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f.television vieuing),.questions, play:aetivities,:life'goals.and
.. reading iInterests may be inserted into the family context through
exposure to the medium, whether by viewing directly or through
interaction with others who have come in.contact with television
related topies. - : T
,Finally, Bryce notes. that television can.medlate the ways familles talk
to_one another in'the.home. ."It ean.change the channels of 1nformatlon flow
in'the home, and:create situations where young children have control of
' information whlch thelr elders then request of them. | | B
This type of research is an excellent way to focus closaly‘upon under; j
1ying processes, or to generate.suggestlons and hypotheses for further research;i"
.HBut the small sample size (flve families) precludes confldent generallzatlons."
Larger, quantitatlve studles-provlde important findlngs Which touch_on many of
the.issues Bryce'raises.: A number of surveywtype studles have examlned the
ways in which famllles use telev1sion as well as the functlons telev1510n may
.serve Wlthln the famlly.' LoSc1tuo (1972)_notes that_telev1s1on often serves
as a toplc of oonversation among famlly members, and Lyle and Hoffman (1972)
suggest that this occurs more often for glrls. Jeffries-Fox . (1977) found that
:adolescents probably talk about medla -; both reading and TV content -- far
" more Wlth friends than with famlly. She also found that relatlvely llttle of
' this dlscusslon represented.crltlcal treatment of the content; most con51sted
of referring.tO'specific incidents_in.a story (e.g;, the "good-partsﬁ or the:
lfscarey.parts") or wasdsimply‘of.the "hid'you‘see Laverne and Shirley last night?"_
variety. She also argues that . chlldren and adolescents may 1n some sense be
‘held "respon51ble for belng aware of certain aspects of nedla, -in that one's
family and friends could expect him or her "to know what happened on the latest k
episode of a favorite TV program. Sl |
Despite the popular myth that children are commonly punished by depriving
them:of-television,_ yletand Hoffman_fdund that motherSwuse'telev1sion more”;

" often as a reward than as punishment.lﬁThe extension of vieWing'hours'is'often
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: the prize for some. approved behavior or performance. .‘

o We will deal below with the extent to which families argue over certain
-aspects of television,.such as program choices. VBefore that however, 1t is.
;:important to understandtwhether televisionzln general represents a sourcelof
”increased confllct 311the.family, or. whether it might actually help reduce tensiomn.

‘Maccoby (1954) found a relatlonshlp between how much telev131on k1nder; |

':garteners watch and their level of adJustment in the famlly.: Thls relat1onsh1p
- varied in an. 1nterest1ng way along soc1al class llnes. Among the upper m1dd1e
'class, atlleast in 1954 nelther ch1ldren nor parents watched a great deal of
television —- except for poorly adJusted chlldren who ev1dently used teleV1sion:'
to get away from thelr parents. Among those of lower class, however, there was -
no such relat1onsh1p, because the parents watched a good deal of telev151on, .

';consequently, viewing prov1ded no escape from potentlally dlsturblng and conﬂ...
'-_fllct—laden-1nteractlons; B .

Mbre recently, Rosenblatt and Cunnlngham (1976) report that the more.hours"
the telev151on is turned on, the h1gher the level of famlly ten51on.. Thls held
in both 1arge and small families, but was partlcularly pronounced in larger
': households. .(Curlously, there appeared.to be_more arguing over telev1s1on per.
se in smaller families.}p | . | |

| Dunn,}gtugl-(1976)ftook'advantage-of.a naturalVexperiment.by comparing:‘-'
"otwo areas in Iceland ~ One had telev1sion for four years, and the other was‘”
thust beginnlng to get it; only 12% of the chlldren in the second area had any
exposure at all, and the maximum exposure was six months. Chlldren from the
'7ttwo areas showed v1rtua11y no overall differences in family adjustment. Yet :

. within the communlty ‘that had telev1s10n, there was a clear tendency for higher..:
'1evels of viewing- to go ‘with lower levels of famlly adjustment.;

The data from these three studies - covering a wide historical.and culn.

Itural range and utilizing different methodologles -~ are consistent with the
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notion that television ‘may ‘be often used by family members as a way of avoid- ;ifﬁ.:~---

ing or preventing conflicts and tense interactions._ Of course, it is possible
that extensive viewing makes its ‘owm contribution to the level of tension w1thind
”the family, but there has not been much direct 1nvest1gation of this hypothe51s.

