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-THE INFLUENCE OF THE MRAA'S FILM RATING SYSTEM~ON MOTION .

P )

¢ : PICTURE ATTENDANCE: A PILOT STUDY 'g

¥ ‘

\ On NoOvember 1, 1968 the Motioﬁ Picture Asspciation of
) P

America's (MPAA) film rating syetem was initia&ed,' Theé

-

primary purpose of this explotatory study was to‘ﬁesign and

implement a valid experimental instrument for testing the

N\

influence of the MPAA 8 raying system on movie attendance

) g THﬁdﬁETIC FOUNDATION |
“ { . 4

The theoretical basis for proposing that the MPAA's film

ratinq)system might be tnfluemtial in affectyng movie atten-

dance is found in Brehm's theory of psychological reactance.l A

Esgsentially, reactance theory pOQlts that individuals become

'psychologically aroused when any given behavioral freedom of
’
theirs (such as unencumbered movie selection and attendance)

is eliminated or threatened pith elimanation. The theory
p;edictg that as’a consequence of threat to or elimination of
’ a frégdom, one's &ttreetivenees toward that-freedom intreases.'
- Behaviorally, a response‘to one's aroused feeling of psychofb ';
loéibal reactance wiil be manifested in qttempt;!oy the

’fndividual to restore, or re—establieh Fhe threatened or .
eliminated freedom. To directly :e —establish the t%reatened
or eliminated freedom individuals engage in those behawviors

yéey'have learned they cannot‘or»should not engage in. Indirect

N | \ /
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freedom restoration would include sych strategies as source

3

(of threat or elimination) derogation. As will be discusgsed
below," the MPAA four-point rating scheme presents two potential

freedom restrictions. R- and X-ratings preclude the freedom
) ]

of attendance by under 17-year-olds to such motion pictures;
v -
reactance, therefore, should be aroused.
Reactance theory has been tested and supported by numejéus

studies.? YFor the purposes of this paper, howevgfjxperhaps

the most germane research 1is that of Hert&n and Leyens:3 In

this }nvestigationfﬁhq raesearchaers examined French-speakihg
C L) . '
Belgium television (the RTB) and its audience. The RTB regularly

r

broadcasts advisory warnings (qualifications) about some df

the mavies it programs. Three thematic circumstances are

\

covered by the advisories: violence, sex, and other (tense’

or depressing climate). AdditionalIY}.theré are three 1evbls_

he }

of advisories ranging from the implicit to the explicit.with

regard to tHe program's content. For each film the warnings
’<’

-

are broadcast three times. . Based on this information readta

should be aroused, since the advisories miy be interpreted

adiRY

"as impersonal threats to one's freedom to select and view a

televised movie. 3

Using a paéel design, persons in tire sample recorded

L 2
.

their viewing habits of RTB fbroadcast films over a four-year

: \ :
(1972-75) period. From their. findings Herman and Leyens/ con-

\

cluded that | | ' .

<.
it appears from our study that gqualifications

\
A *
Iy ~

\
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‘make the movies more desirable for thé tele-

vision viewers. As a result, the movies with
' ' '

advisories‘are-watched more than the mbvies'.

without tHem.4 ‘ coe o, ~

2

THE MQMIPFILM RATING SYSTEM |

-

With but minor modifications the initial MPAA rating

9
plan has remained in eff@ct unchanged for more than ten years. ./

According to Jack Valenti MPAA president, the rating.sscheme

!

' came about as a result of a- combination of two factors~ Yan

avalanching revision of American mores and customs” and the

-

1168 Supreme Court‘decision to uphold "the constitutionnl‘

power of states and cities to prevent exposure of children to

*{ . books and films which could not be denied to'adults.ns-'kn-

[}

additional reason. for the adoption of a voluntafy rating

(
system is Hollywood’s historic, and’ in some sense well-founded,

ear of federal regulation.6 As V@lenti himself states: "I

-

- new that the mix of new social currznts, the irrestistible

' .
force of creators determiped to make 'their' films (full of
.

wild candor) , groghgd some social critics,,and the possible

AN

intrusion of government into the movie arena.demanded my

immpdiate action."’ i -

Although the'pr¥sent self-requlatory plan itself has
. 5 : . . . . ) |
undergone virtually ho signigicént changes since its inception,

the current program Roes represont a radical shift in the
b N




Ve S K ' .
industry's philosophy~frqm years previous. Prior to the

adbptioh of the 1968 ratinq scheme, the Production Code Ad-

ministration granted a seal of approval based on a film's

content. ‘The present arrangement, however, views as its

\

purpoée providing:

4

advance information to enable parents to make

.

