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ﬂhe relation between 'revenues from motion pictures

and the picture ratings (G, PG, R, X) by the Motion Picture .
Assoclatlion ¢f America was examined. Successful films were those
listed by "variety" magazinre as the top revenue producers for the"
given year. Cata were collected for the years 1969-1979. The &nalysls

. shoved that years in which fewer films were produced had greated
.ratios of successful films, usually ovér 25% 2An annual markt

saturatlion point of about 400 £ilwms wes evident. The two central
rating categories, PG and B,. dominated the system, accounting for
78.5% of ¥all films rated. Fllms with PG ratings enjoyed the highest
average succesg ratlo of the four categories. 0f the 1,836 filas
rated PG from 1969 to 197%, 491 or 26.7% wvere considered successful.
The PG catedory had the largest nunmber of successful f£ilms for each .
vear in the study. €lose behind PG in oyerell success was the- @
category, belying the myth that G ratings were "hox office poison.t
Pictures rated 6 enjoyed a.24.2% succesds ratio over the entire
period. Although more films were rated R than any other category,
thelr success ratio.was only 13.7%. The number of filus rated R.each

. Yyear varfied. greatly, but the ‘number of million .dolliar revenue

producindg R £ilms was quite. stable from yeer %o year. The success

FE

‘ratic.for x-rdted £ilms was only S5%. (RL)
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o MOVIE RATINGS AND REVENUES: ;
' ELEVEN YEARS OF. SUCCESS RATIOS

Infroduction and Purpose

The Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA) instituted
a voluntary, fpur-category audlence-sultab;llty rating system on
Nov. 1, 1968% In the first 11 yeaﬁs of “the gystem's operatilin,
dbouttg,OOO feature films were rated by.the Classification and
Rating.Adminisfration (GARA), the ﬂPAA;S seven-mgmﬁer panel of ‘
evaluators. The’MPﬁA estimates that "some 99% of the producers
Eéeating enterkaining, sdriousiy intended, respoﬁsible films CnOf
hard core porﬂography) do in ‘fact submit their films for ratlngs"
i (30, p. 6, emphasis. in originall. »

Eved before the system ﬁeéan opeiatibng End_continuing to,the
‘present , people'specuiated about possible effects &f the various
ratings on bdx office returns. The restricted-ratings (R and X)
were fo?éseen, on “the one ﬁaﬁd, as handicaps, sidce dhey would °

direétly'lim;t potential audience size. But on phe other hand R
" and X were: seen as symﬁbls of "forbidden fruit® that might increase
,;he.attractiwenesb, and hehce‘revenuésefof these films. . Similarly,
.the implications of the r&fings of unr;stricted films (G and PG3
alternateiy were predicted to affect box office féturns positiéely
+ ("safe") and negatlvely ("childish")- Producers and diétrlbutors
had thelr oplnlons of whlch ratings attracted and whlch reﬁelled

audlenoes, and they banked more frequently o, some categories than

on qthers.l But, though ;heoriés were advanted, no one knew.




‘ . : . ) , L]
Review of Literature ’

Published repfrts on the rating system have discussed con-

‘ I .

trovebsies surrounding particular'filns and their ratings (5, &,
'_ 20, 27) indicated suggestions for improving the system .10, pp. 101-

1083 17, 22}, and supborted its voluntary nature. (9, ‘14). Untested

-

comments about and 1so1ated examples of the audlence appeal of

various ratings are'noted from tlme to “time, and may be summarlzed

4

as follows: : - ' : -
- G has been described as "box offdce poison"

(15, 23,:29).2

- £ ¢

N .
- PG has been seen as a de31rab1e category 3 ’
«

- R, also seen as de51rable (21 3u),“ has been

viewed as too broad a category (25). 5

- X has ,been percelved as a dategory to be avoided

o (10528, pow).® ) ? ~.

\
Although the ratlngs have proVoked a good deal of speculation and
debate, few-emplrlcal analyses have been conducted Especially
germane to the purposes of the étudy reported here is one flndlng _
of the House Subcommlttee on Small B;slness Problems (discussed
+below). Their 1918 report made 3pec1al note of .- the fatt that "there
have been no researphed studles on- the relatlonshlp between the
various MPAA ratings and box offlce recelpts“ (28, p'“Su) Among
the empirical reeearch oniratlngs that doesg ex1$t are studles which
. have examlned the publlo 8 auareness and use of the System (19, 31),
the falrness wizh wh;ch ratings are assigned tg'indepepdent producers .

