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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Television viewing is considered to be an important topic of study for
developmental psychologists because this medium is consumed across theesygae lif
and viewing of television dominates the free time of most individuals. Many irette fi
of psychology have recognized television as a major source of socializatioiidodrt,
in addition to parents, peers, and teachers, and, accordingly, have studied how this
medium affects thoughts, feelings, and actions. Because television viewiimgiesnt
throughout the lives of most persons, it is necessary to examine and understand
longitudinal influences of TV on viewers’ cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
development. This study will evaluate the role of television in long-term pogibal
and behavioral development. Specifically, it will extend the lines of existingaingal
research by using a retrospective method to examine the relationship beavlyen e

television viewing and current aggressive thoughts and behaviors.



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

To understand the long-term impact of television on the psychological and
behavioral development of viewers, it is necessary to examine the spesfiamsms
by which individuals are influenced by media exposure. One major mechanism is
described by social cognitive theory, a general theory of behaviorakamquand
maintenance that is central to socialization and development (Bandura, 1986). Social
cognitive theory posits that individuals learn vicariously through observation of'other
behaviors, which allows them to expand their knowledge and behavioral repertoires
quickly through information communicated via a large variety of social models. For a
modeled behavior to be learned, an individual must attend to and retain the modeled
behavior, they must be capable of reproducing the behavior, and there must be
reinforcement or motivation to perform the behavior. In modern societies, many of the
values, cognitions, and behaviors of a culture are learned from extensive mod#img
symbolic environment of the mass media (Bandura, 2002). Symbolic modeling in the
mass media has tremendous reach and psychosocial impact because a singlanrmodel
broadcast new ways of thinking and behaving simultaneously to numerous people in

widely dispersed locales.



A second mechanism by which individuals are influenced by exposure to
television is described in script theory (Huesmann, 1986). Scripts are meimenyasc
for recurring experiences that help to interpret and guide one’s experarteffer
behavior norms about what is expected to occur in a given situation. Huesmann (1986)
used script theory to account for how knowledge gained from repeated exposure to
television situations can prompt certain beliefs or stable patterns of resgoerssimilar
situations are encountered in real life. The more a script is rehearsed aru gmeztt
behavior, the more firmly established in memory it becomes.

Taken together, social cognitive theory and script theory offer viaplaretions
of how repeated exposure to television content facilitates the formation arsiew
attitudes and beliefs about the real world and how they should behave in given situations
Evidence in support of these theories comes from numerous research findings on the
effects of television exposure on viewers.
Television and Aggression

Psychologists have studied the effects of exposure to violent media content on
viewers’ aggression for several decades. In that time approximately®800Q studies
have been published (Grossman & deGaetano, 1999; Huston et al., 1992). A multitude of
short-term laboratory and field experimental studies have repeatedly foteapoaure
to violent media content increases the aggressive behavior of children, tecaaders
adults (for reviews see Anderson et al., 2003; Bushman & Huesmann, 2001; Comstock,
1980; Geen, 1990; Geen & Thomas, 1986; Huesmann, Moise, & Podolski, 1997). A
substantial number of short-term experimental studies have also found that exposure t

violent media content causes increases in aggressive beliefs and cogrotioegi¢ivs



see Berkowitz, 1993; Bushman & Huesmann, 2001; Geen, 2001; Rule & Ferguson,
1986). In addition to short-term studies, a majority of longitudinal studies, in which
individuals are followed across years of development, have found a significant
relationship between early exposure to televised violence viewing and sutiseque
aggression (Anderson, Huston, Schmitt, Linebarger, and Wright, 2001; Chowhan &
Stewart, 2007; DuRant, Champion, & Wolfson, 2006; Eron, Huesmann, Lefkowitz, &
Walder, 1972; Huesmann, Lagerspetz, & Eron, 1984; Huesmann, Moise-Titus, Podolski,
& Eron, 2003; Ostrov, Gentile, & Crick, 2006). These longitudinal studies corroborate,
under natural conditions, findings of short-term experimental and correlatioeatales

on the topic of TV violence and viewer aggression.

Anderson and Bushman (2002) proposed a unifying framework for the
explanation of aggressive behaviors, thoughts, and emotions called the General
Aggression Model. A portion of this model describes how exposure to violent media
content can produce a combination of short-term arousal, aggressive emotions, and
aggressive cognitions that may lead to immediate aggressive behaviors, aslovelt a
term aggressive beliefs and expectation schemas that may lead to thefooha
aggressive behavior scripts. Television violence plays a significant role in the
development and maintenance of aggressive behaviors in heavy TV viewers.

Long-term exposure to TV violence also can influence viewers’ expectations
about the likelihood of violence in the real world. Gerbner (1969) proposed that viewers
may come to regard the world as a mean and scary place, referred to as avbmea
view,” due to the high amounts of violence and crime seen on television. Gerbner, Gross,

Morgan, and Signiorelli (1980) examined the effects of exposure to violent television



content on viewers’ perceptions of the world around them and found that heavy viewing
of TV violence was related to increased mean world beliefs, as measutethbyuch

as “you can't be too careful in dealing with people” or “on an average day a paticema
usually pulls out his gun more than five times,” or “I am afraid to walk in my own
neighborhood at night.”

The relationship between TV violence and its effect on viewers is sometimes
moderated by viewers’ perceptions of TV realism and their identificatidnteligvision
characters (Anderson et al., 2001; Huesmann et al., 1984; Huesmann et al., 2003;
Wiegman, Kuttschreuter, & Baarda, 1992). Potter (1988) found that heavy TV viewers
were more likely to accept what they saw on TV as reflective of the relal amat thus
were more likely to be affected by the content they viewed than low TV viewetter P
also found that high perceived TV realism amplified the relationship betweemgiewi
violent television content and viewers’ perceptions of the real world as a mearagnd sc
place (Potter, 1986). Regarding viewers’ identification with TV charactenslusa
(1969) argued that observational learning from live or televised models should be
facilitated by perceived similarity between the observer and the modelthbusore an
individual can identify with violent TV characters, the stronger the observatearairg
should be from those models. Identification with TV characters was found to be a
moderating variable in the longitudinal studies of Huesmann et al. (1984) and Huesmann
et al. (2003).

Retrospective Recall of Past TV Viewing Patterns
This review of the literature has described how exposure to television has both

short-term and long-lasting effects on viewers’ subsequent developmenticafigart



the area of aggression. Longitudinal research is vital to the understanding sfitite la
impact of television on child, adolescent, and adult development in society. However,
relatively few longitudinal studies currently exist when compared to the nushbbort-
term studies that have assessed similar effects. Longitudinal stueiaf@quent in the
literature because they are costly and usually very time-intensive.tefnative method
to studying long-term relationships is the retrospective recall methoeétraspective
studies, investigators gather information about past exposure to particudesriia
participant report or archival data collection and then assess the relationstopeof
variables to a current variable of interest. Currently, there are no retresstadies of
television effects, but one study has provided evidence that recall of earlgWiWgi
patterns is valid (Potts, Belden, & Reese, 2008), which could allow the use of
retrospective studies in the area of long-term TV effects. Those authadstfaat young
adults’ were able to accurately recall their childhood television viewitigrpa. In that
study, validity of retrospective viewing reports was assessed byirgrgrthe
consistency of the reported viewing with expected natural viewing patternssarin/a
measuring participants’ recall of content from selected programs. tR&suhe viewing
frequency reports indicated an ecologically valid pattern of TV viewingjghpersons
reported a small number of frequently-watched programs, a somewhatangeer of
occasionally-watched programs, and a much larger number of never/rarehggvatc
programs. Results for the measure of recall of content from those progracaseiddi
that participants recalled more content from frequently-viewed programgaced to

recall of programs that were less frequently viewed, and did so with neactperf



accuracy. This was interpreted as evidence of validity of the reported vieedugfrcy
of those programs.

The findings of Potts et al. (2008) are consistent with research demonstohtions
very long-term memory for various experiences (Bahrick, 1984; Huang, 1997). These
indicate that some material learned early is accessible for decatlegmag never be
forgotten across the lifespan. These findings also parallel researcly$itiat
demonstrate relatively accurate stimulus frequency estimatiom é8Burton, 1987,

Hasher & Chromiak, 1977; Hasher & Zacks, 1979; Hasher & Zacks, 1984; Zacks &
Hasher, 2002), as well as findings of accurate recall of one’s own behaviomtgque
(Menon, 1993). Together, these suggest that humans appear to be quite accurate in their
ability to judge how often experienced events occurred (Sedlmeier, Betsch, & Renkew
2002) and how often they have engaged in particular behaviors. The rehearsal and
repetition involved in television viewing likely strengthens the accuracy ofanesifor
program content and viewing frequency, and facilitates frequency encodingaahitie
reported at a later time.

In the following section, a study will be proposed that will extend the lines of
research of existing longitudinal studies by examining the relationshipdietwe

retrospective reports of television viewing and current psychologicakstat



CHAPTER Il

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The retrospective television viewing procedure developed by Potts et al. (2008)
produced evidence of valid reports of past television viewing. The purpose of the current
study is to use this retrospective recall methodology to assess thanrefgiast
television viewing practices to current aggressive characteristigging adults. Short-
term experimental studies have shown that exposure to violent television contest cause
increases in aggressive behavior and aggressive and hostile cognitiongudioalg
studies of early television exposure have corroborated the short-term findjagsimg
aggressive behavior outcomes across a longer time span. The current study il use t
retrospective procedure in an effort to replicate the long-term findingedhs exposure
to violent television content is associated with increased aggressive bshadiemwill
also extend longitudinal findings by examining the relationship between epdguee
to violent television content and subsequent aggressive cognitions, beliefs, and
judgments. Specifically, we will assess the relationship between pasttvidie
exposure and current (1) hostile attribution bias, which is the tendency to perceive
harmful actions by others as intentional rather than accidental; and (2) aggbetiefs
and values, including the use of violence in general, the use of violence for seledefens

the use of corporal punishment to discipline children, justification of violence,



and beliefs about gun ownership and use. Additionally, we will also examine the
relationship between past exposure to violent television content and a mean world view
(Gerbner et al., 1980), which refers to elevated perceptions of crime and \atitmiz

Despite the abundance of short-term studies which have found that exposure to
prosocial content on television produces immediate increases in prosocial behavior and
cognitions, no longitudinal evidence of this relationship exists. The longitudinist
that have examined prosocial TV content have found that exposure is associated with a
reduction in subsequent aggressive behaviors. Therefore, the current stadigowill
examine the relationship between prosocial TV exposure and decreased aggressi
outcomes.

A final goal of the current study will be to demonstrate further the validity of
participants’ retrospective television viewing reports. Consistent witis Bt al. (2008),
this will be achieved through an assessment of participants’ recall dicpeantent of
TV programs from the years 2000, 2005, and 2010. For a selection of programs,
participants will be asked to record the names of as many characterd@sda they
can remember from those programs. Based on the memory principle that mogatfrequ
exposure to any material means better memory of that materialxgeasted that
participants will recall more content from frequently viewed progrémn from
programs viewed less frequently.

Hypotheses

Aggression

From both short-term and longitudinal studies of television and aggression it is

expected that there will be significant positive relationships between vibleobntent



exposure scores and all aggression measures (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Méasures
aggressive behavior, expectations of aggression, and aggressive beliefs and values we
selected because they represent components of the General Aggression kaodiel, a

that explains the psychological processes through which violent media exposure produce
short-term and lasting effects on aggressive behavior (Bushman & Anderson, 2002).

After accounting for variables found previously to be empirically related t
aggression or television viewing, such as gender, SES, and parental distytgiiEren
et al., 1972; Huesmann et al., 1984; Huesmann et al., 2003), we hypothesize that a
significant positive relationship will exist between violent content exposoresm
each year and measures of participants’ current physical and aggvaksion. Crime
dramas, in particular, contain high amounts of violence, so viewing of this prograen genr
is expected to be significantly and positively related to current physidaleabal
aggression. Longitudinal studies have found that exposure to prosocial TV content
reduces aggressive behavior, so we hypothesize that past exposure to thisicbbent
negatively related to current physical and verbal aggression.

There is also expected to be a significant positive relationship between violent
content exposure scores in each year and participants’ hostile attributia biase
Kuntsche (2004) found a significant short-term relationship between the numberf hour
per day spent watching television and participants’ hostile attribution biaskes, a
Zillmann and Weaver (1999) found that exposure to various violent films over four
consecutive days was significantly related to hostile attributions maddagradter
exposure to the last violent film. It seems likely that prolonged exposureuiseele

media violence would also produce perceptions of hostility in the behavior of others, so a

10



positive relationship is expected between violent exposure scores in eachdyear a
participants’ current hostile attribution biases.

We expected that exposure to violent television content over time is associated
with changes in viewers’ beliefs about the use of aggression in a variety extspetven
if the viewer does not display overt aggression. Therefore, we hypothesiz kit
TV exposure scores in each target year will be positively related to &y\arie
aggressive beliefs and values, including the use of violence in general, the usenaieviol
for self-defense, the use of corporal punishment to discipline children, ancgistifiof
violence (Blumenthal, Kahn, Andrews, & Head, 1972; Cohen & Nisbett, 1994), as well
as positive beliefs about gun ownership and use.

Watching violent television over time may also influence viewer’s perceptifons
the world around them. Viewers may come to regard the world as a mean and scary
place, referred to as a “mean world view,” (Gerbner, 1969) due to high amounts of
violence and crime they see on television. Based on those findings, it is hypathesize
that there will be a significant, positive relationship between violent contposese
scores in each year and participants’ mean world view scores. Mean wuarlscaees,
in turn, are expected to be positively related to participants’ hostile atnduases
because after adopting a television-cultivated belief that the world iara anel scary
place, individuals may preemptively attribute hostile intent to the actions of ¢dzenes
& Mcintyre, 2000).