™ - . judgements on “the movxes they want their child»
ren,to gsee or not to see. Basic to the proggyam

was and is the responsibility of the parent to

' . . make the decision. ... .- The only objective of
~ N

the ratings is to advisge thﬁ parent in advance

30 he may determine the suitability or unsuit—

) ‘ | . ability of viewing by his chilt]ren.8 . o
: A [emphéq&y in original] .

Films are voluntarily submitted to "the MPAA for rating

by the prodycer. Based on four»criteria (theme,llanguage,
violence, and nudity end:sei) a seven persohdrating board
assigns a rating by majo;ity vote. Qhe'pnoducere of a gibeq
bicture may aqpeai the rating aﬂa/or may re-edit their film

.

M order to'afaligy for a less:severe,rating. The MPAA clas-

' N
sifies a fi} into one of four rating categories: G for 'deneral

.

- audiences, all ages admitted--PG (originallx M and then GP)
for parental guidanie, since some material may nat be suitable

for preteenagers- R for restricted under l7—year-olds (originally

& 16) ‘must be'abcompanied by a parent or guardian; X -- no one

X : v




.« - X : $
wnder 17 (originally 16) years of age admitted. )

[

_ REVIEW OF LITERATURE i R
The MPAA has consistently and .vociferously argued th*m .
there axists no relationship between a picture's rating and
{9

its eventual box office gross. Jack Valenti has gone so far

as to promulgate a "Valenti's Law of Hatings: If ygu have a

e _ movie that a lot,of people want to see, no rating will hurt
it. If you have akmqvie_tbat few people want to see, no \;
w10 ‘

_ Valenti's Law raises at least two

rating will help it.
important questions. First, what about films that fall in -

the intermediate zone (i.e., movies that people are not sure

LY

whether ofr not they want to see)? . Second, how do'peopié know --
. \ -

or go about making their.éﬁlection of -- what they want to

see? IA response to both questions, the available research’

offers little evidence tha;.either confirms ‘or .refutes Valenti's -

-

assertion that-the rating syste@Nis an uninfluential variable "\
a . ~ R ) * . . ‘ ‘ N .
in an individual's decision to attend a particular movie. . In

their March 1978 Report the House Subcommittee on Small Business

2

Problems made specialnttzﬁof the . fact tﬁat'dthere have been

no researched studies on e.relationship between the various
e .- : . L. .

11

MPAA fatings and box 6ffice receipts.™ =~ What hag been found

through empirical methods is summarized below. .

- PFirst and fdremosf, for the rating.system:- to have an ,f\\’/:
S . eIfect on one's attendance décision,/tﬁe individual must be
N\ 7 , . . - L




aware of the‘system's existence and its parameters. In a 1977
i& study . comm1351oned by the MPAA the Opinion Research Corporatlon,

. using a natiorral probability sample of 2,504 persons, found

tﬁat 97% of both the total (12 years old ané above) and adult

(18 and over) movie-going public was "aware" of the rating

system and virtually no one (less than 0.5%) had not heard of
lt.lz Apparently, then, t&e movie-going public is cognizant .
of the system at near saturation‘leJel. | '

While the MPAA classifies films submitted to it into one’

of four categories (G, PG, R, or. X), the distribution of films

by category:thas been far from equal (this is not to imply

that the distribution should be equal). For all'pictures raéed\
: ! :

‘by the MPAA (which is not to say all*pictures produced and

aistr}buted since films are voluntarily! submitted for rating)

since l968wzﬁfough Novembef 1979,- 78% received either a PG or -
an R rating (38% -were rated PG and 40% were R-rated).}3 More-

t
over, using Varietz S definltlon of wop- grosslng ‘Films ($4
million or more in net film rentals in the U.S. and Canada),

. - Q . -

Austin found that these percentages were virtually identieal -

for top-grossing films for the 1969-1978 period: 77% of all

it

top-grossing pictures were either PG- or R~ra£ed.l4t Only -minor

differences between overall MPAA ratings and ratings for top-

grossing films were found to exist in the percentages of films -

LY

ih the G and X categories.