[l‘

ag. compared toJmajor studios (28), and the mean revenues of the fouf

k] 0

categories obef a two~§ear period {4).

+ FA
- . - _— .
. . d ‘ .
.
! N M ' -7 ‘e : ~
. . ! . K . L . -
! N .
+ - ' . . . *
.




tEE;agers werb more llkely tHan the1r parents to report use of the-
ij@stem in film selection (Note that this finding is somewhat”ﬁt

dds wlth the’ system s ostenélble purpose - that of prov1d;ng

' adV1ce for perents conbernbdg their children! s.mov:e attendance )

More recently, Austin[(3) reported that among hlgh“school students

more than half (83. Sﬂllndlcpted that a film's ratlng was elther

*
"very 1mportant" or Jimportant" to their attendance declslon

Unfortunately neither of these two studles focused in on specific,
’ ' ] N . ) .. . %' !
-rating categories nor the possible differential effécts that may i .
. LN . ;,.'-

exist. One (exploratory) study (1), using an experimental design;“n
*’ ‘ has been conducted (o] ascertaln the influence of ratlngs on movle ':i
. attendance dec1s1o 53 no significant d1fference.(p,> 05) was f.
i “ found between the our ratings and the sub]ects!l(hlgh school-
students) likelihopd of film attendance. . .
Research gonducted for the MPAA by the Opinion'hesearch b

Corporation (18) indicated that, in 1877, 97% of both the total

movie-going public (12 years old and over) and novde-going edultsl
518 and over) we e "aware":of the rating system andlvdrtually_no
one (;ess than §.5%) had not heard of it. Valenti: (31) reportedt
_that by 1974, 84% of the parents surveyed believed the ratdng::
system to, pe verj or fairly useful as a guide for deciding what

-

movies tH ir children should see. However, this finddng conflicts
with two earlier reports . Yeeger’s 1871 study (3?)‘found¥thet the -
: ratings were ﬁerceived'as’a form of' censorship and tnat parents
., had skepticalfreactions to the ratings. Similarly, 0'Dell (18)

reported thaﬂ the,rating system was not found to be.held in high




esteem by parents, )

‘1n 1978 the House Subcommittee on Special Small Business
:Problems 1nvestlgated whether or. not the MPAA rating system

. dlscrlmlnated agalnst independent produoers by asslgnlng Lthem

, more restrlctrwe ratlngs for thein f;lms in the1r Re ort, Mthe

Suﬂquglttee found that olalm; of disorimlnatlon were unfounded"

) anditha¢ “there was no eV1denoe whatsoever that some produotlons
‘areffavored over otheré'(?ﬁ, pp. .80, 77) Austin (2, p. 397)
analyzeq fllm ratlngs for the 1968-197? gerlod and reported
"Igdependent produders were found to have had 31gn1f1oagtly more’
,of thelr plctures rated e1ther R or X than d1d Major-Minor pro-
duoers "  Austin's flndlng, however3 cannot n?céssarlly be 1nter-
preted as an indication of dlsorlmlnatlon on the part of the .

;ndustry, MPAA, or.CARA, That independents %arned more R and X

ratings-mléht, for 1nstanoe, mean thdt they.produced plctures
' . . N

) ‘with more violenoe,{sex, ete. o : ’
] Austln and Slmonet’e.(u) pdlot study for the present research
. analyzed the relatlonshlp between raflngs and dzstrlbutor rentals
o for 1977 and 1478. Their flndaqgs {ndloated that: PGerated films
1 - had the hlghesf mean rentals among“%oth all films rated by the "h
_ . MPAA and those fllés earnlng $I m}lllon ot more, films rated PG
- "were s:.gn:.f:.cgntl)ﬁ (p < .001) gnoz‘e 11ke1y to earn hJ.gher rentals .
* % thah any of the thér three categorles 'when mean rentals for all™

f‘:.lms ﬁe,re oornp red and no ..:J.gn:.f:.cant differenoe (p) 05) v




P N - Problem and Prooedures ‘ * . ‘
The problem of thls study was to devise and analyze "suopess
P&thS" for the various rating oategories ‘
Producers can plan for a desired ratlng from the earllest
preproduotlon phase of. fllmmak;ng 7 Through careful scrlptzng, ;
shootlng and ed1t1ng, and through CARA's guldance 1n each phase,

a de31red rating can almost always be achleved 8

In 1980, at ¥
least two films were reldased with what mlght be descrzbed as "self-
'asslgned" ratlngs (Wllllam Fbledkln s Cruisin ng /pd Stanley Kubrzck‘