The 1ittle that does exist’ focuses on the potential role played by
televlslon commercials 1n_generat1ng family_conflict. One implication from
these”studies‘is that hy third grede,dchildren'hecome'less_accepting of |
parents' refusals to purchase-a product'andhmore.lihelyutoIrespond to their :
"_frustratlon in an aggre351ve manner (Sheikh and Moleski 1977)

However, in a small experimental study of fifteen Hispanic parent- child
dyads, Wllliams,_gt al. (1979) 1nvest1gated the pOSSibllity that telev151on:_"
could stlmulate and facilitate parent*child 1nteractions more than other

' methods alone. . They compared three groups. one had to 1nteract in terms of'
'_somethlng seen on the experlmental stlmulus, another.could not base converm..
3l sations on television, and a third served as a control; In the TV group,
:parents were nore lihely to initiate'interaction;:while.children usually
.began the interaction in.the non;TV grouo; Television content seemed to_he
: easily integrated intocinteraction,'and led to:interactionslthat were slightly‘:
longer. | | | | |
Generaliaing.these results is_problematic; due tolbothfthe artificiality'
. of the.situation and the sample_sise;. Furthermore,lour'own.studiesIhavef

consistently revealed strong relationships between amount of viewing and .

. levels of.alienation and interpersonal mistrust, anong children adolesCents;

and adults. We ‘have argued that telev151on cultivates these negative outlooks TR o

~ above and beyond the 1nf1uence of other important social variables._‘lt.seemsﬁ'
'.'reasonable to assume that if this is indeed the. case, then some of this mis—.l

'trust and pessimism might be reflected in strained relations within the family



At the sane time, studies-examininé the uses to which families out :

-television suggest that a central function of v1ewing may be to escape and

: ~avoid tense and confllct—laden family 1nteraction.' Telev131on may thus

appear to be both a cause and a cure of intra~fam11y hostility and frustra-
”tion. However, to the extent that it is a cure of sorts,.it only allev1ates--
the,superficial'symptoms.' At best it is only used to avold problems, and

. not to resolve them.

' Family Viewing Context

hiThe social context within'which ranilies_watch_television has”heen.

1treated extensively in the literatnre;.here_we.will onlv deal with someiof:l
.the major.findlngs. hDespite the proliferation'ot multi—set_homes (only lO%
' of thoserin our adolescenthsamoles rePort'having only‘one.set'in.the honej,.
(it is not the case- that most chlldren usually watch telev151on by themselves,.
isolated from the rest of *he famlly. Our studles 1nd1cate that only about
a. third of adolescents are usually alone when they watch Whlle well over :
half watch with their fam111es.f Several studies (e - Ly1e and Hoffman,::.
:1972) have found that children spend far more time watching with their . |
-slbllngs than with thelr parents. .

| Accordingly, most of the conflicts and arguments that arise about viewing _l
such as dlsagreements over what programs ‘to watch - occnr between 51b11ngs : |
(Streicher and Bonney, 1974)

Wand (1968) suggested that families watch as a group. only when the pro—
'gram appeals to common 1ntelests. Chaffee and Tims (1976) report that adoles—_”
.cents watch shows containing violence with their parents more often than they O

_ watch humorous shows together. Further, when children watch with parents (as
'_:Dpposed to with siblings or peers), they tend to percieve television as. beingr

more realistic.



29

In general it.appears that a minority of parents have rules about

: their children's v1ewing Mohr (1979) reports that most: parents do not _.
e give aevice_to their children, of either avpositive‘or negative nature.

*.Positive.guidance"implies.that parents actively encourage-children.to'uatch
specific shows,'and negative guidance 1nc1udes explic1t prohibitlons or
_ discouragements about specific shows.h While guidance is rare, the extent
of its occurrence can be predicted by demographlc factors.-;_'

:e Martin and Benson (1970) found-that worklng class fathers'and 1ouer.'

class mothers are more likely to. 1mpose tules upon children's v1ew1ng.

