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How has television affected the American
home? What do viewers themselves think
about this extraordinary medium of com-
munication? And—perhaps most impor-
tant of all—how do their opinions about
television relate to their viewing habits?

The great debate over these funda-
mental questions continues unabated —
indeed, the very intensity of the debate
is in itself a measure of the hold which
television has on the minds and behavior
of viewers and non-viewers alike.

The present study is the first com-
prehensive and definitive effort to provide
some factual and objective information
on these issues, by examining and report-
ing how Americans use the medium of
television and what they think about it. It
is based on one of the most thorough na-
tional surveys on the subject ever under-
taken. Conducted at the Bureau of
Applied Social Research of Columbia
University, the survey employs the most
advanced techniques of modern social
research.

Are Americans generally satisfied or
dissatisfied with the programs they see on
television? What about the present ratio
of entertainment to information? Do they
watch selectively, and if so, what do they
select? How do they feel about the amount
of time they spend in front of the set?
What are their concerns about their chil-
dren’s viewing? What are their true atti-
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tudes toward commercials? To what extent
do education. parenthood. income. and
(surprisingly) religion affect people’s at-
titudes toward television and their use of
it? How do the program preferences they
express correspond with what they actually
choose—in hours when they have achoice?
These are some of the provocative
and fascinating areas of opinion and be-
havior that are illuminated by Dr. Gary
A. Steiner in this study. Dr. Steiner has
assembled a vast amount of data and has
analyzed it lucidly. The book develops the
implications of the study and prepares the
way for future inquiries. In short. it pro-
vides a factual platform from which the
great debate about television must subse-
quently go forward. As such. it is not only
important reading for social scientists and
members of the bro dcasting commnunity
but also fascinating and informative read-
ing ‘or the general public.
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Gary A. Stemner

From the Foreword

“This book .. .sets forth an important set of facts about the public’s
reaction to, feelings about, and uses of television . . .it sets down, in
my judgment, an important set of findings about audience response
that are supported by scientific evidence rather than personal pref-
erence. The findings are relevant to the great public issues involved,
and they should be taken into account by the debaters of all sides,
regardless of how congenial they may be to a particular position.
There may be no disputing tastes, in the sense that partisans cannot
easi'y be viought to change their minds, but there is no disputing facts
ot with better facts. That seems to me the contribution of this
book: it presents an array of fucts about people’s use of television
that removes some aspects of the debate from further controversy.”
BERNARD BERELSON
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Foreword

For aBouT fifteen years now, television has been at, or close to, the
center of attention in America. The people have been watching television,
and the critics, commentators, and educators have been watching the
people watching television. On the whole, the one has liked what it saw;
the other, not.

Anything attracting so much attention and taking up so much time
is bound to come in for close scrutiny in a society as open and as self-
conscious as ours. So it is no wonder that, just as it has taken over their
audiences, television has taken over from radio and the movies as a sub-
ject of controversy and debate: Is it good? Is it good enough? Can it
be better? Should it be better? How should it be run? Who is responsible?
Is it ruining American taste, morality, values? Is it sufficiently uplifting
or only Playtime U.S.A.?

This running debate has been especially intense over the past few
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years, since the quiz scandals and the charges about “the vast waste-
land.” In the main, it has rested on two differing approaches: differing
judgments about the proper values to be used in appraising television,
and their appropriate weights; and differing assumptions about the facts.

As for the values: To what extent should television be judged as
an educational medium or an entertainment medium? How much should
audience preferences be taken into account in determining what is on?
How can we adjudicate among the preferences of audiences of different
composition and size? What public ends should television be asked to
serve? Such questions are not only complicated but are invested with
ethical and aesthetic, economic and political, considerations; in the end,
they represent personal judgments of taste and social values. It is impor-
tant to clarify such issues and, if not build agreement, as least know
where the disagreements lie and what. they are based on. As anyone who
has ever been involved in this debate knows, such issues are not easy to
discuss constructively even among men of good will and selfless interest.
In. any case, this book does not address itself directly to such matters—
though it has an indirect contribution to make that is, in my view, of
considerable substance.

What this book does deal with directly is the second source of
difference: the facts of the matter. It sets forth an important set of facts
about the public’s reaction to, feelings about, and uses of television. To
the extent that the protagonists make assumptions about these facts—
and various sides do make opposing assumptions, each to its own ben-
efit—to that extent this volume does speak directly to the case. For it
sets down, in my judgment, an important set of findings about audience
response that are supported by scientific evidence rather than personal
preference. The findings are relevant to the great public issues involved,
and they should be taken into account by the debaters of all sides,
regardless of how congenial they may be to a particular position. There
may be no disputing tastes, in the sense that partisans cannot easily be
brought to change their minds, but there is no disputing facts except
with better facts. That seems to me the contribution of this book:
it presents an array of facts about people’s use of television that re-
moves some aspects of the debate from further controversy. It provides
a factual platform from which the debate must subsequently go
forward.

I say “must” because I believe that until better or full evidence
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is produced, the protagonists have to accept Dr. Steiner’s determination
of the answers to such questions as these: How devoted are the people
to television? To what extent do they think they are dependent on it?
How guilty do they feel about how much or what they watch? What are
their real concerns about their children’s viewing? How selective in their
watching are people of different educational levels? How do their atti-
tudes toward particular programs relate to their feelings about viewing
in general? How much satisfaction is there with television programming
in general, and with one’s own favorite programs? How fully or con-
sistently do the rank-and-file critics of television practice what they
preach? How do the viewing practices of the critics differ from those of
the criticized, if at all?

Unless one takes the position that how the audience feels has
nothing to do with what television ought to be, it seems to me that one
test of the seriousness of the debaters’ intentions is the degree to which
these facts are considered—all of them, and not simply those that
happen to support any particular position. For some findings of this
study can be taken to support or oppose practically every position taken
in the current discussion over the state of television. Both those who
believe that the present system is the best of all possible systems and
those who believe it the worst will find things in this study to please and
to displease them. The study will have served one of its purposes—and
it is an important social purpose—if its results are accepted for what
they are and, in time to come, constitute an agreed-upon foundation for
the continuing discussion of what the facts “mean.” Certainly nothing in
this book will settle any of the important issues revolving around
American television, but everything in it is aimed at clarifying, verifying,
discriminating, the facts about the audience.

In my view, Dr. Steiner has done as good a study of the audience,
of this kind, as exists in the literature of communications research. The
inquiry was carefully planned and skillfully carried out. Dr. Steiner has
added a number of ingenious innovations to such inquiries—for exam-
ple, in his application of projective devices to a mass survey and his
use of word lists. Furthermore, and perhaps even more important, he
developed a quasi-experimental test of the correspondence between
what people say about television and what they do about it, in a supple-
mentary study of the responses of a special sample on whose viewing
habits he has independent data. In such respects, he shows the distinctive
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contributions the professional psychologist can bring to a field usually
investigated from the standpoint of public opinion.

A few years ago I had occasion to make some critical remarks
about the present state of communications research. Had this study been
available then, I would have had to qualify a part of what I said. Accord-
ingly, it is a matter of professional as well as personal gratification that
this study was done under the sponsorship of the Bureau of Applied
Social Research, Columbia University, when I was its Director. The
Bureau has a tradition of research in this field, and in my view Dr.
Steiner has added to it a most worthy study.

