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) Childr s Perceptions of TeM\iision Characters
N\ - - ' ‘ G - , N
0f all mass media audiences, children arefmost rapidly changing their .
capacity;to procegs and interpret information. It is important to under- ' v
' stand the ways in which children perceive media content because those per- N '

-

ceptions are likely to influence the applj?atiOn of media.informatiod to real-
life situations. . . - -
. . ) ‘ —

©

<

r

In studying cognitive processes that intercede between children's ex-

bs N
~. posure to television and’their applics ion of TV information, researchers |, ’
-« ¢ - : - ¢ -

have assumed that' there are several gperative and .important dimensions of ¢

perception. Studies havefexamined he effecte-of intervening'variables such

«“’

as the perceived/reality of TV po trayals (cf Grgenberg and Reeves, 1974

-~ A9 . h

Feshbach 1971)7 the differenti impactuof male and female characters (ci.‘\ ._ R
.
~ Atkin and Miller, 1974; Miller/and ﬁeeves, 1976); the amount of violence T
. y . " . - : :

. attributed to characters (cf./ McLeod, Atkin, and Chaffee, ]971); the amount

.

of support received'from otfer characters (cf. Walters and Parke, 1964; }/’\

Bandura, Grusec, and Menlofe, 1967); and the character's race (cf. Greenb rg,

1971; Greenberg and Hanneman,’ 1969) . ' ‘ ’ e
i 0T ‘
«Childyen recognize fand sort different portrayals using perceptual dimen-

- / . . . -
sions that may shift w th age, sex, or any of several environmental influences.~

‘ 4 ! ’

fn young children a Jv character may be primarily funny; to an older‘child, - J‘
. ) N "- * :

the same character.u-y be active; to a male, strong; dr to a female, physically

. ~dttractive. ‘ . ] ‘ R . .

- -

- -

Yet, the commgn approach in all the research cited above has been the

imposition of the httributes on the children. These were researcher-chosen

attribﬁtee, derived from theory and insight. The prdminence of those perceptual .

Qe
4

o
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attributes in the hrierarchy of children's perceptual structures was not a
.. : oo ; »
’ concern. .Thus, the examination of the role of a single attribute, e.8es

¥

perceived reality, was typically done without regard for other ;ttribuzeg and

-

. wfthout regard with whether the attribute was at all salient from the ciild's . .

perspective.. éveg if their identification enhances explanation or prediction
- . ’ ’ ] , N , ". . ' »
. - of specific media impacts, they cqntribute not at all to a wholistic under-

standing gf the children's overall perception of media content, or television s

- rl

content in particular as we shall focus on. - !

R

Mass communication literature is void of studies which attempt to em-

‘
)

. . pirically derive the full égt of dimensioné children use to differentiate

L B . . .

television characters. That is, the dimensions suggested by pdst research
1 & . ~
are a result of investigator's choices, not a subject's responses. In this

study, we attéhp&ed &o collate two approéches——one which identifies a set of
[ , . Yy .
perceptiual -attributes and asks children to’use them, and a second which asks

i '
i

children to respond tog§élevision characters it a fashion which does not bias

[the subject's responseshin favor of*any preconceived a;ﬁributes.

For this seconé.approach, a ﬁultidipensional scaling system was used to

! ‘| describe the dimensions children usé to distinguish among televis}on characters.

Pk

N Multidimensional scaling models’assume that a 1?: of some numper of.iﬁdependen;

dimensions underly the perception of a larger set df stimuli. Here, the stimuli-

L]
.

’ are television characters, an& the dimensions are egpectgd to be characterizable

\ .
= E4

- n tefms of attributes which describe how children choose to differentiate TV

-

K haracters. ) " .

The output of multidimensional scaling is a Euclidean space locating eacﬁ

L]
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The greatesc‘advantage of this method is that geometric representation is ) .
, y
T . . S
not determined by dimensions sefgcted by the investigator. Subjects judge R

the perceived similarity between all possible pairs of stimuli, using as the
bggis for- the judgménts gpatever éttr;butes they chgose te~think about.

At the same time that we attempt to develop the judgmental or perceptual
. g :
- ‘

structure of teiéVision charagters for children, we will also investigate the

variation im such a structure. For example, we anticipate that there are

developmental.differences either in the content of the structural dimensions

~

or in their number; and so repeating the study process with children at dif-
ferent developmehtal 1eveLs,wou1d/be productive. 1In a similar fashiqn, sex
diffgqénces may be examined. ) .

A further question of iﬁport, and a basic reason for wishing to determine

\\

thg'percéﬁtual structure, is to what extent children base their modeling and

social learning decisions on their perceptions of TV characters. The general

~— N

’expectatiaﬁ‘was that certain character attributes were more desirable than

others and children will at least partially differentiate TV characters on the

L]

~

basis of those desirable qualities. Within the dimensions used to differentiate
TV characters should be a subset of aimension;,wh;cﬁ help children sort ,char-
N . .

acters according to. imitable real-=life attributes.