The Commission on Obsggnityland Pornography reported that



[
their analysis ofbox office receipts since the rating system's
: N . ,
implementation revealed "no drahatic differences in reported

: grosses\fmbng 'G,' 'GP' [now PG], and 'R' rated films; although

' L1y

as a group 'G' films tend to have consistently higher grosses."
Later in their Regort the Commission noted that while G-rated
films tended to have hlgher ‘grosses, this did not ‘mean- thgt

-, they were more profitable gince the cost of production must

be taken into account.l6

The Subcommittee on Special Small Business Problems was K
< .
established to determine whether or not the MPAA rating system

a t
discriminated against independent producers‘by assigning them

™

more restrictive ratings for thejr films. In their 1978 Report

the Subcommittee indicated that claims of discrimination were

17 and that "there was no evidence whatsoetes tha? )

18

"unfqunded"

some productions are favored over others." Austin's analySis

) T of film ratings for the1969-78 period demonstrated that
"Independent prdduce§&>werq“fbund to have had significantly

more of their piifyres rated either R or X than did Major-Minor

19

‘ producers. " \J%ustin's finding, however, cannot necessarily:

e -

sbe interpreted as an indication of discrimination on the part

,of the industry, MPAA, or Code and Rating Administration. That

\ -

’

independents earned more R and X ratings might, for instance,

\

mean that they producéd pictures with more violence, sex, etc.

-

E

than majqr-minok)producers.

A few studies have examined people's usé\ef the rating
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Y -

system. Valenti reported that by l974,‘6€if€§ the parents

surveyed believed the rating system to be ver or\fairfy ugse-

ful as a guide for deciding what movies their children should

.20 "More recently, 65% of the adylts surveyed found the

code useful.21

see
‘These findinds conflict with two earlier re-
ports. Yeager's 1971 study found that the ratings were per-
ceived as a form of censorship and that parents had skeptical

22 Similarly, in 1973, O'Dell reported that

reactions to,them.
the rating system was'ggg found td&be held in high esteem by
parents.23 (A 1970 study Py Robertus’ and Simons discovered that
teenagers were more likely than their parents to report use

of the system in film selection.24 (Note that this finding

is somewhat at odds with the system's ostensible purpose --

——r

that of providing advice for pafents concerning their child-

among high® school students

3

ren's movie attendance.) *Si:;recently, Austin reported that
mo

than half (53.3%) of his- sample
indicated that a film's rating was eithef "very importaht" or

25 Unfortunately, ,

"importént“‘to.their‘attehdance decision.
neither Robertus aﬁd Simons' nor Austin's sﬁudy’foCused in on
speéific rating categories nor the possible differential
effects that max exist. Finallf,«the first major étudy the -
A.C. Nielsen Comp;hy has conducted on. pay cable televiewers
found that "movigs, pa;ticularly those with an R rating, are
the most popular prgérams on pay cable."?® )

Thus, as'cén be seén, there has been no publically avail-

L4
able research that has been directly focused on the possible

< I()



influence of the MPAA'S film rating system on movie attendance,
) This stud; therefore addresses an issue that has so far pro-
voked speeulation'and debate but no objective analysis.
METHODoLocy'
This study employed,a convenience sample. The respondents

"to the self-administered questionngire'used°for this. study were
members'of high school classes in English and Film. The higH‘“V'
sohogl is located in a middle-class, residential New Jersey
town. The datd were collected on one day in mid-March 1979.

