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The Impact of Mass Media Violence
on U.S. Homicides
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ed. Furthermore, the participants aré not criticized for their aggressive be-
' e each other.

ented as trying to injur
eries of studies, Berkowitz and various associates (1963, 1966,

1967, 1973) examined the impact of a filmed prize fight in the laboratory. They
found that angered laboratory subjects behaved more aggressively after seeing a
filmed prize fight scene. In contrast, angered laboratory subjects exposed to a track

meet film displayed a significantly lower level of aggression.
In sum, the heavyweight prize match is a promising research site because (it
ts Comstock’s criteria for stories most likely to elicit aggression, and (2) it is
known to elicit aggression in the laboratory.

In a well-known S

DATA SOURCES
e fights and their dates was
which is the standard refer-

osen for analysis because, for
from the Na-

ampionship heavyweight priz

Book Boxing Encyclopedia,
1978 has been ch
micides are publicly available

An exhaustive list of ch
obtained from The Ring
ence on the topic. The period 1973~
this period, daily counts of all U.S. ho
tional Center for Health Statistics.

METHOD OF ANALYSIS
sis is used.* Homicides are known to fluctuate
week, by month, and by year (Conklin, 1981). In addition,

se markedly on public holidays. All these “seasonal” gf-
ffect of prize fights on homicides.

A standard time-series regression analy

significantly by day of the
as we will see, homicides ri

fects must be corrected before one can assess the €
A 0-1 dummy variable was constructed for all days that were Mondays, another

variable was coded for Tuesdays, and in general a different dummy vari-
able was assigned to each day of the week, with Sunday being the omitted variable.
Similarly, a 0-1 variable was coded for each month of the year (with January being
the omitted variable), and for each year (with 1978 being the omitted variable). In

dummy

R

3Data for 1973-197
Health Statistics and mx
_As of this writing, 197
for 1978, a published tab)

7 consist of computerized death certificates generated by the National Center for
ade available by the Inter-University Consortium for Political Science Research.
8§ computerized death certificates are not yet publicly available. Consequently:
le (National Center for Health Statistics, 1978: Table 1-30) has been used in*

stead. A 50 percent sample of 1972 deaths is also available but will not be analyzed, because its inclu-
sion with the complete, 100 percent sample data for 1973-1978 would violate the assumption of ho-
moscedasticity required in the analysis that follows. 1t is theoretically possible to correct for this type of
heteroscedasticity and then include the 1972 data in the analysis. But it was judged unnecessary 10 do
so, because the data set is already very large even without the 1972 information. In all, there are 2192

data points for the daily data, 1973-1978.
aFor the application of this approach to daily mortality dat

general introductions 10 time-series regression techniques,

and Johnston (1972).

a, see Bollen and Phillips (1981, 1982). Ff

see Ostrom (1978), Rao an¢

d Milter (1571
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addition, a dummy variable was assi
Year’s Day, . signed to each of the public holi
Christmas)y_ Fli\:,:rlrll;r;a; Day, Indt?Pendence Day, Labor Dar;', Thank:gdi?i/: (Nev;
oo of s champion; : ummy variable, PFIGHT(X), was used to indicate ths » an
the offect of 8 prize f ;;] i)nzehﬁgh.t..The regression coefficient of PFIGHT(X) Pif‘t".s-
tagged X days). Init ag" 01}1\ omicides X days later (i.e., the effect of a prizegf' ;S
od followi o y, the effect of the prize fight is examined f e
period following it; later, a longer period is studied or the 10-day

RESULTS

Table 10.1 gives the size and statisti
§ statistical significan :
shows that, aft ‘ : ce of each coefficient.’ Thi
e thirdad :; t(l;)eya;j;)ge cgamplonshlp prize fight, homicides incr:ase’t:l];srl::::e
.47) and on the fourth day (b y
11.62.5 The rise i .. ay (by 4.15), for a total i
e rise in homicides after the prize fight is statistically signif(i)(tzzlmlr;crease of

5These statistical signi
gnificances are biased if i 1
Tho comani . : if there is serial correlati i
dent vari;(:)r}l:li Steliltdf::j sgr.la] lcl:orroalatlon, the Durbin-Watson test] oins Z‘;}‘)’:‘ogpﬁ_‘etreg‘:SMO" e
cluded in the regression mod / T e & lageed de-
B o alrats . model (Nerlove and Wallis, 196 i : .
e tesh, uihg DorBlsahatatist , 6), as is the case in Tabl
Bolifh nd PRITE(1962: & n’s h statistic, cannot be used h i
. 7, Cossoauent] ed here for reasons described i
(1970) was used Ltead. Thi quently, another test for serial correlati i
| s tont roveata rrelation proposed by Durbi
st crdecs wes sou vidence of first-order i y
2bt by the methods 4 ! . autocorrelation. Autocorrelati
L erelaton beie s described in Bollen and Phillips (1 i fonof
 inoversd. One ofher § ps (1982), with no evidence of
e oy oL 1 er feature of Table 10.1 should b i iy
. e ! ’ e 10.1 e mentioned briefly. Th
T : y on all U.S. public holid . y. The
i cgo g ;ise [::lzlfngl ;lafs n(l);geen previously demonstrated with U?S&:i);;elft Me'r:imnal Do Tomy
e co 2 for HOMICIDEC bodi : hU.S. omicide data.
B ooplis, for exsn ) indicates that there
: , : is a small, 1
B thas e duy T ; :f,otrl;at t;:c:ﬁ()f tthef lagged prize fight dummies has irsgig:lf);:r:dc;i;}gus ;ff“t-
a0t take place om da » the effect of prize fights on homicides o does
g later, bt 1s realived & . one day later (for example) d
B eeiable (12) moeuns hat th ver a longer period. The small coeffici oy
lonm rar SFrocts oefficient for the endoge-
rapidly and aren’t much m o crects of PRIGHTO0 and . o
re than hetm and other variables decay v
B ier, of Ings 1o mr ediate ones, but the distribut i gl
el laggeg endo::; :l?sm:flfl:;tedt lt]ha.n is immediately apparent from Ta?::eeffgcltslio CXISti)eThUS, e
with the bt of aothe s, the impact of one PFIGHT(X) variab s et of
b  Howores the ! iable overlaps to a small
. an , the presence of the 1 i PP
nnt)"r:;t:els(;alnsncal tests of the hypotheses (see also ?ogogt:l:eng;)genous varable docs notaffect the
.1 we are examining th i ;
PRIGHT(10). Unde g the series of 11 coeffici
. o ) icients, PFIGH
B o o hanednllxlll:dlg;atg;h:::, none ohf these 11 prize fight coefﬁcierﬂi()i)s: l;;(}:ll?[;gr;l)’ ery
B e 11 CoefﬁCi; der rnative hypothesis that prize fights tri i o
: oto is ikely to be | B ights trigger homicides, o
B otcicnt arge and positive. If o ! coetty.
3 Targo, we ean reieor th ne or more of the PFIGHT(X
B ot 11 b ! 3] e null hypothesis in favor of the alternati ) oo
the estimates of (:he r::o:ffl;?ii(:te deS t; };:)roceed as follows. Because the cova‘:'it;:::t:: tct'r?n'e ;V A
Bty of the cocttio ; s for PEIGHT(X) are uncorrelated, and b e s
This in turn impli cient estimates, it follows that the ier i cenuse of ihe asymplotic nor-
R i se coefficient estimat i i
-y on}; o u:te tl:: t bs}dt:st;cs for each of these coefficients are i:dzs :::i e sedependent.
PFIGHT(X) oo US areest:t'x‘z:fnallltest to evaluate the probability of ﬁndlzng ;::t. rU o
] . . . o
:::::F;GHT(X) sl F]]gﬂi' fgn}l}f;(;zg ;t( :)glven level. Table 10.1 indicates :hr:to :;e(:: :;:
: .r. ocn=11, P =025 1o 1) — which are statistically signi
s'g““ﬁﬂmc ¢ levels of 0-2 s T 1 %, the binomial test indicates that the probabili ()),fst,' Bm_ﬁcam ot
the joint el pm‘.,.d in 11 independent trials is .0296. Thus, we can rej e el o or more
ided by the 11 PFIGHT(X) coefficients. , Ject the muill hypothesis on
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136  Mass Communication The observed peak in homicides after a prize fight cannot be ascribed to day-of-

. ize fight, controlling for daily, monthly, yearly, and the-week, monthly, yearly, or holiday effects, because all of these “seasonal” vari-

TasLe 10.1 - des regressed on heavyweight pri ’ ables were corrected for in the regression analysis. In addition, one cannot plausibly

ci - . .. R . . .
},J{,?ia:;‘:;fecxs. 1973-1978 d R R DFE N90 ascribe the homicide peak to random fluctuations, because the peak is statistically
€SS .

m é‘éﬁimms 671 .665 214821 significant.