A

L]

- . Hypotheses : ‘

Dimensiongl Quantity. One aspect of child development on which psychologists

agree is that children generally progress from simple to complex modes of under-
\ N ’ .

standing. For 1earnin§ theorists, this pfogression is dependent on experience
‘ \\ .—. ) ’ - ’ o ’ i
with the environment and different patterns of reinforcement (cf. Bandura, 1969). .
For cognitive developmental theorists, changes in complexity of perception are
~ |

-

linked to developmental stages which define' the upper bounds of understanding

- .
+
’ .

\ '
) - . . r\’

.
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(Piaget, 1953; Bruner, 1964)., Despite these fundame tal differences, however,
. /, -,
both kinds of theories predict that children becd fiore complex as they age.

From this increase in cognitiue complexity, 458 hypothesized that older

children would use more dimensions to differentdidte TV characters than youtiger

children. The use of naturalistic descriptioés of’other people (Beevers and

Se¢ord, 1973) and checklists of descriptive/traits (Yarrow and Campbell 19635
Livesley and Bromley, 19 3) show that the number of attributes used to describe
people increase as ehildren become oldér//

, .
Fid

However, a multidimensional study/of person perception in children did not

1 P

find‘an-increase in didensions. The dimensional structure of third, sixth and

A

ninth graders was similar with respect to the number and nature of perceptual

dimensions (Olshan, 1971)., With/Kruskal's non~metric multidimensional scaling

’

program, Olshan showed that fo _all three age levels, a two or three dimensional

A

structure adequately represepited a sample of 36 traits. This contrary finding

-

has been criticized begause the method used to determine the number of dimen-

sions (multidimensional caling) is a technidue designed to achieve maximum

»

parsimony from a set of concepts (Peevers and Secord 1973)

l that multidimensional scaling is a more appro-

It could be arguéd however

N .
priate measure of perceptual comp?exity.because the results are based only on

similarity rating between concepts.' Differential use of checklists of descrip-

v . .
'about the va}idity of Olsham 8 findings. o ‘ .

v

Dimensional Content. Eight difﬁerent dimensions were hypothesized to

emerge as dimepsions of judgmentc"

’: "".ﬁ“

TV charaéters in the multidimené” ”'fwdﬁﬁdes.' sex, ‘age, physical strength

KRl T
/‘. ‘\,H\g‘ 2 .

v
physical attractiveness, realism, goodne h@mor, and social eupport from others.

~

¢

-
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IR \\ Each has been, individually, a successful“predictor7of‘media effects.

<
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Our pilot- testing for this study yielded a suggested ninth attribute-—activity—-

-

which| we added.1 . — =, A5

= S

13

Kt is unreasonable to expect that all of the—hypothesized dimensions will
be operative for large groups of children. Given the exploratory nature of

thds analysis, however, the concern’ was flo idertify a set of attributes which -

‘ . , ' . .
research and theory suggest woyld reasonaply occdr rather than predict the

'+ subset that will occur, or the ‘particul

e

manner in which they might be organized

I} ~

I3

and- lxﬁked
! : . .'..
Dimensional Impact., The description of theése dimgnsions will be useful in

understanding which'TV characters willohave the.greatest effect for.which child-

-~

ren, an& what it is about the gﬁaracter that maximizes that effect. The general

‘g - -

/expectationsis that the method used to categorize a TV character will determine
[
a child\s.reaction to the,éharacter and will be influential in the decision to

|

apply the charactér's behavior'to_real—life situations.
A ‘entral part of all cognitive theories deals with the effect of mental
represehtation of stimuli on behavioral response (Baldwin, 1969). Representation

~1is not Ferely a memory ptocess by which we retrieve usable experiences. The

information processing, formats by which experiences are cdtegorized for later

" use ars just as important in determining behavior as associating past experiences‘

\] . ~ .
with the present; ' - ‘ -
7y | .

F%r example, if television characters are differentiated on the basis of . :

funniness, then humor should be an important referent in deciding whether to

- . 1 .

lin a _pre-test children were asked to name‘two favorite "V characters\and two
characters they did -not: like. For all_possible pairs of characters they.gere -
asked 'How 1is q@&nacter A different from B?" All hypothesized dimensions ",
emergﬁd as respoﬁﬁa Lo the question with the exception of a dimension describing
characters' speaﬂﬁ“? anement and ability to do'several different things. Con-
sequently, a dimﬂnsioﬁ called g
¢ dimensions to nife, " A

Y !

ptivity" was added, bringing the total ‘number; of
J”/Z‘. . . . . s .

N

.t
o - .
a ot . - s
L -
v -
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apply the: character's behavior *to real life. The information processing' ‘
¥ .

£ N ¢l

methods used to‘catalog a character's behavior define the most salient aspects

.
.

of the behavior when it is 1£§;r retrggﬁed. The type of situations that TV

. characters' behaviors are relevant to in real life, therefore, may be deter-

"

mined by the dimensions originally used to evaluate their behavior on the screen.