A total of 65 questionnaires were collected, all of which were
uggble. The Bupjects, 40 males gnd éi females, ranged in age
from 15 to 18 years, with most (55%) being 17 }ears old. The
parti¢ipants were asked to complete an anonymous questionnaire
on. the likelihood of their attendinq each of four different

- (fictitious) film plot synopses presented in\the questionnaire.
Each of the four film synopses was.different from the other
thrée. The synopses were intended to be neutral. Included
in éagﬁ one~page synopsis was the f?lm's title and an approx-
imately 175 word plot synopsis. Following the plot'sydbps;S'
was a shO;t pgragraph indicating the film's-pfoducer, director,
scfeenplayiwriter, anajmalg and female star (all.persoﬁs_named.

here are actual film producers, directors, screenwriters, or
actors), ‘Finally, set off in a line of {ts own, the-film's
L MPAA rating was noted (e.g., "This picture has been rated R:

\
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towh

- restricted, under l7-year-olds must be accompanied by a pgrent

™

or guardian”) . The'expgrimental manipulation consisted of
varying tﬁe MPAA film rating. Therefore, some ?ubjects receivea
film A as rated G, others receiv?d_film A rated PG, and so
forth. All subjects received omne film that was rated G, a
different film rated PG, a third film rated R, and-a fourth

_,‘4
/ film rated X. THus the experimental design employed here was

\

a fou{ (ratings) by four (film plot synopses) repeated measure
. . simple Latin square. To control for thespossibility of some
;ubjec&s picking up a pattern‘(i.e., recognizing the %ﬁperimental
manipulatjqn) the exac£ order ofhthe presentation of film Synopses
was systematically‘varied by MPAA ra;ing.. The subjects were
randomly gssignea to one of the four treatment groups.
The subjects-werejinstructed to read each fiim plot synopsis
and to then indicate gagir likelihood of attending each film. |
‘The subjects were explicitly told notato\compare ong$film to
any of the others when deciding their likelihood of attendénce'
(just before reaching pheliesponse option# the stbjects read
the followipg: "For the film dJescribed aque, ***title.df.film***,
would: you say’that,yog'are:"), The‘subjec€§' iikelihood of™

-~

' attending each film was measured on a-five—poiﬁt rJEing scale,
i R . . | , .
Response options ranged from "Very likely to go to see this

movie" to "Vety unlikely to go to .see this movie."
e ) . - Following the four film plot synopses, on separate pages,

g / ¥ the subjecés were asked td respond to a few demographic questibns

e

+




and questions induiring ag to their movie-going habits in
general. On the last‘page'of the questionnalire thezpubjects
were esked‘to list the titles (as bast they!;emembered themy
of all the movdes they}nad seen in "the past six montns or
-80." This QUestion-was'designed as an unobtrﬁsive measure .
of the ?ubjeots' tendency to at‘end.filmg of one or anotner
e _ | of the MPAA_ratings. All of the film titles listed were
later ass?gned tneir MPAA rating by consulting‘the MPAA's
.Code and Ratrng;Administratioh Annual Reportsw(L96a-78). For

-more recent (than 1978) films the MPAA rsting was obtained

from the film's advertisement as it appeared in the New York

4 '~ %~ , Times. \
. . ;@ B . - \ ' -
U RESULTS AND DISCUSSION '

‘ ,ene purpose of thls study was to de31gn a valid experi-
mental 1nstrument for measuring the potent1a1 effect of the
'MPAA s film ratlng system on movie attendance. Eollow1ng
their completion of the questionnaire, the subjects were asked
S a series of questions about: the auestionnaire} -The subjeots
| verbally reported that both the f11m plot synopses and the
MPAA rat;ngs assigned to- the synopses appeared credlble. A
few subjects indicated that some of the plot synopses did
remind them of an o0ld or current film. This igs to be expected,
‘ " however, as one:might anticipate subjects' attempts to fit
this new.information into their existing rield of.experience.‘

_Moreover, the dramatic plot structures presented in the synopses

do lend'theﬁselves to aschiation with previousl& established

CERIC T 13

-3} : R . - L ) . .
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\

film genres. The‘problem here, of course,‘;s what doesn't
o ~ )