RegrtSSﬂnd 671 665 2148 2190 /

HOMICIDES . Regression ¢ statistic ‘
Regression atistic Regressor coefficient |
coefficient e 3 46 SOME ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS FOR THE PEAK '

Regressor < 34% 30.16 April _'29 -13 IN HOMICIDES {

Intercept ° oy 5.64 May 161 1.74

IDE(I) ) : . . . . I

H;}él}fr( 1 1.97 94 JJu;‘e 4.16* 4.46 Two different explanations can be tested with the data in Table 10.2. For each E

= u . . . . . |

1; FIGHT() 1.95 93 Au);ust 4.46* 4.83 fight, this table indicates: (1) The number of homicides observed three days after

_ -3 416 . .. .
PFIGHT() 26 63 September 3.91* 02 the prize ﬁght'. (2) The. number of homicides expected on the third day, l}nder the .
PFIGHT(2) 1.32*“ 3'_5 4 October 2.791 3'25 null hypothesis that prize fights have no effect on homicides.? (3) The difference |
PFIGHT(3) 7'47* 1.97 November 3.04 6'30 between the observed and expected number of homicides. (A positive difference f
PFIGHT(4) 4‘13 _.29 December 5.86* ~ 1'70 indicates that homicides are higher than expected just after the prize fight.)
PFIGHT(5) _3.28 1.57 1973 '1';11‘ 2.62 (4) Whether the fight was held outside the United States. (5) Whether the fight |
PFIGHT(6) 35 17 1974 11 o8 1.96 - was discussed on the network evening news.
PFIGHT(7) ' ) 1975 ' :
.99 * —3.01% -4.60
P“G“T(z) 3.10 148 1976 _173* -2.62 | i
PFIGHT() 228 1.09 o 41,08 1029 | TasLe 10.2 y
PFIGHT(10) 16'46* —21.74 New Year’s : ' Fluctuation of U.S. homicides three days after each heavyweight prize fight, 1973-1978 b
Monday A0 Day _ L
i ~16.71* -17.97 Memorial Day -1.05 ol " Observed Expected Observed Fight held On network il
Tuesday —18.42% -19.13 dence 21.61* 5.89 no. of no. of minus outside evening f i
Wednesday 15.81* —15.88 1“‘:;5;“ i Name of fight homicides homicides expected Us.? news?
Thursday T * 4.56 f
d —8.02* ~84l Labor Day 16'92‘ 408 | Foreman/Frazier 55 42.10 12.90 yes yes ,
Friday 14.54* 16.95 Thanksgiving 18.34 ~ Foreman/Roman 46 49.43 -343 yes no {|
Saturday ’ o 1.99 . s 10.25* 279 Foreman/Norton 55 54.33 .67 yes no !
February 1.88 123 Christma Ali/Foreman 102 82.01 19.99 yes yes
1.13 . /,’-”___—dgr_:ﬂ 1 Ali/Wepner 44 46.78 -2.78 no yes
March -ndicates homicides lagged one day. Two-tailed t-tests are use AlilLyle 54 47.03 6.97 no yes
Note: The variable HOMICIDEt(l)f(l)‘: pl;:ize fight variables. Al?lBugr.ler 106 82.93 23.07 yes no
seasonal variables; one-tailed t-tests Alg/Frazxer 108 81.69 26.31 yes yes
*Significant at .01 or better. Ali/Coopman 54 45.02 8.98 yes no
**Significant at .05 or better. Ali/Young 41 43.62 —2.62 no no
s**Significant at .0002. Ali/Dunn 50 41.47 8.53 yes yes
tsignificant at .025. Ali/Norton 64 52.57 11.43 no yes
AlilEvangelista 36 42.11 -6.11 no no
. icides. Alf/Shavers 66 66.86 —-.86 no no
.rd day displays by far the largest peak in homic Spinks/Ali 89 78.96 10.04 no yes |
Table 10.1 shows that the third day »” ears not only in the present ; Holmes/Norton* 53 48.97 4.03 no no
o ing to note that this “third-day peak” appe fornia auto fatali- Ali/Spinks 59 52.25 6.75 no yes
It is interesting dly, in several earlier investigations: Cali om79) 1oDd Holmes/Evangelista* 52 50.24 1.76 no no
but also, repeatedly, .. L ies (Phillips, 1979), as ,
S'tUdyeak on the third day after puthlZCd suicide Stgrgss( noncI(’)mmCTCial airp]ane “Sponsored by World Boxing Council; all other fights sponsored by the World Boxing Association. '[: f
ties p illips, 1981) and U.>. :
. 1ps, . |
troit auto fatahities (Bl andAphmsl;m we do not know the precise Psy‘:hosoc}f i |
1 %0). At pre repli- i :
crashes (Phillips, 19.7& 19 ) d dI; lag, but this phenomenon has now been f?ecl *Under the nul] hypothesis, PFIGHT(X) has no impact on the number of homicides; thus, for Table
mechanisms producing the third day lag, it seems to be a relatively stable € 102 the expected number of homicides under H, is calculated by omitting PFIGHT(X) from the regres-

cated so often in different data sFts that
which will repay future investigation.

sion variables and rerunning the regression equation.
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e prize fight affects only those

«Ppersonal experience Perhaps : :
ht, not those experiencing It through the mass media. If this

actually attending the fig MRS L

is so, one cannot claim that mass media violence is triggernng a rise in homicides.

If one must personally experience the prize fight in order to be affected by it,
then prize fights occurring outside the United States should trigger few if any U.S.
homicides. In contrast, prize fights held inside the United States should elicit much
Jarger rises it homicides. The evidence in Table 10.2 contradicts these predictions.
After the average des rise by 12.128, while a much

“foreign” fight, U.S. homici
smaller rise, 2.862, occurs after the average U.S. fight® Thus, the “personal experi-
ence” hypothesi

» hypothesis. Perhaps th

s does not seem plausible.

A different hypothesis can also be tested
some homicides through some
e fights receiving much public-

«“Modeling” hypothesis—ﬁrst test.
with the data in Table 10.2. Prize fights may trigger

type of modeling of aggression. If this is so, then priz

ity should have a greater effect than prize fights receiving less publicity.
One way to test this hypothesi fights discussed on the

s is to see whether prize

network evening news are followed by relatively large increases in homicides,
while relatively small increases occur after the remaining, less-publicized prize
ble 10.2 is consis

fights.!0 The evidence in Ta tent with this “modeling” explanation.

Homicides rise by 11.127 after the average
after the average unpublicized one. The difference between thes

tistically significant at 10286 (two-sample t-test, one-tailed).!!
It is perhaps worth noting that the most touted of all

riod, the so-called “Thrilla in Manill

largest third-day peak in homicides.

“Modeling”’ hypothesis—secon

tested in another way. The laboratory
gression (see footnote 2) repeatedly suggests that (1a
itate an aggressor on the screen if he is similar to that ag

more likely to aggress against a target victim
the screen.!? In sum, the laboratory literature suggests that there is mo

both the aggressor and of the aggressor’s victim.

literature on the modeling of mass

-
9At present, we do not know why U.S. hom

fights. Perhaps a detailed study of the characteris!

107 thorough analysis of this topic is desirab
might attempt to measure the additional publicity derived from advertisements inallt

at the time of the fight, but also in the weeks and months preceding it. In ad
measure closed circuit television receipts, corrected for inflation.
11The formula used for this particular #-test does not require that the two comp
equal variances. For a description of this test, see Brownlee (1965:299-303).
stitute the Mann-Whitney for the 1-test. When this is done, P = .0211.
12Berkowitz and associates (1963, 1966, 1967, 1973) have shown this in a series of ingenious
particularly relevant to this paper. They showed that laboratory subjects were most likely to
shocks on a target if that target had the same name as the losing boxer on the screen.

icides rise so much more
1ics of these fights would he
le but would be extremely labo