¢ ’

Thé'specific hypothesis is that the dimensions children use to differentiate
TV characters will be related to children's desires to model TV characters' .

behavior in real-life situations. ' ‘ ) ;
LIy ¢

»

Metths

+

Interviews were conducted with two third, fifth and seventh grade classes

from public schopols near Lansing; Michigaﬁ. There was an approximgtely equal

number in each gradé and sex among the 210 children interviewed.
- 1

w Choice of Television Characters. Fourteen television characters were

’

used for this study: -

- Laura ("Little House on the Prairie")
’ Mary Tyler Moore R -
Reed ("Adam~12") : : ¢
- Fred Sanford
Fred Flintstone . r
Gilligan . :
Samantha ("Bewitched")’
- Hawkeye ("M*A*S*H'")
Archie Bunker . .
* Chico ! .
Steve Austin ("The Six Million Dollar Man") | ~
~ Fat Albert ' )
John-Boy Walton N N
Marshal Matt Dillon ' . g O e

[ ; o . ¢
" The characters were chosen to maximize Fhild;enfs awareness .of the characters,
: ' . . Lt
to ‘maximize variance on the hypothesized dimensions, and to represent TV char-
~ .

. : 1
acters most frequently seen by children. 7o .

tav

.

Nielsen audience ratings’ for the LansiFg;fMihhigan, area in Februarf; 1975,

3

ihdigated thé shows featuring these characters were all among the top 25. ,Because

i ’

- o
. ! - U » . 33




the childfen questioned spanned an age rangé/;f from 8-13 years oid, only

P

3 X &y
'charaétersffrom programs bééiﬁning:béfore 9-p.m. were considered to maximize

-

familiarity with the entire sample of characters among the full groﬁps of

$

respondents. ' ’ Colee

Choosing characters who maximized variance on tﬁe.hypothesized dimen-

sions was more difficult, ﬁit is quife.possigle thét in the multid}ménsional

dnalysis different samples of TV charadters could result i; Jifferen; dimen—‘
'sional structures. If the sample was all ﬁ;iéicharacters, for example, é sex

dimension;-would not emerge; 1if ;11 were policemen, a funny dimension Qbuid‘ g

*

probably not be apparent, etc.

Similarity comparisoqﬁhwere obtained for all possible pairings of this

éample of .14 TV characters. Thus, the number of similarity comparisons. was

. .

91, defined by n(n-1)/2, The specific question used to ostain the comparitiv

iudgméntiféas: ‘ ’

-

¢

"What do you think of character A and character B? Are they":
. . ”

s Y

very "~ alike , I'm not different  very
much : sure » different
alike '

Scaling Method. The spgcific:multidimenqional scaling model.u§ed‘in this
study was INDSCAL (Carrol and Wish, 1974), a technique which allows for individual . *
'o% subgrdup differencés in dimensional solufions. The INDSCAL model assumes' that -

all subjects will use the same dimensions in making -judgments of concept similar-

v

ity. Individuals or subgfoups, however, mdy differ in the weighting or salience

>

of the dimensipné from the total groupqsolution. .

- « .

The model for INDSCAL is summarized in the equations:

, t : -
® 4, @ '\/tgl Vie (ye - Bl

< e d
2
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* and ‘ : . : . B )
A . , L ! ' . fe . . )
- (i) = 1/2 v ’ '-, ' . * "' ’
»(2) yjt T x'_']t Ca L J oo { ,
“o Where djk(i) is the distance between concept j and k for subject or subgroup i
i Wi 1s the weight on dimension t by the ith‘subgroup,\ jt and xﬁt are the pro- | ‘
N O — EDU (4 J— — ]
Jections of concepts j and k on dimension t; and yjt(*l is the coordinate value °
S A
for concept j oh dimension t for subgroup i, B p ;
Unidimensional Measureg, To validate and describe dimensions that emerged ‘
in the multidimensional space, unidimensional ratings were obtained for each, «
) 1
character on the eight hypothesized percaptual dimensions. _These items appeared
on a separate questionnaire admiwistered one~day after the similarity ratings for
K the third and fifth graders, and immediately after the completion of the first '
questionnaire for the seventh graders, This questionnaire was administered -
second so, the unidimensiopal attributes specified\would not suggest dimensions
e ¢ K
the children wou1d necessarily use in making their similarity judgments.
Each child rated all 14 characters on these edght attributes,_which appeared *
"in a constant_order: ‘ o oo ) o . y '
How'funny do you think character A is? A T '\\F\ma s
. How active do you think charactet A 1s? , " . =~ . . .
! How good looking do you think chggacter A 1s? _ Lo Ll .
£ How strong do y§u think character A is? Ce e e
,How much like a real. .person is character A7 | _ : o
How good do you think character A 1s? " S ; " .
How old do you think character A is? i o ’ /
* " How, much do the’ other people on (name of show) like character IN IV N )
There were four possible responses for each question ranging- from very much . ﬂ;
of the attribute to none of it, e.g.-very funny/ﬁunny/not very funny/ not funny ‘. éﬂ&

> at,all very active/active/not Very active/not active at all. Responses were e
. s o ) .
coded frém 4 to 1 with the higher number indicating the attribute was maximally f

% licable, o . : e
k applica le, 55‘ ' ~y, . - _ IR |

-

1Children wvere not asked to tdentify the qharacter.s sex,’ which was the.ninth
Y hypothesized attribute. ‘ ’ , N e N
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Identificatibn'with.TV Characters. Two questions measurethhe extent to

'A' . *
) e e

: which the children identified with each TV. character. The'questions:were: ///

~ \

(- ¢ e ! .