The Shining). Given, then, the assumptlon that ratlngs are control-

lable produotlon varlables, this study ﬂas deszgned to answer a !
_ﬁogloal question of thovie produoers' Nhat rating best ensures box Lt
office success? Prom the standpolnt of investors in this hlgb’ﬁlsk

1ndustry. Wnat is the safest rating t0 ensure favoraple return on {-

.

investment?, /,; : .

To answer hzs, we reviewed the fzrs;fll full years of the
ratings, essentlally the entlre hlstory of the system to date. _
(Only. part of the year' s produotlon was rated in 1968, Y We analyzed

the frequencles with whlch Varlous ratlngs were assigned to features

and the £requeno1es wlth whlch featung\\alms ih- each oategory éepe
"gitecessful. " I )
) '

: Minim@l "success" was defined as revenues of at least 51 milliop

(1969 dollars) in United States-Canada rentals, as reported

s

Variety. ‘The flaor of $1 m1111on, the longstandlng cutoff point of

Variety's annual lists of -top-grossing fll@sfl"alg Rental ‘Films"),

4

wWas adjusted for iriflation, using the Coneumer Price Index; to yieid.

tne values listed in Table 1. Thls procedure adjustlng the

- '
s M - i
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Table 1 About Hera

revenues to constant 1989 dollars, raised the level requlred for

t'"success each year until it became nearly $1.7 mlllion in the

L]

last year -of ‘the study, 1979. i - .
Individual films on this "successful" adjusted-millio;-dollar
list wgré,nét necessarily profitabié! For example, a 1969 film with
a nega%ive’cdsf of 51.5 million.fiﬁbroximately the av}rage budget
of feature films that year’) probably would not show a profit with
only $1 million 1n domestlc rentals To ea#n the double or triple
returns commonly accepted as, the profit p01nt in the 1ndustry woula
requ1re about $1. 5 mlIllon in domestic renfals, plus the same amount
in forelgn rentals, plus telev181on and nontheatrical sales
Nevertheless, ds a gooup, the fll?s were "successful."™ They
were the top.zo percent qf revenue-éarnepgt 'fhgy'represented tye

rule-of-thumb two 'films in 10 acknowledged to Dbe profitable in. the

industry. Almost exactly that proportlon-(lg 5%) qf all films rated

“in the 11 year?ﬁquallfled for the "success" étandard of thls study

;o

“The "successful" film of thls study was the ‘one fllm of every five

rated that qualified to be identified as a top-grosser 1n Variety
(after Variety's qualifying standardiwas ad:usted for inflation.}
Film grosses were recorded from the January ann;versary issues
of Varletz lp.whldh the precndlng year‘s‘top-gr0831ng fllgs are
listed. Reissues were listed by Variety wi&ﬁ the latest yeaPr's

revenues only. In this sfudy, reissues were treated as individual

films. Therefore, the study might be'deSbribed accubatq;ylgg

s
L
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L

dealing w1th releases; not titles. c ) .
Ratings were recorded from annual reports of C&RA For
’consistency, films originally rated either M 03 8P were counted

-

in PG,‘the;preqenteﬂay category.

- Results ‘ - .
) Anndal frequencies for all feature films rated hy the ‘MPAA
since:lgﬁg- the number of films earning over .81 million, and-
‘corresponding success ratios are reported in Table 2. The data

presented in Table 2 indicate that after 1969, when 25.8% of -all T
———ad

-

Table 2 About Here.

- - -
3.

MPAA-rated films were successful, the industry suffered a Eevere‘ ‘
'five-year decrease in the percentage of films which were successful;
from 1970 through 197u the' success ratia ranged from 15 1% to 16. 0%

Beginning in lg?ésthe success ratio began to steadily improve

(19. 6%) reaching a peak of 36.5% in 1979. Further, as might be
expected- intuitively, Table 2 discloses that the fewer the number
of films released (i.e., rated by the HPAA), the greater the annual
‘success ratio: 1In 1969 the MPAA rated 325 films and the success
ratio was 55.8%. It was not until 1977 when a similar success
ratio was again achieved (24.3%), at which time 378 films were”
hréted. Between 1969 and 19?? the number 'Sf: features rated, in
ﬁyery gear neYer dips below‘uoo (u3l films, fated in 1970 was the.
low peint). Conversely, during those yeara when the sdccess ratio

hovered abdht the one-quanter mark , the number of features rated .