Jeffries—Fox and Gerbner (1977) report a negative correlation between parents' 3

media. exposure and the tendency to 1mpose rules upon v1ew1ng, the ‘more parents R

' watch, the less 11ke1y they are. to have rules about their children s v1ew1ng.
At the same tlme, there is no relationshlp between how much children watch

and whether or not their parents have rules. The most commonly expressed

_rules 1nclude maklng sure that homework is completed before v1ew1ng, proh1b1~ :

"tions of spec1f1c programs or generallzed unsuitable content and the imposi- .. R

tion of time_limits'and_curfews._fInterestingly, about 15% of the familiesv
have rules that might'he termeo'trivial.and irrelevant' SOme.esamples'of.these'f
are not turning the dial too - qulckiy,.keeping the volume of the set down, and
' maintaining proPer lighting conditions. | |
"'._Hany families.have elaborate rules-for settling.disoutes over Which'pro_
.'gram:to watchr D1mm1ck (1976) found that the ways in which these COnfllCtS
are settled systematically reflects other aspects of the conmunicatlon style o
of the Speciflc family, So-called “pluralistic" families tend to vote or
.negotiate over program choices, while in protective" families, the parents —-:
or no one -~ decides.’ . .
While the.family context of V1ew1ng is. of some. interest in.and of itself

we feel that the real value of studying this context lies in the extent to‘_e.h
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“which it may dhninish}or enhance other media effects.- It'is the nature'and
extent of this mediation by the family that is ultimately more important

‘h;'for theory, practice and policy.‘

'_ The Influence of the Family Context on Media Effects

. Liefer (1976) argues that the famzly soc1alizes children through (at
.least)‘five dlStlnCt strategies;- First the'family provrdes examples of
ks behavior :attitudes, and values. Second the patterning and power of the ._ -f'..t“‘
_ examples gives them ‘relative: salience and 1mpact._ A third strategy is :
'-reinforcement.and.punishment.. Fourth the famlly prov1des opportunities
to practice the behav1ors 1t encourages;. Finally, the family can modify
'k_and adapt these strategies to the particular Chlld and the specific moment.
::She also p01nts out that the first three of these - prov1d1ng examples,'h
.patternlng the examples,.and (at least vicariously) the demonstration of
reward and_punishment - can_be achleved by-telev1sion._ Thus, the potentlal
,'power of telenision:as an agent offsocialization derives from‘its unpre—::‘
”:cedentedh"intrusion"_into the formerly ?private" affairs.of-the family,"i
.its.status.as an invisible-hut uhiquitous'“famiiy:nember;"rand its abilitj_.
-to perform senerai:of the_socialization techniQuesfntiliaed'hﬁ familiesi_.:
.A groning.number of'studies'suggest.that various:media:effects:can:be'.
: modulated by the family context of viewing, but.others cannot.. One'ohvious
- way this mediatlon can occur is by parents llmlting exposure, as we saw;
however this is far from common practice.'."' L
" There has been some research on the 1nteraction between media and
'fanilies,‘in_the areas'of~politica1 socialization, advertising,'learning,hh SR
hand.niolence andfaagression; Adoni (1979) examined the roles of family

”-Sand media in the political socialization of Israeli adolescents. She .

ffound that mass media contribute to the structuring of social contexts in
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"~ which politicalhvalue-orientations:arehexercised, in agwav'that.reinforces'ties:i'::

with parents and'peers..'Media, she.argues,-brovideha‘direct‘linhage to:certain e
_'.content which is essential for the development of political values. Studentsl.'”
":high on media consumption attributed greater utility to- the media for developingf

these values, thls profile is also aSSOClated w1th greater 1ntegration w1th1n .

the family. - (See also Jennings and Nleml, 1968 Hess and Torney, 1967 Jackson- _:f :

' Beeck, 1973)