“publicized” fight, and by only 2.833
e two figures is sta-

the prize fights in this pe-
a” between Ali and Frazier, displays the

d test. The modeling hypothesis can also be
media ag-

person is more likely to im-
gressor; and (2) a person is

if his target is similar to the victim on
deling of

after foreign than domestic
1p to resolve this question.
rious. Future studies
he media, not only
dition, one might wish

ared populations have
One might prefer t0 sub-

studies
inflict
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If aggressor modeling exists after a pri
wins a boxing m ’ prize fight, then after a you
ders by youni , :,::Z, rr::]r:er; by young, black males should i);lcr::fs’.ebl?;:]l: o
wins  boxing match. the ss o'uld not.). Conversely, after a young, white male
sor modeling cannot,be sto F:jp.osue _ﬁ"dmgs should occur. Unfortuna,tel a e
er, because these certif udied with the death certificates examined i}rl; t}f' « oo
the victim. cates do not reveal the identity of the murderer. orlliyp:;
However, it is possible to use these d i |
modeling exist . .eath certificates to discov Qo
after a frize ﬁsgz}‘lftte;,z;?:“g’we.lgf.lt prize fight. If such modelingi)rc‘::rzmtilvutnm
boxer. SPeciﬁcally’ after ide victims should be unusually similar to the ;],J‘USt
cide deaths of your;g whie:eyoung, th.tte male is beaten in a prize fight, the :Sln.g
appear for young bl,ack m r]nale‘ victims should increase; no such incre:ase shomll-
beaten in a prize ﬁ’ght the ha e victims. Conversely, after a young, black ;’U .
crease, while the ho L omicide deaths of young, black male victims sh ol e‘ N
These predictionsfn c:::]d;: t:::lt]:d()f 3{‘;}“"8' ohise males should not e
which distingu ste with the information in Table '
bk s beatgn;S:n(l;?:’;?:; ;he 1§1paf:t of “black loser” prize ﬁgshtlso '(?i,nalxlejh'l(l)lA,
detailed mortality data nt’,ct’.ss(,::.eyr [op;‘::ef:ihtfh(in which a white is beaten)_lsl(r:rh:
computeri : : e these tables can ;
1973p_197;.ed,r;lil:”:mi’t :l;—lr:t;l‘cjates cited in footnote 3. These arzeai':‘illr:)l(;nly ]ln o
mainder of this pa,perkis 1097 be stressed that the period to be examined iortlhy o
Table 10.3 examines the .3—1977, n(?‘t 19.73—1978, as in Tables 10.1 andnlO; ©
on the homicides of youn m;ll?act of V&jhlte loser” and “black loser” prize f .h
esis of victim modeling. g‘jv;lvit:te] ;::ep\:;ctirgs.hThe evidence supports the hyrlf)tl:f
creases in vou ) v ze fights are followed ieni :
do not seez) tontii’gwg::t;omufe h(;:?“‘“de deaths; in contrast, blackbl)(l)sst:rg ;:i(;afr;t }11n-
White homicides increas g, White male homicide deaths. !4 B
fight), two days thereater (be ;lglr:ﬁcantly on the day of the prize fight (by 3.86
fight). Thus young, whit y 3.14 per ﬁght.), and eight days after the fight (b 2~ per
» white male homicides rise by a total of 9.97 (= 3.86 + 3 1y4 +9;Z g;;

Yn the peri
period under study (19731
B ey | oo G ~1977) nearly all the losing boxers we:
‘ i : re 2
white (Wepner, Bugner, Cg::rginmges )as men in this age range. Near l; 83_31:? y‘?‘“s;’f cers were
However, two of th 7, » Dunn) or black (Frazi . oung, Shavrs).
, Bner, Coopma . , ier, Norton, Foreman, Lyl
i g rs were Hispanic Ameri "k e Pue R
: parate classification for Hi i e o the compeee .
e se clas r Hispanic Americans on the com i canionts st
Bt oot e can treat these fighlers as either white or b} E Conoemntly, o ooy e i
i 3 fm,: the analyers e o ack. Consequently, these two fights
is described in fi i
Table 103, p 9 ootnote 7 (and applied to T:
-5. Examining the coeffici 10y wo son v reapDl .
B ot 021 o o the coval;;ents, WL(O?, = WL(10), we see that three aI;E, ":d 'w '[he resfll's ",
el gcz analysis indicates that the estimates of the X mtl’fs‘ Ly
Ricicenson o se 0 nd the asymptotic normali s, we can o
e o s and| ity of the coefficient esti
i 0 o he coe imates, we can treat
’ o et or : . Using the binomial i =
probability of finding three or more coefficients :igt:?fti‘c‘:nlh ‘ 62151, 11 i,
s ntat.0251 in 11 inde-

pendent trials is .0
# .0022. Henc I
Whi i ence, the h A
hite Loser” prize fights, omicides of young, white males increase significantly just af
st after
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0.3
Ir:;:ﬁtlof “White Loser” (WL).and “Blac.k Foser” (BL) prize fights 'ITABI.F. 10,“1‘ .
on the homicides of young, white male victims, u.s., 1973-1977 p'gZP:‘;fl:lfinhg]e Il.]oser" (WL) and “Black Loser” (BL)
5 e s on the homicides
o ssand R R DFE N victims, U.S. 1973197 71 es of young, black male
HOMICIDES 3781360 1772 1825 ——
essan o
—_ R2
Regression HOMICIDES 452 4526 DF. N
Regressor coefficient 1-statistic ' 1772 1825
R .
Intercept 10.43* 23.78 Regressor cgggﬁ;’: stati |
HOMICIDE(! .01 23 -statistic [
WwWL(—-1) ) 70 46 Intercept 10.59*
WL(0) 3.86** 2.54 f\'leOMlClDE( 1) '04 20.79
WL .30 .20 L(-1) ’ 1.63 |
L ' 4 e i . .
3) . . _ - s
WL(4) 57 37 WL(2) -0 ~93 y
WL(5) -.29 -.19 WL(3) 2.82 .11
WL(6) 93 .61 WL(4) - 82 1.59
WL(7) 35 23 WL(5) =115 -47
WL % 13 WLO) L6 5
9 . . =,
WE10) 58 39 WL(8) 28 1.62 ;
gL(—l) 1.32 1.(2); mjg()) ) 162 —.;2 t
L(0) . X 5 .
BL(1) —1.23 - 1.2‘; glifo_)]) _:‘22 g?
BL(2) - - | - |
BL(3) 120 L = gig ; L 98 .
BL(4 . . =. i
BL((S; ~1.06 -99 { BL(3) P 15 '
BL(6) 1.61 1.50 BL(4) 5 6ger 54 |
BL(7) -.14 -.13 | BL(5) > ogwes 2.19
BL(®) 32 30 | BL(6) e 1.86 -_
BL(9) .28 .26 l BL(7) 04 -.18 ;
BL(10) -.53 ~.49 | gligg —76 _.22 -
| .
aAs in Table 10.1 the effect of prize fight variables is calculated, control- || BL(10) ! gg 1.23
ling for seasonal variables. For reasons of clarity, the coefficients for these il . ) 25
seasonal variables have not been displayed in Table 10.2 since the prime . Significant at less than .001. **Signi
purpose of this table is to contrast the impact of “White Loser” and “Black ® nificant at .032, - **Significant at .014. ***Sig- |
Loser” prize fights. One-tailed t-tests are used for the prize fight variables; See also footnotes to Table 10.3
two-tailed 1-tests for all other variables. -
*Sjgnificant at less than .001. **Significant at 006. ***Significant at
019, tSignificant at .0251. Tal . .
on th:lle; 10:4.§xammes the impact of “white loser” and “black 1
omicides . L. oser” pri
the hypothesis of of y.oung, black male victims. Once again, the evidenge ze Jehus
v H 3
er white loser prize fight. Interestingly, the typical white loser prize fight has 8 cant i . ictim modeling. Black loser prize figh upports
P : p ) ypIe ' . ant increases in young, black male homici ights are followed by signifi-
larger total impact (9.97) than almost any other variable in the table. Of the 27 “see- fights do not trigger si ;1iﬁ . ale homicide deaths. In contrast, white loser prize
sonal” variables examined, only one (New Year’s Day) has a larger impact on Black homicides risi sig;ai;tc;nc; eases in black male homicides.
cides.!s This suggests that the impact of a white loser prize - fights by a total of 4.96 (= 2.68 T ;’ 20;) the fourth and fifth days after black loser ;
. =2, . per fight.'® The total i
mpact of the black I

young, white male homi
fight is not only statistic
sent, it is not known why

significant as well. At pre- lo: :
g pre Ser prize fight exceeds the impact of almost all seasonal iabl
variables. Only New

ally significant, but practically
o exert so large an effect.

this type of prize fight seems t

A

WI'he analy i I 4 I OI'y an: € CO-
1 sis of ‘abl i Ty
e 10.4 is parallel to that of able 10.3. Once again statistical the d th
) ‘

-
15The coefficient for this holiday is 15.75. Although the effect of any given prize fight is large com" variance analysis justif ' :
pared with the effect of seasonal variables, the cumulative effect of all prize fights combined is not 1argt. o BL(X) coeffi che : Y ." efm"g as independent the 11 -statistics for BL(Q
compared with the cumulative effect of all seasonal variables combined. This is because there are reld ficients significant artl tsh?lsglmﬁ‘;a'm kllt 032 or better. The probability of findin ;'t;”- . BL(10). We observe
deaths i nta evel in 11 independ L o or more BL(X) coef-
S Increase significantly just after pendent trials is .0465. Hence, young, black male 1(101),&:;(3 |

“Black Loser” prize fights.

tively few prize fights.
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and Thanksgiving trigger larger increases in homicides (the coefficients
g 8.88 and 8.00, respectively). Evidently, a black loser prize
ubstantive effect on young, black male homicides.