Finally, research has shown that viewers’ perceptions of TV realism and the
identification with television characters moderate the relationship betwpesiege to

violent TV content and subsequent aggressive outcomes (Anderson et al., 2001;

11



Huesmann et al., 1984; Huesmann et al., 2003; Wiegman et al., 1992). Thus, itis
expected that the relationships between violent television exposure scords yea&ac
and hostile attribution bias, all aggressive cognition outcomes, and mean world view
scores, will be moderated by perceived TV realism and identification witbh@vacters.
Specifically, the relationships between violent television exposure scoreshigesa and
all aggressive outcomes are expected to be greater for individuals with higleptioas
of TV realism and identification with TV characters.
Accuracy and Validity of Retrospective Viewing Reports

A replication of findings of Potts et al. (2008) is expected, meaning that
participants are expected to show an ecologically valid pattern ofigelegevision
viewing denoted by viewing frequency reports of a small number of favdetesien
programs “watched often during the season”, a larger number programs for aifesh “
episodes were watched”, and an even larger group of programs that wertneitke
heard of” or “heard of, but never watched”. Another method for assessing thacgccur
of persons’ recall for past television viewing patterns will be the inclusiornvefadalse
programs in the list of actual programs as was done by Potts et al. It isqutedatt
when assessing program viewing frequency, false programs will lobebyatbe majority
of participants as “never heard of." Validity of self-reported pastiteéde viewing
frequency will also be obtained by asking people to recall characters/&om a
selection of programs that were previously assigned various viewing frgqadings.
We predict that participants will recall more characters/actors frequently viewed
programs compared to programs reported as occasionally viewed, and in turnalill rec

more from those programs than from programs reported as never watched.
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CHAPTER IV

METHOD

Participants

One hundred twenty-two males and two hundred forty-nine females were
recruited for the study, all college students at a large Midwestern unjweltsitreceived
course credits for their participation. Mean age was 19.12 y&@rs {.90). The
retrospective recall purpose of the study required that all participantsatrelatively
narrow cohort, namely, 18-22 years of age; for this reason, data from teippats
older than 22 years were excluded from the analyses. All recruitment anorexpat
procedures were given prior approval by the university IRB and were in accowiéimce
ethical research guidelines of the American Psychological Assotiati

Materials
Demographic Information

All measurement was done on the online survey data collectiddusitey Gizmo
(www.surveygizmo.com). General demographic information was obtained from
participants, including gender and socioeconomic status, for use as conttakgarna
the analysis of the relationships between television viewing measuresregnt ¢

aggression outcomes (see Appendix A). SES was measured by asking partizgipants t

13



report the highest level of education achieved by their father or male guandiahe
highest level of education achieved by their mother or female guardian, and then
averaging the two levels. This method has been used in previous studies as tlye primar
measure of SES (e.g., Huesmann et al., 2003).
Aggression Measures

Aggressive Behavior

Aggressive behavior was evaluated with the short form of the Buss-Perry
Aggression Questionnaire, a 12-item measure that assesses physicai@ygres
verbal aggression (Diamond & Magaletta, 2006) (see Appendix B). Both subscales
contain three items and have demonstrated good internal reliability for bmtbrge
(physical aggression: = .72 for males and = .77 for females; verbal aggressiar=
.66 for both genders). The physical aggression subscale contains items sudveas, “G
enough provocation, | may hit another person” and the verbal aggression subscale
contains items such as, “I often find myself disagreeing with people.” débr e
statement, participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale rangingvieoyrunlike
me” to “very like me.”
Hostile Attribution Bias

The Conditional Reasoning Test for Aggression (CRT-A) was developed by
James and Mcintyre (2000) to identify individuals who use reasoning biases, called
justification mechanisms, to rationalize aggressive and hostile thoughts mmd.act
These justification mechanisms include a hostile attribution bias in whictdiaadual
perceives hostility in the behavior of others and reasons that aggressioniexljasti&

means of self-protection. Participants were presented with 22 conditioraiirgas
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problems, each representing generic social conflicts and adverdaasibsis based on a
justification mechanism for aggression, and asked to indicate which of four otibies i
most reasonable conclusion based on the information given (see Appendix C). For
example, participants were presented with the following scenario, “A largeenwh
business partnerships break up. One reason for the large number of breakups is that
dissolving a partnership is quick and easy. If the partners can agree on how to split the
assets of the partnership fairly, then they can break up simply by fillingeut t
appropriate forms. They do not need to engage lawyers.” The four answer options
included one aggressive alternative, “If one partner hires a lawyer, then isaiste
planning to play fair,” one nonaggressive alternative, “Partners might rekelve
differences if breaking up was harder and took longer,” and two illogieshatives,
“The longer a partnership has existed, the less likely it is to break up,Taedybunger
partner is more likely to initiate the break up.” Participants were givepanefor each
aggressive alternative selected so that higher scores indicate thatgtistifmechanisms
are instrumental in the participant’s reasoning and that the participarglisitiy
prepared to justify aggressive thoughts and actions. The CRT-A has been shown to be
reliable, with an internal consistency of .76, and empirically valid by prediathgl
aggression in both field and laboratory settings (e.g., identifying individualg tixel
commit student conduct violations, aggressive fouls in intramural basketball, and thef
(James & LeBreton, 2010).
Aggressive Beliefs and Values

Because this study concerns the long-term impact of exposure to televised

violence, many of the questions examining current aggressive beliefs andwataes
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assessed with survey items taken from past studies of individual differences in
orientations toward violence (Blumenthal et al., 1972; Cohen & Nisbett, 1994) (see
Appendix D). Reliability coefficients for these items could not be determinedhdout t
have been shown to be empirically valid (Cohen & Nisbett, 1994). In some cases, the
original survey items were modified in order to be more relevant to the current
undergraduate demographic, but the scenarios on which the items are basedtrépee
same empirically valid assessments of aggressive cognitions used by Cohesbatid N

Violence in general All items assessing current aggressive cognitions about the
use of violence in general were taken from Blumenthal et al. (1972) and Cohen and
Nisbett (1994). Sample items were, “An eye for an eye and a tooth for a toothoid a g
rule for living,” “Many people only learn through violence,” and “It is often neagsto
use violence to prevent violence.” For each statement, participants responded on a 5-
point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly adre

Violence for self-defens&ill items used to assess current aggressive cognitions
about violence for self-defense were taken from Blumenthal et al. (1972)ctiett @nd
Nisbett (1994). Items included, “A person has a right to kill another person in & case o
self-defense,” “A person has a right to kill another person to defend his or heyr,famil
and “A person has a right to kill another person to defend his or her home.” For each
statement, participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale from “strdisglyree” to
“strongly agree.”

Use of corporal punishment to discipline childre@ne item from Cohen and
Nisbett (1994) was used to assess current beliefs regarding the use aeviolen

disciplining children. The item was “It is sometimes necessary to diseiglchild with
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a good hard spanking” and used a 5-point Likert scale from “strongly disagree” t
“strongly agree”.

Justification of violence Current aggressive cognitions about the justification of
physical violence in response to a social insult or affront were assessdd/pothetical
scenarios based on items in the Cohen and Nisbett study which were modified t@increas
their relevance to the current college-aged sample (see Appendix E). geor the
hypothetical scenarios, participants were asked to “rate how justifieccahyi®lence is
in response to the following situations.” Examples of the hypothetical scenarios
presented to participants included, “You find out that somebody you know slightly is
spreading vicious rumors about you that are completely untrue,” “At a padm@eate
stranger has their hands all over your date,” and “You accidentally bump into another
person while walking down the street and they curse at you and then insult your
appearance.” Participants responded on a 7-point response scale indicatingetheg viol
was “not at all justified” to “completely justified.”

Beliefs about gun ownership and uskhis measure asked participants about gun
ownership, the purpose for gun ownership, their gun use, and their estimations of future
gun use for protection (see Appendix F). A sample question from this measurenwas, “I
your estimate, what are the chances in your lifetime that you willrexes to shoot a
firearm at someone who you perceive to be a threat to you or a friend/faemiiper?”.
Response options ranged from “0%” to “100%,” in increments of 10 percent. This

measure was developed for use in this study.
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Mean World View

This measure was developed by Gerbner et al. (1980) to assess the degree to
which pervasive themes in mass media shape viewers’ perceptions about thosartheme
the real world. Gerbner et al. found that heavy viewers of TV believed thataih&arld
is a “mean and scary place,” due to the high degree of crime and violence depicted on
television. The items assess patrticipants’ perceptions of themes of crireacgidaw
enforcement, and victimization in the real social world. Instead of the dichotomous
answer sets used by Gerbner and colleagues, namely a realistic arcb&ém s
answer,” the items in this study provided participants with a scaled resgbmsevhich
values ranged from a realistic approximation of behavior to a TV approxinadtion
behavior (see Appendix G). For example, one item asked “About what percengdige of
people in the U.S. commit serious crimes — is it closer to 3% (realistic @gn$2% (TV
answer), or somewhere in between?”. Reliability coefficients could not amethtfor
this measure, but empirical validation has been shown (Gerbner et al., 1980).

Control Variables

In addition to gender and SES, parental discipline style has been shown to be
empirically related to aggression (Eron et al., 1972; Huesmann et al., 1984; Hoetma
al., 2003). Parent discipline style was assessed with one item, “Duringhyioitnood,
what was the usual way in which your mother/father/primary guardian punished or
disciplined you?,” with response options of “did not punish or discipline,” “nonphysical
mild (scold, isolate, fine, remove privileges),” “nonphysical harsh (lock iretldgprive
of food),” “physical mild (slap, spank),” and “physical harsh (use object, punch, kick)”

(see Appendix H). This item has been shown to be related to other measures af parent
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discipline (Lynch et al., 2006). Religiosity was obtained for use as a cofhteol t&sting
the hypothesis that exposure to prosocial television will be negatively degoeith
aggressive behavior. Religiosity was assessed with the OrganizatidigadlR®eess
Subscale of the Brief Multidimensional Measure of Religiousnessispitit (Fetzer
Institute & National Institute on Aging Working Group, 1999) (see Appendix I). This
subscale measured involvement in a formal public religious institution with éw it
(“In a typical year, how often do you go to religious service?” and “Besaliggous
service, how often in a typical year do you take part in other activitieglate of
worship?”) and had a 6-point response scale ranging from “not at all duringstheepgl
to “more than once a week”. Previous studies have shown high reliability scorasHor e
subscale, ranging from .71 to .87 (Kendler, Liu, Gardner, McCullough, Larson, &
Prescott, 2003; Yoon, 2005; Yoon & Lee, 2004).
Retrospective Television Viewing Reports

Measurement of TV Exposure

Retrospective TV viewing reports were obtained for three years: 2000, 2005, and
2010 (for an example, see Appendix J). Therefore, participants, most of whom were
college freshman, were approximately eight years old in 2000, thirtees gie in 2005,
and eighteen years old in 2010. Viewing reports were obtained for TV pregieed on
both cable and network stations. For regularly broadcast programs, participeats w
given a program title, the name of the station which aired the program, and the day and
time the program was aired, and asked to provide a rating of how frequentigchby r
viewing that program. Participants indicated their viewing frequenciegyafarly

broadcast programs, for example in the year 2000, by using the followingGeatever
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heard of that program (ever), never watched any episode; 1 = heard of it, but never
watched any episode during the 2000 season; 2 = watched only 1 or 2 episodes during the
entire 2000 season; 3 = watched a few episodes, maybe 1x/mo during the 2000 season; 4
= watched semi-regularly, 2-3x/mo, during the 2000 season; and 5 = watched often,
nearly every episode, 4x/mo during the 2000 season. Participants were alsto aake
their viewing of other programs that were broadcast on an irregular set{edulToo
Young to Kill: 15 Shocking Crimesred on the E! channel). Because of the irregular
broadcast schedule, participants were asked to indicate their viewingrfosegifor
these programs using the following scale: 0 = never watched; 1 = watcleecdnd@ =
watched more than once. Participants rated approximately 100 programis of tree
three years. To expedite the process, participants were informefithiegt had never
heard of the program, corresponding to a zero on the viewing frequency scale, tbey coul
skip the questions for that program. Finally, using methods from Potts et al. (2008), a
small number of false program titles per year were added to the scheduleritoorde
further verify the accuracy of participant reports.

Menon and Yorkston (2000) found that contextual cues facilitated frequency
estimates of past behaviors. Therefore, prior to measurement of past TV virewaing
target year, participants were first asked four questions intended to bagmhemory to
a specific target year (see Appendix K). For example, when asked to etoadlibn
viewing and content from 2000, the participant were asked, “In what city didweoinli
the fall of 2000?”, “What school grade were you in during the fall 2000 semestes?”, “

up to three teachers you had in fall 2000”, and “How old were you in the fall of 2000?”
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Upon completion of the retrospective TV viewing reports for each year,
participants were asked about their general identification with T\acteas (see
Appendix L). For the year 2000 and the year 2005, participants were presented with the
item, “In general, how much did you identify with television characters in 2000 (2005)
By ‘identification’ we mean the extent to which you fantasized about bé&eagHem,
incorporated their behaviors into your play when you were young and/or uged the
behaviors as a guide for your behavior, or in any other way emulated theirdseh&ar
the year 2010, participants were presented with the item, “In general, how mych d
identify with television characters in 2010. By ‘identification’ we mean #teng to
which you fantasize about being like them, incorporate their behaviorsount@gtions
and/or use their behaviors as a guide for your behavior, or in any other wageethalr
behavior.” These questions utilized a 5-point response scale rangingieeseTr™to
“very often”. This measure was created for the present study, but is based nocadignpi
valid findings from Huesmann et al. (1984) and Huesmann et al. (2003) which suggest
that individuals sometimes identify with television characters and thisratedesffects
of violent TV on their aggressive behavior.

Television Program Content Recall
Validation of TV Viewing Reports

After participants completed the television program viewing frequenoytssfor
the first target year, a TV program content recall measure was achredisor that year
(for an example, see Appendix M). The experimenter selected one TV samehat
target year to which they had assigned viewing ratings of “1: heard of it, but neve

watched any episode”, one program they rated “3: watched a few epis@d® 1x/mo
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during season”, and one program they rated “5: watched often during season, nearly
every episode, 4x/mo.” Selection of programs for recall followed a farmu
predetermined to achieve a random selection of programs to be recalled. hFair eac
these programs, the participants were asked to, “List as many ensu@cactors as you
can remember from the program title listed above.” Additionally, participeerts asked
how often they watched the program in reruns or in other seasons/years (0: never, 1:
occasionally, 2: frequently) and whether they had ever discussed the progingreavs
or family members (0: no, 1: occasionally, 2: frequently).
Perceived TV Realism

As in the Potts et al. (2008) Study 2, participants' perception of the realism of
television was measured, using the instrument created by Potter (1988) (seeXApPendi
This measure assesses persons' judgments about the similaritiesbé#aexors and
their characters, the usefulness of TV characters' behavior for their ownancethe
similarities between TV characters and other persons in real lifenftgatems include:
"The people | see playing parts on TV are just like their characters wheartheff

camera in real life,” " | feel | can learn a lot about how to solve my own pnglidgy
watching Patrick Dempsey’s character Dr. Derek Shephe@reyis Anatomy and "On
the TV showFriends Chandler acts like someone | know in my life." Participants
responded to each item using a 5-interval scale of agreement, from "1 - hefinite
disagree" to "5 - definitely agree.” Potter's original scale was egdiainclude current

actors, characters, and TV series with which participants weredamiii addition to

Potter's measure, also included was a single question which asked, "Hsticragdi
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television programs in general?,” with a response scale from "1 - completeblistic"
to "5 - completely realistic.”
Procedure

Participants were seated at computers in a lab room and all measures were
presented as electronic questionnaire documents. The participardsrifgeted the
demographic information (i.e., age, gender, ethnicity, and SES) followed by the
aggression measures (i.e., aggressive behavior, hostile attribution biassaggbeliefs
and values, and mean world view), control variables (i.e., parental disciplinerstyle a
religiosity), and perceived TV realism. To control order effects and fasiffaets, the
aggression measures, control variables, and the perceived TV realisorengare
counterbalanced using three pre-selected random orders.