) or wouldn't? A ; | S v
", To further ensure thd validity of the instrument, the

data were subjected to analysis of Yariance and covariance
tests using thae® BMDP péé*aqe (April 1979:edition). If tﬂe
fi}m synopses are trﬁly neutral and‘the subjects acqpr;tely
followed ﬁhe.instruction not to‘compare the synopses when
deciding upoﬁ the likeliﬁg;d.qf their attendance, one‘should..
expect no significant differencegsmong the overal; likelihood
of attendance for each synopsis when the MPAA rating 1is. dis-
qounted as a‘yariablq< Conseduently, the 1ikelihood of
-attendance responses for all four film synopses were cbmpared4
ths pfocedure allows us_to'analyzé the whole exberimehtalxu |

model (all four‘filmsfu As Table 1 demonstrates,-no'gignificant

e ]

différences were found (b).OS). In other word3, the likeli-

hood of attendance was no greéter or 1esser,.irrespective of

MPAA rating. Thgrefore, since ﬁhe results of analysis-on the

whole model.proved nongignificant, the model's parts (each’

‘synopsis individually) can be_qssumed valid. Mofeover, the

questiongaire;s instructions can also be aésumed to be clearly 
: understood insofar as the subjecfs appeared to follow thg'

directions provided. .

-

[}
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A second purpose of this study was to ascertain the in-

-

fluence of the MPAA's film rating system on likelihood of

attquance. As would be predicted hy reactance theory, /

¢ ‘1 L4 .
persons undq; the age bf*17 should experience reactance due
” N ' . M r
; to the R and X ratings. To restore the threatened or eliminated

freedom these individuals, eébecially, should show greater
likelihood of attendance at R- and X-rated films. The data
were therefore.subjected to an analysis of variance tegt..
For this test, overall likelihood of attendance (at’all fiims
as caﬁegorized by MPAA rating) by MPAA rating was cqmpared.,
- ~ Additionally, comparisons by sex and agé (over 17 and unde;.
N N : 17 years) were made.: Two covariates, importancé of film-

going as a leisure activity (measured on a five-poipt scale)

and fréquency of film attendance, were also included, in the

. analysis. Usé of thege covariates in the analysigs, is justifiéd

B0 "“’gfﬁéé‘féaEEzﬁaéjtﬁeafy“ﬁaﬁi&'préaiéé'E§&£méﬁé”§Eéatér"£h;“‘

importance of the threatened freedom (i.e., movie attendance),
/ / ' - .

the greater the reactance aroused and, there 6re, the stronger
the desire to restore that freedom. The results are reported

in Table 2.

~ ' A
- Y e — —————— — T - e - - :
' 1

. - o Table .2 About Here v

i L
As can be seen, likelihood of attendance by rating, sex, age,

- and the,gwd covariates all prov;;>nonsignificant (p».05). Thus,
- S e : ]




, | - testing the overall model 'indicates that for this sample the

MPAA rmtings werq, not an .influential factor in the sample's

A}

likélihood’of attendance and.therefore.none of the four films
deed be teséed on an individual basis. Whilé this finding
.lappears to support the MPAA'S cqntentlon that ratings do not
1nf1uepce attendance and thus to reject reactance theory s
‘ | p;qdlctlon, further tegting is warranted. This study's
gamble was not a random One'and ence, replication of this
équrimént using a probability saygple ig called for.~ More-
over, replication o{Qphls study using a seven- p01nt (or greater)
response scalé might prove §fu1tful Perhaps the five-point
T ?. 'scale used here did not allow the’subjects fine gnough dis-
’ cnimination. |
The final item to be reported and discussed is the sub®
jggts' response é% the unobstrusive Aeaqure included in the

gquestionnaire. Subjects were asked to list the titles of as

many movies as they could recall having seen in the past half-

/

A

yedr. A total of 117 different titles were mentioned. The

r

film titles were then coded according to their MPAA rating,

As Tdbie 3 illustrates, of the 117 titles listed by the

participants films with a PG rating were by far the most fre—

"-quently mentioned (75 or Gs:ég’of the total), No X-rated

r

16




films and very feéw (7 f 6.1%) G-rated pictures were reported

-",, 4
as having been sqen, Thirty—-three (or 28.7%) movies with an
%
/ ‘ .
R rating were reported as paving been attended. Another way

»

of iooking at the films reported is to.gxaﬁine the number of
times a given picture (and, as later coded, its rating) was

mentioned. Table 4 reports this information. By 160king at .
e . 1 ‘ ! - ,

. .