Year’s Day
for these holidays bein

fight has a significant,

The above evidence is consistent with the notion
models and trigger some u.s.

Precipitation hypothesis.
murder that would

that prize fights sometimes serve as aggressive
homicides. But perhaps the prize fight merely precipitates a
have occurred anyway, even in the absence of the prize fight.
If a prize fight merely ‘“moves up” a murder so that it occurs a little sooner
than it otherwise would have, then the peak in homicides after a prize fight
should be followed by a dip in homicides soon after. An examination of the
three-week period following the prize fight reveals no significant dip in homi-
cides. None of the negative coefficients for PFIGHT(}), PEFIGHT(2), - - >

PFIGHT(21) is significant, even at the .10 level. Hence, the precipitation hypoth-

esis seems to be implausible.

othesis. Perhaps the prize fight provokes no aggressive mod-
eling whatsoever. It merely triggers an increase in gambling, which in turn pro-
n is correct, then homicides

vokes anger, fighting, and murder. If this explanatio
er occasions that provoke &

should rise not only after prize fights but also after oth
great deal of gambling. In the United States, the Super Bowl probably provokes

more gambling than any other single event. Yet homicides do not rise significantly

after these occasions.

One can construct a variable, SUPERBOWL(X), to assess the impact of the Su-

per Bowl on homicides X days later, and one can include this variable in the re-

gression model specified in Table 10.1. The coefficients for SUPERBOWL(X) are

listed in Table 10.5. There is some weak evidence that homicides actually decreasé
and then rise above the expected

on the day of the Super Bowl and one day later,
£ one considers these coefficients to be statistically sig-
owl is associated with a

rate on the third day. Even i

nificant (which they are not), it is evident that the Super B

net drop in homicides rather than a rise. This is not what one would expect if the
gambling hypothesis were correct. This hypothesis is also rendered implausible by
some of the other evidence presented above: If the gambling hypothesis were true,
then it is difficult to see why the traits of the homicide victims should be similar 10

the traits of the losing boxer.”

Gambling hyp

P

1"The evidence presented does not support the notion that the gambling hypothesis is 2 necessary and
sufficient explanation for the rise in homicides after a prize fight. But it remains possible that gambling in
combination with aggressive modeling is helping to provoke the increase in homicides. One W&y to ‘f"
this hypothesis is to examine police case histories of murders occurring three and four days after 8 pz
fight. These case histories would have to be compared with case histories taken from control periods.

——T
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TaBLE 10.5
Impact of the Su

perbowl on U.S. homici i
for the effect of seasonal and prize ﬁg;:tlsslrsi‘ai:l)::r(ﬂhsng

1973-1977
Regressor Regression
coefficient 1-statistic

SUPERBOWL( - |
SUPERBOWL(0) ) = 2(7);; g
SUPERBOWL(1) ~6.3¢ 1
SUPERBOWL(2) 2'26 s
SUPERBOWL(3) 6I0(6) A
SUPERBOWL(4) =y M
SUPERBOWL(5) I ‘?l e
SUPERBOWL(6) = 1'60 o
SUPERBOWL(7) —2'27 i
SUPERBOWL(8) 3-64 g
SUPERBOWL(9) —4-8; T
SUPERBOWL(10) 216 g

: 52

Note: The coefficiel
! nts for the other re ari i
prize fight and seasonal variables) are no%gt;(l);;:; ables Gy

In sum, we hav
, e now assessed fou .
cides after a heav ; ] r possible explanations f o
weigh or the rise .
that the prize ﬁgh)t, proiof(pnze ﬁg?xt..At present, the best available ex la;n tl}om}-
es some imitative, aggressive behavior, whi l; ation is
, Which results in

Size of the i ; .

10.3 gives the an:locur,iabs ¢ l';.h"'”’cf‘{es after prize fights. Column 3 of
fight. The sum of th yw 1ch. homicides increase on the third day aft ° Tat'>le
cides rose by this e numbers in this column is 125.64 indicatinyth e prze
am . Bt .
fsbte, 1731078, T e o thied day after championship eavywcigh prae
of homicides ex t; ted sum of ﬂ.le numbers in column 2 gives th ywelght prize
B the percemp cted on the third day—1008.36. Dividing 125 g total number
Bhethor on con sai%le 1nclrlease in homicides on the third day g12 46. 4 by 1008.36
ers the percentage i —12.46 percent. Thus
that homicides ri p ge increase or the absolute i ’
J rise by a nontrivial absolute Increase, it appears
he?lyhywﬂght prize fight, amount on the third day after a championship

€ rise in homicides o
: he fourth day i
ploying cal : .. nt u ay is smaller but sti . .
cides incre:s‘-;k:}l’og; ;17m11ar to those in Table 10.2, one cZnl ltli;zt nt.tgllglble. Em-
. ks m ;

(= 67.97/1033.03). For tgn t}}:'e fourth day. The percentage increase ilsnz tSl;Bat o
a little less than 2'00 (193e6t]“d and fourth days combined, homicides P ercent
two-da o .61 = 125.64 + 67.97). Th ’ des increase by
Y period is 9.48 percent (= 193.61/[1 008.;6 . ‘;01)3e3rc3=,3n]t;lge increase for the
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the final section of this paper.

re
This paper has Pres=’
provoke a brief, sharp 1ncreé

will be briefly considered in

SUMMARY

ve claimed that o ‘ dene
ree e a violence in the laboratory 10 the impact of

iments
1d.'® These critics point out that laboratory experl

ficial contexts. Typically, the sorts of a:gts;l;:viu;i;
inflicti ic shocks

i itti ic dolls or inflicting electric ©

. s t like hitting plastic : o e Tn ot

e laborat:g/é of serious, real-life violence, such as m:r ei e L

s represe? laboratory subjects have been nursery sc‘: 'oo e oai

most 2l s f the U.S. television audience.

ative 0
o s e o ed with a brief, violent excerpt of a

» viewer may watch several hours of
humor, commer-

annot generalize with confidence from

e media

Many ;
the impact of mass medi

violence in the real wor '
have been set in highly arti

lege stude ‘ ‘ t

cally, the laboratory subject 18 prfser; "

television program. In contrast,'the real-li . imerspersed o

television at a sitting, and the violence may e abiect, who S
to the '

i i throom. In contrast . b
e tottt? . ba1 life viewer may well be surrounded by family (:ron o
i isi hape the percepti
om the television or 8 ' :
it is inappropriate to generalize from the labo

television alone, : ‘
Their comments may distract ir
many messages. For these reasons,
ratory to the real world.

The above argument appears (0 be s.erl . indicate that mass media vio-
i The data presented in this paper 1 T con
vided in this paper 1 ] world as well as in the laboratory.

. . a
lence does provoke aggression in the re e et of i)

. i igation a
frast to laboratory studies, (he presefll; 1ll‘ll\cleslt:xlg)oratory studies, the present study
: text. Unlike . Finall
ia violence in a natural con ) cy makers. Finally,
medie Vl()leg’pe of violence which is of serious concemm to policy
examines a

i dia audience con-
i lusively on a mass me ;
investigation does not focus exc : tory stady, with
the prese:t :,?;Selfmdents and nursery school children. Thi 11?1:1?:1; ?;Z —
sisting of ¢ able of establis ]
. igor, has always been cap : o< have
its great %ot;ntlal f;’;'en;:rsent study has helped to establish that these findings
lidity of findings.

external validity as well.

ously challenged by the evidence pro-

pic. In addition, see

the few

18Comstock (1975:30-40) provides a :ah;l
Phillips (“Behavioral impact,” 1982), who

field experiments that exist.

able summary of the debate on this to i
so indicates why it is difficult to generalize
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Contrast Effects and Judgments of
Physical Attractiveness: When Beauty
Becomes a Social Problem

Douglas T. Kenrick and Sara E. Gutierres ‘

Three studies were conducted to test the hypothesis that judgments of average females’ attractiveness or
dating desirability will be adversely affected by exposing judges to extremely attractive prior stimuli
(i.e., judgments will show a “contrast effect”). Study 1 was a field study in which male dormitory resi-
dents watching a popular television show, whose main characters are three strikingly attractive females,
were asked to rate a photo of an average female (described as a potential blind date for another dorm
resident). These subjects rated the target female as significantly less attractive than did a comparable
control group. Two other studies demonstrated analogous effects in a more controlled laboratory set-
ting. In addition, the third study indicated a direct effect of informational social influence on physical ]
attractiveness judgments. Implications are discussed, with particular attention to mass media impact. |

Within the past several years, social psychologists have gathered a wealth of data
I attesting to the central importance of physical attractiveness in interpersonal inter-
| action (see Berscheid and Walster, 1974, for a review). This variable has been
found to have a particularly profound effect in dating situations (e.g., Berscheid,
Dion, Walster, and Walster, 1971; Brislin and Lewis, 1968; Byrne, Ervin, and Lam-
berth, 1970; Stroebe, Insko, Thompson, and Layton, 1971; Walster, Aronson,
Abrahams, and Rottman, 1966). Brislin and Lewis (1968), for instance, found a

correlation of .89 between perceived physical attractiveness and the “desire to
date.”