Next, participants responded to contextual cueing questions designed to orient
their memory to one of three target years (2000, 2005, or 2010), followed by the
retrospective TV viewing report and the identification question for that yediowing
these measures, participants completed the TV program content reclrenfea that
year, as well as the measures of rerun viewing and discussion of proghaathaits.
This process was repeated for each target year. As with the main outcosneasiea
control variables, and perceived TV realism measure, the target y&ars w
counterbalanced so that each year was presented first, middle, and |dftrfemtd
participants, in order to control order and fatigue effects. Program titbsgic for the
TV program content recall measures were selected from different dtheswéek based
on a prearranged pattern using a random number generator. Participants cohgdeted t

guestionnaires in approximately one hour and thirty minutes.

23



CHAPTER V

RESULTS

Retrospective Television Viewing Reports

The retrospective television viewing reports assessed past televisiongvie
patterns by asking participants to rate their viewing frequency of networlaatel ¢
programs for three target years (2000, 2005, and 2010). The integrity of the viewing
frequency data were examined prior to testing hypotheses to deternaitiguéfeffects
or measurement misuse were present and whether participants had suimisore to
the programs studied. Participants data were discarded if they reported “0: rmedesfhe
that program (ever), never watched any episode” for more than 95% of all psogram
asked about in a particular year. The rationale for this decision was #raif ev
participants had not watched these major network programs, they should have at least
heard of some of the programs. If they had not, in other words if they indicated mostly
‘0s’, then they may have been fatigued or did not complete the viewing reportfyhones
and thoughtfully. Application of this criterion resulted in 4 participants being reinove
from analyses involving the year 2000 and 2 from analyses of the year 2005 programs
No participants were removed from analyses for the year 2010. In altainget years,

participants showed the expected pattern of viewing (see Table 1 fosnaéiragntages
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from each year). Examination of the percentages of viewing frequenoysratly year
revealed that, as participants got older, they gave fewer zero ratings endrmaagatings.
Thus, it appears that participants became more familiar with primetimenkeanwd
cable programs as they aged.

Individual consistency across years in reported viewing levels waseemA
mean viewing score was computed by summing the individual viewing levejgdbr
all programs in a target year and dividing by the total number of programs ireénat y
list. The means and standard deviations for the total viewing scores obtainachfor e
year were .503D= .35), .67 §D=.33), and .643D = .30), for 2000, 2005, and 2010,
respectively. These overall viewing level scores were significaathglated with each
other:rog-05=.70,rg0-10= .50, andps.10= .68, all ps < .001, indicating considerable
consistency in overall TV viewing across years.

A one-factor within-subjects ANOVA was conducted on participants’ average
viewing levels to examine changes in viewing levels across the threéyaeys. The
difference between the average viewing scores for the years 2000, 2005, and2010 wa
significant,F(2, 654) = 63.34p < .001,7° = .16. Simple contrasts indicated higher
average viewing scores in 2008 € .67,SD = .33) than in 2010 = .64,SD=.30),
F(1, 327) = 6.72p = .01,5* = .02, higher average viewing scores in 2005 than in 2000
(M =.50,SD=.35),F(1, 327) = 145.02p < .001,;72 = .31, and higher average viewing
scores in 2010 than in 2008(1, 327) = 50.26p < .001,* = .13.
False programs

Discrimination in participants' viewing reports was examined via thgirgs of

the false program titles inserted in each year's schedule. Three hundreeeiglnt

25



participants rated 4 false titles in the year 2000, three hundred thirtygearterated 4
false titles in the year 2005, and three hundred thirty-two participantsdréaése titles
in the year 2010. Out of 3960 rating opportunities, 99.2% were given ratings consistent
with no viewing. 81.25% were rated “0” and 17.95% were rated as “1”. Only 0.8% were
given ratings of 2 or greater. This indicates that, as predicted, the vastyndjor
persons had never heard of, or watched, any of the false TV programs.
Television Program Content Recall

The main analysis of the content recall data, designed to provide validation of the
television viewing reports, consisted of planned contrasts using analysis of cogaria
comparing number of characters and actors recalled from 5-rated, 3aradetdrated
programs. Exposure to program material other than actual viewing in the eaget y
was examined as covariates (i.e., amount of program viewing in reruns or in other
seasons/years and discussion of programs with peers or family membershatiGosre
between both of the covariates and the character/actor recall scoatis@yy level are
presented in Table 2. At each ratings level, the significant correlationselnetboth
covariates and the character/actor recall score provided justificatitesting the
covariate effect. Also, the significant correlations between both eteain each year
warranted the creation of a single composite score. Table 3 contains means and standa
deviations for TV program characters/actors recalled and the compositeatetemnn
according to program viewing level. Prior to testing the main analysis obtitent
recall data, the integrity of the recall scores was examined. Ninetgmippats who
recalled zero characters/actors from the program they rated as thedatften during

season, nearly every episode, 4x/mo.” were excluded from the analysis beeause
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determined that participants should be able to recall at least one chactmtémdan a
program they watched with such frequency. Failure to do so was taken as evidence of
fatigue effects in these participants’ responses.

Differences between the number of characters/actors recallgd & and 1-
rated programs were initially analyzed without the covariate terrmn@&tcontrasts
indicated that significantly more characters/actors wereleecBibm 5-rated programs
than from 3-rated program(1, 267) = 154.54p < .001,;* = .37, and more
characters/actors were recalled from 3-rated programs than 1-ratggdmsF(1, 267) =
90.54,p < .001,7* = .25. When the covariate term was added, planned contrasts still
indicated that significantly more characters/actors wereleecBibm 5-rated programs
than from 3-rated programB(1, 266) = 13.25p < .001,4% = .05, with a significant
covariate effect = 1.76,f = .47,SE B=.20,t = 8.73,p < .001. However, planned
contrasts revealed no significant differences in the number of charadtassfacalled
from 3-rated versus 1-rated programs. The covariate effect was sighidc 1.37,5 =
47,SE B=.16,t = 8.58,p < .001. Findings suggest that rerun viewing or viewing in
other seasons/years and discussion of program information with family and peers
accounted for recall differences between 3-rated and 1-rated program$amoregorted
initial viewing level.

To test the effect of year on content recall, character/actor secaés and
composite covariate terms were summed across viewing frequency anehdgewere
tested between subjects by recall year. Table 4 contains means and staridaotsle
for TV program characters/actors recalled and the composite covariatadcording to

year. Planned contrasts indicated that significantly more characters/were recalled
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in 2005 than in 201G5(1, 264) = 6.18p = 0.01,4,* = 0.02. Additionally, the covariate
term was significan® = 1.10,4 = .28,SE B=.24,t = 4.62,p < .001. Planned contrasts
revealed no significant differences between the number of characters/ecalled from
the year 2000 versus the year 2005 or from the year 2000 versus the year 2010.
Aggression Measures

Aggressive Behavior

Participant reports of two types of current aggressive behaviors, physical a
verbal, were assessed using two subscales from the short form of theeByss/P
Aggression Questionnaire. Table 5 contains the means, standard deviations, and internal
reliability coefficients for these subscales. Subscale responses addmastatistical
outliers and the subscales demonstrated good internal reliability. Concurreity wads
also demonstrated by significant positive correlations between these ssilaswhbel
other measures of aggression (see Table 6). The relationship between violent@nt c
exposure in each target year and each type of aggression was analyzegpaviakes
hierarchical linear regressions in which gender was entered as a bicsotial variable
in step 1, parental discipline style and parental SES were entered ascatca!
variables in step 2, a general TV exposure score for a particular taagetagentered in
step 3, and a TV violence exposure score for a particular target year was @mtgep
4. Similar hierarchical linear regression analyses were used tolbssgsient
relationships between exposure to violent TV content and all other aggression outcomes
Multicollinearity was diagnosed for each of these analyses via exaommmdtresiduals
and scatterplots, as well as variance inflation factor and tolerancecisog$f, and no

evidence of multicollinearity was found.
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The TV violence exposure scores, used as a predictor of current aggression
measures, were created for each target year using programs tlegtgradirated in the
retrospective television viewing reports. To determine which programs were to be
included, content ratings and descriptions of these programs were obtainedtéoratl
sites such as Internet Movie Database and TV.com (www.imdb.com; www.tv.com)
Programs that were described as containing moderate to high amounts of violemt cont
were identified, and participants’ ratings of those programs were summeete TV
violence exposure scores. Twenty-eight programs in the survey were @tkasifviolent
in the year 2000, twenty-five were identified as such in the year 2005, and fonty-seve
were identified as such in the year 2010. Table 5 contains means and standard deviations
for the TV violence exposure scores from each target year. The IgEWiexgposure
score entered in step 3 was entered so that the relationship between exposure to violent
TV content and current aggression outcomes could be evaluated after accounting for
general television exposure. General TV exposure scores in each yeaomputed by
summing participant ratings of all programs in that year that were natlegtin the
violent TV exposure score. General TV exposure scores also did not include prosocial
programs, which were identified for a later analysis. The general expostes s@re
based on 50 programs in the year 2000, 68 programs in the year 2005, and 71 programs
in the year 2010 (see Table 5 for means and standard deviations). Results of the
hierarchical linear regressions testing the relationships between violestpbgure in
each target year and participants’ current physical aggression cambe $ables 7-9.

After accounting for gender, parental discipline style, and parental SESgaechlg

television exposure, there was a significant positive relationship betweemuexfms
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violent TV content in both 2000 and 2010 and participants’ current physical aggression.
No significant relationship was found between participants’ current physica&ssgmn
and their exposure to violent TV content in 2005.

Significant positive relationships were hypothesized between violent TV egposur
in each target year and participants’ current verbal aggression. Hieahlmear
regression analyses, like those described previously, analyzed tlaéisaskips and the
results appear in Tables 10-12. After accounting for gender, parental dessifylie, and
parental SES, and general television exposure, there was a signifiadohsslip
between exposure to violent TV content in all three years and participameitcverbal
aggression.

Beyond overall TV violence exposure, exposure to crime dramas, in particular,
was hypothesized to have a significant positive relationship to participantsht
physical aggression because of the high amount of violence contained within this
program genre. To test this hypothesis, a series of hierarchical linesssiegs were
used that were similar to those mentioned above with the exception of a modification to
step 4 and the addition of a fifth step. First, programs were identified as camasir
using Internet sites such as Internet Movie Database and TV.com (weNmcom;
www.tv.com). Then, ratings of these programs in each target were summeatéo cre
crime drama exposure scores which were entered in step 5. Six prograncewkiied
as crime dramas in the year 2000, fourteen programs were identified as ennaes dn
the year 2005, and fourteen programs were identified as crime dramayéatZ910
(see Table 5 for means and standard deviations). For each target yeadranmae

exposure scores were subtracted from the violent exposure scores calcehatads |y
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to create general violence exposure scores which were entered in stefab(seefor
means and standard deviations). After accounting for gender, parental distypdine s
and parental SES, marginally significant relationships were observeddretnme
drama exposure in the years 2066-(.12,p = .07) and 20054(= .10,p = .09) and
participants’ current physical aggression, even after accountingrierajeelevision
exposure and exposure to other violent TV genres. No significant relationshipunds f
between participants’ current physical aggression and their exposunaéodteamas in
2010.

Exposure to crime dramas was also hypothesized to have a significant positive
relationship to participants’ current verbal aggression. To test this hypothesises of
hierarchical linear regressions were used that were similar to thosemeengibove.

After accounting for gender, parental discipline style, and parental SESwasa
significant positive relationship between crime drama exposure in 2ZGO®B,p =

001), 20054 = .16,p = .01), and 201Q5(= .13,p = .03) and participants’ current verbal
aggression, even beyond its relation with general television exposure and exposur
other violent TV genres.