. . -

ERIC o 9
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“never exceeded 378. TPherefore, the data in Table 2 suggeq{\;n -
annual market saturation-point .ofr about %00 films.above whic one
& \

can expect notable'reductions'in;?uccess ratio percentages.
I -

As is shown in Table 3, R was the cetegory assigned most
. »

frequently during the first 11 years of the ratings, followed by

¥ .

»

. . PG, then G, then X. In all, ul.si of feature films were rated Ry
: R
37.2% were PG; 14.6% were B; and-§.9% were X.; R was the largest
, category in seven of the 11 yehrs. (In the other four, PG was’

largest.} e

A randbmlzed blOCk analy31s of variance test was performed
on the nnmber of fllms rated each year imn each category While '
the data are frequency data rather than interval data, it is felt

.that the nature of the responses and robustness of thée technique
. . b

will obviate any difficulties.‘ The resﬁlts of the anelysis indicaie
that the ratings do not all have equal frequenc§ of submissibn -‘ "
(E = 79.%, af ='3, 30, p < .0001). nuncan. s multiple-range test
1nd1cates, at_ the 5% level of 51gn1f1cance, that the number of R

and PG features released durlng the period were. not statlstlcally

eigniflcantly Q1gferent, bt they were significantly more frequent

L

than the numbe} of G films released, which in turn was significantly
. g - . .

& ‘gpéatef than‘the~number of ¥ films released. "

."

The two centrlet eategorles, PG and R, dec1dedly dominated the

. , gystem. Together, they accourited for 78.5% of all fllms rated ~)
) f

” . during the 11 years: Generally, the percentage of films rated in"

k-3

. [ R ta
' v4

R . 10
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T -these tﬁo categorits-imcreased over the years. In 1959, 68 3% of ‘
the fllms were PG or R ]1n 1979, thls percentage was;up to 84.5. ’
¢ _,? decline in number of G films accounted for most of the change :
) PG en}oyed the hlgh%-t average success rat1o of the four \”‘
;' . categories in the IILYearghlstory of the ratings A total of\hgl

dollar (ad)usted) level of'reyenues, giving “the category an over-

This was more than 7 percentage points

» - ! ¥
o for all films. The overall sSuccess

all success ratio of 26.?%1[
highcr than the success rat
ratio of 26,?%*meah t}}at a t“‘: fJ.lm had slightly better than one ’ ’
ch" & in four of garnerlng $1 million in rentals ‘énnual success

ratios for ,PG fllms ranged from 16.6% in 1970 to 44.8% in 1979.
i

In year-by—year success ratlos, PG ranked flrst in six of the 11
‘years, ranked second (to @) in flve years and ranked third (after f"

6 and R) in one year. Moreover, in six of the 11 years,'the PG

s
category -alone aocounted for more than half of that year 's m1111on-

f

dollar  films. The peak occurred in 19?8 when 61 1% of the success-

+

ful ¥ilms were rated PG. The success-ratlo was tested for a differ-.
ence in means by a randomized block‘aﬁalysis of variance. The

ratio was first transformed by the arcsin transformat:.on10

to
stabllize .thé variance.” Results of the ANOVA rout1ne 1nd1cated a

signiflcant dif ference among the mean success rat1os‘(£_= 24.16,

Yoo

df = 3, 30, p <« .0002). ‘Duncan's maltiple~range test indicated
that the mean success-ratio “or PG was not different from G, but
‘they were significantly greater than the R success ratio, which
in turn was significantly greater than the success ratio for X.

Although'PG was-not the largest category (the R category had

11
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201 more films than PG), the PG category J.ncluded every year the.
. largest number of succesejful films, In an average year, R led
- PG in .releases’ by about 18 fllms, but PG led R in successful films .
by about 19 filma, PG .also accounted for the 1argest uentages, S

-~ "each year ‘of successful fllms arfwng all features rated. _,In

“these gtat:.stzcs, whose denominator indicates total industry

produetion (not simp]z.y the 'total in the category), PG in recent

years ol.itperforlned R by aoout 20 1 and Gmb'jr abou'é '5 to 1, -,‘
'. Close behJ.nd PG 1n overall success rat:.os came tBe G category,

-

belying the myth that e rat:.ngs are "l:‘)x off:.oe poison." Over the

11 years, 6 pictures enjoyed a 2,4 2% success ratio. The ¢ ratJ.os, ) _
however, were based on snlaIler denommators, the number; of films J

rated G every year was always les$ than half the number rated PG.
. w

. L] R " v
In 1979, & films enjoyed ti1e unusually high.success ratio of Si6%.