Reprinted with permission from the authors and The Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
Vol. 38, No. 1, 1980. Copyright © 1980 by the American Psychological Association.

.Thc authors wish to express their appreciation to Guy Fosse, Joni Herzog, Jim Kulma, Debra Lorenz,
Bill Patenaude, Bob Schartmann, and Dave Stringfield. who helped at various stages of the present en-
deavor, We would also like to thank Richard A. Block, Robert B. Cialdini, and John W. Reich for their
Pful comments on an earlier version of this manuscript.
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1t has been noted that physical attractiveness has generally been used as an inde-
pendent variable in social psychological research (Berscheid and Walster, 1974;
Gross and Crofton, 1977). As Gross and Crofton (1977) put it, “beauty has been
conceptualized as an invariant ‘cause’ in previous studies” (p. 86). Nevertheless, a
number of studies have shown that judgments of attractiveness can be influenced
by other information likely to affect interpersonal attraction in general, such as
knowledge of a target person’s attitudinal similarity (Walster, cited in Berscheid
and Walster, 1974), information that she/he pOSSESSES positively valued traits
(Gross and Crofton, 1977), actual acquaintance with the target person (Cavior,
1970), or association of the target person with a highly attractive other (Meiners
and Sheposh, 1977). In addition to these situational variations, judgments of phys-
ical attractiveness have been found to vary across cultural and racial groups (e.g.,
Cross and Cross, 1971; Marshall and Suggs, 1971) although Berscheid and Wal-

ster (1974) suggest that modern mass media may soon obscure any such differ-
ences in favor of Western s hat socialization

tandards. These authors also suggest t

of romantic preference is accomplished through the mass media and that “few ad-
ular movies and novels depict mundane levels of physical at-
tractiveness” (p. 167). If the media do influence one’s standards of attractiveness,
while at the same time suggesting that only highly beautiful or handsome others
are appropriate as love objects, one might expect an inverse relationship between
exposure to mass media and the extent 10 which an individual’s standards for the
attractiveness of a romantic partner are “realistic.”

late the findings from researc

In fact, if one can extrapo
ceptual judgment, there is reason to be concerned about even

vertisements of pop

h into other areas of per-
the short-term impact

of mass media on our judgments of the attractiveness of the more mundane poten-
d us. One consistently reported finding in per_ceptual

tial romantic partners aroun
judgments is a “contrast” effect; that is, judgments of moderate stimuli in a series

are found to be displaced away from extreme or distant stimuli. This effect has
been found for judgments of physical dimensions such as weight (€.8.» Heintz,
1950; Sherif, Taub, and Hovland, 1958), length of lines (e.g., Krantz and Camp-
bell, 1961); and shape (Helson and Kozaki, 1968); as well as social stimuli such as
attitudes (Hovland, Harvey, and Sherif, 1957), pleasantness of facial expressions
(Manis, 1971), criminal acts (Pepitone and DiNubile, 1976), and personality im-
pressions (Simpson and Ostrom, 1976). If such effects can be presumed to general-
jze to judgments of physical attractiveness, priot exposure 10 highly unattractive
individuals would result in an enhanced perception of the attractiveness of an “av-
erage” person, with the reverse being true of exposure to Very attractive persons:
Some additional implications would follow from the existence of such an effect in
this realm. In our mass-media—oriemed culture, where we are bombarded with

highly attractive females, such exposure should produ

level” (Helson, 1964), resulting in lowered assessmen
«real world” females. Given the particularly high relationship between St

ments and dating desirability, such exposure might also lead to

decrement along this latter dimension as well.

ce a rather high «adaptation
ts of the beauty of averag®
ch judg-
an analogoys
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It should be n in thi
it o ?;e:xthgtu:hthls case, there are at least two bodies of literature that
First, there is evidencz that :e:rzle:lt]u:)r(‘:::ts:aeff e('::ls by st hat.
P \ . st will not be induce imuli
o stil;rsglf]f;:;zr::r)i(s?lstagt from the etimulus along the relevantddli)r)rlles:::ij(l)lr:l th:st ’
e esoue (Helson 1971, Brown (1959 fo tnce, b i
e . » 1971, rown ), for instance, subj
e We)i/gl])::tr\:;:‘r:l jcl:;gments of a series ef weights. Although a similar];;(lj'n::\t/ue:r:s
O Bovan and zlx) eon]:rast effect, lifting the tray had no effect on judgm)ents.
b gnonely devia rtltc ard (?963) .found that shape judgments were not af:
o e e Cnt or overs:‘zed. stimuli. If media females are not considered
e ataht be discoua eg:l)ry or }mwerse of discourse” as real-life females, their
e physicn nte aed fail to influence judgments of nonmedia fer;lales
e os. B ):ne Eatt.ractweness has been shown to have the qualities of a re-
- assocmi;m {N ith, reirv;n, end Lamberth, 1970; Dion, 1977), and since contex:
et petson (2: lorcmg events has been shown to enhance the attractive-
an average female in a co:tr:xitu::; E?g?l? :ugtz 4;t'Lonf B o 1o
o . cont active females migh
- ;5:{11 :(:oabcz?lsls(;;::l c;:::i;uonfr?g effec.t sech that the average femiI:. 3;)3(? :f::ijl:o
e e netd Comep?osx;l;/ejily(.i gS;;mrlna;g ina centlext of highly unattractive fe)i
Vgt negatively if such a proces i
B ;::‘t:; ::s:r; itrl;erlefore performed to test the hypothesis fhat exj)c?spupr:ig
Capra uli would produce contrasted judgments of a target per-

Study 1 was a field stu:; Sm which subj
j Sy . \ subjects were asked to judge a potenti i
hing f;ilot\;vl :‘;)ix;rir:tory resxder:}. One' group of subjects wasgstudgn::tl]?:):letg
P women;\ ‘;,)v:]ogram Charlie’s Angels” (whose main characters are
o oamoted i th, ereae controls consisted of residents of the same dormi-

g the same night) who were not watching this show at the time‘:

STUDY 1
Method

Subjects. Subj

: . jects were 81 male dormi :

University. Th - i ormitory residents at Mo

ty. They participated in groups of 1 to 6 on the evening of Febru:trz;'n? 159‘;‘;"

Procedure. Tw

. . o male confederates i

e reiod ] ‘ entered a dormitory room durin

which “Cha;g:,“sr:‘g the”hour p‘recedmg “Charlie’s Angels,” or duringgt(l)lzeh(())iltwo
ngels” was aired).! They explained to the students in the 1'00:112'n

IAll subi
jects who were watchi -
was quite - ing television during this time sl :
popular at the time of this study (sixth in the Nielsen rat(i)rtl;;'e tuned to this program, which
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Listen, could I just interrupt you guys for 30 seconds? We're hav-
al dispute here and we need to do an informal survey to 1e-
we have a friend coming to town this week and we want
we can't decide whether to fix him up with her or not,

Confederate A:
ing a major philosophic
solve the question. You see,
to fix him up with a date, but

ecided to conduct a survey.
ee, 1 don’t think she looks very good.

think she looks pretty good. At any rate, we want you to give
think she is. (Confederate A begins to hold up the

ects so they can’t see it).
ing very unattractive, 4 being

so we d
Confederate B: Yous
Confederate A: Butl
us your vote on how attractive you
picture, but it is faced away from subj
Confederate B: Right,ona scale of 1 to 7, with 1 be

exactly average, and 7 being beautiful.
Confederate A: (turns over photo) Now, nobody say anything until everyone

makes up his own mind, and be honest—give your honest opinion.
Confederate B: Remember, 1 is very unattractive, 4 is right in the middle, and 7 is

very attractive.
ach subject to make a silent judg-
nses. They thanked the subjects,

Confederate A held u
ment, and then had the subjects give their respo

and each subject’s re-
es was 100 percent

1eft the room, and immediately recorded the time, condition,
sponse independently. Agreement between the two confederat

in all instances.

p the picture, allowed €

oto was an 8 cm X 5 cm. black-and-white
yearbook snapshot taken from a series of slides presented in earlier research (Ken-
rick and Gutierres, Note 1). A group of 11 undergraduate males from the popula-
tion used in the present research had given this photo a mean rating of 4.11 on 2
scale analogous to that used by the subjects in our field study.