"How much’do you want’ to be like .character A?" Response categories were:
"a lot, a little, not very much, and not at allh" _ A
- L C .
"Are there things that character A does that fou would 1like to do?" .-

TS v \ Y e
Response categories were: "a lot of things, some things, almost nothing, g

; - ' : AL
.and nothing at all," . N o R .
* ' : ’ 2

‘ ¢ [
Data Analyses.* The similarity judgments and unidimensional rgtings were ¥

P .
collapsed across subjects to give each TV, character a value or valulé'for each

P
these sets of data. First, the similarity Jjudgments were input into INDSCAL .

-&%ich resulged in a dimension.coordinate for each TV character on n dimensions.

Second the unid1mensiona1 ratings were averaged across subjects so that each

,character was assigned a mean ‘score for each attribute. The comparisons,of

these values for each TV character comprised most of the data analyses.
" To test the ext to which’ thefSpatial dimensions can be defined as hypthe~

*'u

sized, the dimension coordinat s fbr each character wer\\correlated with the unf‘49

dimensional means for each character.. The multiple correlation_gﬁ_g“s_ﬂim&gsion
-« s ’ . il- B

coordinates with each unidi ensional attribute indicated the extent ta which
each attribute was represented in the multidimensional space. The extent to

which the dimensions predicted the indentification variables was also tested by

e =

correlating dimenéion coordinates with the mean ratings on the two identification
v -

WA

measures., .

.

For’ all correlations, the n for evaluating the significance of the coefficient

t 'is fé i.e., 6Le number of TV characters. However, the values for each character

~ .

“are not based on a single observation. . Théy are based on numbers of ‘observations

A

ranging from 26 to 102. Repbrted significance‘levels are therefore conservative

. . ‘ ’ -
estimates, . " y .
: > - . ‘o
.
L) N , /
B .
. . . e / ,
- . i« . ~
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< Results : ' .

1

3

Dimensional\Structute.. Age differences in. the relat}veﬂhumber“of dimen

[3 v .

sions that would emerge were hypothesized anticipating that oldertchildren g;

would use more dimensions to differentiate television chardcters than YOungér ¢ e

."
N ’

children, Nine separate attributes were posited as potential dimensions of

e

L}

children's perceptions of television characters. P ¢

’
- *

The numben df dimepsions* that/shduld be retained for further analysis was

»

-

determine@ by examining the proportion of variance accounted for in the original

’_?h‘.tlarity data by each additional dimension in tRePINDSCAL salution., While

. S
the werall proportion” of variance accounted. for-will increase with the addition

of dimensions,_péw‘dimensions may provide only a negligible improvement.in the

k4
4 . \ » P
- .
[ e .

goodness of fit measure,

\ (’

ows the amount %f variance accounted for by one, two, three, and .
%

~

four dime ion solutions. For the total group and all three -age groups, the v
fifth dimension added only a negligible amount of expldined variance.

K 4
e two dimensiOnal solution for the entire group-acqounted for 747 of the .

/
‘variance in the ﬁriginal data. A third dimensiOn increased the percentage to

82% and a four;? dimension to 87%. While the last two dimensions\did hot add
s I v'{ \ @ .

a substantial amount of explained variance, ,they were retaihed at’this point to

st

,
.
o 7 - - oo _ -

determine if thé& content of those dimensions was eifher identifiable or predictive

. ) " . ’1

of the identificdtion measures. _
+ “ .‘ \ / ‘ * .'a
Table 1 also indicates .that no substantial‘differences occurred among the
. ‘ ! v,

Sy

dimensionalities offthg three age group spaces., While the\amount of variance
explained by the same dimehsional solution increased slightly vith<%ge,.the per-

' centage change across solutions was almost the same. The addition of dimensions

. | w1 o -y

3 and 4 for the third graders increased the/overall correlation by .04 for each

. addition. For the fifth graders, the/inéreases,were .05 and ,03; and for the"
N ! ! .

s v
- , v ¢ * ; - /’ . ¢ ®
ot et ‘ v .
B . . .
: ' B l.c‘ A “ e
« 4 i

& ; -
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O ING e is.the same across these age roups. The hypothesis "
\' ge g up ypothesis
~zz i Y tio dimensional structure"by age is not supported ~