“More - fllms were rated R than any ot}fer: category over-the 11

~l

years, but the R £films’ sugeess ratJ.o was only 1341%. Wh:.le thg
&
number of fJ.lms rated R each- year varJ.ed {meatly, rang:.ng fro‘m 83
i

to 276, the number of m:.ll:.on-do_llar R films was quite.stable from,
year-to-year; ranging from an all-time low of 20 per year to an -~
’ At
- alY-time hlgh of only 33. So while success-ratios varJ.ed cons:.der-
Lo

ably J.n this pategory (from §.8% to 2lt 1%) there seemed to be a

constant and pred:.ctable market for a certf;ﬁf volumé of R fi%’ls
N % From 20 to 13 R-rated films reached theﬁﬁj\iﬁted-mllhon-dollar . ) .

level each year no matter hors many ’gvere released
i .
The success rat:.o for the X category was only 5.0%. From ¢

,J 197’? on, not a s:.n.gle Xk fJ.lm was reported in arletx to have earned
¥

$1 million (adjusted) ¥n domestic rentals. "

- - *
’ . .

- . . o - . L]
r ¢ - -8 ]
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R The number of successf ilms'ﬁn .each of the four categories
L R

are not all equal baSEd on’ a randomlzed block ANOVA (F = 79.43;
| df‘*”a 30, p <. 0001) Duncan's test 1nd1cated that- the‘four“
'oategories were 31gn1f1cant1y dlfferent from each other {r<. 01) s

. Uvep the 11 years the unrestrlcted tategories (6 and PG) .
oopbined acited foro 69- lhw the, Suooessful fJ.lms, wh:.]g the.

P .
restricted gormes (R and X} comblned accounted for 30. 9% .

) Discussion : - . .
. It is pot possible to infer causal explahations for any -

L

reratlonshlps that appeared between ratlngs and. revenues _Other,

/” varlables have not been controlled However, the differences

£

]

that appeared 1n_sucoess ratlog cqll for.at least tentative
v 1 \ * ' +

" explanations. .. N

. The hJ.gh success rat:.os found for PG fllmvlght be explalned

\' - by thelr accesslblllty to the entlre audlence and by their laok

L]

of negatlwe content ‘associations of either 6 (perhaps too "child-
ish") or 'of the restricted categories (perhaps_too}"adult“ﬁ: The
findings of ‘this study-regarding PG tended to confirm the ‘trend

observed in Austin and Simonet's analysis*of‘mean revenues by
P e “l . . ~ ‘
category (4). PG was the leading category. in that"study also.

¢

“\i _ More' surprising were the success ratios of the much-maligned @

] .o \

“films Hostglikely, G films benefited _fﬁom*hniverSEi accessibility.

-

But another exp;anatlon could be that the producers of 6 films -

simply know thelr audiences and their marketplaces betten than do

4

the producers of.restrlcted films. Successful G—rated four-
. - /

2 wallers that seemed to benefit from careful marketing would be

- S /

\ -

e 13, A




' ' ;12
‘cases in poinf.' Put another way, a relatively high progortion of
G;film producers may go ahead with a productionionly when:a hit .

, ig assured. - ot Lo ,
. " - ¥ F;

The relatlvely low success ratios of both restrlcted cate~
. ) bgorzes could be. explalned by the obv1ous limltatlon that }he
@oluntary ratlng system 1mposed on potential audience gize. If
. thls were the reason, it also would be coﬂflrmatlon that the ratlng
'sydxem-was accepted by theé publlc and/or enforced by theatdr
: operatorsh But other possible contrlbutlng factors could;be
ﬁﬁLimltatlons on bookings and advertlslng of restrlcted films.
. _' - Underreportlng 1n_Var1eEz of revenues from drlve-;n R's
‘and porno-house X's, - ' -+
-‘Irrelevance of the success standapd of the study becauseu .
- ) of . low production badgets for some restricted\films v

i

\
e categoriés that were

In general, the study found that t

popular with producers If producers went solely by th flnde#S o
‘* of this study, they would produce more G fllms fewer R {films and

virtually no X films, That might wonk only to a certain point if '
demand for @ fllms prove& to be no more elastic ‘than that for-R.
However, the changes would have the advantage of evening out the
frequencles of}éhree categorles, %reaently, we are moving toward‘

¢

a .two-category system (PG and R}.