Stimulus photo. The stimulus ph

Results

Subjects’ data were broken down into four groups. Those watching “Charlie’s
Angels” constituted the “experimental”’ group, whereas those watching another
television program earlier in the night were designated as control subjects. To con-
trol for the possibility that ratings by experimental subjects may have been due
simply to their having been made at a later hour, two additional control groups
were included. Subjects in these groups were not watching television but were
sampled either during the “Charlie’s Angels” time slot or during the preceding

hour. The data from the group watching
the data from all control groups, using a
pected that the “Charlie’s Angels” group w
the target’s attractiveness. Although subjects were cooper

dependent judgments, the group mean was used as

trast presented below.

planned orthogonal contr
ould show the lowest m

“Charlie’s Angels” were plotted against
ast. It was ex-

ean ratings of
ative in making silent in-
the unit of analysis in the con-
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In line wi s s oL
wCharlie’s :: [;:Sn(c}:;o_ns, results indicated relatively lowest ratings by vie
=503, p<.0 33 s = 3.43, versus 4.00 combined M for the controls),2 F‘Wfrs2 Zf
ance. A sim.il;; test‘ :s?mra:;t aCc(;) unted for 84 percent of the between g;oup(s ;a ‘)

' st using the individual subj . ¥ s vari-
F(,77)=17.39,p< .0l al subject as the unit of analysis resulted in

Discussion

Results of Study | were directly in line wi .
lowest ratings of et with predictions, indicatin i
tive media fegmale:,n r\?;’::tghe Ifefnalf: by sub‘Jects who were observing hi:hrl;k:tlt‘r,'::)i
ittons, our resulte are o eless, since SU.bJCCtS were not randomly assigned to con-
viewers may have been m([:re:nt:g :;::ria: t1r:1t'erpre'tations. First, “Charlie’s Angels”
the immediate i . eir rating of the target female b
been due to the ?i?ig;f;i the Ilaeautlful media stimuli. Second, the effect ::; :1:\('):
dency to expose themselvesste V}i'ewers were more negative because of a chronic ten-
of these possibilities would ;’ ighly attractive females depicted in the media. Both
hewever, is that s8me other di e consistent with our hypotheses. A third possi.bilit
viowors more gonerall ner 1'ffer.ence may have existed to make “Charlie’s An els)::
fer no intuitively com yeligatwe in their judgments of females. Although we cai of.
e our hypothesli)g c:)ngﬁ reasons t.o assume this to be the case, it seems best tc->
oint, Study 2 was desié ne([i] t ;m:fuon in Stud?/ 1 as suggestive evidence only at this
laing exposure to media b o. era more direct test of our hypothesis by manipu-

1a beauty in subjects randomly assigned to conditions P

STUDY 2
Method

J

Procedure. Subj
. Subjects arrived . .
were told for an experiment entitled “personality” and

This is a st y i
udy of first lmpression fo i W rmining how
Tl rmation. We are interested in determini g
much Wet catn e ab(:ultla pietrson from only a brief encounter or glance Maln)ll people
assume that we can te quite a bi1 from a pe ’s fi i . med that we
\CMICWIICHICI someone 18 hOnCSt or diShOneSt, SOCiable or unsociable et Cettela
s
*Five groups of subjects (19 espective means and number
jects (1 i
; total) were watching “Charlie’s :
a1 re arlie’s Angels.” Respecti
: g""“Ps( Wele)4 31(n= :2) ‘forl n;)nlelevmon watchers sampled during the “Chulrllie’s Angels” time slo
3 08 n=§ al'ld 382(n= 2) for tele ision watch vision watchers Tespec "Vtei 3/ Wlll(t)
I z ‘ V. ers and nontele d i
ng the previous time slot. A test of the residual effecll: was n:)l si ,.f el ’
€re sampled duri V. S ignificant.
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bally or nonverbally,
judgments. Seating was arrange
sponses was not possi
tractive female ina magazine adve
tions, and the experimenter pointe
the “young model” Control subjects
posed to the
of a female of average attrac
givena “personality rating” sh
bipolar scales (likable—unlikable,
unselfish,

Social Cognition

from their eyes or mouth, for instance. Advertisements, books, and magazines often
include a certain type of face in an attempt to present a certain image to the public—
of an intelligent scientist, an overworked housewife, 2 dedicated businessman, a vi-
vacions and happy young model, and so on. As part of the present investigation
we've given intensive psychological tests and interviews to a group of students and
interviewed several of their friends and acquaintances as well. We’ve developed a
personality profile for each of these persons. You will be seeing only a yearbook
photo of one of these people, and your task will be to simply give your honest first
impression of what that person is really like. You may not feel that you have enough
information to respond to each dimension, but simply take your best guess, since ac-
curacy or inaccuracy of impression formation is what we’re interested in.
ted not to communicate with one another ver-

since the experiment necessitated completely independent
d so that observation of other subjects’ written re-
ts, a black-and-white slide of an at-
rtisement? was turned on during the verbal instruc-
d to it (as if to give an example) as he mentioned
heard the same instructions but were not ex-
tions, all subjects were shown a slide |
tiveness (the same one used in the first study) and were "
eet to fill out on her. The rating form contained several !
reasonable—unreasonable, courteous—rude, selfish— i
ible—irresponsible, beautiful-ugly,
get person along the dimension beautiful-ugly con-

le. It was predicted that she would be rated as sig- |
re to the attractive female advertisement,

Following this, subjects were instruc

ble. For experimental subjec

magazine ad. Following the instruc

warm~—cold, sincere—insincere, respons

kind—cruel). The rating of the tar
stituted the main dependent variab
nificantly less beautiful following exposut

Results

In line with predictions, ratings of the target person indicated that she was Seen
as significantly less beautiful by subjects exposed to the advertisement, F (1,46) =
7.10, p < .01. Mean ratings were 4.41 for the experimental group and 3.52 for the

controls (higher ratings indicate that the target person was seen as relatively Jess
beautiful).# These results parallel those of the first study and cannot

as due to self-selection of subjects.

be explained

el Farrah Faweell:

¢ same population
that used

I

¥This slide was an advertisement for Well
Majors. In pretesting, a group of 21 undergra
used in the study proper gave this slide a mean ratin
in Study 1.

sNone of the other adjectives show
ble.” Subjects exposed to the advertisement saw the target as signi

these results were not predicted, they may fit with Stephan, Berscheid, a
under some circumstances, males who judge a female as sexually attractive may als

tively “careless” and “uninhibited.”

a Balsam, depicting the popular mod
duates (11 males, 10 females) from th
g of 6.67 on the 7-point scale analogous t0

ed any effect of the manipulation except "responsible—inesponSi'
ficantly more responsible. Althoug
nd Walster’s (1971) finding ¢
o see her 8s
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STUDY 3

The first two studie ;
i on judgments O: \;i::cc‘;;)vr:;emed with the indirect influence of contextual stim-
media fomales sould reodlt in less. They demonstrated that exposure to beautiful
tiveness. A third study was con ;)l\::;-:;dt zs::;s,;r;ents o(fi : female of average attrac-
addressed in the : . € an additional test o i
o formational Socfi'l;lsti;g:estudles while also examining the more dirfe::'t]i;ufiittlor;
iveness. We are often ex :::d(Deutsch and Gerard, 1955) on judgments ofr:ittrag
site sox. and & number off:,]assi tol our.peers’ assessments of members of the op o:
judgments can influence asse cal social psychological findings suggest that peer:s’
Cruichfield. 1955: Shorit 19 3s;meGn.ts even o'f “objective” reality (e.g., Asch, 1951;
ness judgments, it is of s(;m : ). Given the interpersonal importance of attr’act' ,
effoot in the present real ¢ interest to determine the applicability of this cl {Ve-
Also of some interestr\r;as the questi e
would influence i estion of whether exposure to pe i
 posure to pe:rj:s:jagl:;et?(:: S°f Pt:jrsons not directly commented onl.) ;;;V:‘SIU‘T;ZT;
alize to judgments of othe produce an z‘ilteration of standards that would, e
Finally, the third study irnlc’]ellsj:gsf(notldlrectly evaluated)? gener
B ractiveness i : emale subjects as well as males. Si i
A eJx (;Env::llltsahave be_en found to influence interpersonalsl;:li;f’igym;al
S opposite-sex persons (see Berscheid and Walster 2897:-

)7 € app]lcal )l] it y ()1 our 1"]( l]n S to same-
T

Method

g ( ]

Procedure. Subjects arri .
and were led to a smaJll r;o;r:zed ‘fo'r an experiment entitled “pretesting stimuli”
the conditions, two male confedntalnlng several chairs and a slide projector. In half
the back row of tw erate.s posed as subjects and always sat t . .