In the area of advertlslng and consumer learning, Reid (1979) claims that
_not only the general tone of the vlew1ng context but. actual behav1or that occurs
. during'viewing in a family sltuatlon, influences:chlldren:s reactlons to adver— d..”
'tising; Ward_and Wachman (1971).assert.that the presence or absence of family_:_u:
":communicatlon concernlng.consumer behav1or determlnes.the extent‘of consumer
learnlng from medla advertising._ Prasad Rao “and Shelkh (1978) however, found
' that when children deem a product to be attractlve and. de31rable, then counter—._h'.
- 1nformatiQn-from the.mother:has Eé_effect,_regardless of whether the mother 5_.'*
.argument ishof a ﬁpower—assertive" nature_or based.on:reasoning;
- In terms of learning;frgm teleVigion, Salomon (1977):fonnd'that when_lover_:._i
class.mothers‘watched Sesame étreet-with.their kindergarten—age.children:it
'inéreased hoth enjovment and”comprehension. Whlle the ef fect dld ‘not ‘hold for
Ifmiddlewclass subJects, the flndings suggest that parental co—observation may -
. increase children s attention, whlch in turn enhances learnlng;
| Families do seem to-have a.consistent mediating effect in studies of televi—
"sion and violence or. aggressionr_ In two. laboratory studies (chks, 1968 Grusec,.
‘1973) children were exposed to’ a violent stlmulus in three conditlons. ‘an adult
either praised ‘or criticized, or ignored the med1a violence. The treatment
condition determined whether or not the violent behavior was - imitated imitation
occurred most when the violence ‘was sanctioned.- o .

-

Dominick and Greenberg (1972) found a more generalizable result out in the



| field. In -.middle ciass' fainilies.,. exﬂposure: to televi_aio_ﬁ‘ violence-' .in-tera.qts. |
__with family attitudes towards violence.' When parents attitndesiare not well
defined heavy violence viewers are highly likely to approve of aggre551on,-
- to be willing to use violence, and to suggest the use of v1olence as a means
of solving problems._ Thus,.telev131on plays the most.prominent role when
.families are less active in children 5 30c1alizatlon.__ o i .
o Some of our recent.analyses have 1ooked into this qnestion, particnlarlv
.in terms. of the role of the family v1ew1ng context p__ se {(i.e., rather than
at the effects of the family environment in general) We have reported
(Gross and Morgan, 1n.press) data on the extent to whlch four aspects of this
'viewing c0ntext nediate the cultlvation of dimages of v1olence and ‘the ! "mean
world syndrome 'among.adolescents. . The. four dimensions ‘are: "]E.’rotectiveness,"-.'
indicating the extent to. whlch parents restrlct chlldren 8 Vlening, in terms of

I‘

- what, 'when and-how.long-they watch‘ "Utllity, reflectlng the. parents tendency
to see telev1sion as prov1ding good 1nformat10n for thelr children and to

! whlch is the extent

encourage the V1eW1ng of SpElelc programs, "Confllct,
of intra—family argulng about NUMerous aspects of telev1s1on behav1or, and

. "Independence,'

measurlng the student s abillty to select his or_her own:'
.programs.. 0f course; all these relationships are‘egamined nith-social.class.“

' variables held constant. |

The.most strlking flndlng (and con51stent.w1th.Domin1ck and Greenberg s _i

conclusions) is that the less. parents are 1nvolved in their children s V1ew1ng -

either positively or negatively —— the stronger the effects. Whether parents:

"are restrictive and protectiva, or whether they actively perceive teleV151on .

" as teaching their children important lessons about reality and encouraging
_fviewing, the relationships between v1ewing, fear, and mistrust are essentially :
zero. When parental involvement in viewing -—-again, either positively or -

::negatively -~ 1s absent, the effects -are exacerbated
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In contrast, controlling for degree of conflict over viewing and’ students
independence of program choice makes far less difference. Television is
: strongly related to.images of violence and-fear regardless of conflict over’
viewing, but the cultivation of the mean world" syndrome only appears to hold
_for those who argue often. Finally, there is a consistent tendency for those
who pick their own shows to manifest stronger patterns of association between
teleV1s1on v1ewing, fear, and mistrust._h -
These results support Brown and Llnne 3 (1976) contention that "the family

acts as a filter to the child 's experience of'televis1on. .Furthermore this

_ filtering process actually affects ‘the type of 1nf1uence telev1s1on has on -
" a child." At the same time, we'agree-w1th'Bryce (1980):

Telev1sion has commonly been conceived of aS'a: cause ,'With.resultant
teffects' on individual behavior....{I)t seems far more productive and
realistic to consider television as a medlator, and as a mediator which

is also mediated by the contexts in which it is viewed....(While the
emphasis is on the many ways-in which television use in:the home seems
to influence behavioral patterns in family groups, it should be kept
firmly in mind that this is only a part of the story, while the family

- is another part, and the interlocking web of mutual influence among the -

many 1nd1v1duals, 1nst1tutions,-and settings in any given 11fe is the .
. whole., : : : :