This inquiry was first proposed in 1955 by Dr. Frank Stanton,
president of the Columbia Broadcasting System and himself a pioneer
in communications research. Dr. Stanton urges, as he later told the
F.C.C,, that “we embark on a comprehensive, impartial nationwide study
of what the public wants from television and what it means to the public.
We need the answer to the most difficult and vexing questions, on which
public opinion of all degrees should be solicited, as to the role of tele-
vision in our society.” I am grateful to Dr. Stanton and his colleagues at
the Columbia Broadcasting System for recognizing the need for this
study, providing the financial support, and allowing the Bureau full
freedom in its planning and execution. I am also grateful to the Uni-
versity of Chicago for enabling Dr. Steiner, a member of the faculty
of the Graduate School of Business there, to conduct this inquiry.

I can only hope that the research community, the broadcasting
industry, the government officers involved, the critics and the commen-
tators, and all other parties interested in the present and the future of
this most powerful of communications media—that each will see in this
study of television, as I do, a large body of informed findings for their
consideration and their reflection.

BERNARD BERELSON

August 15, 1962
Irvington-on-Hudson, New Y ork
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Introduction

TELEVISION, like most matters invested with the public interest, has had
more critics and supporters than scholars; and those who view with
alarm, as well as those who take pride in its nightly audience assume
an enormous if unspecified impact on America, its families, and its future.

The hopes and fears have often been boundless, and long-lived. As
early as 1938, over a decade before the real beginning of home television,
a distinguished commentator on the American scene wrote:

I believe TV is going to be the test of the modern world, and
that in this new opportunity to see beyond the range of our
vision we shall discover cither a new and unbearable disturb-
ance of the general peace or a saving radiance in the sky. We
shall stand or fall by TV-—of that | am quite sure.!

TE. B. White: “Removal.” July 1938, quoted in Harper's Magazine, September
1960.
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Twelve years later, in 1950, the great test began in earnest. The number
of television homes had risen from 1 million to nearly 4 million during
the previous year alone, leading a contemporary reviewer to conclude:

It may be a reflection on our sense of values, but the sundered

atom is far behind the TV tube as the greatest technological

influence on the daily lives of millions of Americans.?
And this at a time when coverage was still confined to one home in ten.

The growth continued at a phenomenal rate. By the end of 1950
there were 9 million TV homes; the next year, 15; then 20; and so on
until, in January 1961, 47 of our 53 million homes had one or more
sets. And throughout this time, the average daily use, calculated on 365
days a year, rises from four and a half to five hours. During the winter it
approaches, and in some months exceeds, six hours per day per set. That
bears repeating: if we count every home with television and every day
of the week, the average during the peak season comes to six hours of
use per day per set.? The sheer arithmetic weight of the fact that 90 per
cent of our homes average over one third of each waking day with the
television set on is at the core of the issue, however drawn. Most of
the things that are true of television are true either because of or in spite
of this statistic; it is at the base of much of today’s concern with the
medium, and implicit in most of the rest.

In the public forum the focus of discussion has now shifted, under-
standably, from initial awe with the technical scope, growth, and potential
of the medium, to its content and use. But the public discussion still runs
to superlatives: the implications are rarely less than “far-reaching.”

The major issues seem to lie in the nature of programming, the degree
of public consumption, and the projected personal and national con-
sequences. Much interest focuses on the relationship between entertain-
ment and information—the relative amounts wanted by the public, needed
by the nation, provided by the broadcasters—as well as the aesthetic
level of television fare—what it is, what it should be, whe is to say.4

2 M. C. Faught: “Television—An Interim Summing Up.” Saturday Review of
Literature, August 26, 1950.

4 What “‘use” means, we shall come to. Technically, it means only that the
set is turned on and drawing electricity. What else it consumes and produces is
one of the questions of this study.

4 For a discussion of the major positions on these issues, see Bernard Berelson:
“The Great Debate on Cultural Democracy,” pp. 147-68 in Donald N. Barrett
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The Present Purpose

Thus, from its inception through its growth (and no doubt into the
future), television, its programs, and its public have been subjects of
widespread interest and speculation. Our purpose is to pause at this point
in the life of the medium and take empirical stock—to formulate some
of the major questions in fairly precise and hopefully objective terms and
to supply, if not answers, at least substantial clues.

The emphasis in this study is on the attitudes and feelings associated
with the television set and what is on it. We accept the general findings
of the rating services with respect to the incidence of viewing and its
temporal and geographic distribution.® By and large, this study speaks not
to such specific, of who, when, and how much, but to underlying questions
of why. To list just a few of these:

In their own eyes, what does the phenomenon of television

mean to the American people? What place has it come to oc-

cupy in their lives and how does it relate to other things they do

—for amusement, for relaxation, for information, for a living?

In short, what kind of activity is watching television?

And how do people feel about the industry and the job it

is doing? Are they happy with the present program level and

mix? Is the public aware of any imbalance, of needs and de-

sires served inadequately or not at all? Are there recognized or

implied areas of untapped potential?
More specifically, how do viewers react to various types

of programs and commercials? How does their chosen diet re-

late to the proportions offered on the menu; how and to what

extent do they actually select? Which specific entries are favor-

ites, or especially memorable, or notorious? Can the underlying

elements that seem to attract, repel, or bore the audience be

isolated?

(ed.): Values in America (University of Notre Dame Press, 1961); abridged
version in Studies in Public Communication, No. 3, 1961 (University of Chicago).
A symposium on the topic with contributions by Hannah Arendt, Ernest van der
Haag, Edward Shils, Frank Stanton, et «l. appears in Daedalus, Vol. 89 (Spring
1960).

3 Not without reservation, and not to the last percentage point, but certainly
in the broad picture they present. How much difference does it make, in the con-
sideration of television in toto, if the ratings are reduced by 20 or even 40 per cent?
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Finally, and perhaps of greatest importance, we consider all such
questions against two touchstones:

First, how does the abstract and general “Viewing Public”
divide into real and distinct viewing publics? What are the areas

of general agreement, and where are people of clearly divided

or opposing frames of mind? And when there is more than one
point of view, how many people adhere to each, and who are
they?

Second, how do their expressed attitudes and feelings
relate to their actual behavior with respect to the television set?
Is there a simple equation between what they say and what they
do, or arc there discrepancies of practical as well as academic
concern?

Our Point of View

By inquiring into such questions, we inevitably deal with issues
related to the current debate about television in particular and “cultural
democracy” in general. Even the largest set of objective-scientific blind-
ers cannot obscure implications of questions so intimately tied to contro-
versies of policy. That findings from this and other serious studies are
germane to the dialectic is proper, and intended. But we trust that our
position is self-evident; namely, to report relevant data, and all of jt—
neither in support of nor in answer to any particular camp, but hopefully
interesting and important to all.

If this book speaks for anyone, we would like to think that it speaks
for the audience(s)—not on behalf of, but in echo to. To the extent that
we have measured what we set out to measure, these pages should reflect
the point of view of the viewer. It is his responses that constitute the data.

In attempting to measure and describe the public’s reactions to tele-
vision, we do not mean to condone or condemn. We believe simply that
an empirical reading on such feelings and attitudes is of intrinsic interest
to the student of mass communications, and certainly relevant to in-
formed and productive discussion of the issues.

The Design of the Study

Our information comes primarily from two sources:

The National Survey In March and April of 1960, we completed
. personal interviews with a national sample of 2498 adults, aged eighteen
to over seventy, in as many homes. Both the sampling procedure and the
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results we obtained on such factors of known distribution as age and
education indicate that findings can be generalized to the population with
confidence. (Details of the sample design appear in the Appendix.)

Two hundred seven of the interviews occurred in homes that had
no television set at the time; 71 of the respondents in no-TV homes
said they “‘never watch,” while the remainder reported viewing elsewhere.
So 2427 viewers are our principal informants.

The field work was conducted by two organizations: The National
Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago and Elmo Roper
and Associates. Each was to provide an independently selected and ad-
ministered national sample of 1250.