4

—— ———  —— T — - - —— . VD g —

Table 4 About’ Here

- —— ——— ——— - ———
) 3

the percentage row of Table 4 and comparing these figures to

. ’ ,

- . 4 0
those in the same row &in Jable 3 one‘ can seﬁ tQat the percentage
. & , - ] . ' . e
of R-rated films increases while the percentage of G- and

PG-rated films' decreases. One may conclude from this that

r
. a

the data réported‘in Table 4 offers a better index of film

\

>

(and by(implicaqion,‘rating) popularity As 15 e&idént.from .
both Tables 3 and 4} PG~ and R—rated films Qere clearly the "‘-““’”Wﬂ“"“
most freqﬁently attended; x-rgted'mexies were completely avoided
and films with é G }étihg very infrequéhtly attended. . Further,
as was noted in the‘Eeview of the;litérature; PG:anq R have. |
beep‘ﬁhe most Sften assibned MPAA ratings. - Since the pattiéi—“
pants in this study overwhelmlngly reported dttendlng PG- and ‘
R*rated fllms, one may conclude that the menu equals the diet;
that whéch is most commonly offered is that Wthh is most

commokly consumed, This conclusion is further substantiated

) [ R " *
by examining the most freguently ment‘ed films. As is

-



- their attendance at G- and X-rated movies. SFill another R

-16-

shown in Table 5, of those films mentioned by six or more

~

= e . —_— - o

participants, 42% were PG-rated and Séﬁ R-rated. Moreover,
no e}ngfe G—rated\film was mentioned by more than one person

. . . . . ’ . ?
(ngt shown in table). -

Thus, by their own actual film attendancet reports, the

participants in this study clearly favored those films with

a PG or R rat;ab. These findings, noweGer, are in contradiction

to those reported in the experimental situation. Whereas the

experiment showed no greater %ikelihood of attendawtce when
A 7

'varying the film plot synopses rating, the pa cipan€s'

-~ ¢

. actual movie attendance sho s a clear preference for PG- and

M

R—rated movias. One possr_le explanat}on for this apparent

-

cts‘“vnnn;1unwii}ing—te&repeft

reason might be that the Tilm plot synopses ,were simply unat—
traotlve altogether (exAminatlon of the iikelihood of attendance
frequencies and cell mseﬂe rules out this explanation) \\ .
more likely and credible reason for the discrepancxbbetween |

self-report and experimental findlngs has been alluded to

above. Simply . put, there are more films rated PG and R in'A
o

circulation and availqble for view1ng than there are G- and o

X~rated films. At'the'time this study was.conducted,_a
. , . .

ey

Nep



|
t

 did not provide the jects with the full potential range

commitments (e.g. VJprice of adﬁiésion, appropriazeness\:or

-"w-

Al

! . : .
maximum potential of only 7% and 6% of all films rated by )

{ 27

tns MPAA waere G- and X-rated respectively. Therefore,

[y

one's opportunfty to attend such‘pictnres, regardless of

desire, was w&i} linitéd. oreover; we might speculate

that the difference between the experimental and self-report

‘findings is a tasultgofcthe'cond;kions in which the subjects. N
- ~

made their fllm choices. The experimental condition in-
‘\ - . i ”

,volved a- hypothetical situation which required the subjects

to project their likelihood of attendante with\n? true be-

havioral, psychqlogical or financial commitqant. Further,
and importantlyr,the consequeﬂbes of their decision were

hypotheticaa as well. Fjinally, the experimental situation =~

of decision—making aidé‘which, presumable, normally acéompany

he movie attendance decisidn piocess=(pfobably the most

A ¥

data, on the othar hahd, representS'real situations w1th real
.' \ N . . >

5 ]

dating activitles)\and conseguences.