An additional hypothesis stated that exposure to prosocial content in each target
year would be negatively associated with participants’ current physidalerbal
aggression. To test this, a series of hierarchical linear regressionsondrested in
which gender was entered at step 1, parental discipline, parental SES, andtyeligiasi
entered at step 2, a general TV exposure score was entered in step 3, anda prosoci
exposure score was entered in step 4. Television content studies have shown that family

dramas and situation comedies contain more prosocial content than any otisorele
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genre (Lee, 1988; Smith et al., 2006). Therefore, Internet Movie Database and TV.com
(www.imdb.com; www.tv.com) were used to identify programs from the tedevis
viewing reports in each target year that were classified as fanaityadr or sitcoms, and
then participant ratings of these programs were summed to create @iregpoisure
scores. Thirty-eight programs were identified as prosocial in the year 2000o1he
programs were identified as prosocial in the year 2005, and twenty-four progesens
identified as prosocial in the year 2010 (see Table 5 for means and standardragviat
After accounting for gender, parental discipline style, parental SES, lagidsigy, and
general television exposure, there was no significant relationship betwsesuee to
prosocial TV content in any year and participants’ current physical ajgnes

Hierarchical linear regressions, similar to those mentioned above, wer®@used t
test the relationships between prosocial TV exposure in each target ggrracipants’
current verbal aggression. After accounting for gender, parental discipleepsrental
SES, and religiosity, and general television exposure, there was no agnific
relationship between exposure to prosocial TV content in any year andpaentsci
current verbal aggression.
Hostile Attribution Bias

Hostile attribution bias, which occurs when an individual perceives hostilityin t
behavior of others and reasons that aggression is justified as a means of selbprote
was assessed with the Conditional Reasoning Test for Aggression (CRTw&s(da
Mclintyre, 2000). As stated previously, the response set to each CRT-A item iranhudes
aggressive response, a non-aggressive response, and two illogical responesandam

Mcintyre excluded participants from analysis if they had five or more dédbgesponses
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which may indicate capricious or inattentive responding. Application of thisianite
resulted in the removal of 17 participants for all analyses of the CRT-#hough the
mean number of aggressive responses given on the CRT-A in this study wagebnsist
with the findings of James and Mcintyre, the internal reliability of the seasepoor (see
Table 5). An analysis of individual items within the scale failed to ideatifyitems
whose removal would strengthen the internal reliability of the scale, antba &aalysis
of the scale did not indicate any suitable alternative factor structuresefdiee despite
poor internal reliability of the CRT-A in this sample, a decision was made tbeisedle
as James and Mcintyre had originally proposed, namely a sum score gbefcdnesgood
internal reliability and concurrent validity demonstrated in their stirisults
concerning the relationship between violent TV exposure and hostile attributson bia
this study should be interpreted with caution because of the low internal rgfiabilit
observed in the CRT-A. To test the hypothesis that there would be a significaneposit
relationship between exposure to violent TV content in each target year angbaaisi
current hostile attribution biases, hierarchical linear regressionaistmthose described
above were conducted. Results can be seen in Tables 13-15. After accounting for
gender, parental discipline style, and parental SES, and general televisiamrexjhese
was no significant relationship between exposure to violent TV content in anyngear a
participants’ current hostile attribution biases.
Aggressive Beliefs and Values

The relationships between exposure to violent TV content in each target year and
participants’ current aggressive beliefs and values was assessadsaétle consisting of

items taken from Blumenthal et al. (1972) and Cohen and Nisbett (1994). These included
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violence in general, the use of violence for self-defense, and the use of corporal
punishment to discipline children. Scale responses indicated no statistiiest @utd
the scale demonstrated good internal reliability (see Table 5). Higarbnear
regressions were conducted to assess the above relationship in each taayet yea
results are presented in Tables 16-18. After accounting for gender, pareimpéhdisc
style, and parental SES, and general television exposure, there wasieasignif
relationship between exposure to violent TV content in 2010 and participants’ current
aggressive beliefs and values. Furthermore, there was a marginallicargnif
relationship between exposure to violent TV content in 2000 and participants’ current
aggressive beliefs and values, but no significant relationship was found between
participants’ current aggressive beliefs and values and their exposure to Vilent
content in 2005.
Justification of Violence

The hypothesized positive relationship between exposure to violent TV content in
each target year and participants’ current justification of aggressmasgassed with a
scale created for this study. The scale demonstrated good internalityebalol scale
responses revealed no statistical outliers (see Table 5). Hieraroieealregressions
were conducted to test the hypothesis and results are presented in Tables 1t@8+21. A
accounting for gender, parental discipline style, and parental SES, andl ¢elleersion
exposure, there was a significant positive relationship between exposuresta Vidl
content in the year 2010 and participants’ current justification of physicahael
Marginally significant positive relationships were found betweenguaaints’ current

justification of physical violence and exposure to violent TV content in 2000 and 2005.
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Beliefs about Gun Ownership and Use

The hypothesis that exposure to violent TV content in each target year would
have a significant positive relationship with participants’ current beliefatajun
ownership and use was assessed by a scale developed for use in this studgle The sc
demonstrated good internal reliability and scale responses revealedsticatatutliers
(see Table 5). Hierarchical linear regressions were conducted to tegpditledsis and
results are presented in Tables 22-24. After accounting for gender, parempéhdisc
style, and parental SES, and accounting for general television exposure, tleere wer
significant positive relationships between exposure to violent TV content inl theeal
years and participants’ current beliefs about gun ownership and use.
Mean World View

Mean world view, which is the tendency for viewers’ to perceive the read\asrl
a mean and scary place, was assessed by items taken from Gerbner et aln(lL980) a
modified by the researchers for this study. The scale response indicatatistica
outliers but the internal reliability of the scale was poor (see Table 5)nayses of
individual items within the scale failed to identify any items whose remowaldv
strengthen the internal reliability of the scale, and a factor sisady the scale did not
indicate any suitable alternative factor structures. Therefore, el@sut internal
reliability of the mean world view measure in this sample, a decision was madgeth® us
scale as Gerbner and colleagues had originally proposed. Results canttegnin
relationship between violent TV exposure and mean world view in this study should be
interpreted with caution due to the aforementioned low internal reliability of ¢a@ m

world view scale.
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To test the hypothesis that there would be a significant positive relationship
between exposure to violent TV content in each target year and participantst curre
mean world view, hierarchical linear regressions were conducted and results a
presented in Tables 25-27. After accounting for gender, parental discipleeasiyl
parental SES, and general television exposure, there was no significanmseiat
between exposure to violent TV content in any year and participants’ curremivogd
view. Participants’ current mean world view scores were also predicte/é a
significant positive relationship with their current hostile attribution Isiagénis
hypothesis was tested using a Pearson’s correlation coefficient and wasesli fgeet
Table 6).

Moderating Variables

For all significant, or marginally significant, relationships found between
exposure to violent TV content and aggression outcomes tested above, viewers’
perceptions of TV realism and their identification with television chametere
examined separately as potential moderators. Moderating effeet®mlgranalyzed
when there was a significant, or marginally significant, relationship bec¢hes
researchers reasoned that an initial relationship had to be present beforeadnhgsva
could be tested as moderators of that relationship. To test for the moderatingfeffect
perceived TV realism, interaction terms were created for each partiddy multiplying
their violence exposure scores in each target year by their response tglineesm,
“How realistic are television programs in general?” from the perceptions oédhégm
scale. Because this item was significantly correlated with all d¥eealism itemsr =

.33,p <.001, we determined that it would be an appropriate representation of
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participants’ perceptions of TV realism. To test for the moderatingtedfe

identification with television characters, interaction terms weratedefor each

participant by multiplying their violence exposure scores in each targebyeheir

response to the identification item corresponding to that particular target yea
Hierarchical linear regressions were then analyzed to test the hyothasperceived

TV realism and identification with television characters would moderatekgonships
between exposure to violent TV content and all current aggression outcomes. As before
gender was entered in step 1, parental discipline style and parental SE&tere ia

step 2, a general TV exposure score was entered in step 3, and a violence exposure score
was entered in step 4. However, participant responses to the single perceieadiSiw r

item or the single identification with television characters item weredatistep 4 along

with the interaction terms in their respective regressions. After aceguot gender,

parental discipline style, and parental SES, and accounting for generap®suex, none

of the interactions between exposure to violent TV content in any year and either
perceived TV realism or identification with television characters wigr@ficant

predictors of any of the aggression outcomes. Thus, perceived TV realism and
identification with television characters were not found to moderate the relafisns

tested in this study.
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CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current study was to use a retrospective recall methpdology
initially developed by Potts et al. (2008), to assess the relation betwee¢al@asion
viewing and current aggressive outcomes in young adults. The main hypothesis, that
there would be a significant positive relationship between violent content exposigs s
in each target year (2000, 2005, and 2010) and participants’ current aggressive behaviors
and cognitions, was generally supported and extended existing longitudiaathese
findings concerning television and aggression (Anderson et al., 2001; Chowhan &
Stewart, 2007; DuRant et al., 2006; Eron et al., 1972; Huesmann, Eron et al., 1984;
Huesmann, Lagerspetz et al., 1984; Huesmann et al., 2003; Ostrov et al., 2006; and
Wiegman et al., 1992). Specifically, after accounting for certain sowlatiemographic
variables known to be related to aggression and television viewing (i.e., gendetalpare
discipline style, and parental SES) and after accounting for generasimteskposure, a
significant positive relationship was found between both recent and past exposure to
violent television content and a variety of current self-reported aggressiammsic
including physical and verbal aggressive behavior; aggressive beliefs and values

regarding violence in general, violence for self-defense, and the use ofatorp
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punishment to discipline children; justification of violence in response to sociaictonfl
and beliefs about gun ownership and use.

Aggression Measures
Aggressive Behavior

All past longitudinal studies on television and aggression, cited above, have
focused on television’s influence on overt aggressive behaviors over time. Qdnsiste
with this research, the current study found a relationship between pantisCiparrent
reports of physical aggression and self-reported past exposure to violenohiént in
the year 2000, when participants where around 9 years old, and recent exposure to violent
TV content in the year 2010, when patrticipants were around 19 years of age. As
mentioned previously, social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986)and script theory
(Huesmann, 1986) offer viable explanations of how exposure to television content
facilitates the formation of viewers’ attitudes and beliefs about thel semilel and how
they should behave in various situations. Frequent viewing of overt physicasaggre
enacted by televised models teaches viewers that physically aggtestsaxeor is within
their capacity to perform and can be used to obtain desired outcomes, as patifas s
situations in which aggressive action is warranted or normative.

Results of the longitudinal studies concerning television and aggressive behavior
that were mentioned above have also analyzed the relationship between exposure to
violent TV content over time and viewers’ subsequent verbal aggression. This study
replicated past findings by demonstrating a relationship between panti€i current
verbal aggression and past exposure to violent TV content in the years 2000 and 2005,

and recent exposure to violent TV content in the year 2010. Frequent exposure to
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verbally aggressive television models teaches verbal aggression to \eedeepeated
exposure to these models results in the formation of verbal aggression scripts.

Support for the relationship between exposure to violent TV content and
participants’ current physical and verbal aggression was obtained fromytiegbh
aggression and verbal aggression subscales of the short form of the Buss/Perr
Aggression Questionnaire (BPAQ) (Diamond & Magaletta, 2006). While both types of
aggression have been identified in numerous college-aged samples and testedtiy a varie
of situations (Diamond, Wang, & Buffington-Vollum, 2005), research linking the@PA
with television exposure has been demonstrated in only one other short-term study
(Santisteban, Alvarado, & Recio, 2007) in which the aggression scores on the BPAQ
were positively correlated with time spent watching television. This studp@xthe
findings of the Santisteban et al. study by showing a relationship between the BPAQ
physical and verbal subscales and violent TV exposure across time and beymatl gen
TV exposure, and expands the lines of existing longitudinal research on television and
aggressive behavior.

Additionally, this study found a relationship between exposure to a specific genre
of television violence, namely crime dramas, and participants’ curresigahand
verbal aggression. A marginally significant relationship was found betweecipants’
past exposure to crime dramas in the years 2000 and 2005 and their current reports of
physical aggression, whereas a significant relationship was found bgiarierpants’
current reports of verbal aggression and both their exposure to crime dramas in 2000 and
2005 as well as their current exposure to crime dramas in 2010. As no findings exist in

the current longitudinal literature concerning exposure to specific genveseaice, this
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finding extends past research by providing evidence that exposure to crims tesan
additional, specific relationship to participants’ current physical and Meebaviors
after accounting for both general TV exposure and exposure to other genres of violent
television. Crime dramas depict, among other acts of physical aggressias, dnaa
assaults, which are specifically measured by the items in the BPA@hefmore, verbal
aggression in the form of arguments, also measured by the BPAQ, and abusivgdangua
frequently occurs in crime dramas between criminals and police officarsucdh, this
program content makes the crime drama genre a highly likely cantbddarning of
physical and verbal aggressive behavior.
Aggressive Beliefs and Values

To date, the relationships between exposure to violent TV content and subsequent
aggressive thoughts, beliefs, and values have not been established in the longitudinal
literature. The current study advances research in this area with fimdiagsarginally
significant relationship between past exposure to televised violence in th20@€eand
participants’ current aggressive beliefs and values, and a significamanstap between
recent exposure to televised violence in 2010 and participants’ current aggrelsfse be
and values. As one gets older, overt displays of aggressive behavior become less
frequent for the majority of the population because of a decline in the sociplaatze
of engaging in overtly aggressive behaviors as one develops from childhood into
adulthood, and more severe punishments associated with overtly aggressive behaviors
(e.g., imprisonment, fines, social stigma, injuries, etc.). Thus, the influeneewted
violence on viewers does not decrease with age, but the way in which that influence is

manifest may shift from overt behavior towards cognitions and attitudes. In thatcurr
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study, various types of aggressive beliefs and values used to govern one’sveeteons
measured, including endorsement of general violence-related value&aie gye for an
eye and a tooth for a tooth,” “violence deserves violence,” and “it is necessary to use
violence to prevent violence”), the use of violence for self-defense, and the use of
corporal punishment to discipline children. Common themes presented in violent
television programs are consistent with general violence-related vikieidésd ones
mentioned above, as well as the use of violence to defend against outside threats and the
application of force to achieve a desired result. Through observation learning sviewer
may learn that violence is an appropriate and often necessary response tacogbhbie
and its use can reward an individual with protection and obedience from others. hThroug
this process, general aggressive beliefs and values are formed (AndéBsshr&an,
2002; Bandura, 1986).
Justification of Violence

One outcome included in this study, which has not previously been addressed in
research on either short-term or longitudinal relations between televislence and
aggression, is the justification of violence in response to a social conflict. FRrafing
this study revealed a marginally significant relationship betweenegdasision violence
exposure in the years 2000 and 2005, and a significant relationship between recent
exposure to television violence in the year 2010 and participants’ current bblefs
the justification of violence. Violence on television committed by the protagsrofiein
depicted as justified violence (e.g., a criminal is shot by a police offitkeiline of
duty, a terrorist is killed to protect innocent civilians, a bully is “beat-downgaoh him

not to pick on others, etc.). The repetitiveness of this depiction on television, coupled
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with the rewards protagonists receive for committing acts of justifiednoel, are
witnessed by viewers and are likely incorporated into their existing Bgtems
(Berkowitz, 1964; Hearold, 1986).
Beliefs about Gun Ownership and Use

Another outcome measured in this study which has been, to date, absent in either
short-term or long-term studies of television and aggression, concerns vibelefs
about gun ownership and use. As hypothesized, this study found a significant positive
relationship between both past (year 2000 and year 2005) and recent (year 2010)
exposure to violent TV content and participants’ current beliefs about gun ownerghip a
use. Violent TV programs are rampant with situations in which criminal& brea
homes or characters are attacked and portray how the use of firearreassraable and
justified method for preventing theft and injury. Frequent viewing of these pnegra
may reinforce viewer’s beliefs that a gun ownership is necessaryofeicpon and may
create the mindset there is a high likelihood of having to use that firearm ta protec
themselves, their family and friends, or their property from others (Gert®es).
Hostile Attribution Bias

Significant positive relationships between exposure to violent TV content and
participants’ current hostile attribution biases and mean world view weothegized,
but no such relationships were found in this study. Both of these outcomes measure
expectations related to aggression, which have been proposed as one element in the
General Aggression Model (Bushman & Anderson, 2002). As such, these outcomes

should, theoretically, be related to violent TV exposure.
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The Conditional Reasoning Test for Aggression (CRT-A), used in this study to
examine hostile attribution bias, has been shown to predict specific instdrcesocial
behavior and physical aggression in intramural sports (James & Mcl20@®@). In this
study, it was correlated with other measures which have demonstratetagnif
relationships with exposure to television violence in previous studies, so it ysthiagl
the measure assessed hostile attribution bias as designed. Howevedwdhasasures
have never been examined together in previous research, so it is possible that-the CRT
measures hostile attribution bias in a manner that is not related to violenidelevis
exposure, and thus additional research is needed to examine this relationship.
Furthermore, while it seems likely that the generic social confinttsadversarial
situations presented in the CRT-A items reflect themes that arg pikegented in
television and learned by viewers, a content analysis of such themedhes ot been
reported, and would need to be conducted to explore this issue further.