o rows of five chairs. The experimenter explained cgether in

As the sign-u ‘g
3 p sheets indicated, we’re i
stimuli for an experi ed, e're fnterested in having you hel s
periment will imx/):Ir\llem?sm we 11 be running at the start of nex)t, semzs]Et)elrlsV‘\,Irl-:nebt o
amouat of information \j\::'l]l;gb ho;v W(?" people judge personality fror‘n onzli)t! t::t exli
son’s face and asking th be showing people a photograph includin i
. ’ l a -
the past, howe: g them to judge the person’s overall i gony aper
, ver, that these jud personality. We've found i
tors, so we'll be aski Judgments are often influenced by other i .
We can contro] fors uzzfeyi‘:':e;‘e’ ma:(: an objective judgment of steraT;;'lr(r;:)eg‘;Z;thfac-
tographs \ ! vant factors next semester. All ri s S0
phs you’ll be rating the physical attractiveness of eac:ll ;irt, for the first 6 pho-
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Prior stimuli. Subjects were then given a sheet containing six 9-point scales
Jabeled 1 (extremely unattractive) and 9 (extremely attractive). They were further
instructed to observe each slide carefully for 40 seconds, at which point a blank
screen would appear that would signal them to make their judgment. For all condi-
tions Slides 2, 3, and 5 were held constant. These slides showed black-and-white
yearbook photographs of females previously judged to be “average” in attractive-
ness (Kenrick and Gutierres, Note 1). Half the subjects saw highly attractive slides
in Slots 1, 4, and 6, whereas the other half saw unattractive slides in these posi-
tions. Attractive and unattractive slides were also yearbook photos selected in the

same manner as the “average” photos.

Half of each group heard the confederates make
fth (average) slides. These comments were nega-

tive in the groups exposed to the high-attractive series (€.8., “What a dog,” nonver-
in the groups exposed to the low-attrac-

bal utterances of displeasure) and positive

tive series (e.g., ‘"You can set me up with her,” nonverbal utterances of attraction).
After Slide 5 had been rated, the experimenter mentioned that any comments might
influence the others in the room and asked that the subjects refrain from giving any
public responses to the stimuli. (For controls, this request was made before Slide 1

was shown.)

Confederate comments.
comments about the third and fi

After Slide 6 had been rated, subjects were told that the next
slide would be “evaluated on a completely different dimension” and were handed a
sheet that asked them to check one of seven sentences ranging from “1 would find
this person extremely desirable as a date” to “I would find this person extremely un-
desirable as a date.” Female subjects were instructed to evaluate the female as a po-
tential date for a male friend. This final photo was selected in the same manner as the
other “average” slides (2, 3, and 5) and was, like them, held constant for all subjects.’
Subjects were then fully debriefed and were probed for suspicion. All reported
having clearly heard the confederates’ comments (when they were made), and
most generally reported in informal discussion that they found them obnoxious and
did not feel they were influenced. Nevertheless, as might be expected, other males
had in several cases spontaneously joined in verbal agreement with the confeder-
ates’ comments during the experimental session. Data were therefore treated using

the group as the unit of analysis.

Target person.

on physical attractiveness within the context of the present study
it rated on a 7-point scale like that used in the first
7 = extremely attractive) by 66 undergraduates (34

sAlthough this photo was not rated
(as the other average photos used were) we did have

two studies (1 = extremely unattractive, 4 = average,
males, 32 females) from the same subject pool during the following academic year. The mean rating ob-

tained was 4.42 for this group. Note that the polarity here is reversed from that of the 7-point “dating
desirability” scale used in Study 3, and this should be read as 3.58 if one wishes to make direct compar
ison. We would suggest that the reader who chooses to do so should keep in mind that there may well be

some slippage in making such a conversion.

T
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Predictions

L. It was expected
that exposure to i :
; ! attractive timuli
tively d : prior stimuli wo
) )’It ecreafsued ratings of the target person’s dating desirability uid fead to reta-
. It was further expected th j ’
. at subjects’ rati :
Slides 3 and « o ings of the physical attracti X
oted theSd(.the ‘average slides for which comments were made) wuvl(:jnesS o
g i lrec.(tjlon of the confederates’ comments Since this woul(:iuh bear
creas ati ; . ' -
negative Commenft:s ratings of these two slides in the attractive conditiona(vs? o
dition (since mact were made here) and increased ratings in the unattractiv oo
i teraction b l: 1ve comments were made here), this would have sho soon
etwe i wn 5
3. In addition :: :le cc?nfederate comment factor and the attractiveness l;:cztl; "
s ) ere interested in seeing wheth "
indirectly enhance the infl g whether confederates’ comment
uence of the prior stimuli i s would
(by further heighteni : ulion ratings of the final targe
would also havf:;e"mg Standarfis in the attractive condition, and vice veg;s;)p e"rf?ho'n
OWn up as an interaction effect, as indicated in Prediction 2 al; is
ove.

Results

Manipulation i

. Posmgns " as(l;gcki.eldc:i)m'pansons between attractive and unattractive slides

o r,atin § 0yf " e dlfference.s significant beyond the .001 level in each

TP 3326 ande2 t:;e: attractive slides were 7.00, 7.74, and 7.82 for the

P in,d e. > 36 or the lfnattractive series, respectively. Discountin

B e 2.3, et 3 p ent.vanflbles (discussed below), the overall mean ratj "
.3, nstant slides in series) were 5.18, 5.00, and 5.51 respecr::litmlgs o

, 51, vely.

Sex of subject. Prior to the analysis usi
g oo of Prior to ysis using the whole group me: i
formed}j T;,i :r;::lz;lzissx? (iillwdmg each group into male and fegmalg sub;l::tzsvil:l: “: -
B s o o ndicated that. sex of subject yielded no main effects or inI:er-
i SUb‘ectependent vanfibles, except for ratings of Slide 5, for whichr-
e orou :m s?x was obtained, F (1, 29) = 8.26, p < .0l F(;m 1 :
active (M = 5.91) than did males (M = 5 19) . e e

Main anal i
’yses. Ratings of the tar, ’s “dati
i . the t get person’s “dating desirability”
i :;l'n effect of prior stimuli (P), F (1,14)=15.01, p< (l)(;tZy AS i
! . 5.01, .002.
ke lowerederratrit;sults,‘ subjects exposed to the attractive prior slides gail: ?"CCF; ’
i g: :t th; target person (see Table 11.1). As indicated in the Plxilclilic:-
» a significant interaction of pri imuli i
o sigr prior stimuli and c ’
o ; ri)o:mtliﬂd hfiVe indicated that the comments further enhancec(i) ltltflzderates o oot
stimuli. The F for the interaction term was less than 1, thus f:itﬁn ditrds g
, ing to sup-

port this sy, i “mnai
ggestion. The C “main effect” was also nonsignificant, F (1, 14) = 1.51

{]

t CO I’ Y
S g 4
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erate comments on ratings of prior

.1
TasLE 11 ttractiveness and confed

Influence of stimulus &
stimuli and target person, Study 3
Attractiveness of prior stimuli
Attractive Unattractive
- —— [
Confederate Confederate
Item rated comment Control comment Control
Slide 3¢ 4.63 5.08 6.04 5.00
Slide 5* 4.30 5.02 6.96 6.08
Target person® 433 4.16 3.34 278

re positive ratings of female’s beauty on a 9-point scale.

sHigher ratings indicate mo
desirability as adate on a 7-point scale.

vHigher ratings jndicate less

condition (when negative comments were made) and enhanced in the unattractive
condition (when positive comments Were made). This showed up as a significant P
% C interaction on Slide 5, F (1, 14)=4.66,p < .05, and a marginally significant
effect on Slide 3, F (1, 14)=441,p< .06 (Table 11.1).In addition, there was a sig-
nificant main effect of prior stimuli on Slide 5, F (1,14)= 25.50, p < .001, as well
as a similar trend on Slide 3,F(1,14)=391,p< .07, indicating relatively lower
ratings in the context of highly attractive stimuli.é Since confederates’ comments
should have canceled out for the C effect, Fs were, not surprisingly, less than 1 for

ratings of both Slide 3 and Slide 3.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

of the first two studies in sup-
a contrast effect phenomenon for judgments of physical at-
tractiveness. This effect occurred despite the fact that the attractive stimuli in the
first two studies were drawn from a different “universe of discourse” than that
from which the target person was drawn. To the extent that the beauty of media fe-
males may have been «discounted” due to this factor, it was not sufficient to re-
move the adverse contrast effect. Similarly, the contrary prediction based on a sim-
ple application of classical conditioning principles (i.e., that reinforcement value
of attractive photos would generalize to an average target photo in the same series)
was not borne out. This result is consistent with other findings suggesting that sim-
ple generalization of affective reactions to attraction objects is often overruled by

other (e.g., cognitive) factors (Kenrick and Johnson, 1979).