There were two main reasons for this split in interviewing: to get
the field work done as quickly as possible and to provide the various
methodological and statistical safeguards inherent in two independent
samples. (The replication may also be of technical interest to survey
rescarchers.)

Comparison revealed small and mostly mechanical differences in the
two sets of results. The substantive findings were almost always the same,
so the findings throughout the book are presented for the total sample,
undifferentiated by interviewing organization. Appendix tables show-
ing responses for the major questions divided by interviewing service
document the degree of consistency between the two samples.

Interviewing was concentrated in the evening and on weekends in
order to avoid a heavy proportion of daytime stay-at-homes. On the
assumption that there would probably be a strong relationship between
attitudes toward television and the amount of time spent at home, we
restricted all interviews with men, and half of those with women, to hours
when a large percentage of the population is normally at home.*

This plan still did not completely avoid selective sampling, as it
obviously underrepresents pcople who tend to go out evenings and week-
ends. To the extent that the tendency to spend evenings and weekends at
home is related to TV use and to feelings about the medium, our results
will be somewhat affected by this sampling influence.

6 Men found at home on weekdays would be atypical., probably especially so
when it comes to television. And, in general, the amount of time people spend at
home—by choice or by necessity—probably has a lot to do with how they feel
about television. Homebodies have more occasion and use for watching and. con-
versely, people who like TV more are more apt to stay home in order to watch it.
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The Interview Itself: The interview was solicited on the doorstep,
and conducted immediately in the respondent’s home." Interviewers intro-
duced themselves and the study with as little specific information as the
respondent would allow. In no case did they indicate that the interview
dealt with television, since the questionnaire was designed to sccure some
responses before that focus became apparent. When pressed for the sub-
ject of the interview, they said something vague about “how people spend
their time” and then led directly into the first question: “For example,
think of the way you spend an ordinary day . . . what part of the day do
you enjoy most?” It was important to avoid any mention of television or
other mass media at this point, since the carly questions depended on
respondent naiveté in this respect.

If questioned regarding sponsorship, the interviewers were instructed
to mention, in all cases, the threc affiliations: The Bureau of Applied
Social Research, Columbia University; EImo Roper and Associates, and
NORC. We thought that perhaps the sole mention of a university, of a
well-known polling organization, or of an academic research center might
produce different types of response bias, so rather than have various inter-
views differentially affected, we decided to introduce the same, mixed
cffects in all cases. If answers in such interviews do indeed tend to gravi-
tate toward the “intercsts” of the sponsoring organization as seen by the
respondent, our “sponsorship bias,” if any, is probably toward “intellec-
tual criticism” of television.

Interviews were conducted according to the questionnaire shown in
the Appendix.? It proceeds from general to specific issues, by means of
“open-cnded” and “pre-coded” questions, a variety of rating scales,
word lists, and other instruments. In open-ended questions, respondents
are cntirely free to answer in their own words; e.g.: “How do you feel
about television in general?” Interviewers record the answer verbatim, or
as faithfully as possible, and we later classify, or “‘code,” responses into
what appear to be meaningful categories. In “pre-coded” questions, re-

7 One modification was introduced by Roper only: after the initial portion of
the interview, respondents were given their choice of completing the interview on
the spot or arranging a future date. (Details in Appendix.)

8 As elaborated in the Appendix, several questions were asked in various forms
of different subsamples. In order to equalize the alternate forms, there were six-
teen versions of the questionnaire in all, with a common core of questions, but in
various combinations of additional and alternative queries.
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spondents select from a list of alternative replies provided by the inter-
viewer; e.g.: “Would you say there are enough, not enough, or too many
educational programs?”

The average interview lasted about two hours, far beyond the
typical in-the-house interview without an appointment; this in itself is
testimony to the intrinsic interest of the subject matter. The order of
areas probed in the interview (not the specific questions asked) is as
follows:

General evaluation
how important is television?
how good or bad a job is the industry doing?

Television in context
other leisure activities
other mass media

Watching television
reasons for watching
satisfactions and frustrations

The programs
general level of satisfaction
specific favorites, disliked programs

Children
advantages and disadvantages of TV

Commercials
general reaction
specific likes and dislikes

Miscellaneous
pay TV, quiz scandals, channel or network images

Classification data
personal and demographic characteristics

The interested reader may take a few minutes at this point to glance
through the questionnaire, but it is not necessary in order to follow the
discussion.

Timing: Finally, a few words are neceded about the choice and the
implications of the April-May 1960 interviewing period.
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First, with respect to the general TV climate at that time, we in-
herited, for better or for worse (probably the latter), whatever changes
in public response were produced by the notoriety of the quiz scan-
dals that reached their climax with Charles Van Doren’s confession in
November 1959.

We assume that whatever influences persisted until April are regarded
more accurately as “real” or lasting effects of the scandals than as tempo-
rary response biases reflecting an unusual situation then in the limelight.
If some temporary effects did in fact persist throughout April, then our
results are biased in a negative direction, since few people were more
favorably disposed toward the medium as a result of the disclosures.

In other respects, 1959-60 was a “‘normal” season for TV—devoid
of the problems and the opportunitics created for the medium and its
viewers in times of extraordinary coverage. There were no national elec-
tions or conventions; no wars or police actions started or ended; no
McCarthy or Kefauver hearings and no space flights. The major special
coverage of the season was the Winter Olympics. There were no im-
portant technical innovations in the medium itself. And of course, these
interviews prcceded and therefore fail to measure the effects of two
major events on the television scene: the Kennedy-Nixon debates and
Newton Minow."

With regard to the specific dates of the field work, several con-
siderations dictated an carly spring survey. We had postponed the
interviewing from January to April in order to avoid an overriding pre-
occupation with the quiz issue, since our goal was to accumulate
comprehensive base-line data on television, not reactions to that par-
ticular crisis.

Moreover, April is late enough in the year for viewers to have full
acquaintance with the season’s offerings and still not far enough into
spring for outdoor interests and fill-in programming to have cut into
regular TV habits and attitudes. Finally, April is sufficiently removed
from the holiday season to avoid the influence of whatever special re-
actions to the medium or to being interviewed arise at that time.

This completes our description of the first, and major, source of
our data. Now for the second, which gives us an important check on
these survey responses.

 For detailed reference, the three network schedules during the interviewing period
appear in Appendix B,
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The American Research Bureau (ARB) Sample The practical as
well as the theoretical significance of expressed attitudes depends largely
on how they relate to actual behavior, yet it is virtually impossible io
develop a single test or interview that yields both pieces of information
without bias. If evaluations of the medium are elicited first, that may in-
fluence subsequent reports of viewing, and vice versa. Once people report
watching a certain program regularly, they are likely to find some good
things to say about it. Or, conversely, if a respondent begins by describing
programming as trash aimed at five-year-old intellects, he may under-
estimate the extent of his own viewing in subsequent questions. The ARB
analysis represents our approach to this problem.

ARB provides a rating service based on the diary method: people
keep a detailed record of what they watch on TV. We followed up 300
people who had participated in such an ARB television rating panel three
to six months previously, so that we had diaries reporting their complete
viewing for a one-week period, We now interviewed them with essentially
the same questionnaire used in the national survey, in an independent
study unrelated to their previous ARB participation so far as the respond-
ents knew.

The objective was to get some idea of how to interpret verbal
responses of the type collected in our survey, by comparing them with
independently assessed viewing patterns of the respondent. Is a respond-
ent who says there should be more informational programming more likely
to watch a documentary than somebody who says there is already enough
or too much enlightenment on the air? When opera and horse-opera com-
pete, how do viewers’ actual selections relate to their stated preferences?
In short, as gauged by their own viewing behavior, how much do the
various factions mean what they say?