?amily Life'Expectations'

._We_have.begun_to_examine:television%s influence uponfthe'development:of
~ adolescents' plans and expectations forithelkinds of families they mill have,f
:d=6ur theoretical'premise for this research istthat television functions
primarily”todstabilize and.maintain;the'status“dno,3rathergthan toftransform
"'or disrupt. . | o | | | | B | B

. Television portrayals are unlikely to present radical departures from |
traditional concepts of the family.l The age-distributions of characters in
--the world of television makes it reasonable to ‘assume that the messages that_:"
{1"families.are good" and "single is ‘bad" (especially for women, who are less __::”

Qslikely to be victimized on television if they are. married), and that “families e
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are 1arge may be incorporated by heavy viewers into their own expectationsi.

. The results of these- analyses (Morgan and Harr-Mazer, 1980) indeed suggest
'-'that television cultivates these outlooks._ The correlations between amount of .::.
viewing, prOJected age of marriage and childbirth, and desired family 31ze.are q'
‘all positive and 31gn1ficant, over. and above the effects of soc1al class, Iq.-
and other factors. Furthermore, the inten51ty of these relatlonships tends to
'increase.as students get older.. There are.some 1nterest1ng exceptions, for
' example, these associations are stronger‘for girls whose mothers d1d not go.
to college, and tend to- decrease over t1me for girls of college educated mothers.i

The educatlonal attalnment\of the mother may emerge as a signlflcant factor

| .
negating telev1sion 8 contribution to family expectations, when the girls

1themse1ves begin to plan for education and career._

Overall however, we find a fairly con51stent pattern."AdoleScents whO'
watch more telev1s1on are more likely to be eager to get married and have
children at a_relatively‘early age, as well as'to express the des1re to have_.

- more children. More 1mportantly, longitudinal examination of these data
.reveals that early telev1;1on v1ewing has a. 31gn1f1cant 1ndependent 1nf1uence .
:upon later family expectations, above‘and beyond the effects of earlier
'family_expectations,“ This strengthens the possibility.of.making:a causal

' inference;famount of viewing in-early adolescence significantly.relates'to

hthat part of family expectations in later adolescence which is not explalned '
by early plans, and thus influences hnew 1nformat10n_.or_change 1n-fam1ly plansf

:..Telev151on seems-to.cultivate attitudesﬁabout when to-form'a'family'andh"'

'how:many children'to-have; .But we need to know more about the portrayal of

family relationships, both in terms of the nature of interactions within the

.ffamily and the nature and scope of the functions served by family members.'

In addition, we need to understand the role television may. play in cultivating
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images and expectations regarding continuities and disruptions in family life j
: for other age groups. Beyond its influence on adolescents, the representation-."
of families and family behaviors on tglev131on may contribute to adults_."'ﬁ'

- concéptions,'bothfas'they'fdrm'familiés;and“aé'theirgghildren'growiup.-
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DEPICTION OF SEXUAL ACTIVITY

There are basically three ma;or sourcesrof sexual knoﬁledge in our
society —— peer grOups, schools and the mass media.~ Parents who would be.;'
.expected to be the maJor source of sexual 1nformat10n for children,.apparentlyisf'
) play mlnimal as well as mythlcal roles.in this- process. It has been noted

‘that a person a peer group is often the most important source of 1nformatlon,:.x
"fas well as miSinformatlon, about -sex (Gagnon and Slmon, 1973) Schools, if

-localupredillctlons permlt,_provlde dlssemlnatlon of "

accurate biological_ln—-'”
formation about sex that.is'generally divorced from both social and emotionald-

' contexts. ' The third, and potentially;the most important, source of sexual in-

'_formation is the mass media.