In the op1n1on of qge.authors,
this evening out @ufd be aide by narrom.ng of the criter:.a for
PG and R. In addition, X could be widened to 1nc1ude other kinds
of adult materiai\he31des hapd-core sex. (In 1569 when X' was

perce:ng mere broadly than/ it is today, the category had-a

i':.
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success ratio of 24.9%.). Adding additional ‘categories would not

help the audience, in our ?yinion, but institutiona‘lizir;g expl,gna.:-

tory notes: along with the z"atinga would El.ilée'ly improve the syatefm"s g

. \
& .

Ll

. utility.




Footnqteé

: iHunson (16, p. 284) noées that "Distributors today are
‘hesiiant to buy certain films .before screenings or release because
-Sf the ratings that will be impqsed. Many Stheré welcome ratings
. tha% condemn. This condehnationaisjthe basis for their entire

sales. program."

-

2Direct Joe‘(Benji) Camp has noted that "G is really tough"
(7). Soupder producer Robert B. Radnitz testified at a House

(28, p. 36) that.a G rating was "an audience turn off" and
that'ﬁseqause of the ?ublic's antipathy ‘to the G, we filmmakers
are eschewing certaﬁn fine film subjecys, he treatment of

+ same.” ’ i‘é’i '

3Among other.films (see 26), Saturdaz‘gighg Fever was re-
E&itedain order to Quaiify for a PG rereléase. (In this case, ‘

" the PG ve?sion, with‘abqut $6.5 million in rentals, was much
"less successful than the R, which earned around $70 million (211.)
Jeffries (12, p. 51).asserts that "Many prbducers fry to ensure a
PG or R(ratiné by the gratuitous addjtion of }strong"language or
nudity or violence." With Star Wars, for instancg, 20¢h Century-
Fox pushed for a PG rating (7). Walt Disney Prodﬁctions, the

studio with an unbroken “radition of G-rated films, began releasing

‘' PG films in 1979 with Gary Jlelson's The. Black Hole. Dana Lombardo,
Disney'é marketing research manager for motion pictures and tele-
. 1 '} . . !
. vvision, explained that the acceptability of PG ratings was pre-

tdsted in focus groups with parents, young adults, and children.

o - ‘ i ¢ 1 ()‘ . . -
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"What we've discovered,” she said, "is that the Disney name is a
rating in itself, which means strong moral values and safe family

entertainment." A ‘PG would only indicate a little more SORPiSFicaf

tion, the test subjects felt (13).

uPollock (21, p. 4) cites "a belief held by most segments of

L]

the movie industﬁy: that teeh-aggrs, who constitute the most

dedicated movie audience, simply prefer to taste the forbidden

fruit of R-rated movies." “

Al

5

Ryan (25) quotes producers'_complaintgfthat The Blue Lagoon

N /
and Nijinsky should not be placed in the same category as Cruising.
The PG rating, too, has come under fire from some groups as being

V4 too expansive ¢8).

aFarher (10, p. 48), a film critic and, for six months, a
megber of CARA wrote that "...an X rating cuts a film's revenue by
ashmuch as fifty percent chiefly}gs a result of .5. theater and
newspaper bans f[on advertisingl . . . . the X rating has become a
tremendous liability." Parenfhetically, Farber noted that "an R
raéing<;ay chop twenty percent off a film's earning potential."”

See ‘also (10, pp. 46-54).

'7The New York Nights Company offering circular September 17,

X
¥%79, described a proposed film for which no cast had been contracted,

,
N

- but prospective in&estor@\w ~e told, "The picture will be designed, .

and' shot for an MPAA 'R'. (Restricted) rating."
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. 8See Farber (10, pp. 55~72) who}étptes that "Because of its
ties to the studios, the board [CARA} has always seen itself as
working for the industry ; and Fhis now ﬁeans ’arranging’ pictures
to give a member company fhe rating it wants whenever possible”
(p. 59). The most current example of a filmmaker who "negotiated”

for a rating is Brian De Palma (32). When Dressed to Kill was

first supmitted 'to the MPAA, De Palma was advised that the film

would probaﬁly be rated X, "a financial kiss of deafﬁ" (32, p. 13).