The ARB respondents were all in the New York City metropolitan
area, because that was, at the time, the only market with enough avail-
able diaries recording viewing by individuals, not merely by household.
They were interviewed from the middle to the end of May, or about one
month after the national survey.

The delay was not part of the design, but a practical necessity.
Slight changes in attitudes toward the medium may have intervened, but
they would be of no real concern to the major purpose of the analysis.
The object of the ARB study is not to generalize the questionnaire results
per se, but only something of the reluationship between interview results
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and actual viewing. For example: the number of people who agree that
there is “not enough information” may change by a few percentage points;
but that should not affect the essential comparison between the viewing
habits of those who agree and those who disagree.

At any rate, a more serious limitation may exist in the geographic
restriction of the ARB sample. The extent of consistency or inconsistency
between New Yorkers’ expressed attitudes and viewing behavior may be
greater, less, or of a different type than that, say, of Nebraskans. At the
same time, the more varied New York TV menu—then seven channels,
all commercial—offers some interesting choices not found in Nebraska,
and this allows us to put these viewers to a more sensitive test.

We take the ARB sample as an interesting and important first step
toward the ultimately necessary behavioral validation of verbal reports
regarding TV, or for that matter, any other “socially loaded” issue.

The Nature of the Report

It remains to say something of the nature and organization of
the book.

First, a sweeping hedge: the major portion of this report is devoted
to a presentation and discussion of the key findings—and only the key
findings-—of the two studies. The technical appendix includes some more-
detailed survey results and the methodological specifics of sampling,
interviewing procedure, and so on.

The technical reader will quickly realize that we touch on the high
points and not much more. The data we collected allow a great many
more intensive, sophisticated, and possibly significant analyses not under-
taken in this report. This arises partly out of the interests of time and
timeliness, and partly out of the belief that the general reader’s concern
is chiefly with the main-line findings, and not equally with the various
special issues on which the data may bear.

At any rate, the results are in, the IBM cards are punched, and
further, more specific analyses will follow. This overview not only stands
on its own as a report on the central findings; in addition, it can serve as
a starting point for later, intensive investigation of particular issues.

As for organization, we divide *“television” into three closely related
but distinct sets of considerations:

Part I: Overview—Television as a Medium To begin, we hear the
viewer on the subject of “television in general.” Here we deal with the
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public’s over-all response to this relatively new and ubiquitous part of the
American scene. How does the medium as such rate—in absolute terms
and in comparison with other developments and services?

Part II: Television as Viewing Next we turn to viewing as an
activity. What is it like to watch television; what satisfactions and frustra-
tions are involved beyond reactions to specific programs? Each medium
of communication—books, car radio, legitimate stage—offers and de-
mands certain things of its audience. What are the personal and social
rewards of televiewing? What are the costs?

Part I11: Television as Content Finally, there is the content itself.
the programs and commercials—past, present, and potential. Here we
focus on viewer response to programming and advertising—in toto, by
category or type, and by some specifics.

Each of these Parts builds on what has gone before, and the analysis
becomes more complex and detailed as we go along.

Finally, for the technical reader, a word about statistical tests of
significance—or rather, about their absence. Because survey data yield-
ing innumerable and unenumerated comparisons are difficult to treat
within the classical statistical framework, and because our purpose was
point estimation and not hypothesis testing, we made no attempt to apply
standard “significance” models. Further, we have in this case an empir-
ical answer to one of the conceptual foundations of the significance
question: to what extent would another sample have yielded similar
results? That information appears, directly, in the NORC-Roper com-
parisons. (For a more detailed discussion, see Technical Note on Statis-
tical Inference in Appendix D.)






PART 1

Overview:

Television

As a Medium






“TV is wonderful—just wonderful. Why, TV has
brought me the whole world. I just love it. I love
everything. I love to see our President, that’s some-
thing I could never do. And I love the stories and the
westerns. I just love every minute. It's the most thrill-
ing thing of my life.”

“TV engineers are going to roast in hell till eternity
as a result of what they have done.”

AT THE START of 1946, about as many homes had television sets as had
newborn triplets: there are no precise figures on either frequency, but
each is estimated below 5000. Today, 90 per cent of our households have
their own sets, and use them an average of five to six hours a day. So the
overt acceptance of the medium has been obvious and virtually universal.
How do people feel about this change in their lives?

Our concern in this section is with the general public’s over-all
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response to the medium. In subsequent chapters we divide and analyze.
We distinguish viewing as such from programming; westerns from
public affairs, and even westerns from other westerns. But to start the
story, it helps to stake out the general place accorded television by the
public. When the people look at television over-all, what do they see?

The appraisal proceeds along two lines:

First, how important is television to its audience; how much do
people care, one way or another?

Second, how satisfied is the public with television? How does the
medium rate, by whatever criteria the viewers themselves choose to
apply?

All of the questions designed to bear on these issues occurred at
the beginning of the interview, before interest was focused on television.
This makes it possible to assess the spontaneous level of awareness and
concern with the medium, and it also insures a certain objectivity in
evaluative responses.



Chapter 1

IMPORTANCE:
THE DAILY SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE SET

As AN EASY introduction to the interview, and in order to get some
indication of the importance of television in the daily routine, we began
with this open-ended question:

Q. 1A “First, think of the way you spend an ordinary day—ijust a
typical weekday when nothing special is happening. What part
of the day do you enjoy most?”

SET OWNERS NON-OWNERS

Men Women Men Women

Evening* 62% 44% 41% 29%
Afternoon 8 25 13 24
Morning 12 17 21 37
Noon, Mid-day 7 7 11 5
Bedtime 1 1 4 0
Don’t enjoy anything 0 0 0 2
NA, DK 10 6 10 3
Base: 100% = 1099 1189 111 96

*In this and subsequent tables, headings in iralics indicate pre-coded
alternatives. Categories of answers to open-ended questions such as
these are shown in this type.



20 OVERVIEW: TELEVISION AS A MEDIUM

The difference between the general population of set owners and
the 207 non-owners (9 per cent of the sample) seems striking. Fewer
of the latter find the evening the most enjoyable part of the day; more
of them mention the morning, and they cite more *“active” sources of
enjoyment in general. But subtle causal or psychological interpretations
are precluded by important demographic differences between the two
groups (see Appendix Table 2). Our non-owners are concentrated in
the lower-educated, lower-income, laboring and rural groups. Thus,
most of them appear to be without TV mainly on economic or situational
grounds,

But the general pattern is clear. Taking it easy after work or when
the chores are done is the favorite part of the ordinary day for most
people. Some women get time to relax a little earlier than most men,
but both sexes concentrate responses on the later hours, and chiefly
because they provide leisure:!

Q. IB ‘“What makes that part of the day particularly enjoyable?”

SET OWNERS NON-OWNERS

Work done, relax 54% 42%
Watch television 25 3
Be with family 18 10
Kids out of the way 10 5
Read 9 13
Gardening, outdoor 8 13
Hobbies, crafts 7 7
Work, housework 7 8
Feel fresh 6 18
Visit, talk to friends 6 6
Outside activities 4 2
Eat 4 2
Radio 1 5
Music 1 2
Other 5 9
NA, DK 6 7

Base: 100% = 2291 207
NOTE: Percentages add to more than 100% because of multiple re-
sponses.

1 The full breakdown of what is enjoyed, according to the time of day mentioned,
appears in Appendix Table 1. The pattern is as expected: “feeling fresh,” “out-
door” and “work” satisfactions are referred to the earlier hours; “relaxing” and the
leisure pursuits are concentrated in the later parts of the day.
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Incidentally, these reasons are generally similar for men and women
within each group—except for one category: “Kids out of the way,”
which is mentioned by about 15 per cent of the women as against only
1 per cent of the men!