The results of Study 3 were consistent with those
porting the existence of

[
6Ratings of Slide 2 were also significantly more nega

tion1, F(1,14)=9.23,p< .01.

tive wh

en it followed an attractive slide in Pasl-
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Possible Implications

Media impa “

cuggestion thl; ¢:u r( ti}:le;tia]F"lrrah factor”).’ The present results support the
adversely affocted if we hlmpressmns of potential romantic partners will be
magazines, television, or moj!)pen o have. been recently exposed to posters
stimuli are concurrent’ly re o Show} ng highly attractive individuals (or if such
results 1o those obtained I;)e sent): Kenrlck z‘md Gutierres (Note 1) found analogous
in best.selling magazines r;,husmg stlmul‘l randomly chosen from advertisements
femates are Tndocd se]e(;t. ) eir resulfs indicated, not surprisingly, that medi

hvsical . ed from a highly skewed distribution i "
physical attractiveness. with regard to

Whether our obtai
sent series of stu:it:;n:iv ::f?fcts are long lasting cannot be determined from the pre-
<6l be of some conséquenc ; :v.u;h effc?cts are very short-lived, however, they could
meet amale immediately fou;,:,]inlgle:rcé?fi;l;eedeSirabi]ity of females who happen to
est in this regard is a recent study by Snyder ’f;’OSure to such media. Of some inter-
suggests that initial j > Tanke, and Berscheid (19 i
e i i s e e
tive actually c . SRS argets who were perceived to _
Lo regargedaz::ea :;al::il:/aeveFm a less fnen.dly and likable manner than ?:r;:t?t\:rz:o
physical attractiveness of a.c uriher there is other research showing that the judged
ing further interacti ) omputer date actually determines the likelihood of -

Thos. ot ue i rrfalgo‘n with that person (Walster et al., 1966) ok
i s, ine a scenario involving a college- ' .
jects in our firs i . ge-age male who, lik _
unusually beautti fsl:;l?g;nl:] engrossed in an episode of a television show cilzl::i:?:
by, especially given the o n tho Ceptral roles (the examples are not hard to comg
ducers to place very hi ll;lecent Con.scK)us and concerted effort of TV network pr y
duced to 2 neighb 3’ Whgo h); attractive women in starring roles). He is briefly inF:rg:
Our data suggest that his imlr?e:.s to be a female of average physical attractiveness
sirability will be lower than e ll?te assess.ment of her attractiveness and dating de-.
Dion (1977, he might be exmlg t otherwise be the case. Based on the findings of
her (thus retarding any retu Pethe ato ‘?Ubsequent]y reduce his visual attention to
B it 2150 oct in ot manm o hlS‘ a-da‘Ptation level” to mundane levels). He
part, following Snyder et al. ?;;;;)toa;n;ul]m demonstrations of friendliness on. her
her in the future, in line with the ﬁnliingsi):c\)hzels]teesrse]tﬂ;leb(/lt;6s66)ek o nteract with

Individual dj
i . g
judgment in otheﬁ::::':;gz':t h::tor: of exposure. Research on perceptual
both the immedi \ s that the judgment of a stimulus is determi
€xperience w??l:az’Stlr?'u'-us context and by a “pooled” estimate of th: j?ll;lm]el?ed >
imuli in the same realm of discourse (Helson 1964g 1891;?8t
4 ’ ).

-

TThis term wi i
as coined by thy i H B
B e c Yy the editors of Human Behavior m ine (Fi
fec have been investigating in this series of studii:sawor "gazine (February (979 issue) for the




———

160  Social Cognition

vast history of exposure to female facial stimuli,
3 could only be seen as having a transitory im-

pact, likely to be erased by relatively short exposure to real-world females. Never-
theless, given a tendency to selectively attend to and actively seek visual exposure
to highly beautiful females (Dion, 1977), our results suggest the possibility that
“chronic” standards for physical attractiveness may be somewhat inflated, particu-
larly among individuals who are exposed to relatively more mass media (whose
pooled estimate of a facial stimulus is based on a highly skewed and “nonrepresen-
tative” sample). Note in this regard that there is evidence that the average adoles-
cent in this society has spent more time watching television than in school (Gerb-
ner and Gross, 1976).
We have focused our discussion thus far on the effects of media beauty, but it
should also be pointed out that our results have potential implications for other
realms as well. For instance, some individuals may be chronically exposed to un-
usually high levels of attractiveness by virtue of their occupation (e.g-, airline
pilots, bartenders in Playboy clubs, professors at UCLA, and so on). If these indi-

viduals are themselves unattractive, the effects of such exposure may be particu-
larly adverse, leading to the adoption of unrealistically high standards and conse-
quent dissatisfaction with those females actually available to them and likely to be
interested in them (at least according to the “matching” hypothesis; Berscheid and

Walster, 1974).2

Given the male college student’s
the manipulations in Studies 2 and

Cognitive influences. Social psychologists have recently shown renewed in-
terest in studying subjects’ phenomenological reconstructions of the social situa-
tions they are faced with. Social behavior seems to be influenced not simply by “ob-
jective” environmental stimuli but also by the subjects’ tendency to interpret these
stimuli, selectively attend to them, and selectively recall them (e.g., Berkowitz,

1978; Snyder and Uranowitz, 1978). When the present research is considered in the

light of such findings, some additional researchable implications unfold. Given the

rewarding nature of attractiveness, individuals may well selectively notice the atyp-
jcally attractive persons in their environments and selectively recall them (perhaps
even actively generating images of such persons in their absence). Thus, an individ-
ual whose everyday activities expose himorhertoa “representative” sample of 0p-
posite-sex persons may nevertheless construct a “biased” adaptation level.

1t should be noted at this point that we have not elucidated the cognitive media-

tors undérlying our obtained effect. Although such a question is not relevant for the

social implications we have touched on, it would be of some theoretical interest 0
investigate the cognitive processes responsible for our effect. It seems unlikely, for
instance, that contrast effects obtained in this realm (and in other realms of social
judgment) are due to “receptor fatigue,” as the analogous effects obtained with
purely sensory phenomena might be (Helson, 1964), unless one posits 2 relatively

J— ]

8Qur thanks to an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.
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central and higher order mechani
. anism for such jud
lanat o . judgments. On the othe
Eanm)tl(;l; 1]n tt.arms of “scale usage” effects (e.g., Anderson, 1975; Parr:ar‘]d., an ex-
al with the results of Studies 1 and 2 and must be ’( ; ucci, 1965)
account for the results of Study 3. stretched a great deal to

Influence of Peer Evaluations on Attractiveness Judgments

In addition to demo ing indi
nstrating indirect conte i
. xtual influe ;
tractiveness, the : - nces on judgments of at-
odements vl I.'e?:llllts of the third study indicated that information rfgardin o
R ~conf0r influence eyaluatlons of physical beauty. Subjects’ jud She
Since subjouts' ::i to evaluative comments expressed by confederates ithhisg :tls:ins
gments were private in this ' Y
. case, these resul
an instance of w ults would seem
e opposed 1o “:at Deyts:h anfl Gerard (1955) have referred to as “informati N t;i
D el l?;rgatlve social influence. This latter effect would also see0 o
-l seem
ters are strongl in; analogs. It. has been noted that initial preinteraction encouto
ten such first vi);u X uenced by visual characteristics (Levinger, 1974), and very I;
al encounters are accompani : ' ’ ot
the target individual’ . panied by friends’ explicit evaluati
it Sgee klirrlldmdual s attractiveness. In fact, students can oftre)n be obsuano; oo
. e -
. rilgser e;?luat:lons of the attractiveness of potential romantic I::rt o
tonships have progressed to : ners
level of “surface contact” what Levinger (1974) has termed the
The results of Stud
y 3 showed only a direct eff
bysical affracti . ct effect of confederates’ comm
Zbﬁity were if)tt];lefr‘lless judgments, whereas general “standards” for datin er(lits o
e to poers it ; 'l:;nced by t.hese comments. It is possible that long-teni ezslr_
general effect, but Et:tlxe :r very high or very low “standards” would result in a mz:e_
» resent methodology (in whi
uated b y (in which only two fema
y the peer models) does not allow for any such determination les were eval-

uence of Media Depictions of Males on Females’ Judgment

The present seri i

amacﬁsenesst ;:Sne: :ef Stlllldles used only female target persons. Although physical
gy hgeid ra 1y been found to be more important for females than for
1966) am-;ctiveness N :t al,, 1971; Efran, 1974; Stroebe et al., 1971; Walster et al

These sams st forsi::ott been found to be insignificant for men, by any means.’
T ,for ! 1s ance, have shown physical attractiveness to be signiﬁ:
it lthosh fompies Coa ‘es as well, and Berscheid and Walster (1974) point out
- idgmenns rflsnstently report .physical attractiveness to be less impor-
iy Comrad.i Cci males, the findings with regard to behavioral measures
se.m findings sould hos eors)i’ ,.:15,’ ?yr;e et' al., 1979), It seems likely that the pre-
B e i (o1 empirically ver f;ren;) ications for judgments of males, although
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