Dimension Con¥eMw. Figures 1 and 2 show the 14 TV -cl}aracters pl,otted'

the diméns

#®of 1ncreas

1 4

-

~ad

~ ,\‘\Qifour dirmanéi’cmsc Figu?esdhcontains dimensions one and two and Figure 2

P\ IS dimensidéns thtee 'an&“foums_,\'*;h._ R
. ‘ . - ,\'~ "' .
- Interpretation of the four dimensions was guid'ed by results from multiple

S\ L regresslon analysis. These results are in Table 2. The columns in Table .2

N

s

: N jndep@sdens- friables’: . : ) ‘{ , i
—:‘_\‘? . ", " . ' . ~ - s
. : i\\;\Vtﬂe‘éeneraI'ﬁ:terrt of high multiple cofrelatiorms indicate that most of the
R RN I PR ~
N . attributes\\can b curately predicfed from the four INDSCAL dfmensions. Five

N Of she multiple ¢ e’iZtions were/gi_eater than .90 (p<. 001) two were-greiter
— e \

= - & -

than .80 (p<.05); 'and two wsri'e not“significa_nt, despite their considefable magni- .

3 tude. Based on the regress}'os.:i.na_l_\gis‘,, _tﬁe\fo{:r“ dimensions were labeled ad
. w,‘-< - . > - -

L. Ty - c L N - ' , ‘
. follows:’ - TN . A 1
K1 ' ' : . ;o !
. Dimension 1: . Unsupported Hemor— _ ..
_— Dimension 2: Physical Strength . o
=~ "=- Dimension 3: Physeical Attractiveness g
" Dimension-4: Activity e ! - ’

The regression weights associated 1% th Dimgnsion 1 aré very high for funny

't p<.05). Look:Lng at the plots oﬂ%nension 1 in Figure l, .

~a

(p<. 001) and s

highly funny characters are represented Fred Sanford, Archie Bunker, Fred ~——— -

Fl‘intstoné and Gilligan, Highly supp rted charact r_s' are Steve Austin, Marshall
. - ' i ' -~ A

Dillon, John-Boy Walton, and Laura, ) e . . S

M ) . . ' Al “.‘ . . ° , \,

. Two other attributes, strengtl’m d/ sex, had significant regression ights




N
)

¢ -12- \
(p<.05) associated with this dimension. Strength was not included because
the weigﬁt‘;as 1qy in compariéan to funny and suéport,'and becadse the attri-
bute eas-more clearly related to annther dimension,

Sex 1is interpreted as part of th{i dimension. However, it 18 not unique -
to this®dimension, In fact, Table 2 shows that &ex has significant weights on
all four dimensions, and the 1owesé of those is on Dimension 1, Figure 1 eon-f
firms thie‘relation for Dimension 1, 411 three females are on the not funny,
highly su;ported section of the dimension,

Dimension 2 was interpreted as Physical Strength. “The regression weight
for atrength on this dimension was high and posirive (.85, p<.001). The dimen- ‘<"_“‘i
sion is most representative of masculine strength, Thekzszgft for sex 1is
highest on this dimensidn‘;gg ;egatiJe (=77, p<;001; male coded as 1, female

coded as 2), Characters arrayed high on this dimension included Steve Austin,
B’

b e

Reed, Hawkeye, and Marshall Dillon, The enree females (Samantha, Mary Tyler -
Moore, and Laura) were lowest on this dimensfon. Two other attribdtes that
weighted,significantly (p<.05) on Dimension 2 were active and good. :
Dimension 3 in Figure 2 was interpreied as PhysicaI'Atrracqiveness. The
regression weight§ for good 1noking (.62) and sex (.63) on Dimension 3 were
the highest of all attributes. Dimension 3 also predicted:tne character ratinga- ,

for good (.39), with the good looking females heing rated as better than less .

attractive male characters,

Tvo females, Samanthqgsni\fary Tyler ﬁbore, were™rated highest on this

.dimengion,’followed by attractive maleShsuch,as'gteve Austin and Hawkeye. At

the other end of the dimension weére the cartobn characters, Fred Flintstone and

.
N [N

Fat Albert, .and John-Boy and Gilligan. - t -
Dimension 4 was labeled Activity, "The regression weight for DimenSi&n 4

as & predictor of active was .65 (p<.05).' Sex and goodness were also related

. -

‘\% - . = _ 1"2 R ~ .
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to Dimension 4, Their weights were - 36 (p<.05) and 567 (p< 05) Characters

: with high values on Dimension 4 included Gilligan, John—Boy and Laura. Less : ..

- . ¢

active characters wert Archie Bunker, Fred Sanford and the two cartoon char-

* - PN s oo .
acters. - . . -
3 LS b <

Two of the unidimensional attributes were not significantly represented
by any dimension in the multidimensional space (Table 2), These are the

perceived reality of the TV characters (R- 45; n.s.) and the perceived age of .the ¢4

characters (R=, 66, N.S. ) The hypotheses regarding childrenis ‘use of these oy bﬁ
g 5 ' - M
dikensions to differentiateéh_ evisipn éharacters are, therefore, not supported
i b ’ -
to the extent that the othér.attributes were. The statistical insignificancé

[}
of thses sizeable multiple-correlations is in part attributable to the conserg%\d—’/f

=

tism.necessarily associated with the n of 14 used here to test sjgnificance.