At any rate, among those who have sets at home, watching tele-
vision is the single specific activity (beyond just “taking it easy”) most
frequently named in connection with the most enjoyed part of the day.
The association is somewhat stronger among women, and it rises stead-
ily as the day progresses:

Of the men This percentage Of the women This percentage
who most mention TV as who most mention TV as
enjoy: reason * enjoy: reason *
Base: 100% Base: 100%

Morning 129 5% Morning 198 10%
Mid-day 73 5 Mid-day 81 21
Afternoon 89 13 Afternoon 293 30
Evening 685 31 Evening 521 38

ALL 1099 22% ALL 1189 28%

* Each percentage is based on those naming that time of day.

So among men who say they prefer the evening-—as most of them do—
the mention of TV rises to 31%, and the figure is still higher for women.
Afternoons gain in popularity among women, and they mention tele-
vision almost as frequently in this connection.

To what extent is television the activity that underlies the indicated
preference? Of all those who referred to the medium at all, just over a
third named it as the primary source of enjoyment: as the reason for
designating that particular part of the day:

“Every night I watch TV and that’s my pleasure. In fact, I'd

say it’s my hobby. I'm truly for TV.”

The rest associate it with other pleasures, or see it as part of the larger
scene:

“That’s when I can be with my family and watch TV.”

In either case, television is directly associated with everyday grati-
fications, and a good share of our respondents recall and report this
fact in our initial probe—before the interview itself gets onto the subject.

This may be part of the explanation behind the rather dramatic
results of our next index of the personal importance of TV:
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Q. 2 “Considering all the new inventions, new products and new de-
velopments of the past 25 years or so, which—if any—have done
the most to make your life more enjoyable, pleasant, or inter-

esting?”
VIEWERS*
Men Women

television 62% television 61%
cars 37 home laundry equipment 51
miscellaneous “appliances™ 14 freezer, refrigerator 24
freezer, refrigerator 13 cars 15
basic utilities 13 miscellaneous “appliances” 15
radio 13 cooking appliances 14
home laundry equipment 7 cleaning appliances 11
farm machinery 7 basic utilities 10
cooking appliances 4 radio 9
hi-fi, stereo 4 misc. products 6
other 23 hi-fi, stereo 4
DK, NA 5 telephone 4
other 7
DK, NA 2

Base: 100% = 1177 1246

*We include, as “viewers,” the 136 non-owners who view elsewhere, and exclude
only the 71 non-owners who report they “never watch.” This yields the basic
sample of 2427 viewers, used in most of the analyses from this point on.

NOTE: Percentages add to more than 100% because of multiple responses.

The vote for television may not be quite so impressive as first appears,
on the ground that there are not many other major developments that
qualify if the question is interpreted literally, except for home appliances.
And they, as a group, do outscore TV among women: in all, 76 per
cent of the women named one or another appliance.

Yet the degree of consensus is impressive enough, and in some
ways no less significant for reflecting a limited field of choice. The fact
is that, in their free responses, over 60 per cent of both sexes designate
television as a development that has made their lives “more enjoyable,
pleasant, or interesting.” By contrast, 1 per cent took the trouble to
state, explicity, that TV does not qualify. Again, this response appeared
before the interviewers revealed any particular interest in television—
in fact, before they so much as mentioned the word.

The order of response is also indicative. As is clear in the above
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tabulation, most people cited more than one development; those who
mention television divide as follows:

Mention only television 11%
Mention TV first of two 12
Mention TV first of three or more 13
Mention TV, but not first 25
ALL 61%

So 61 per cent of all respondents refer to TV, and for a majority
of them it constitutes the primary or principal response to the question.

To test the limits—to see just how far people are willing to go in
acknowledging or denying the subjective importance of the medium—
we asked these two loaded” questions, each of half the sample:

Q. 5B

0. 54

“Here are some things that many people take for granted today.
But suppose the clock were suddenly turned back and all of
these things were gone. Which do you think you personally
would miss most?”

Men Women
Television 40% 28%
Home freezer 24 19
Frozen foods 9 8
Power steering,
brakes 6 3
Air conditioning 6 3
Miracle fabrics 6 11
Vacuum cleaners 5 23
Hi-fi 2 3
DK, NA 2 2

Base: 100% = 598 623

“Here are some things that many people take for granted today.
But imagine, if you can, that for 2 or 3 months you could have
only one of these and you’d have to do without the rest. Which
one would you choose?”’

2 Question SB obviously favors TV. Most people in the sample have a television
set; most people do not have each of the other items, so they would be less likely
to miss them if gone. Question SA leans in the other direction by placing TV
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Men Women
Auiomobile 42% 21%
Refrigeraior 29 56
Newspaper 14 7
Telephone 9 11
Television 5 5
DK, NA 1 0

Base: 100% = 579 623

The responses are clear-cut, discriminating, and “rational.” The
general public clearly says that television has come to mean more than
any single development we named in the convenience-luxury area,
though the margin is much greater among men than for women, where
vacuum cleaners and freezers are in close pursuit.

Just as clearly, people say they would not or could not sacrifice
their cars or refrigerators (which, depending on sex) in favor of tele-
vision, the newspaper, or the telephone.® In fact, TV finishes dead last
against these more utilitarian “necessities”—though the vote for all
three losers is small, and probably subject to some bias toward the more
“sensible” choice.?

Real life rarely approaches the horrors of fantasy, but most tele-
vision homes have experienced a situation that actually embodies some
of the deprivation we tried to hypothesize in our Question 5B. At a
subsequent point in the interview we asked pcople what happened the last
time their television set broke down.

The results are discussed in detail later, but we can anticipate one
aspect of the findings at this point since it provides concrete behavioral
support for the more abstract indications of the daily importance of the
television set:

against items considered absolutely essential by most people. There are also other
differences in wording—*"all gone” vs. “have only one for 2 or 3 months"—which
keep the questions from being directly comparable. But they do tend to isolate
respondents who are extremely favorably or unfavorably disposed to the medium.

3 This assumes that everyone has all of theze things to give up. But the vote for
automobiles, for example, is probably swollen by at least some people who don't
own a car but would like to for three months.

4 Question 5A, incidentally, provides indirect evidence of the absence of any
overriding response bias in favor of TV, such as might result if respondents some-
how thought of the interviewers as pro-TV. In this sense, it increases our con-
fidence in other results.
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Q. 37D “Altogether, about how long were you without a television
set?”

Set repaired or
replaced within:

Half a day 26%
One day 47
Three days 67
One week 82
Three weeks 92

Base: 100% = 1592

The urgency with which viewers cope with the problem testifies to its
seriousness. One quarter report restoring the set within a few hours,
nearly half have it working the same day, and so on. But numbers, no
matter how impressive, can hardly communicate the desperation that
often attends what has been called “the new American tragedy.” Here
are some extremes, selected to illustrate the extent to which self-acknowl-
edged dependence on daily viewing can go:

“When it is out of order I feel like someone is dead.”

“We went crazy. My husband said, ‘What did I do before TV?’
We're sitting here. The children say, ‘Please get it fixed.” We
couldn’t do anything. Didn’t even try to read a paper. Just
walked around brooding.”

“I nearly lost my mind. The days were so long, and I just
couldn’t stand to miss my continued stories.”

“I went from house to house to watch TV, or to the filling
station, or went to bed early because I was lost for something
to do.”