Bandura and Walters (lq63) have noted that becavse our norms of prlvacy BN

permit dlrect or personal v1ew1ng of only the most mlld and perlpheral forms
i oftsexual behav1or, American adolescents_and chlldren have few opportunltles
“to observe adult sexual behavior. And, as. a result, adolescents_usualiy'def
- pend upon mass media portrayals, inclnding.television,'toﬁlearn,about sexual
behavior. - -
‘Gagnon and Simon (1973)-add that'much'of the training in how to be sexual

comes from mass media:portrayals,

_(I)t'is left to the mass media, whose representation of

-sexual experience is the least trustworthy, to vrovide

the young with an imagery that is at all correlated with

how they will experience their own sexual selves —-- that

is, in terms of fear; passion, pleasure and pain (p. 123).
' Mbreover, in an experiment with male college undergraduates Walters, Bruen

: and Parke* found that ‘sex values and behav1ors could be acquired by watching

.cited in Bandura and Walters, 1963;
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" media portrayals,‘
Baran (1976) ‘has argued that mass nedla portrayals of sexual behav1or E:
that raise adolescents expectatlons of what sex should be llke‘may contrlbute;'f
ito the general frustratlon or dlssatisfactlon of most adolescents w1th thelr |
"~ own sexual pleasure and_satisfaction.. Finally, %aunders and Roblnson (1978)
:found pers1stent retlcence anong young men, and espec1a11y voung women, ‘to usel
fspecific terms for genltals and 1ntercourse,' Speclflcally,_they found that |
_the female Subjects were more llkely to respond when they d1d respond, in i
_ terms;and_contexts that=were cllnleal'and/orllmpersonal{ “The males Were:some-.
what'more'verhal,'exhihited:more'variety.in.sexual ternlnolbgf,:and used'more
sexual slang | | - |
There have been .however very few studles that have spec1f1cally and
sytematlcally focused upon portrayal of sex, sexuallty and pornography in mass
'medla worlds (cf Smlth 1976 Amoroso and Brown, 1973) Accordlng to Sm1th
| even the Wational Comm1531on on Pornography and Obscenlty essent1ally neg—-
lected“this area.' The only content studles among the massive . amount of
”research that was comm1551oned (and oubllshed in ten large volumes of research
:.reports) were, of confess1on maga21nes (Sonenscheln, et al., 1971) and the |
_counter-culture underground press (Lev1n, 1971) .
More recently, however,.several-sex/pornography related contenthstudies“

.;have been comnleted.' Smith (1976) examlned "adults only" paperback flctlon,.

vthat is, books ea51ly acce331b1e to the general Amerlcan publlc, and not adult;-uk

book store and/or p1a1n wraoper llterature._ He found that each book 1s usual— -

ly built around a series of sex eplscdes that are: tled together bv tran51t1on

';'pages of non-sexual activlty.. The analysis revealed that while this is a preﬁ;_:-

‘ dominantly macho world female characters tend to be ‘more. fully developed than }

-

.male characters. -
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The Dortrayal of sex on teleyialon has.been examlned in two recent :'ﬁ.
E _srudies. Franzblau, Sprafkin and Rubinstein (1977) analyzed a sample of 61
_prime-time programs (excluding movies and spec1als) alred durlng October of
"1975 " They found that’ kiss1ng,.embrac1ng, aggre551ve and non—aggre551ye
touching were the behaviors that appeared most often in: telev151on drama,
while sexual 1ntercourse, rape and homosexual behavior vlrtually did not aD—.T
pear;. Moreover, rape and other sex crlmes were.only referred to verbally and
_usnally:in the context of‘dlscu551ng the crimes that.were to he solved in a
speeifie drama_or crime'adyenture progranr | |
| An interesting finding.of this ‘analysis ia:that thererwere:nOre-(97;2 per d; :
: _hour)fphyaically.intimate_overr_behayiors* (nrimarily'noneaggressive touehing)
:dnriné'tne early'evening hours (8 to 9 P.I. ESTj rhan'during.the‘late evening
‘viewing hours (9 - 11 p m. EST) (69 4 per hour) . Generallydthe eirnationd
comedles contained more kissing,- embrac1ng, non—aggre551ve.touch1ng and innuen—

'.does -= usually. accompanled by canned laughter. Flnally, phy31ca1 1nt1macy

~usually appeared in 51tuat10n.comed1es and variety'programs”but was‘not_usually o

portrayed in a sensvous manner.