Mean World View

Although the relationship between a mean world view and exposure to violent TV
content has been demonstrated previously (Gerbner et al., 1980), it was not found in the
present study. In accounting for this non-finding, Gerbner’s research was @zhduct
during the late 1970s and early 1980s when there was somewhat more violence in
society, compared to present levels. Furthermore, the current study wastednirng
a college-educated sample with perhaps more access to sources of acasrasdianf
on crime and violence in the real world than other populations, and the campus on which
this research was conducted is located within a safe and low-crime commAsisych,

mean world beliefs may not have been as pervasive as when Gerbner and &lleague
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conducted their research, nor as pervasive with this particular sample, eoetin#t
participants receive messages from television that foster perceptidresvedtid as a
mean and scary place, the reality surrounding participants is in stark tuouitinathese
depictions.
Exposure to Prosocial TV Content

Another hypothesis that was not supported in this study concerns the negative
relationship between past and recent exposure to prosocial TV content anggdsici
current aggressive behavior. Anderson et al. (2001) and Ostrov et al. (2006) found, in
their longitudinal studies, that aggressive behavior was negativelydrébgpast
exposure to prosocial TV content. However, both studies used time spent watching
educational television (e.gsesame StreandMister Roger’s Neighborhodds their
measure of prosocial television exposure. Those particular programs arnemaignt
designed to teach prosocial behaviors and values to children, whereas the sitcoms and
family dramas in primetime network and cable programming used in this study to
measure prosocial exposure are designed for entertainment first and focusooiapros
themes second. Also, the Anderson et al. and Ostrov et al. studies did not control for
many significant third variables related to prosocial behavior that could heaeraed
for the reduction in aggression they observed, rather than exposure to effecteabpros
television directly (e.g., sharing behaviors and inclusion of others in play aatordi of
childhood prosociality or religiosity, volunteerism, and charitable donations astordica

of adolescent prosociality).
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Moderating Variables

Contrary to expectation, identification with TV characters, and perceiVed T
realism, did not moderate any of the relationships between past and current@kposur
violent TV content and current aggressive outcomes as predicted. Huesmann et al.
(1984) and Huesmann et al. (2003) found a stronger relationship between past exposure
to violent TV content and current aggressive behavior for participants who ielntif
more strongly with TV characters in childhood compared to those who did not. Although
the phrasing of the identification with TV characters questions used in the ciueynt
were in close approximation to items used in those studies, Huesmann and colleagues
asked about identification with specific violent characters whereas thatcstudy
asked about general identification with characters in a target yearefdiee participants
in the current study could have been reporting identification with eithernygositnon-
violent characters.

Regarding TV realism beliefs, Huesmann et al. (2003) also found that the
relationship between past violent TV exposure and current aggressive behavior wa
stronger for participants with higher perceived TV realism scores tingoafticipants
with lower perceived TV realism scores, but this was not found in the present study.
Greater fragmentation of the current TV audience may account fdatkisf findings.
Fragmentation of the TV audience is higher now than in the past due to a largeorselecti
of channels broadcasting a greater amount of programs (Dominick, 2009). Potter
developed his perceptions of TV realism scale in 1980 when most persons had only the
three major networks for viewing, and, thus, there was much less fragmeattine

TV audience. He was able to cite characters in his measure that melg kinown to
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most viewers when asking about the realism of those television chiaraétthough
characters from current popular programs were selected for the pdré®vealism
measure in the current study, it is possible that a significant portion ofntipdesanay
not have been exposed to these characters due to the aforementioned audience
fragmentation and therefore judgments about which characters and situatioosei
programs are reflective of real life could not be made. The construct of Tishreal
beliefs may require considerable revision of this measure for valicsasseisof current
TV audiences.
Validation of Aggression Measures

Nomological validity in participants’ reports of aggression was obtam#uki
pattern of results for the violent TV exposure-aggressive outcome relationstsResul
indicated that the relationship between participants’ recent exposure to violent TV
content (i.e., year 2010) and their current aggressive behaviors and cognitions was
stronger than either of the relationships between past exposure to violent TV {ontent
year 2000 and 2005) and current aggressive behaviors and cognitions. Observational
learning and script theory are two psychological mechanisms that accotiré for
relationship between long term exposure to televised violence and currensaggres
outcomes. Priming is a third psychological mechanism that accounts for short-te
effects of recent violent TV content exposure on current aggressive outcGunesnt
exposure to televised violence primes aggressive thoughts which serve asstifier basi
expectations about current social situations (Berkowitz, 1984). Televisiondprime
aggressive thoughts not only give individuals ideas about what to do but also provide a

basis for how other individuals might interpret the situation. Recent viewing ohwiole
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behavior primes aggressive thoughts in viewers which provide them with specific
examples of aggressive behavior that can be used in similar real world situd@tioiss.

while multiple processes influence the TV violence-aggression relatiompgraccounts

for an additional influence of recent violent TV content exposure on current aggressive
outcomes which may explain the stronger relationship between exposure to violent TV
content in the year 2010 and participants’ current aggressive outcomes observed in this
study.

In all regression analyses for which a significant relationship was founeédmetw
violent TV exposure and a current aggressive outcome, violent TV exposure was the
second strongest predictor, behind gender but ahead of parental discipline stytal pare
SES, and general television exposure. The effect sizes for the relationsWwigsrbe
gender and aggression outcomes observed in this study are consistent with values
reported in a past meta-analysis of gender and aggression studies (Hyde, 1984). The
effect sizes for the relationships between violent TV exposure and aggressionasutcom
observed in this study are consistent with those reported in past longitudinal studies of
early exposure to violent content on television and subsequent aggressive behavior
(Anderson et al., 2001; Huesmann et al. 2003).

Validation of Retrospective TV Viewing Reports

As was done in a previous study using retrospective recall of past TV viewing
(Potts et al., 2008), several tests were conducted to demonstrate the validity of tha
measure. Because primetime network and cable programs assessed inthstadsye
represent only a fraction of viewers’ total television viewing, and viea@rselective in

their television program choices (Rubin, 2002), participants were expected toareport
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pattern of viewing consistent with a small number of television programs “veatdten
during the season,” a larger number of programs for which “a few episodes were
watched,” and an even larger number of programs that were either “nexstofiea
“heard of, but never watched.” This ecologically valid pattern of viewingolvasrved
in the present study and replicates the Potts et al. findings. Also, discrimihdity v
the retrospective television viewing reports was indicated by veryrf@mneous reports
given by participants for ever having viewed fictitious program titlegtiedento the list
of actual primetime network and cable programs.

Individual consistency in participant viewing patterns was also shown by
significant correlations between average viewing levels across deet#rget years.
These results are consistent with previous longitudinal research which dextesnst
consistency in overall television viewing levels (Hancox, Milne, & Poulton, 2004,
Himmelweit & Swift, 1976; Huston et al., 1990; Tangney & Feshbach, 1988) as well as
the findings of Potts et al. (2008).

Recent age-related television viewing trends indicate that childreedetive
ages of 8 and 10 spend an average of 3.41 hours per day watching television, children
between the ages of 11 and 14 spend an average of 5.03 hours per day watching
television, and children between the ages of 15 and 18 spend an average of 4.22 hours per
day watching television (Rideout, Foehr, & Roberts, 2010). Results from the present
study were consistent with these findings, in that there was a significaredite
between average viewing scores across the three target years, witthéreakigrage

viewing scores in 2005, when participants were, on average, 14 years old, than in 2010,
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when participants were, on average, 19 years old, which in turn were higherehageav
viewing scores in 2000, when participants were, on average, 9 years old.
Retrospective television viewing reports for each target year wetheef
validated with television program content recall measures based on the pretthati
more content would be recalled from frequently viewed television programgdnan
programs viewed less frequently. Analyses of the differences betweeuarntiber of
characters/actors recalled from 5-, 3-, and 1-rated programs, before augtamthe
covariate terms, revealed a pattern of recall consistent with that founttsrePal.
(2008), namely that more characters/actors were recalled from 5-raggdrpsothan 3-
rated programs and more characters/actors were recalled from 3rageghps than 1-
rated programs. However, when the covariate term was included, nametyainet &f
time spent watching a program in reruns or in other seasons/years, and discus&on of
program with family members and peers, the only significant differences in
characters/actors recalled was between the 5-rated programs anatie rograms.
There was no longer a significant difference between characters/sstatled from 3-
rated programs and 1-rated programs. This finding is likely explaindtelnovariate
term accounting for more variance in the number of characters/actoteddoal
programs that are watched less frequently than it does for programs watcleed mor
frequently. In other words, when an individual watches a program frequently inta targe
year, the amount of characters/actors recalled from that program iy Efgection of
actual viewing of the program in that year. However, when an individual vgaéiche
program less frequently in a target year, or has only heard of the prograevbut

watched it in that year, the amount of characters/actors recalled frommdbedm is less
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a function of actual viewing and more a function of viewing in reruns or in othemseas
or discussions about that program.

The finding that more characters/actors were recalled from th98& than in
either 2000 or 2010 is not consistent with the findings of Potts et al. (2008) or with basic
memory principles (i.e., that recall should deteriorate with time) and isudiffo
explain. Participants in the current study were most likely in grade schoad dine year
2000, junior high during the year 2005, and college during the year 2010. Perhaps,
television viewing was more memorable in junior high than in grade school or college
because of differences in participants’ viewing preferences a tiness. In grade
school, participants may have preferred to watch children’s programdinétesny of
the general audience programs asked about in this study. However, participantsj view
preferences may have shifted to general audience programs by junior high, when they
were old enough to understand and enjoy the content in these programs. And, while
these preferences probably did not change much from junior high to college, there may
have been less attention given in college to television viewing and more atteméion gi
to school and social activities.

Strengths

There are several strengths associated with the present studyrefwspective
television viewing reports and television program recall measures weenjg@sfter
aggressive outcome measures were obtained in the survey so that participargges
of specific television programs would not prime aggressive thoughts while cargpleti
measures of aggression. Second, nomological validity of the retrospe@isiosl

viewing reports was obtained in various ways. There was an expected “npattaih
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to participants’ television viewing frequency ratings both within and acrobsti@aet
year. The pattern of television exposure that participants reported wasmdsstent
with current reports of age-related television viewing trends reported by other
researchers. Also, the violent TV content exposure scores created frompguatsic
retrospective viewing frequency ratings were predictive of seaggakssive outcome
measures that represent key components of the General Aggression Model, oaenely
aggressive behavior and aggressive cognitions and beliefs (Anderson & Bushman, 2002).
Third, this study was the first study to use retrospective televisionngewports to
replicate the longitudinal relationships between exposure to violent TV contehbth
current physical and verbal aggression seen in past literature (Anderso2@dH
Chowhan & Stewart, 2007; DuRant et al., 2006; Eron et al., 1972; Huesmann, Eron et al.,
1984; Huesmann, Lagerspetz et al., 1984; Huesmann et al., 2003; Ostrov et al., 2006; and
Wiegman et al., 1992). Finally, the current study extends existing longitudsealcé
findings concerning television exposure and aggressive outcomes beyond overl physica
aggression by demonstrating significant relationships between past and exp@sire
to violent TV content and participants’ current aggressive cognitions, behelfs, a
judgments specifically related to justification of violence, endorsemegeradral
violence-related values including the use of violence for self-defense ansktlo¢
corporal punishment to discipline children, and endorsement of gun ownership and use.
Limitations

Despite several strengths of this study, certain limitations musbaladdressed.

First, this study obtained all aggressive outcome measures, retrospéetiigioie

viewing reports, and television program recall measures via self-reppatrtigipants.
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Self-reports are subject to reporting bias and social desirability, andgwbdelengths
were taken to assure participants of the anonymity of their data, it [gosiible that
participants could have biased their responses. Future studies should correlferate s
report data with other sources (e.g., peer, parent, sibling, or significantepbeis).
Second, the study took participants approximately one and a half hours to complete, so it
is possible that the length of the study introduced measurement error irulkedes to
fatigue effects. Future studies could present fewer outcome measuregipgudstin
one session, reduce the number of programs for which participants are required to
provide viewing ratings, or split data collection across multiple days. lfsiathough
the relationships found in the current study between exposure to violent TV content and
participants’ aggressive behaviors and aggressive cognitions and beliedssistent
with the General Aggression Model, the measure of hostile attribution bias, wlalso
a component of the General Aggression Model, was not related to either past or recent
violent TV exposure. Because there are theoretical reasons based on aotig] le
theory and script theory to expect violent television to influence this cognitice$s,
perhaps the CRT-A used in this study to measure hostile attribution biastas n
appropriate measure. Future studies should either explore ways to relaiTtiAet@
television exposure or should seek out alternative measures of hostile attribagion bi
Future Directions

The findings of the present study have identified several avenues of future
research that could be explored. First, several of the aggressive outcosneasmesaed
in this study contained single items or subgroups of items that could be evaluated

separately from the entire measure. For instance, the aggressitedeli®#alues scale
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contained items that related to general violent beliefs, the use of violencd-iefsekse,
and the use of corporal punishment to discipline children. Future research coulg identif
whether or not participants’ endorsement of the violence for self-defenseigeelated
the other aggression measures (mean world view or beliefs about gun ownershig) and us
or specific genres of television violence (reality programs sudtaakl’s Most Daring
Robberiesor crime dramas such haw and Orderor Criminal Minds.