So these preliminary queries suggest that television has achieved
great importance in the average household as an enjoyable part of the
ordinary day; and that it is clearly considered among the most personally
significant of recent developments. The TV set is not, for most people,
quite in the category of “basic essentials,” but its temporary loss does
seem to be among the most critical of everyday crises.

As we shall see, dependence on the medium is probably most ex-
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treme among those restricted in interests and activities—the aged, the
shut-ins, the lonely:

“I’'m an old man and all alone, and the TV brings people and

music and talk into my life. Maybe without TV I would be

ready to die; but this TV gives me life. It gives me what to
look forward to—that tomorrow, if I live, I’ll watch this and

that program.”

But commitment to routine daily viewing is the rule, not the exception,
in the nation’s television homes.

These findings reflect and add substance to the basic statistic with
which we began: five to six hours of set-use per home per day—not
just an electronic fact, but a recognized and important part of con-
temporary life.



Chapter 2

SATISFACTION:
THE DEGREE AND NATURE
OF PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE

MosT PEOPLE, then, watch a good deal of television; they know it,
and many of them consider it an important part of daily existence. But
that in itself, of course, does not demonstrate how satisfied they are—
with what they see, with what they do, with the job the industry is
doing. Some things, like smog or public transportation, are widely con-
sumed over long periods of time despite overt unhappiness with the
“product” and the people responsible. Other things—the second cup of
coffee—may be accepted simply because they are available and appar-
ently “free” once the initial investment has been made. Or an evening
with television, like a political candidate, can be elected merely because
it seems the less unfortunate alternative.

In the following pages we hope to specify the general level of
satisfaction with television today; what viewers like most and dislike
most about it; and how different kinds of people differ on this issue.
First, we shall look at the industry vis-a-vis other enterprises that strive
to appeal to or influence popular tastes. Next we focus on television in
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the context of other mass media. Finally, we elicit reactions to television
in general, allowing the viewer to choose the setting and apply any
criteria he feels appropriate.

TV and the Public “Taste”

The television industry, like several others, produces a product in
the public eye that is subject to aesthetic and other highly subjective
evaluations by its consumers. Accordingly, we asked viewers to compare
TV programs with some other products designed to achieve general
appeal. First they told us how satisfied they think “most people” are.

Speaking for “people” in general, our respondents give television
programming a solid second place behind automobiles, while they tend
to reject popular music, movies, and women’s fashions. (Except for the
obvious difference in response to women’s fashions, men and women
are in close agreement on all counts.)

Q. 3 “Here is a list of five different products and services designed to
please the general public.”

34 3B 3C
“And which, if
“Generally any, don't seem
speaking, which to be designed
of these do you “Which does the  with people’s
think people are next best job real interests
most satisfied of satisfying and tastes
with today?"” most people?” in mind?"
Today's:
Automobiles 57% 25% 3%
TV programs 28 42 7
Popular music 5 10 27
Movies 2 7 18
Women'’s fashions 6 12 21
None of them 0 0 8
NA, DK 2 4 16

Base: 100% = 2427 2427 2427
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Then, more directly:

4A 4B
“And which are you “And which is next
personally most best in your
satisfied with?” opinion?”
Men Women All* Men Women All
Automobiles 57% 38% 48% 20% 27% 24%
TV programs 27 32 29 42 29 36
Popular music 7 8 7 12 11 11
Movies 3 2 2 10 7 8
Women’s fashions 3 18 i1 7 19 13
NA, DK 3 2 3 9 7 8
Base: 100% = 1177 1246 2427 1177 1246 2427

NoTEe: There was no personal equivalent of 3C, on the grounds that it would be
largely redundant.

* Includes 4 cases unclassified as to sex.

Their personal opinions retain the general pattern, except that the
gap between cars and TV nearly closes among women. The over-all
verdict seems to be something like this: automobiles and TV program-
ming satisfy ‘“most people” and they satisfy me, while popular music,
movies, and women’s fashions “don’t seem to be [as well] designed with
people’s real interests and tastes in mind.”

These results are comparative, and the responses have meaning
principally in terms of the specific alternatives we provide.! But the very
least we can say is that there is no evidence of widespread personal dis-
satisfaction with the industry’s performance, nor even of the belief that
general dissatisfaction exists,

1 If the list seems loaded with some industries that appear to do a particularly
bad job, that in itself is interesting. We included literally every enterprise we
could think of (except other mass media) that:

a) provides a product or service for the public at large, which

b) caters to public tastes—i.e., depends economically on aesthetic acceptance

by most of the American people.

Try to think of another, especially one of whose products you find more accept-
able than these.
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TV and Other Mass Media

Now, more specifically, we turn to television as an instrument for
the mass dissemination of information and entertainment. How do view-
ers compare TV with the other major media? The basic data appear in
the facing chart.

To begin with, note the high discrimination, low “halo-effect” in
these judgments. The public does not praise or damn any medium
in toto: “It all depends.” Television, for example, runs from a high of
68 per cent (most entertaining) to a low of 13 per cent (does least for
the public); and each of the others shows a similar range.

The pattern is clearly one of differential comparative advantages,
and it implies a division of labor in what the audience expects and/or
gets from the four sources.

As many as ten of the sixteen comparatives are assigned to one or
another of the four media by a decisive plurality. Thus, in the total
sample there is substantial agreement that:

Television Radio
Is the most entertaining 68% Brings you the latest news
Creates the most interest most quickly 57%
in new things going on 56
Seems to be getting better Newspapers
all the time 49 Gives the most complete
Has the hardest job to do 45 Qe SICOVErage) 59%
Does the most for the
Magazines public 44
Is the least important
to you 49% None
Does the least for the Seems to be getting worse
public 47 all the time 35%

As for the remainder, TV and newspapers run a close race with
each other, but clearly surpass radio and magazines on these counts:

Television  Newspapers
Gives you the clearest understanding of

candidates and issues in national elections* 42% 36%
Presents things most intelligently 27 33
Is the most educational 32 31
Presents the fairest, most unbiased news 29 31
Is doing its job best 29 33
Is the most important to you 37 38

* Recall that this is before coverage of the 1960 presidential elections, and does not
reflect any changes that may have occurred then.
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So for the public at large, newspapers provide the most comprehensive
news, and radio the fastest news; magazines are less important alto-
gether; television offers the most entertaining and stimulating fare.

That is the picture for the total, undifferentiated “public,” and to
the extent that a medium aims at all the people, these figures are para-
mount. But they override and mask distinct differences among various
segments of the population. Minority opinion remains on each of the
comparisons, and on several we saw people almost equally divided be-
tween newspapers and TV. What, if anything, decides the vote?

This chart divides the sample into seven groups according to
their level of formal education—the factor that makes the greatest
single difference in the relative capacities and limitations attributed to
the four media:2

First, across the entire range, education seems to have its greatest
effects on attitudes toward magazines and television—and in opposite
directions. As education increases, magazines gain and television loses
in general acceptance—and especially so among those with education
beyond college.

More specifically still, as education increases, respondents turn
from television to newspapers or magazines for ‘“intelligent,” “educa-
tional” material (items A, B, C, G). And the more education, the more
likely it will be magazines rather than newspapers. For example: on
“Which gives you the clearest understanding of the candidates and issues
in national elections?” TV drops from 47 per cent to 18 per cent across
the educational spectrum, while magazines show a concomitant increase
from 1 per cent to 41 per cent. The higher-educated are also much less
inclined to praise TV generally (items D, E, J), and much more likely
to disavow its personal or social importance (items F, K, L). Again, the
converse is true for magazines.