& ! v L )

¢ ) &' . o -
{\ ° -
. g i $ . )

/ - suﬂ&@ny AND CONCLUSIONS o <
1

"The study report@g here sought to dellgn(and 1mplement b
3

a vabld experimental ﬁ%strument to test the potentlal influence

‘of the MPAA's film ratlhg system on movie attendance. Subjects

in the experiment«were high school students.j The expe:imenta}'

LA

feo



~~

¥

-instrument was found to be valid. Results of the ererimenﬁal

manipu{ation were nonsiqnficant#_thereby indicatind that for
this sample the MPAA ratings did not effect.likelihood of
film attendance é%d thaF psychologiéal reactance abparently
wag not aroused. Finally, Self-repért data indicated thatr

. ) . :
the paﬁFicﬁpants in this study moif'frquently attended films
rated eitfter PG Jdr R. Thése fingings were éxplained in—tefms
of the limited choice (G, PG,.R, or x.ratings) options avail-
ablé to thé students. | |

Finally, this skudy suggests at least two avenues for

further Tesearch. ‘Repligation of the ekperiment using- a

R ¥

, probabiiity sample is-clearly warranted. "Morédver,"expansidn,

of the response scale'frdw five to seven_kor greater) ¥oints

. would offer subjects'gfeg}er discrimination. .

» .
. .
- .
' \ ’ '
a
T . v N
. » A
* » i ) -~
\
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- lyack Ww. Brehm, A Theory of Psychqlogical Reactance
! | 3 =
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~ [
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see ‘Jack W. Brehm, Resppnses to Loss of Freedom A Théory of |

-
g

Pchhologngl Reactance (Morristown New Jersey: General
’Y ] i

, Lear‘Png Press, 1972) ’ : -
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- . : Ibid., p. 53. ‘j ‘ ‘
) ' Jack Valenti, "The Movie Rating System Nq% York: Motion
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- Redrup v. Eengork 386 U.S. 767 (1967) :
61t 'is not within the scope of this paper to discuss the

" \ -
- premise for this fear.. However:, for an excelleht discussion

A}

. of fiim censorship in the UnitedoStatea:see Richard S.. Randall,

N »

Censo}ship of the Movies (Madison, Wisconsin: University of |

L 'Wis€ongin Press, 1968). For a discussion of federal, state, and
. ; , -
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~ see Julian g. Burroughy Lr., "X Plus 2: The MPAA Cla331fication
Syétem Duringfits First Two_Yeare," Journal of the U‘iverqity_

' . ) .
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- - - . .
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Film Assocation 23: 44-53 (1971). Finally, for a more -
. ¢ _ /
anecdotal approach to understanding Hollywood's fear of

federal intrusion see Murray Schumach, The Face on the Cutting

Poom Floor (New York: Da Capo Press, 1964). ‘ '

4 7Valenti, op. cit., p. 3. p ' -
8valenti, ibid., p. 5. - e
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Director of Research, April 14, 1978.
10 ’

AN

¢ \J
Jack Valenti, "Remarks by Jack Valenti to the Annual

&
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ever, as the'report innts out (p. 2): "It is fdir'to\assumé.

that some p%gple who offered 'no.opinion' are nevertheless

awdre of the system;althoﬁgh the ’qctual number cannot be

determined. Therefore the current statu?,mgy be better than

the\percgntages shown above." : ) '%
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TABLE 1 °

| T
o :