Subgroqp Comparisons. To determine 1f the dimensional structures for boys

and girls and the three age grgups were different, canonical correlations
(Cooley and Lohres; 1962) were’ computed between multidimensional solutions cal-
culated separatel§ for each subgroup (Table 3). Four significant canonical

4 L)

Variates were found-for each subgroup comparison, indicating a very high degree

. 3
SR of- isomorphism betweEn nultidimensional solutions "
ling. The final hypothesis predicted that the diaensions children use
I to differentiate TV characters will be felated to howsmuch children want to

"be like" the characters and how much they would like *'to do things- that the \

LR

»'characters do." Table 4 shows the regression analysis broken down by sex and age

« . for predicting the two dependent measures_from the fout INDSCAL dimensions.
The multiple correlations are consistently large, ranging from .69 to .94,
using only these four dimerigions of character petceptions as predictors. \}hus, -2

N the amount of variance explained varies from 47 to 89 percent,

»

, For the dependent variable, "want to be like,! the magnitude of multiple,
. [ - . - .

T e e - — —— K LEEN ) .
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-
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.corre;ations by grade and by sex are strikingly similar. Yet, the dimen-
sional emphasis’in those-predictions for boys and girls are entirely different,

his variable is predicted by the dimensions ‘of mas-

culine strengtW and activity; for the females, this variable, predictable to the

almost solely of the dimension ph&sical attractiveness.

The same pattern persistd for the second dependent variable, "want to do like,"

.

..There are no similar differences in predictor usage by grade 1ev21. Among -~

L4

the youngest participantsg the thixd gréders, activity is never a significant

predictor, whereas it appears to demon trate more impact in subsequent age

AN

fgroupiﬂés.

While the dimensional golutions are almos; identical according to the

s ‘ '
canonical-correlation analysis, large differences, particularly, by sex, ’

exist in the ability of the @imensionalrstructures to predict the two identi-

° fication measures, ¢ ' '
$ - I ' ) : }
Summary and Discussion ;

Children rated the similarity of all possible pairs of lész'characters

and- judged the same characters on eight specific attributes., ‘The coordinate

values for the TV characters, as 'determined by multidimensional scaling,

t . were then correlated with the mean ratings for each character on th3>unidimen-

- N

sional attfibutes. The relationship of these two independently collected sets

e

P

of data was ;he basIs for moq;.of the results,

oo

Overéll, thesé correlations were very high. The mnltiﬁle correlation of

four dihéngfons on each attribute was greater than .90 for five of nine yni-

S N ) . _ .
: ! dimengional attributes, and two other multiple correlations were §reate§J;han .80.
. e a ot 3 - ., N ~
. Ideally, the two methods should have produced isomorphic results. Each »
operation was attempting.to'idenCify and measure the dimensions children use® to - N

differen;iatg'TV characters. Therefore, the high multiple correlations do not

[}
-

. ¥
» Tl 4 . (S

- y .
- - . 7 —
.
.
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represent 3 theoretically independent set of variables predicting a dependent
/
variable.w;They constitute a multi-method approach to measurement of the same
phenomenon.»
\\\Bas d on a considerable past literature on developmental differences in
, the dimehsionality of-person perception, it was hypothesized that older children
would use more dimensions to distinguish TV characters than young children. The ﬂ
evidence did not support this expegtation. ,
This is;the second known study which reports no age differences in the
dimensions children use to evaluate other people and the second which uses multi- -

'dimensional scaling to identify ‘the dimensions. Olshan (1971) reportéﬁ no dimen-

. gionality differences among children in a $imi1ar age range. Although’ her‘

1)--
research dealt with person perception in general and not with TV characters{*the
sameﬁunmber of dimensions adequately represented similarity data for her third,

"’sixth and Jinth graders.

't
7

Siprlarity in the concept spaces for children in three different age graqups’

i , - :

18 not very supportive of extensive developmental shifts in the dimensionality
{ ‘

of oognitive processes., range of children's ages in the sample did not
represent all of the crit& developmental periods, which may have minimized the -
possibility of finding developmental differences. It could be argued however, PR
that by third grade, socialization to television is complete to the extent
that'third and seventh graders should perceive TV characters similarly. S

[

fhe similarity among age groups may also be due to other socializatiom a

hy me

At the same time that compl ity of evaluation‘is dncreasing for children, they

may be learning from other social agents the relevant dimenaions whieh society

expects them to dse in evaluating others. e ability to use more dimensions may
be offnet byt the ‘discovery hhht oﬁly certain*ones bho -be«appltdd. oL

wy ¢

’ .
.
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- .
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Dimension Content. The most obvious dimension which emerged in the multi-

dimensional space was humor. It accod#nted for the majority of variance in the

four dimensional solution. Due to its high pegative.association with social {
support, humor was la?eled somewhat &iffereutly~thau:might be expected. ’

. Previous research has ‘not focused on the rolé of humor in imitation. Never-
theless, it seemed reasonable tq:assume that childr%p would positively evaluate
humorous behavior. Funny people are generally posifively reinforced for their ~«

talent, making them”desirable models.