DerPalma re-cut and re-submitted his film three times before CARA
- ,
assigned an R rating.

gBaSEd on industry estimates as reported in (11, p. 38A).

%

10See George W. Snedecor and William 6. Cochran, Statistical

Methods, 6th ed. (Ames, Iowa: Iowa State University Press, 1987),
PP' 327-329c ’ '%‘

g fiim such as Russ Meyer's Cherry, Harry and Raguel, for

instance, which was pated‘x in 1969, most likely would be rated R

today.
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TABLE 1
MINIMAL DOMESTIC RENTALS USED IN SUCCESS RATIOS

Year Revenues
- ‘ .
1969 . . $1,000,000
o 1970 "~ $1,096,000
1971 .~ $1,160,000
1972 | B $1,193,000
1973 " $1,242,000
1974 . $1,325,000
1975 $1,440,000 '
1976 ' $1,497,000
1977 " $1,560,000
1978 ' . $1,632,000 -
1979 *$1,683,000 o~

/

V

. [ 2

Source: U,S. Department- of Labor, Bureau of Labor!
Statistics, Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage
Earners and Clerical Workers, U.S. city average
{1967 = 100, renormed to 1969 = 100). Figures for
1969 through 1977 "are based on annual average of

. indoor movie admissions index, which was discon=-
tinued in June 1978. The June 1978 figure was used
for 1978 (June and July figures normally approximate
the annual average). The figure for 1979 was inter=-
polated from the index for ‘all admissions.

- b




TABLE 2

' PREQUENCIES AND SUCCESS RATIOS OF MPAA~-RATED

FEATURE FIIMS; 11~YEAR SUMMARY

~ Features: = . Rentals Suécess
Year Rated over S$1M* - Ratio
N\ 1969 a2 | 84 25.8% .
1970 81 ' e 16.0%
1971 513 79 15, 4%
1972 540 85 15.7%
1973 i 584 - - 90 15. 4%
1974 ° 523 . 79 15.1%
1975 459 9 , ° 19.6%
R 1976 486 . 94 . 19.3%
1977 - 378 Y 24.3%
1978 334 T 26.9%

1979 361 119 130.5%

*Domedt i s in 1969 dollars.

—
™

+
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Features
Yeaf Rated
1969 81
1970 67
1971 90
1672 g0
1973 87
1974 73
1?75 2
" 1976 62
1977 *U5
1978 39
1979 a2
e :
Annual
average 65.5
Total 120

-

G Films

Rentals °
Over $1M*

28
19
21
15
20
13
11
13
14

8

12

15.8

174

TABLE 3

""MPAA RATING FREQUENCIES ‘AND SUCCESS RATIOS, 1969-197%

Success ?éathres
Ratio { Rated
© 34.6% ‘i "139
28.u% , 145
- Fl
23.3% 188
16.7% 230
23.0% 193
17.3% 186.
17.7% 164
21.0% 150
31.1% 149 ~
'20.5% 147
54.,6% 145
167.0
2u.2% 1,836

PG Films
Rentals
Over $1M¥*
32
24
33
43
5]

B
Y
*

52
57
54
55
65

W6’

491

Success
Ratio

23.0% -
16.6%
17.6%
18.7%
21.2%
18.8%
31.7%
38.0%
36.5%
T3TAE
kb, 8%

26.7%

Feotures
Rated

83
177
186
209
276
238
208
214
160
126

160

185.2

2,037

R Films
Rentals

Over $IM¥
20
22
ee
26

271’
30
26

| 23
2Uu
27

33

2545

280

*Frequencies of fiIms with domestic rentals over $1 million in 1969 dollars.

Saccess Features

Retio  Rated
2u,1% 22
12.4% 42

11.8% 59’
12.u% 11
9.8%. . 28
12.6% 2k
12.5% 25
10.7% 60
15.0% - 24
21.4% 22
;0.6% 34

¢
32
13.7? 341

X Films
Rentals
Over S1M¥ .
b

b

17

26

Success
Ratio

18. 2%
9.5%
6.1%
9.1%
7.1%
h.2%
4.0%