Likelihood of Attendance by Film Plot Synposes
Irrespective of MPAA Rating ~

Source ) . SS - af . ms F

X . . 7
Mean .64.00879 1 64.00879 47,69 0.0000
Sex ° 3.44666 ’ 1 3.44666 2.57 0.1145"
‘Age 2.10413 1 2.10413 1.57 0.2155
Sex X Age'® 5.63935 T | 5.63935 4.20 0.0449 =~
Import . 0.48380 1 0.48380 - 0.36 0.5506
Attend? N ~0.45213 1 0.45213 - 0.34 0.5639
Import X Attend 0.78920 2 0.39460 0.29 0.7464
Error ' 77.84018 58 1.34207 ‘ : -
R3 . o - 2.64166 3 0.88055 0.70 0.5538
R X Sex 1.53477 3 0.51159 0.41 0.7488
R X Age ’ 1.98113 3 .0.66038 - 0.52 0.6662
R X Sex X Age. L 2.77692 -3 0.92564 0.73 0.5325
Error 226.75828 180 1.25977

- . - s

’
. ? )
1importance of movies as a leisure activity, first covariate

2frequency of'movie attendance, second covariate
3film plot synopses :

~

26



N

** limportance of movies as a leisure activity, first covariate
2frequency'of movie attendance, second covariate

v
TABLE 2
Likelihood of Attendance by MPAA Ratings, Sex, and Age
= ’ Source SS df - ms F P
. Mean 64.00879 1 4.00879 47.69 0.0000
Sex - 3.44666 1 3.44666 2.57 0.1145
Age 2.10413 1 2.10413 1.57 0.2155
\ Sex X Age , 5.63935 1 5.63935 4.20 0.0449
Import -~ -0.48380 1 0.48380 0. 36 0.5506
Attend? ~~.0.45213 1 0.45213 ©0.34 0.5639
~ _ Import X Attend 9.78920 2 0.39460 0.29 0.7464
. & Error ~77.84018 58 1.34207 '
‘Ratings 8.00512 3 2.66837 2.27 0.0818
~ Ratings 4.34403 3 1.44801 1.23 0.2992
o Ratings 4.72727 3 1.57576. 1.34 0.2624
Ratings X Sex X Age 3.78494 3 1.26165 1.07 0.3614
grror ‘ . 211.41999 180 1.17456 :



P | TABLE 3

1

\
Films Reported as HavinYy.Been Ségn by MPAA Rating
1. ' '

G PG © . R X TOTAL
e . . A AN : , I
Fr 75 © 7 .33 0 115%
6.1% 65.2% . 28.7% "0t 100%

'\' '

*two films had no MPAA rating and were therefore not includeq

)




TABLE 4 . ' ,

/
‘/ ”
/
Films Reported as Having -Been Seen by MPAA Rating
/- and Number of Times Mentioned -
~ y Y . . ‘

G PG - ' R X " TOTAL

7 © 216 188 0 . 411*
o 1. 7% 52.5% - 45.8% 0% 100%
*two films had no MPAA rating and were therefore not included

a *
. 1

\ ' ¥

30 v




TABLE 5

"Most Frequently Mentioned Films

Number &f
Rank Title . ‘. Mentions Rating

1  NATIONAL LAMPOON'S ANIMAL HOUSE 49 R
2  UP IN SMOKE . | o3 R
3 MIDNIGHT EXPRESS 29 R

a GREASE c " 19 PG .

s ' EVERY WHICH WAY BUT Lo®SE - 13 PG
5 ROCKY HORROR PICTURE SHOW 13 R
6 ‘HEAVEN CAN J;IT . 12 PG
n 7 . STAR WARS . 11 PG
8 CALIFORNIA SULTE \ 9 PG
8 COMING HOME | 9 R
8 LAST WALTZ ‘ / | 9 PG
9 INVASION OF THE BODY SNATCHERS 8 PG
9 'SATURDAY NIGHT FEVER 8 R

10  HARD CORE ' N ( 6 R,

10 HOOPER ' C 6 PG
10 JAWS 2 o 6 PG
10 LORD OF THE RINGS ) . | 6 , PG
PG

10 SMOKEY AND THE BANDIT . @
' {

Most Frequently Mentionéd F ms by Rating

- G‘ PG R ( X . POTAL
o ' 0 105 . 145 . 0 - 250 v
| | | R a
%& o ~ 0% 42% 58% 0% 100%