The type of humor which emerged was unsupported humor. Tbése were char-

1]

acters who were laughed at rather than‘laughed with--the classic "boobs." Char- /
N
v ~acters- at the other end of this dimension were mot funny, but very much supported
in these behaviors by television peers, ) . N .Lr.

The hu::;{dimension which differentiates TV characters may not be a positive,

desired attflbute. The total inability of his dimension to predict which char- i
4’ , ) 4 N \
'actS;s‘children wanted to do like or be like supports this rationale. While
s 4 LY " I . - \ . , 4‘
"this dimension represents the primary characteristic that children use to dif-

’

. o e . .
ST ferentiate TV characters, it was not related to children's application of tele-

vision to real life.

-
Q -

g : The second ;nd thigd dimensions are probably best discussed together because
they represent stereotypic evaluations of other people. They- also were most
predictive of children' s desires to be like and do 1iké TV characters.

” The stereotypic use of these dimensions is most closely associated with gex-
differences., Males used the strength digénsion most and females used the attract-
ivaeiis dimension most. This was the critical filding,‘although Both dimensions*

. B R

were significant predictors of the two attributes for both sexes, ‘Rgrthermore,

2 - the spatial configurations for males and females were generally very gimilar as

determined by canonical correlation analysis, , . ..




vs -unrelated. The magnitude of the multiple correlations, however, was equal.

sion to evaluate TV characters suitable for imitation. .Regarding the’sterectype

o

-17-

This finding 1s most interesting when the predictive power of the two

dimensions 1s considered., For boys, strength was the primary predictor of

wanting to do like and be like TV characters while attractivenegs was totally

o

unrelated to thés two dependent measures. For girls, the opposite was true,
o ] . . \

Attractiveness was highlf_predictive of the twc imitation\yehaviors and strength

The key conclusion 1s that cgnitive structures for males and females are the

same while the use of the structures is completely different,.

This 18 different from saying that only males. use the dimension of

strength and, therefore, strength 18 only predictive of media effects for males.
Males use both strength and attractiveness, but only one dimension is applicable

- o 4 -

to theirrmodeling decisions. The counterpart process exists for females' use

of attractiveness. I

o

These results may be more expected by parents than psychologists studying.

gex differences. In ‘an éktensive current’ review of psychological research on \
sex differences, thcoby and Jacklin (1975) find no support for assuming that -
male and female children differentially use aimensions traditionally associated

with their sex. However, increaseq aggression anong males 18 a well documented

finding and this could possibly explein boys' depend®nce on the strength dimen-

that females are dependent on attributes-related to social interaction (e.g.,

. *

physical attractiveness), Maccoby and Jacklin conclude there 1s no empirical N

support. This study then constitutes. a conspicuous exception. The regression ’

"weight for the dimension of attractiveness, as a predictcr of wanting to be

like TV cnsrscters was 74 (p<.001) for girls and .00 for boys,

. The fourth dimension, activity, was most predictive of wanting to be like

-

and do 1lke TV characters for_the boys.

16

Y e

A3




~

«t

1likely effect-

-,18- ,/—‘ . - T

Present Implicatiens of Research Findings. There-are geveral implica—

, - . { . . ,

tions for the production and evaluation of television for children. Knowledge
) .

of which character attributes impact most on children could be used to greatly

increase the deliberate cqmmunication,bf,@ro-social messages and decrease_the

effects of anti-social portrayals. Each dimension and its association with the

’

in this study is related to both types of impact

modeling rariabl

First, humor appears to be a neutral attribute in terms of differentiating
characters which ildren model. Producers probably should not depend on humor '
to deliver efficaclous prosocial messages, nor ma§ there be’ y reason to
believe that funny iclence, for example, is any different/ffam serious violence.

Strength, attrdctiveness and activity are clearly attributes which pro-
ducers and parents' ould consider. The more the? are perceived to be present,
the greater: the liheLy impact of the portrayal. lhese findinga suggest that ;"

strong,‘adtive males jwill have/ the gréatest effect on boys and attractive

el

females the most‘pronounced effect on girls. As with the other dimensions, the

results’ can be used to either augment prosocial- television-messages or diminish - —

' 7
negativ# consequences. of exposure..

14

The regression equations from this research may be used_to calcula?e_yhich

characters would have the most‘impact on children._ By multiplying the regression.

weight for each dimenJion by the coordinate vatue for each TV character on tha;
N .
dimension, a value could be calculated which represented the TV character's
. . ’ . £

e ’

~ - -

- -
\

For example, the regression equation fd? predicting which TV characters

boys most wanted to be like is:%

.