- The strlklng lack of phy51cal 1nt1macy on dramatlc
programs further identifies sex as a taboo topic for serious
. consideration and conveys an. incomplete picture of the life-
-styles of policemen, detectives and doctors: -Although
heroes and hercines are portrayed as leading ‘exciting and
‘rewarding professional lives, they appear to have austere .-
- private lives, lacklng in phy51calor“verba1 expre551ons of
: tenderness (p. l?O) ' -

Fernandez-Collado and Greenberg (1978) analyzed portrayals in 77 prlmeﬂ._:n

time and Saturday morning dramatic television ser1es aired during the 1976 77 1'.:‘

- television season. ;These‘authors found,;however, many more intimate sexual

kissing, embracing and touching -~
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'i_facts*_-- approximately l 72 per hour. They also found-that intercourse hetWeen'

unmarried partners was implied or occurred seven times as often as intercourse

'1_' between a husband and w1fe...h

There 1s, however, a problem 1n comparing the flndlngs of these two con~‘
. tent analyses of telev151on drama. And, .the apparent confllct (that.ls, Franz~
blau et al..,. found v1rtua11y no acts of intercourse o other very 1nt1mate

"behaviors while Fernandez Collado et al., found Just under two such acts per’

~ hour). can probably be attrlbuted to deflnitlonal/conceptual dlfferences._ Spe—'

cifically, it appears that Fernando—Collado er al. 1nclude 1nnuendo as an 1nt1—df

mate sexual behav1or whlle Franzblau et-al;thave a separate category for in-

nuendo. . Moreover, each Study deflnes the term intiﬁate sexual behavior" veryf

differently and consequently in each study very dlfferent types of actlons are

: categorlzed in what appears to be’the same category,

Our continuing study of network television drama and viewer conceptions of

social reality has“examined sexual portrayals and found the following changes
from the 1977 to 1978 teievision season:
Some deplction and dlscu3310n of sexual behav1or 1ncreased its prevalence

dfrom 8 to 9 out of every 10 prlme tlme programs.-

: Some reference to homosexual or blsexual behavior increased from 7 percent-

to 10_percent'of'programs.'
Comic treatment of sex, still most prevalent three years- ago, decreased

' from 57‘pereent'to 44 percent of programs, while serious treatment increased

correspond1ngly. However, the mixing 0f-sex with violence also increased from. -

.zero in: 1977 to 10 percent of all programs in 1978

‘ Publicly acceptable sexual behavior such as kissing and embracing became i

. : : - .
includes rape, homosexual acts, intercourse (married and unmarried partners), -

',_prostitution " and other intlmate behaviors.-'

-
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'3more explicit as well as more frequent. fhore.controversial nattershSuch.as.
"premarital and . extramarital sex- just became more frequent, w1th references to.
:such behavior rising from 21 percent of prime—time programs in 1977 to 43 per—‘
-:cent in 1978. Reference to nudity climbed from 2 to 14 percent of programs,
'.and depiction of nudity from 3 to. 6 percent of programs. | | |
So much for simple counts.” But SEX'lS not a simple:act...ltlis-a soeial'
' relationship structured in particular ways and for partlcular.purposes. :We_.
‘have no ev1dence to suggest that the dramatic change in verbal or plctorlal aé—'ji
piction of sex has been accompanied by a.31mllar change in the social structure
'of'sex._ Most nudity and other forms of dependency depicted on telev181on is
Hstill female' most- demonstratlon of power is stlll male. Although the propor—'
tion of female 1eads has 1ncreased in the past three years, men still out—
number women 3.to l.in prime time telev151on drama,_and ‘women are still cast 1n.J
: more restricted.and vulnerahle roles.:_:t“" | | | |
-These social constraints are”stable:and pervasiue;-audiences.take'then'forf

granted.- They are more aware, however, of the surface changes 1n the senual
'depictions. How have they responded to them? |

| Desplte cr1t1clsm and complaints, v1ewers seem to have taken the changes

in strlde.- Surveys show that almost half of all v1ewers-quest10ned agree'that
more openness about sex on teleVlSlon has.sone pos1t1ve soc1a1 value. ibnly
_about one-thlrd cons1der the changes damaging to publlc morality ' Stlll the'
;majority want close.controls kept on both the tlmlng and nature of sexual por-
trayals.