On the other hand, television remains “most entertaining” for all
groups, with almost as high a vote among college people as among those
with only a grade-school education (item N). The bulk of each educa-
tional group also thinks TV has the “hardest job” (item P); and save
for those with education beyond college, people in each category divide
about the same on which medium has the fairest news (item M) and

2 We analyzed this matter by such other characteristics as age, sex, family com-
position, urban-rural residence, and income. Where differences do exist, they are
less pronounced and always in a direction consistent with educational differences
among the groups. See Appendix Table 3.



QuEsTION 7 Comparison of Four Media by Seven Educational Groups -

TELEVISION
EDUCATION

1. 0-6 Years Grade School/Base: 100% = 203 -
2. 7-8 Years Grade School/Base: 100% = 424 RADIO
3. 1-3 Years High School /Base: 100% = 531 l:]
4. 4 Years High Schonl/Base: 100% = 683 NONEIORILONTIE RO
§. 1-2 Years College/Base: 100% = 208
6. 3-4 Years College/Base: 100% = 194 ]
q MAGAZINES

7. Education Beyond College/Base: 100% = 114

L NEWSPAPERS
A ... most complete news coverage? E ... doing its job best?
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“does the most for the public” (item O). On the remaining item (I),
radio, the leader in many categories only fifteen years before,® wins its
only victory, for speed in newscasting.

So, over-all, the analysis reflects a pattern often found in communi-
cation research: increasing acceptance of print vs. broadcast media with
increasing formal education.* But the relationship holds mainly with
respect to the media as sources of comprehensive information. For fast
information, or for entertainment, even the intellectual elite most often
say they turn to the air waves.

These differences are worth some speculation and interpretation.
This is our first evidence of serious differences of opinion within our
sample, and among groups that will turn out to differ on many of the
issues we take up with them,

The rapid rise of magazines at the very top of the educational lad-
der is particularly interesting and revealing. It probably stems from at
least two facts: first, more people in this category read magazines
regularly; and secondly, they read different ones. When 56 per cent of
our beyond-college respondents say that magazines “‘present things most
intelligently,” as against 18 per cent at the other end of the educational
scale, they are not talking about True Confessions and probably not even
The Saturday Evening Post.

We did not ask them which ones they had in mind, but the follow-
ing simplification probably is not too far wrong: the higher the education,
the more ‘‘serious” and “editorial” (vs. entertaining) content in the
magazines behind these responses. All in all, the word “magazines”
probably has less common meaning across educational strata than any
of the other three labels.

In this sense, magazines as such are the least “mass” of these
media; and highbrow magazines, of course, are the least “mass” of
magazines. Harper’s, for example, has a monthly national circulation of
a quarter of a million—about the same as the number of homes tuned
to the only Green Bay, Wisconsin, TV channel in the course of an
ordinary week. Mostly for economic reasons, there simply are no com-
parable newspapers or commercially supported TV stations catering
to and supported by 2 or 3 per cent of the community. Newspapers

3 Cf. Paul Lazarsfeld: The People Look at Radio (University of North Carolina
Press, 1946).

4+ Cf. Paul Lazarsfeld and Patricia L. Kendall: Radio Listening in America
(Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1948).
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in a given city may differ somewhat in level of sophistication and cover-
age, but each aims to sell to almost everybody, or at least to a very sub-
stantial segment of the population. The same is true of TV, but to a lesser
degree of radio stations.5

So the sophisticates must take their daily news and commercial
television from the same few sources available to the general public and
designed for widespread appeal.® But they can choose magazines from
among thousands of independent publications—some aimed at a general
market, others catering to the most highly specialized interests. A pro-
fessional can often discuss the morning comics or last night’s television
with his elevator operator, but rarely the lead article in his favorite
magazine.

This difference is an important factor behind reactions to the media
per se, and it becomes crucial in understanding the response in one of
the most important, if least typical, segments of society—the highly
educated. The amount of selectivity the viewer can and does exercise
will be at the root of many of his attitudes. For the time being, what is
clear is that as education increases, so does dissatisfaction with many,
though by no means all aspects of American television.

TV in General

We have so far talked to people about modern developments,
about “taste” industries, and about mass media. Now, for the first time
in the interview, we single out television itself with a deliberately broad,
open-ended question:

Q. 8  “Now let’s just consider television. How do you feel about tele-
vision in general?”’

In many ways, this produces the most meaningful data on the ques-
tion of evaluation. At this point, respondents still did not know that the
remainder of the interview dealt with TV; and the question itself gives
no clues as to what aspect of television we want evaluated. We hope that

5 There are many more AM radio than TV stations; and in addition, there is
FM. A higher degree of radio specialization is evident in the foreign-language,
jazz, Bible, and other special stations supported by small audiences in major met-
ropolitan areas.

8 True, each program (or news story) does not necessarily try for a general,
undifferentiated audience. But programs are not independent of each other—the
station thrives or perishes on its total performance, and each hour’s rating affects
the next. Hence, from an economic point of view, the individual station is more
comparable to the individual magazine; the individual program, to the individual
article.
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it brings to the fore those feelings about television that are uppermost
in the viewers’ minds.

We went through the verbatim responses twice, coding independ-
ently for:

a) general evaluation: how favorable or unfavorable is the

tone of the answer?

b) content: what specific aspects of television are discussed?

First, here are the five categories we used on the matter of evalua-
tion. The illustrative responses are typical of those coded in the various
categories. As is apparent, there was little question about the coding at
the extremes; as to the middle categories, the examples illustrate our
somewhat “conservative” policy on evaluational questions—when in
doubt, lean toward the negative:

Categories with Examples

PosiTivE—extreme, unqualified “I'd about as soon have my throat cut as
not have a TV set.” “I couldn’t live without it. 1 enjoy the shows so much,
they hold my interest so much. 1 think all the shows that 1 watch are so
good. They are fun to watch—interesting . . ."” “I love it—it moves me just
like a woman.” ’

PosiTivE—Iless extreme, or qualified “I'd like it, I enjoy it, it's entertaining
for the children and me too. It keeps me company.” “l find it fascinating
and find myself watching when 1 shouldn’t be.”

50-50—positive and negative, or noncommittal “Well, I don’t know. Some-
times they have good programs and sometimes poor ones.” ‘“Oh, I'm pretty
satisfied with it. I don’t care for fights or soap operas, but then I don’t watch
them.” “Well, it's OK. I think it’s progress. 1 don't know."”

NEGATIVE—Iless extreme, or qualified “I think the number of worthwhile
programs on TV are quite limited. But there are some fine programs. 1 don’t
enjoy TV as much as good reading.”

NEGATIVE—extreme, unqualified “I think they ought to drop an atom bomb
and wipe it all out. 1 would say that TV has smashed home life. It has not
brought us closer together, it has separated us.” “It comes from the devil.”
“I think it's one of the worst things the South ever had. 1 think it's ruining
the younger generation. The way kids don't do nothing but sit and wait on
their programs to come on. And TV is mostly to blame for all this race
trouble. Ed Sullivan hugging the niggers and 1 suspect that TV people
started half this trouble just so they'd have something to show on TV. I
believe half of these lunch room sit down strikes are deliberately staged
by TV stations.”
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.

Here are the over-all results: z
Extreme, unqualified — POSITIVE

i

QUESTION 8 “How do you feel about
television in generalW’ Less extreme, or qualified — POSITIVE

Positive and negative, or noncommittal — §

Less extreme, or qualified — NEGATIVE

Extreme, unqualified — NEGATIVE

.. 1000/ =
ALL RESPONDENTS Base*: 100%

- 47% | tew | 9% n 2476
ALL VIEWERS

a7 | 16 | 1 n 2415
NON-VIEWERS
B e T ——

*Excludes NA

The general public feels generally good about television in general!
In the sample at large, predominantly favorable reactions outnumber
unfavorable ones by 2% to 1; and there are three times as many un-
qualified enthusiasts as unqualified critics. The only strongly negative
pattern comes from the non-set owners who never watch.