Similarly, specific items that address beliefs about the use of corporahmanit
to discipline children may be related to parental discipline style or soaradtion
between parental discipline style and participants’ level of agreenidnthe discipline
style their parents employed. For instance, participants who werglidisdiwith a
harsh physical discipline style, and also agree with their parents’'dftgiscipline,
might believe that harsh physical punishment is the only way to discipline chiltiten a
therefore endorse corporal punishment items. On the other hand, participants who were
disciplined with a harsh physical discipline style, yet disagree wittdtbeipline may
believe that no child should be subjected to the same harsh discipline as theydvere a
would not endorse corporal punishment items. Then, television programs that depict the
use of physical force to obtain obedience or subservience could be examined for their
relationship to beliefs about the use of corporal punishment to discipline children. Thi
would not only provide important information about the transmission of aggression from
one generation to the next, but could identify the role that television violence plays in that
process. Beliefs about the use of corporal punishment to discipline childrefsmayg a

related to beliefs about the justification of violence in situations of sociaicdrgicause
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both situations involve endorsement of behaviors designed to punish other individuals for
negative behaviors.

Certain items on the measure of beliefs about gun ownership and use assessed
participants’ expectations about having to use a gun to protect themselves frotiapote
threats. Gun beliefs reflect a highly controversial policy issue thatchdatd, been
largely unexplored as an outcome of TV violence exposure. Future research could extend
the measure of beliefs about gun ownership and use to evaluate the relationgt@m bet
participants’ exposure to violent content on television and their beliefs about having t
carry a gun on their person for protection. Participants’ concealed gun garryin
behaviors, which are legal in most states, could be assessed along with theistandght
beliefs regarding their safety on campus, their general safety wavkditrg in urban
environments or supposedly “bad areas,” their beliefs about current gun legislkation, e
Then, patterns of violent television exposure could be examined to see if exposure is
related to gun-carrying behavior, thoughts, and beliefs.

Measures of perceived TV realism and identification with TV charagsed
here should be revised so that their role as moderating variables in relgsapstwveen
exposure violent TV content and aggressive outcomes can be better explored. For
perceptions of TV realism, participants could be asked to identify characters fr
programs they commonly watch and then those characters could be inserted into the TV
realism scale so that problems of unfamiliarity with characterstadli¥ audience
fragmentation, can be overcome. Similarly, for the measure of idetitificaith TV
characters, participants’ could be asked to self-report identificatibnsyécific

characters, rather than general identification. Researchers coulathéme level of
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aggressiveness displayed on television by those characters, and the mpdelieatf
identification with violent TV characters on relations between TV violemce
aggressive behaviors and cognitions could be further explored.

After separating multiple related constructs within certain measand refining
other measures used in the current study, the General Aggression Model could Ise used a
a theoretical framework for testing path models among aggressive outcomdsmalyic
support or extend existing lines of research on television and aggression. Fameinsta
we could test whether exposure to violent TV content leads to expectations ofiaggress
which, in turn, could lead to aggressive beliefs and values, which may then lead to
aggressive behaviors. This would perhaps generate ideas about the caumahglati
between exposure to violent TV content and certain aggressive outcomes, adheell as
causal relationships among aggressive outcomes.

Just as the current study tested long-term relationships between past etgosure
violent TV content and current aggressive outcomes using retrospective television
viewing reports, future studies may use retrospective recall to obtain reppast
aggression as well. Participants could be asked to report the number of times they
engaged in aggressive acts at different ages (e.g., “When you were 6lgleansw
many fights did you get into at school,” “how many fights did you get into in your
neighborhood,” “how many times were you sent to the principal’s office for miscghduc
etc.) As long as the accuracy of participants’ retrospectpateof aggressive
behaviors, cognitions, and beliefs could be established, those reports could be coupled
with retrospective reports of exposure to television violence to help idemtihef the

path through which early exposure to TV violence influences later aggressoenest
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For instance, it would be possible to test the relationship between past physical
aggression and current exposure to violent TV content in addition to the relationship
between past exposure to violent TV content and current physical aggression in order t
evaluate possible bidirectional causality among TV viewing and behavigpakdisns.

Finally, future research could use retrospective viewing reports thi¢est t
longitudinal relationships between exposure to other types of programming amd curre
psychological outcomes. For example, retrospective reports of prosteraitan
exposure could be used to determine if past viewing of this content influences current
prosocial attitudes and behaviors. As mentioned previously, content studies have shown
an abundance of prosocial content on television (Lee, 1988; Smith et al., 2006). Many
short-term experimental studies have shown an increase in prosocial bébléxong
exposure to prosocial content on television (e.g., Bryan & Walbek, 1970; Liss, 1983;
Sprafkin et al., 1975). However, no longitudinal studies have examined the relationship
between exposure to prosocial messages on television and subsequent prosocial behavior.
The same theoretical mechanisms that underlie the long-term relationsigeibet
television violence and aggression, namely observational learning from nardels,
script formation, have also been implicated in the learning of prosocial bef@gor
Friedlander, 1993; Hearold, 1986; Mares, 1996). It appears that the lack of significant
long-term findings for television and prosocial behavior are due to the paucityertcur
research and not to differences in underlying theoretical mechanisms andsfudies
should address this gap in the literature.

Additionally, retrospective reports of exposure to body-related media content

could be used to determine if past viewing of this content is related to current body
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image. Content analyses of television have revealed a predominance of yduauagy tal
extremely thin or muscular TV models (e.g., Fouts & Burggraf, 1999, 2000; Lin, 1998)
which represent a body size and shape that are increasingly different from theae of
men and women (Irving & Berel, 2001; Spitzer, Henderson, & Zivian, 1999).
Internalization of these televised beauty ideals as a social norm crelasseafor

thinness in women, and muscularity in men, that are impossible for most individuals to
achieve by healthy means (Leit, Pope, & Gray, 2001; Wiseman, Gray, Mosimann, &
Ahrens, 1992). In accordance with this, longitudinal body image studies have
consistently shown associations between exposure to thin or muscular TV models and
body dissatisfaction, increased drive to lose weight and gain muscle, andadcreas
disordered eating that are mediated by the internalization of televised luk=alsy

(Dohnt & Tiggemann, 2006; Harrison & Hefner, 2006; McCabe & Ricciardelli, 2005;
McCabe et al., 2007). Future studies should attempt to replicate and extend lorgitudina
findings using a retrospective analysis of the television-body imag®rela hey could
also include measures of plastic surgery attitudes and dieting expereasssss other
manifestations of body dissatisfaction.

In conclusion, the present study replicated and extended longitudinal findings
concerning exposure to television violence and aggressive behaviors and cognitions
(Anderson et al., 2001; Chowhan & Stewart, 2007; DuRant et al., 2006; Eron et al., 1972;
Huesmann, Eron et al., 1984; Huesmann, Lagerspetz et al., 1984; Huesmann et al., 2003;
Ostrov et al., 2006; and Wiegman et al., 1992), and advanced the notion that retrospective
self-reports of past television viewing can produce valid tests of relafeniseiween

past exposure to TV content and current psychological outcomes. Retrospeclive reca
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reports represent an efficient and effective approach for studying longtiects of
mass media on current psychological states, and future research should fo¢nsngn re

and expanding the capabilities of, this promising research method.
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Table 1

Percentages of viewing frequency ratings by year

Year

Viewing rating 2000 2005 2010
0 58.84 41.86 40.21
1 24.45 35.81 37.86
2 6.96 9.73 10.80
3 4.62 5.73 5.46
4 3.01 3.89 2.98
5 2.12 2.98 2.69

Note: O = never heard of that program (ever), newagched any episode, 1 = heard of it, but nevecheal
any episode during the season, 2 = watched onh2lepisodes during the entire season, 3 = watahed
few episodes, maybe 1x/mo during the season, 4tehed semi-regularly, 2-3x/mo, during the season,
and 5 = watched often, nearly every episode, 4xdoring the season.
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Table 2

Correlations between all covariates and character/actor
recall scores by ratings level

Recall Rerun Discussion
5-rated programs
Recall 1.00 39 30
Rerun - 1.00 42
Discussion - - 1.00
3-rated programs
Recall 1.00 .36 37
Rerun - 1.00 50
Discussion - - 1.00
1-rated programs
Recall 1.00 32 33
Rerun - 1.00 22
Discussion - - 1.00

Note: ** = significant at p < .001. Recall = nunlzeé characters/actors
recalled, Rerun = viewing of program in rerunsroother seasons/years,
and Discussion = discussion of program with peefamily members.
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Table 3

Means and standard deviations for characters/actors recalled and covariate by program
viewing level

Program viewing level
5: watched often 3: watched a few 1: heard of it, but

during season episodes never watched
Characters/actors 6.19 (4.62) 2.35(3.14) 49 (1.18)
recalled
Covariate 2.91 (.98) 1.53 (1.03) .24 (.52)

Note: Standard deviations in parentheses.
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Table 4

Means and standard deviations for characters/actors recalled and covariate by year

Recall year
2000 2005 2010
Characters/actors 8.48 (5.60) 10.25 (7.45) 8.29 (5.53)
recalled
Covariate 3.99 (1.86) 4.87 (1.44) 5.11 (1.38)

Note: Standard deviations in parentheses.
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Table 5

Descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients

Measure M SD Scale

Buss/Perry Physical Aggression 6.13 2.78 3-15 74
Buss/Perry Verbal Aggression 7.90 2.90 3-15 .79
Hostile Attribution Bias (CRT-A) 4.39 2.10 0-22 28
Aggressive Beliefs and Values 35.27 7.79 13-65 .81
Justification of Violence 17.25 6.85 5-35 .85
Beliefs about Gun Ownership and Use .62 1.48 0-10 .82
Mean World View 26.13 4.56 8-40 .58
General TV Exposure 2000 17.64 12.06 0-250 -
General TV Exposure 2005 34.48 18.75 0-340 -
General TV Exposure 2010 41.73 22.90 0-355 -
Violent TV Exposure 2000 13.49 13.91 0-140 -
Violent TV Exposure 2005 20.19 15.35 0-125 -
Violent TV Exposure 2010 29.13 19.40 0-235 -
Crime Drama Exposure 2000 4.54 5.06 0-30 -
Crime Drama Exposure 2005 13.10 12.24 0-70 -
Crime Drama Exposure 2010 13.86 12.86 0-70 -
Prosocial TV Exposure 2000 28.34 20.15 0-190 -
Prosocial TV Exposure 2005 35.46 20.32 0-205 -
Prosocial TV Exposure 2010 19.27 11.68 0-120 -
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Table 6

Correlations between aggression measures

CRT-A  B/P-P B/P-V ABV JV BGOU MWV
CRT-A 1.00 1§ 16 14 17 17 14
B/P-P - 1.00 50 417 49" 30" 15
B/P-V - - 1.00 32 37 14 A1
ABV - - - 1.00 51 317 .18
JV - - - - 1.00 24 10
BGOU - - - - - 1.00 .09
MWV - - - - - - 1.00

Note: CRT-A = Hostile Attribution Bias, B/P-P = BsfBerry Physical Aggression, B/P-V = Buss/Perry
Verbal Aggression, ABV = Aggressive Beliefs and M, JV = Justification of Violence, BGOU =
Beliefs about Gun Ownership and Use, and MWV = Méamld View. ** = significant at p <.001, * =
significant at p < .05, T = significant at p < .10.
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Table 7

Regression predicting physical aggression from violent TV
content exposure in 2000

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -1.32 31 -22 .05
Parental 41 14 .16 .02
Discipline
Parental -.13 15 -.05 .002
SES
General TV -.01 .02 -.04 .0004
Exposure
Violent TV .05 .02 24 .02
Exposure

Note: R = .16 for Step 4AR? = .02 for Step 4p(= .004). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 8

Regression predicting physical aggression from violent TV
content exposure in 2005

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -1.44 32 -24 .06
Parental 44 14 17 .03
Discipline
Parental -19 .16 -.07 .01
SES
General TV .01 .01 .06 .003
Exposure
Violent TV .02 .01 .09 .01
Exposure

Note: R = .13 for Step 4AR° = .01 for Step 4f(= .14). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = significaat p < .10.
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Table 9

Regression predicting physical aggression from violent TV
content exposure in 2010

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -1.17 32 -.20 .03
Parental .39 14 15 .02
Discipline
Parental -.22 15 -.08 .01
SES
General TV -.01 .01 -.04 .001
Exposure
Violent TV .04 .01 27 .05
Exposure

Note: R = .17 for Step 4AR® = .05 for Step 4p(< .001). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 10

Regression predicting verbal aggression from violent TV
content exposure in 2000

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -.36 .34 -.06 .003
Parental A7 15 .06 .004
Discipline
Parental .06 A7 .02 .0004
SES
General TV -.04 .02 -16 .01
Exposure
Violent TV .05 .02 23 .02
Exposure

Note: R = .03 for Step 4AR° = .02 for Step 4f(= .01). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 11

Regression predicting verbal aggression from violent TV
content exposure in 2005

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -.34 .35 -.06 .003
Parental 14 A5 .05 .003
Discipline
Parental .04 A7 .01 .0001
SES
General TV  -.01 .01 -.07 .004
Exposure
Violent TV .03 .01 A7 .02
Exposure

Note: R = .03 for Step 4AR? = .02 for Step 4p(= .009). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 12

Regression predicting verbal aggression from violent TV
content exposure in 2010

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -.12 .36 -.02 .0003
Parental 16 A5 .06 .003
Discipline
Parental -.01 A7 -.01 .00003
SES
General TV~ -.02 .01 -12 .01
Exposure
Violent TV .03 .01 19 .03
Exposure

Note: R = .04 for Step 4AR® = .03 for Step 4p(= .003). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 13

Regression predicting hostile attribution bias from violent TV
content exposure in 2000

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -.56 26 -12 .02
Parental .19 12 10 .01
Discipline
Parental .10 135 .05 .002
SES
General TV -.02 .02 -11 .004
Exposure
Violent TV .02 .01 A1 .01
Exposure

Note: R = .03 for Step 4AR° = .01 for Step 4f(= .22). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = significaat p < .10.
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Table 14

Regression predicting hostile attribution bias from violent TV
content exposure in 2005

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -.55 26 -12 .01
Parental A7 A1 .09 .01
Discipline
Parental .10 13 .05 .002
SES
General TV  -.003 .01 -.02 .0004
Exposure
Violent TV .01 .01 .07 .004
Exposure

Note: R = .03 for Step 4AR® = .004 for Step 4p(= .27). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = significaat p < .10.
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Table 15

Regression predicting hostile attribution bias from violent TV
content exposure in 2010

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -.62 26 -14 .02
Parental .18 A1 .09 .01
Discipline
Parental .09 13 .04 .002
SES
General TV .01 .01 .06 .003
Exposure
Violent TV .001 .01 .01 .00004
Exposure

Note: R = .03 for Step 4AR? < .001 for Step 4p(= .92). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 16

Regression predicting aggressive beliefs and values from
violent TV content exposure in 2000

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -5.70 .85 -34 11
Parental 1.32 .38 18 .03
Discipline
Parental 23 42 .03 .001
SES
General TV -.03 .05 -.05 .001
Exposure
Violent TV .09 .05 15 .01
Exposure

Note: R = .19 for Step 4AR° = .01 for Step 4f(= 06). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 17

Regression predicting aggressive beliefs and values from
violent TV content exposure in 2005

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -5.93 .86 -.36 12
Parental 1.37 .38 19 .03
Discipline
Parental .08 42 .01 .0001
SES
General TV .01 .02 .03 .001
Exposure
Violent TV .03 .03 .06 .002
Exposure

Note: R = .18 for Step 4AR? = .002 for Step 4p(= .35). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 18

Regression predicting aggressive beliefs and values from
violent TV content exposure in 2010

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -5.45 .86 -33 .10
Parental 1.19 .37 16 .03
Discipline
Parental A2 40 .02 .0002
SES
General TV  -.002 .02 -.01 .00002
Exposure
Violent TV .09 .02 22 .04
Exposure

Note: R = .22 for Step 4AR? = .04 for Step 4f(< .001). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 19

Regression predicting justification of violence from violent TV
content exposure in 2000

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -6.32 72 -43 18
Parental .95 .32 15 .02
Discipline
Parental -.02 .36 -.003 .00001
SES
General TV -.03 .04 -.04 .001
Exposure
Violent TV .06 .04 13 .01
Exposure

Note: R = .24 for Step 4AR° = .01 for Step 4f(= .10). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.