Y = (-, 06)(value for DIM l) + (. 89)(value for DIM 2) L
(.00) (value for DIM 3)- F (.56) (value for DIM &) f .

! ; . &
l"Ehis equation was obtained usiﬂg the coordinate values from a multidimensional:
spagce calculated for all males and a value on the variable "want to bé’like"
averaged across all males. .

.. ’ . ’ ~ \J '._ e

f

%
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¢ in the formula p#&allels the mean rating on: "want to be like" _for each
character. The equation predicts 75% of the variance in Y,

~ Applying this formula,to all 14 of the IV characters in the study yields the
following results. The values forAeach chargcter should indicate the extent-

to which boys want to be like each character based on a weighted consideration-

of all four perceptual dimensions.

Character . Predicted Value of Y for Males1 )

Steve Austin . .339

Hawkeye - ’ 329 ,
Reed ' .309 ~ -

Fred Sanfond

Chico C 4292 .
Marshall Dillon St .222 o igv
‘ 021 N

9

John-Boy .020

Archie Bunker . . . -,181

Samantha . : -.235

Gilligan . ’ -,254

Fred Flintstone’ -.255 .

Fdt Albert _ -.267 T
Laura T - 343 gi
Mary Tyler Mpore 4(/- s - 435 . A

— o e

¥ —

From these values, the relative modeling impact of several TV characters

»

can be strongly suggested Content analyses conld'determine the behaviors ofvf

any of the characters, but particularlx thoge identified as most likely to be

modeled. The combined information would- indicate which characters and which

R4

behaviors were most likely having an impact on children,

hnt, separate cqnsidération must be given to different age groups and
especially ‘to*the sexes. Applying the same equation calculated separately for
young 'girl viewers yleld a comﬁlétely different Tank order of characters' likely

impact, T el T
. . g ) K T

P

-

.

;The values deriveﬁ'from the regression equation were correlated with the
values on the "want to be like" measure which ranged from 1 to 5 to determine
the degtes of relationship, - P, , -

-
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Character.” - - Predicted Value of Y for Femalesgle

Samantha - - .459
Mary Tyler Moore 371
Laura . v 253
Steve Austin - . .178
Reed ‘ .062
Hawkeye ’ . . .049
Marshall Dillon : ,002
Chico -.,026
John-Boy ’ -.047
Gilligan ' -.099
Fred Sanford ' ~-.106
Archie Bunker . 3 -.173
Fat Albert ) . - =403

Fred Flintstone -.408 . |

—-

I3

It s obvious from a comparison of these two.lists that -children identify
/

Post with same sex TV models: For»the portions o{ the'taples that are similar
(Steve Austin through Chico),dbé;g,marf/tnése characters high because they are
strong and active. Girls rénk tbis subset'second to- the TV female; because}they:‘
are highly attractive. - : ’ .»13 ) |

. Thesel"imnact v;lues" are a)very pre¢ise way of deterﬁ%niné which chardacters
merit special attention. They are not baeed on content annlysis of researcher
defined attributes, as_are most‘other ratings of TV ehows.and characters. ‘They

re dependent on “the ratings of TV characters along perceptual dimensions which

ximally weighted to predict the child's affinity for the characters. Thus,

»

they should yield excellent predictions.

1The values derived from the regresuion eq ion were correlated with_the values
on tHe "want to be" like measure which range rom 1 to 5 determine ‘the degree
of re1ationship. ;

22(' .
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Table 3 - X o <o
- Canonical Correlations of Four INDSCAL Dimensions For Three . T3
Separate Age Levels (Third Grade, Fifth Grade, and Seventha
. Grade), and Males and Females® { -
- N~
— ) y )
' %;é Canonical . N . Degrees
e N » Variate Canonical of oo -
: Number Correlation 4212 Freedom p<
Third grade N | .985 88.03 16 . .001
® with : 5 2 w972 T ¢ - 54,28 '9 - .001
Fifth grade ‘ 3 : 916 : 26,60 4 . .001 A\i
. 4 .787 9.18 1 N ,002
Third grade 1 .991 92.14 16 .001.
with ' 2 .963 53.04 9 .001
., Seventh grade 3 ) 907 27.94 4 ' ..001
’4 s S 0‘837 . . 11 045 1 ) 0001
: A S
Fifth grade 1 .991 . - 108,10 16 .001 *
, with 4 2 .985 ~ 6916 9 ] .001- °
* Seventh grade 3, 957 35.84 4 ©o-.001
‘ > 9 0851 C . 12.28 1 :. oool
- Malés e 997 - 199.49 16 . .00l
°-. "Vith + » 2 ., 0988 s . 70 087 . 9 . 00!.
Females 3 947 S 35.33 4 ’ 001
.l 4 f 0874 13073 1 ." .001
- . . . \ ’
' . : [ . . ] T, , '_ . : * '\'

‘éeparate _INDSCAL solutions were bbtatned for each subgroup, The values
in the canonical ahalysis are the. coordinate.values for each of 14 TV
. charscggrs calculated Sepatately for each grade and ‘sex. . .
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