0.38 0.56
C - Grade 2 2.50 5.73%% 2 5.72 10,13%% 2 13.33 19.84%%
AB 2 0.15 0.35 2 0.44 0.79 2 0.06 0.08
AC 2 1.63 3.72% 2 2.18 3.87% 2 3.43 5.10%
B C 4 1.47 3.37% 4 0.76 1.35 4 0.43 0.63
ABC 4 0.37 0.84 4 0.71 1.25 4 1.11 1.485
Within 188 0.44 188 0.56 188 0.67

é (See page VI-14) (See page VI-17) (See page VI-17)

i’

E

3

g Response Hierarchy

% " Planned Comparison

% af MS F

¥ Between - . 17 0.95 2.16%*

Planned Comparison , 1 4.29 9.76%%
Rest 16 0.74 1.682

Within 188 0.44

(See page VI-16)

ap < .10
*p < .05
*%p . < .01
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Appendix A-VI

ANOVA Tables

Physical Aggression Change Score

Response Hiararchy

Source | i M F
A - Sex 1 .01 <1
B -~ Condition 2 .11 <1
C - Grade 2 2.50 6,22%%
D - Imitial Aggression 1 5.68 14.12%%
A B 2 .42 1,05
AcC 2 5.22  12.99%*
AD 1 12.05 29.97%%
B C 4 3.94  9.78%k
. BD 2 15.16  37.70%*
o co 2 14.38  35.77%%
. ABC 4 .37 <
. ABD 2 .75  1.86
i AcoD 2 47 1.17
i BCoD 4 39 <1
f aBco 4 53,93 134,10%%
¥ Within 170 .40
(See page VI-18)
* p < .05
*% p < .01
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