91



Table 20

Regression predicting justification of violence from violent TV
content exposure in 2005

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -6.38 73 -44 18
Parental 94 .32 15 .02
Discipline
Parental -12 .36 -.02 .0003
SES
General TV -.01 .02 -.02 .0002
Exposure
Violent TV .04 .03 10 .01
Exposure

Note: R = .24 for Step 4AR° = .01 for Step 4f(= .09). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 21

Regression predicting justification of violence from violent TV
content exposure in 2010

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -6.15 74 -2 .16
Parental .86 32 13 .02
Discipline
Parental -.09 34 -.01 .0001
SES
General TV .01 .02 .04 .001
Exposure
Violent TV .06 .02 18 .02
Exposure

Note: R = .26 for Step 4AR® = .02 for Step 4p(= .002). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 22

Regression predicting beliefs about gun ownership and use
from violent TV content exposure in 2000

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -1.61 43 -.20 .04
Parental 46 .19 13 .02
Discipline
Parental 31 22 .08 .01
SES
General TV .01 .03 .04 .001
Exposure
Violent TV .05 .02 18 .01
Exposure

Note: R = .12 for Step 4AR° = .01 for Step 4f(= .03). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 23

Regression predicting beliefs about gun ownership and use
from violent TV content exposure in 2005

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -1.67 A4 -.20 .04
Parental 46 .19 13 .02
Discipline
Parental 27 21 .07 .004
SES
General TV -.01 .01 -.04 .001
Exposure
Violent TV .06 .02 24 .04
Exposure

Note: R = .12 for Step 4AR? = .04 for Step 4p(< .001). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 24

Regression predicting beliefs about gun ownership and use
from violent TV content exposure in 2010

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender -1.52 45 -19 .03
Parental 44 .19 12 .01
Discipline
Parental .20 21 .05 .002
SES
General TV  -.004 .01 -.02 .0004
Exposure
Violent TV .05 .01 24 .04
Exposure

Note: R = .12 for Step 4AR? = .04 for Step 4p(< .001). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 25

Regression predicting mean world view from violent TV
content exposure in 2000

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender 3.83 44 A4 .19
Parental 32 20 .09 .01
Discipline
Parental A1 22 .03 .001
SES
General TV -.001 .03 -.003 .000004
Exposure
Violent TV .02 .02 .07 .002
Exposure

Note: R = .20 for Step 4AR® = .002 for Step 4p(= .36). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 26

Regression predicting mean world view from violent TV
content exposure in 2005

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender 3.59 A4 A1 16
Parental 40 .19 11 .01
Discipline
Parental .08 22 .02 .0003
SES
General TV .02 .01 .09 .01
Exposure
Violent TV -.01 .02 -.04 .001
Exposure

Note: R = .19 for Step 4AR? = .001 for Step 4p(= .47). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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Table 27

Regression predicting mean world view from violent TV
content exposure in 2010

Variable B SEB S Part’
Gender 3.47 45 40 15
Parental .35 .19 .09 .01
Discipline
Parental .10 21 .02 .001
SES
General TV. .02 .01 12 .001
Exposure
Violent TV -.003 .01 -.01 .0001
Exposure

Note: R = .20 for Step 4AR? < .001 for Step 4p(= .82). ** = significant at
p <.001, * = significant at p < .05, 1 = signifitaat p < .10.
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APPENDIX A

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Areyou? Male Female (circle one)
2. What is your age?

3. What is your height? _ feet __ inches

4. What is your weight? pounds

5. Which option best describes your ethnic background?

African American
Asian American

Asian Indian American
Hispanic American
Native American
Pacific Island American
White (non-Hispanic)
Other

Se@~oo0oTy

6. What is the highest level of education completed by your father or maidiayu2

Some high school or less

High school diploma or GED
Associate degree

Bachelor’'s degree

Graduate or Professional degree

PO T

7. What is the highest level of education completed by your mother or female
guardian?

Some high school or less

High school diploma or GED
Associate degree

Bachelor’s degree

Graduate or Professional degree

PO T®
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APPENDIX B

AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR

Buss/Perry Aggression Questionnaire — Short Form (Diamond & Magaletta, 2006)

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements:

1 2 3 4 5
Very Unlike Me Neither Like Me Very Like Me
Or Unlike Me

PHYSICAL AGGRESSION SUBSCALE:

1. Given enough provocation, | may hit another person.
2. There are people who have pushed me so far that we have come to blows.
3. | have threatened people | know.

VERBAL AGGRESSION SUBSCALE:

1. | often find myself disagreeing with people.
2. | can’t help getting into arguments when people disagree with me.
3. My friends say that I'm somewhat argumentative.
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APPENDIX C
HOSTILE ATTRIBUTION BIAS

Conditional Reasoning Test for Aggression (James & Mcintyre, 2000)

|AT Reasoning Test

FormR

Ingructions For each question, identify the one answer thia¢isost logical based on the information
presented. Sometimes this will require you tdteotugh answers that look logical in order to géé most
genuine or “real” answer. Circle your answerd@téest.

Example

Feeling like he had finally recovered from the Tlam talked his wife into going out for dinner.
They both ordered the flounder and fully enjoyeif tmeals. Later that evening, Tom developed an
upset stomach.

Which of the following is the most logical expldoatfor Tom's upset stomach?
a. The flounder was spoiled.
Tom had not fully recovered from the flu.

b
c. They satin the no-smoking section of the restauran
d. His wife had cheesecake for dessert.

Explanation

Answer b is the most logical. Answers a, ¢, aimfave other people, but Tom was the only one
who got sick.

Y ou have 25 minutesto answer all 25 quegtions.
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1. Many poor hospitals in this country are expeiiena shortage of nurses. Yet enrollment in ngrsin
schooals is at an all-time high.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. The prospect of a low-paying job attracts many lpgopursing school.
b. Enroliment in dental schools is at an all-time high

c. Most people who start nursing school never graduate

d. Nurses tend to seek out jobs that pay well.

2. Customers like to shop at stores where theyetaangpod deal. So stores typically put a fewstémn
sale" and sell them at cost or at a loss.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. Stores would make more money if they never puhaiybn sale.

b. Customers often buy other items in addition toiteles.

c. Customers generally prefer to pay full price feirtburchases.

d. Most stores accept charge cards and personal checks

3. Joe is usually on time for work and for meetinis his boss and clients. He is also on time for
appointments with his doctor, dentist, and priefstwever, Joe is always five or more minutes tate f
meetings with Bill.

Which of the following is the most logical explaaatfor Joe being late for meetings with Bill?
a. Bill gets up later than Joe.

b. Joeis usually on time for people he respects saust not respect Bill.

¢. Joe and Bill are both self-employed.

d. Joe and Bill are friends, so they don't care dieing on time for each other.

4. People who are pushy about getting what they avargften disliked by others. However, aggrelgsive
going after customers is often needed to be sfiddessales. People who are successful in sadassaally
respected by others.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. Doctors are not respected by most people.

b. Salesis the only job that requires pushiness.

c. Pushy salespeople may be successful but will béietisliked.

d. Salespeople who are not pushy will betsuccessful or respected.
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5. History shows that many generals who were g@atbts in war were not as good during peacetime.
Also, many generals who were promoted during peseetere not good at leading soldiers in war.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?

a. Weak people with friends in high places are oft@sen to be generals during peacetime.
b. Itis hard to know how officers will do in battletiithey are actually in a war.

c. Generals and privates usually sit together at meals

d. Modern wars are more often fought at sea thaiaith

6. A common side effect of allergy medication isrgbmess. Joan has never taken allergy medication.
Occasionally, however, Joan gets drowsy.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. Joan has a physical examination once a year.

b. There are other causes of drowsiness besidey afledication.

c. Allergy medication gives some people high bloodgree.

d. Joanis allergic to dust, pollen, and ragweed.

7. The old saying, "an eye for an eye," meansfthatmeone hurts you, then you should hurt thabpers
back. If you are hit, then you should hit badlsomeone burns your house, then you should bairn th
person's house.

Which of the following is the biggest problem wiltie “eye for an eye" plan?
a. lttells people to "turn the other cheek."

b. It offers no way to settle a conflict in a friendhanner.

c. Itcan only be used at certain times of the year.
d

People have to wait until they are attacked bdfieecan strike.

8. Most bosses do not like to criticize employdiesiakes both the boss and the employee uneasy.
Which of the following is the most logical explaoatfor the above?

a. Bosses and employees like a friendly place to work.

b. Annual performance reviews happen only once a year.

c. Many companies now have no-smoking policies.
d

Bosses are afraid to criticize problem workers.
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9. New technology has changed the American workplageb that is here today could be gone tomorrow.
People can no longer expect to work on the sanferjolry long. On the other hand, many new jobs a
being created.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. People will spend more time in school learning akills.

b. More people will buy their homes rather than rent.

c. Trying to be steady and dependable will not benpsiitant in future jobs.
d

The American workplace never changes.

10. Girl Scouts and Boy Scouts teach young peogasesof discipline. They also teach respect for
authority, neatness, dependability, and loyalty.

Which of the following is the most logical predictiof what Scouts will be like when they grow up?
a. They will be easily controlled by leaders.

b. They will be reluctant to attend foreign films.

c. They will be self-conscious about their height.
d

They will be ready to take on responsibility.

11. People in a rich neighborhood in New York wershed around for years by a homeless man. This man
sleptin alleys, stayed drunk or high on drugscamsked and threatened to hurt many of the resid&he

police were called many times. But the homelessatwgays got a lawyer and returned to the neiglalaorh

and caused trouble.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusregarding the people who lived in this neighbod?
a. They were used to dealing with the cold weather.

b. They were afraid of the man, and would not figiskba

c. Theyworkedin New Jersey.

d. They did all that they could do within the law.

12. Businesses say they want to give customers gogodudct at a low price. To keep costs down,
companies have cut back to the smallest workfassilge. And the pay for most workers does no#suy
much as it used to.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?

a. Getting customers depends on keeping costs low.

b. Many companies pay employees monthly.

¢. Aslong as their prices are low, companies darétaiaout the quality of life of their employees.
d

Companies usually raise prices to attract customers
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13. 100 years ago, male college students often folugte with swords. One or both fighters were cut.
Some people argued that duels should be outleier people stood up for dueling. They saiddbels
were a good way to pick out leaders who were [@aglestrong. In those days, leaders in the miktady
business often had dueling scars. Ultimately, kievyduels were outlawed.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. Guns made duels less dangerous.

b. Colleges wanted to be known as places of learathgnthan fighting.
c. Without duels, it became harder to identify goodides.

d. People interested in business stopped attendirgeol

14. Doreen has noticed that a new girl at her higbadas been looking at her from across the dafete
The new girl is like Doreen in many ways. Sheedty) wears nice clothes, cuts her hair shortseaths to
get along with both girls and boys. Doreen noticasthe new girl is checking out who Doreerésifiis are
and how Doreen acts around boys.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. The new girl is planning on joining the soccer team

b. The new girl is checking Doreen out as a likelglriv

c. Doreen has algebra during second period.

d. The new girl may become friends with Doreen.

15. More people are getting permits to carry gunesthdf these people say that they want to canmaa
protect themselves.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?

a. These people would not mind shooting someonesiithned or attacked.
b. These people would gladly buy a new car.

c. These people think they are less likely to beitiinty have a gun.

d. Bullets for guns are expensive and difficult to get

16. American cars have gotten better in the lasehfsy American car makers started to build lusiter
when they began to lose business to the Japaviasg.American buyers thought that foreign cars were
better made.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?

a. America was the world's largest producer of aigsdlb years ago.

b. Swedish car makers lost business in America 15 wear.

c. The Japanese knew more than Americans about ugjdaod cars 15 years ago.

d. American car makers built cars to wear out 15 yagwsso they could make a lot of money sellintgpar
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17. Store employees are told to watch out for paspéelook like shoplifters. If a customer lookslix
shoplifter, then employees are supposed to watatutiomer closely.

Which of the following is the biggest problem wiitiis practice?

a. Most retail stores don't open until 10:00 in themimg.

b. Many customers who look like shoplifters are hoaedtdo not steal.

c. Parking is getting harder to find in shopping malls

d. Abuse by store employees who use it as an exchethier people they don't like.

18. Many companies use bonuses to reward their eegdoy-or example, salespeople are supposed to
make a certain number of sales. If they sell imave they are supposed to, then they receive @bonu
Bonuses include extra pay and time off from work.

Which of the following is the most logical explaoatfor why companies use bonuses?
a. Bonuses give new employees a way to learn moré éiedousiness.

b. Bonuses give customers a reward for being loyal.

c. Bonuses give managers a way to have more congnalteir employees.

d. Bonuses give hard-working employees a way to edianr@oney or time off.

19. People who work for restaurants often have hesies or bags searched. Managers search empgleyees
they leave work. The reason given for the searsltest they reduce theft of food and equipment.