More interesting, however, is the pattern of differential ‘Tesponses w1th1n

'E'the general population. ~The younger,_better educated more affluent groups

tend to favor 1iberalization while the older viewers and those with more limited"
m'means and cultural opportunities are the most apprehensive of’ changes in tradi—

Q.tional norms. It is in the latter groups,. groups that are aISo the most depen-‘-‘l:



- dent on television, that the television norms of sexual representation are

”'likely to have their greatest influence. =

Our studies show this to be the case. - with'allathe recent changes‘;—
rwhether‘because or‘desplte them —--televlslon seems_to.bedat.the‘cente? of_cur‘.;
_ rent'mainstream sexual'moralltv.T'Viewing makes.1ittle‘difference'infthe_re—r.
sponses.of.the average v1ewer to questions aboutlsek. V1ew1ng may even.
moderate the outlook of those who have the- most 11bera1 views on sex._ On. the

ther hand, televislon does make a 51gn1f1cant dlfference 1n the responses of
those who_hold the most_restrlcted and trad1t1onal'v1ews on sex. The role of a
:'telévision appearsdto be to bring these groops lnto the'mainstream;“
These results have come from the General Soc1a1 Surveys of 1975 1977 and
'1978 conducted by the Natlonal 0p1n1on Research Corporation that we have sub- -
3ected to: secondary analysis. & .

._ Favoring sex educatlon has always been an 1nd1eator of a more. open and en-
'lightened approach £o Sex.: Today 8 out of a11 10 peonle favor sex educatlon _f“;':
.‘(9 out of all 10 young people between 18 and 29) regardless of whether they '
view 11ttle or much telev151on. So for them telev151on v1ew1ng makes llttle
ditference._ However, only 55.percent of older v1ewers,_57 percent of nonwh1tes,
':and 61 percent of those who earn less than $10 000 a year favor sex educatlon ;—
prov1ded they are light v1ewers.of telev151on.{‘For.these groups.lvlew1ng-makesie-
. a significant.difference. Heavy viewers in'the"same groupssaperove Sexfeduca; :

tion 7 or 8 to 10 ‘near to or the same as the general average.

The pattern is simllar for those who voice some approval of premarital sex, ;i-r'

'.although the general average is not nearly as high. About half-of all.respon-o
dents agree that premarital sex is sometimes or - always all rlght. .Television' f
‘-'viewing makes a difference among those who are the 1east likely to approve of

premarital sex' the low income and less educated groups. - Among the light

'ﬂ_ip viewers in these groups ‘only 40 percent approve premarital sex. _Heavy viewers:_ N

:in the same groups are at the general average rate of approval.
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.Extramarital sex . is eeldom.nortrayed approvingly on television; :In“
general about 3 out.of 10 respondents and & out of 10 college educated.or hlgh
income respondents,.voice some acceptance of extranarltal sex. 'In.thesengroups,'
television v1ew1ng reduces the rate. of acceptance.-_Honever, among'low-income
and.less.educated groups only 2;out-0f 10-are likely;to_approve;'heary viewing
brings thelr approval rate up to.the general average. | N |

The battern is 51mllar for other nresentatlons of SeX. Teievisibn culti-
';vates.broad mainstream normshand tende to'bring both more advanced.and more:
.rraditionaligroups'into the'mainstream.'7Recent‘changee in:senual depiction may.
_ have”detected and.then.standardized a change in rhe mainstream:itself.

"~ Not so for the:social srrnctureeof.sex;. Asvﬂahave.suggested before‘ des— _
pite changes 1n soclety and the greater v131b111ty of women in prlme—tlme.drama,_
'there has been ‘no systematlc ev1dence of change in thelr overall percenrage;
'-occupations, vectlmlzatlon, and power._ Resistance'to change in the social re=
"1ationsh1p of the.aexes is what v1ewers seém to learn from the world of telee

'vision. Our research showa that the more=te1evision'most people watch,_rhe.f
. more sexiet their viewe are; even'after wenaccount'for orher differencee
"hetween.light.anﬁ hea?Y.Viewere.“ﬂIr”isieiso true, however, thar,.as beere;n_;
‘some groups of jﬁewers are so far behind the tines-thathenen.television'e male..
.dOminate&'dramatic:world is relatively eniightening'to them.; But rhese:are.in
_-a-minority:compared to‘thoselwho 1eern thefieseon'of sexism from:their viewing.
_.sb-fté conciudefT reieviaion is'becomrng more eeny'but not.iess.sexist{ B
‘ It sets a norm that is or becomes acceptable to most, ‘and it brlngs other .
h viewers up or- down to that level _ Openness and enjoyment of sex are all to

' the good equity and Justice would be ‘even better..
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