Which of the following is the biggest problem witis reasoning?

a. Most restaurant employees are honest and feel exsdint by the searches.
b. Many restaurant employees receive tips from custome

c. Employees who steal are too smart to be caughidiype of search.

d. More restaurants are opening up for lunch.

20. Gangs have formed in many large cities. Gartigs fifiht over territory, selling drugs, and insulGang
members are often killed in these fights. Few emsrdf gang members are solved.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. The police dont really care about the deathdewayang members.

b. Gangs never use weapons in fights.

c. Most police are trained in hand-to-hand combat.

e

Too many people are in gang fights to know who cittedirthe murders.
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21. Wild animals often fight to see who will breéthis ensures that only the strongest animals repeod
When strong animals reproduce, their young tegebie into strong and powerful animals. Unlike aadsn
people who are natrong often reproduce.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. People who are not strong can be successful.

b. Animals breed most often in the Fall.

c. The study of biology is getting less popular.

d. Humans are becoming physically weaker.

22. Many hold-ups take place on city streets. Hepldictims are usually ndturt if they do everything a
robber wants.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusiregarding hold-up victims who do get hurt?
a. They resisted, refused to turn over money, oestarfight.

b. They met a robber with a taste for violence.

c. They were held up during the day rather than &t.nig

d. They were able to outrun their attacker.

23. Half of all marriages end in divorce. One redsothe large number of divorces is that gettidiyarce
is quick and easy. If a couple can agree on haplitdheir property fairly, then they can getarte
simply by filling out forms and taking them to courhey do not need lawyers.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?

a. People are older when they get married.

b. If one's husband or wife hires a lawyer, then l#heris not planning to play fair.
c. Couples might get back together if getting a dizdnok longer.
d

More men than women get divorced.

24. Some companies treat employees badly. For egasgphe companies lay people off and then expect
one person to do the work of two people. Managgtikig raises in some companies, but employeesiget
small increases. To get even, some employeesiamaged company equipment, slacked off on therjob,
faked being sick. However, most employees dactoh these ways.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?
a. Most employees are afraid of being caught.

b. Most employees never get sick.

c. Most employees drive to work rather than walk.

d

Most employees value good behavior at work.
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25. Germany took over many small countries beford®Wdfar Il. Other countries thought that they could
stop Germany. They had Germany sign agreementisprg not to attack again. Germany broke these
promises many times.

Which of the following is the most logical conclusbased on the above?

a.

b
C.
d

Only weak countries follow agreements.
Signing agreements works best when all countriebeérusted.
England should not have invaded France.

Small countries are always more powerful than leogitries.

TheEnd
Pleasemake surethat you answered all 25 questions.

This and all materials provided by Innovative Assent Technology LLC are copyrighted. Their
reproduction or adaptation in whole or in partiay purpose or by any process without prior written
permission from IAT is a violation of copyright law

110



APPENDIX D

AGGRESSIVE BELIEFS AND VALUES
(Blumenthal et al., 1972; Cohen & Nisbett, 1994)

General Violence, Violence for Self-Defense, Use of Corporal Punishme@hilgiren
Please use the following scale for the statements below:
1 2 3 4 5

Completely Disagree Neither Agree Completely Agree
Nor Disagree

1.  “Aneye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth” is a good rule for living.

2. When someone does wrong, that person should be paid back for it.

3. Many people only learn through violence.

4. Violence deserves violence.

5. ltis often necessary to use violence to prevent violence.

6. When a person harms you; you should turn the other cheek and forgive the
person.

7. A person has a right to kill another person in a case of self-defense.
8. Aperson has a right to kill another person to defend his or her family.

9. A person has a right to kill another person to defend his or her home.

10._ A person has a right to use physical force to respond to someone who has

insulted them deeply.
11. It is sometimes necessary to discipline a child with a good hard spanking.

12. There are certain situations in which | would approve of a man punching an
adult male stranger.

13. There are certain situations in which 1 would approve of a police offi&argstri
an adult male citizen.

111



APPENDIX E
JUSTIFICATION OF VIOLENCE

Please use the following scale to rate how justified physical violenogesponse to the
following situations:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Completely
Justified Justified

1. You find out that someone you slightly know is spreading vicious rumors about
you that are completely untrue.

2. At a party, a complete stranger has their hands all over your date.

3. At a social gathering, you see another person physically assaultinggseir c
friend.

4. At a party, you catch someone going through your purse/coat.

5. You accidentally bump into another person while walking down the street and
they curse at you and then insult your appearance.
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APPENDIX F

BELIEFS ABOUT GUN OWNERSHIP AND USE

1. Do you keep any sort of firearm (pistol, rifle, shotgun) in your current nesite

a. no

b. yes, one firearm.

c. yes, more than one firearm.

2. For what purpose(s) do you own a firearm?

a. don’t own a firearm.

b. mainly protection, some sport use (targets, hunting)

c. mainly sport use, some protection.

d. for sport use only.

e. for protection only.

3. Have you ever retrieved and held your firearm while investigating a noise o
disturbance in or around your residence?

a. don’t own a firearm.

b. haven't retrieved my firearm for this purpose.

C. yes, once or twice.

d. yes, more than twice.

4. In your estimate, what are the chances (%) in your lifetime that ybeweit have
to pointa firearm at someone who you perceive to be a threat to you or a
friend/family member?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

5. In your estimate, what are the chances (%) in your lifetime that ybeweit have
to shoota firearm at someone who you perceive to be a threat to you or a
friend/family member?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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APPENDIX G
MEAN WORLD VIEW (Gerbner et al., 1980)

1. Think about the number of people in the U.S. who are involved in some kind of
violence each yeabo you think that the number of people who are involved in
some kind of violence in a given ydarcloser to 3%, 10%, or somewhere in
between?

3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

2. About what percentage of all people in the U.S. commit serious crimes - is it
closer to 3% or 12%, or somewhere in between?

3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9% 10% 11% 12%
3. Would you be afraid to walk alone in a city at night?

Not at all afraid 1 2 3 4 5 Very afraid
4. Are you afraid to walk alone in your own neighborhood at night?

Not at all afraid 1 2 3 4 5 Very afraid
5. How many times does a policeman in a large U.S. city usually pull out his gun?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Once Every Once  Once Every Oncea Once About Once More Than

5 Years a Year 6 Months  Month  a Week aDay Once aDay

6. When police arrive at a scene of violence, how much of the time do they have to
use force and violence — some of the timremost of the tim2

Some of the time 1 2 3 4 5 Most of the time

7. Can most people be trusteat do you think that you can’t be too careful in
dealing with peopfle

Can be trusted 1 2 3 4 5 Can't be too careful

8. Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpfuhre they mostly
just looking out for themselv@s

Try to be 1 2 3 4 5 Just looking out
helpful for themselves
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APPENDIX H

PARENT DISCIPLINE STYLE (Lynch et al., 2006)

1. What was the usual way in which your mother/father/guardian punished or
disciplined you?

PO T®

Did not punish or discipline

Nonphysical mild (scold, isolate, fine, remove privileges)
Nonphysical harsh (lock in closet, deprive of food)
Physical mild (slap or spank)

Physical harsh (use object, punch, kick)
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APPENDIX |
RELIGIOSITY
Brief Multidimensional Measure of Religiousness/Spirituality
Organizational Religiousness Subscale

(Fetzer Institute & National Institute on Aging Working Group, 1999)

Please use the following scale for the questions below.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all Once in 2-3 times Once Once More than
during the the past in the a month a week once a
past year year past year week
1. In a typical year, how often do you go to religious service?
2. Besides religious services, how often in a typical year do you take qiduer

activities at a place of worship?

116



APPENDIX J
RETROSPECTIVE TV VIEWING REPORTS
Please use the following scale to indicate how much you watched eackidelevi

program title presented below. If you have never heard of the programary¢eawe the
rating of that program blank or skip to the next program.

0 1 2 3 4 5
never heard heard of it, watched only watched watched watched
of that butnever 1lor2 a few semi-often, nearly
program, watched episodes episodes, regularly, every episode,
never any during the maybe 1 2-3 times 4 times a
watched any  episode entire time a month  a month month during
episode season during the during the season
season the season
FALL 2000
Touched by an Angel aired on CBS from 7:00-8:00 PM
0 1 2 3 4 5
- X-Files aired on FOX from 8:00-9:00 PM
E
5 0 1 2 3 4 5
n
La Femme Nikita aired on USA from 8:05-9:00 PM
0 1 2 3 4 5
7th Heaven aired on WB from 7:00-8:00 PM
0 1 2 3 4 5
> Walker, Texas Ranger aired on USA from 7:00-8:00 PM
g 0 1 2 3 4 5
=
WCW Wrestling aired on TNT from 8:00-9:00 PM
0 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX K
CONTEXTUAL CUES

. In what city did you live in the fall of 2000?

. What school grade were you in during the fall 2000 semester? (circle one)

K12 34546 7 8 9 10 11 12 FR SO JR GaRof School
College

. List up to 3 teachers you had in fall 20007?

. How old were you in the fall of 2000?
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APPENDIX L

IDENTIFICATION WITH TV CHARACTERS
(Huesmann et al., 1984; Huesmann et al., 2003)

Please use the following scale for the question below:

1 2 3 4 5
Never Very Often

Years 2000 and 2005:

1. In general, how much did you identify with television characters in the year 2000
(2005)? By ‘identification’ we mean the extent to which you fantasized abmg lidee

them, incorporated their behaviors into your play when you were young and/or used the
behaviors as a guide for your behavior, or in any other way emulated theirdsehavi

Year 2010:

1. In general, how much do you identify with television characters in the year 2010?
By ‘identification’ we mean the extent to which you fantasize about b&iegHem,
incorporate their behaviors into your actions and/or use their behaviorsiae day

your behavior, or in any other way emulate their behavior.
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APPENDIX M
TELEVISION PROGRAM CONTENT RECALL
FALL 2000

Please inform the experimenter that you have reached this point in order te receiv
instructions for the following sections.

Program A

PROGRAM TITLE:

List as many characters or actors as you can remember from thenptabgdisted
above. Please separate entries by commas (for example, For the gifegmain
Matters,” you could enter: Steve Urkel, Carl Winslow, Laura Winslow, ...). @mnce
cannot remember any more characters or actors from this program, movéhen t
guestions below.

How often have you watched this program in years other than the year indicated abov
(in other seasons/years or in reruns)?

Never Occasionally Frequently

Is this a program that you have discussed with others (peers, family meetbg?s

No Occasionally Frequently
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Program B

PROGRAM TITLE:

List as many characters or actors as you can remember from thenptabgdisted
above. Please separate entries by commas (for example, For the pifegnain
Matters," you could enter: Steve Urkel, Carl Winslow, Laura Winslow, ...). @uce
cannot remember any more characters or actors from this program, movéen to t
guestions below.

How often have you watched this program in years other than the year indicated abov
(in other seasons/years or in reruns)?

Never Occasionally Frequently

Is this a program that you have discussed with others (peers, family merntth§?s, e

No Occasionally Frequently
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Program C

PROGRAM TITLE:

List as many characters or actors as you can remember from thenptabgdisted
above. Please separate entries by commas (for example, For the pifegrain
Matters," you could enter: Steve Urkel, Carl Winslow, Laura Winslow, ...). @uce
cannot remember any more characters or actors from this program, movéen to t
guestions below.

How often have you watched this program in years other than the year indivaved a
(in other seasons/years or in reruns)?

Never Occasionally Frequently

Is this a program that you have discussed with others (peers, family mertth§?s, e

No Occasionally Frequently
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APPENDIX N
PERCEIVED TV REALISM (Potter, 1988)

How realistic are television programs in general

1 2 3 4 5
Completely Completely
Unrealistic Realistic

Please use the following scale for the questions below:

1 2 3 4 5

Definitely Disagree Definitely Agree
1. The people | see playing parts on TV are just like their characters whanethey
off camera in real life.
2. The people who act in TV shows about families probably behave the same way
in their real lives.
3. The people who are funny as characters on comedy shows are probably very
funny in their real lives.
4, Jason Alexander, who plays George Costanza in the TV show "Seinfeld,"
probably acts in real life the way George does on the TV show.
5. The things that happen to Julia Louis-Dreyfus in real life are probably the sam
as the things that happen to her "Seinfeld" character (Elaine Benes) on TV.
6. The things that happen to Matthew Perry in real life are probably the same as
things that happen to his character, Chandler Bing, on "Friends."
7. Courtney Cox Arquette, who plays Monica Geller on "Friends," probably acts in
real life the same as Monica does on the TV show.
8. | feel | can learn a lot about people from watching TV.
9. | get useful ideas about how | should act around my friends and family by
watching characters on situation comedies.
10. By watching TV | feel | can learn about life's problems and situations.
11. The characters | see on situation comedies help give me ideas about how to
solve my own problems.
12. People on reality programs, such as the Kardashians, who are filmed in their
daily lives, probably behave the same way off camera as they do on camera.
13. | feel I can learn a lot about people by watching William Peterse@ri&bm)
on the program "CSI. Crime Scene Investigation.”
14. | feel I can learn a lot about how to solve my own problems by watching Patrick
Dempsey's character Dr. Derek Shepherd on "Grey's Anatomy."
15. | can learn a lot about people by watching Jason Alexander (George) on the TV
show "Seinfeld."
16. There are certain characters on TV shows that | admire.
17. There are a few characters in TV shows that | would like to be more like.
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18. “Real World” cast members probably behave the same way off camera as they
do on camera.

19. | know someone in real life like Dr. Derek Shepherd (Patrick Dempsey) on
"Grey's Anatomy."

20. | know someone in real life like William Petersen's charact&riSsgom on
"CSI. Crime Scene Investigation.”

21. On "Seinfeld," Elaine Benes (Julia Louis-Dreyfus) is like someone | know in
real life.

22. On the TV show "Friends," Chandler acts like someone | know in my life.
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APPENDIX O

IRB REVIEW FORM

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Friday, August 27, 2010

IRB Application No  AS1076

Proposal Title: Retrospective Recall of Early Television Viewing: Relations with Aggressive
Behavior, Prosocial Behavior, and Body image

Reviewed and Expedited
Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 8/26/2011

Principal

Investigator(s):

Jeff Seger Richard Potts

116 N. Murray 116 N. Murray
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. it is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study wil! be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in @ manner consistent with the IRB reguirements as outlined in section 45
CFR 48.

NThe final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protacol
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for iRB approval.

2. Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar
year. This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue.

3. Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research; and

4. Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete.

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitering by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions

about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phone: 405-744-5700, beth.mcternan@okstate.edu).

Sincerely,

P AT e

Shelia Kennison, Chair
Institutional Review Board
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