But again the various publics differ. Different subgroups respond
with distributions that range from heavily positive to somewhat critical,
as indicated in the detailed chart on the following pages.

1. Education matters for critical tone, but not substantially until
after high school. From then on, each successive group is less favorably
disposed toward TV until those with education beyond college become
the only viewing segment, in any such analysis, with a predominantly
critical set of responses.

2. Religion also makes a difference: Jews appear to be significantly
more critical than Protestants or Catholics (as Appendix Table 4 shows,
this is true beyond the effects of education or urban residence). We shall
return to this difference later, with more detailed data, and we reserve
interpretations at this point.

3. Since income is closely related to formal education, the relation-
ship here is in the same direction, though not so strong. But as we shall



QUESTION 8 “How do you feel about television in general?”

BY VIEWER CHARACTERISTICS

EDUCATION Base”: 100%
0-6 Years Grade School 202
7-8 Years Grade School 421
1-3 Years High School 529
4 Years High School 678
1-2 Years College 208
3-4 Years College 194
Education Beyond College 113
INCOME
-$1000 109
1000-1999 154
2000-2999 190
3000-3999 263
4000-4999 298
310
6000-6999 223
7000-7999 180
8000-8999 130
9000-9999 82
10,000+ 214

L 1 | l | o i 1 1 1 ]
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*Excludes NA

continued next page
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see, financial status probably also exerts some slight independent influ-
ence on attitudes toward TV.

4. Advancing age is not particularly associated with a larger total
proportion of favorable vs. critical reactions, but it does seem to produce
more extreme positive reactions. This probably reflects the increasing
dependence on television for diversion and company that reaches its
peak in some otherwise isolated oldsters. (Recall: “Maybe without TV
I would be ready to die . . . ,” page 26.)

5. Men and women do not differ at all in their over-all evaluations.
Here, where we do not ask them to compare television with other prod-
ucts that have differential utility for the sexes, their responses are indis-
tinguishable as to general level of acceptance. In fact, except for specifics
obviously related to differences between male and female life patterns
and tastes, we shall find very few differences in their attitudes toward
television throughout this report.

All of these leads are pursued and elaborated later. Here we note
mainly that:

—The audience as a whole has predominantly favorable feelings
about “television in general,” but

—Different segments of the population have different opinions on
the matter. And, among them,

—Those who are most favorably disposed toward the medium
come from the most numerous segments of society.

As the analysis by education and the analysis by income both illus-
trate, those groups who make up the largest share of the community and
the audience are the most satisfied, thus making for the over-all score.
The critics tend to come from a small but influential minority’—and
that sets the stage for one of television’s major policy dilemmas.

So much, for the moment, for general evaluation. Let us turn now
to the other major analysis of the answers to that question: their specific
content. What do people think about when asked about “television in
general”?

Following are the results in terms of the broad categories that
emerged in the coding. We show figures for the sample as a whole, as
well as according to the over-all tone of the response as independently
judged.

7 Also one which some critics believe has more “right” to an opinion on grounds
of greater sophistication.



QUESTION 8 “Now let’s just

consider television. How do you feel
about television in general?”

Over-all Response

Respondents: Extremely Extremely
Positive Positive 50-50 Negative | Negative
ALL
Base*: 100% = 2416 328 1145 397 465 81
ASPECTS OF TV MENTIONED
PROGRAMMING  58% 32% 57% 70% 73% 420/
praise 39 31 48 38 39 7
criticism 29 20 46 64 38
some good, some bad 6 0 3 21 4 0
VIEWING -Personal relationship 30 47 24 35 k)| 26
dependence:
1 couldn’t live without it 9 36 7 2 v 0
independence:
I could live without it~ 8 1 2 19 18 19
it's good “company” 6 14 8 2 1
I'm selective 7 6 12 7 4
I feel guilty about it 4 4 3 6
VIEWING-Effects 21 25 28 14 9 23
relaxing 8 10 13 5 0 1
waste of time 8 5 8 7 8 22
educational 8 13 12 4 1 0
VIEWING-Family, Social 9 16 10 5 5
makes for togetherness, home life 6 15 1 1
interferes with home life, visiting 3 1 4 4 7
CHILDREN 19 14 17 22 26 21
good for children
(or helps parents) 9 13 11 6 3 0
bad for children
(or makes it tough for parents) 12 1 6 19 B 21
COMMERCIALS 7 1 6 8 15 6
praise 1 1 1 0 0
criticism 7 1 5 7 15 6
TECHNICAL-Mechanical
great invention, etc. 10 25 10 4 5 2
SPECIFIC CHANNELS, networks 2 0 1 1 5 7
GENERAL POSITIVE -it's great 53 74 73 35 " 1"
GENERAL NEGATIVE-it's awful 8 0 0 6 27 65

*Excludes NA

Multiple responses: The detailed percentages within major categories do not necessarily add to the
category totals, which show % of respondents mentioning any (onc or more) of the subordinate categories
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Speaking in their own words, the viewers raise all of these issues,
and in substantial numbers: the programs; how they, the viewers, feel
about and during viewing; what television does for or against home
life; and how children (or parents) are affected. Commercials also come
up, but less frequently and mostly in the negative. Beyond these specifics,
there is an abundance of sweeping, unspecified praise; and some general
damnation.

Within each of these major categories, people note the particular
advantages and disadvantages, benefits gained and costs assessed. In
fact, the respondents anticipate here almost every line of inquiry we later
take up with them in detail. The table, taken as a whole, virtually serves
as an outline for the organization of the specific sections that follow.

Perhaps the most significant thing to note at the outset, then, is the
very range of responses—the simple fact that the viewers themselves
think about such a variety of matters. Their mentions are not confined
to programming or commercials. The viewer’s own relation to the tele-
vision set also appears as a primary concern, and in this sense respond-
ents support our own emphasis on this consideration in the design of
the study and in these pages.

We should make it quite clear that these coding categories denote
explicit statements, not our. interpretations of the psychological signifi-
cance behind responses. That is, 9 per cent actually say “I couldn’t live
without it,” or the equivalent; 4 per cent state “I feel guilty;” 8 per cent
specifically assert that they “could do without television.” Some inter-
preters might conclude that the last-mentioned are people who really
can not do without it. But at this point, we are not concerned with the
“true, deep meanings” behind the reactions, just the reactions themselves.

All of the specific responses naturally correlate with the over-all
code assigned to the answers. Programs, viewing, children and TV, com-
mercials—all tend to be discussed in more favorable terms by those
giving the generally more favorable responses. But a look at the extreme
cases reveals some interesting sidelights.

Those who feel most strongly about television—pro or con—
are less likely to mention programming at all than the more mod-
erate respondents. Only 32 per cent of the enthusiasts and 42 per
cent of the unqualified critics refer to programming, as against 57
per cent, 70 per cent, and 73 per cent in the middle categories. To
put it the other way, responses in terms of programming are less
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likely to be. extreme than reactions to certain other aspects of TV.

In fact, fewer of the extreme critics have something bad to say
about programs than either the “qualified-negative” or “50-50" groups.
And the converse is true of the unqualified enthusiasts: fewer of them
say something favorable about TV content than the three adjacent groups.

But on other items—especially on “viewing”—the two extreme
groups are most apt to mention the pros and cons, respectively. The
answers that most clearly characterize and distinguish the extreme, un-
qualified respondents—from each other and from the moderates—are
these:

“pros”: “I couldn’t live without it” (36% )

“cons”: “TV is a waste of time” (22%)

These considerations recall the composition of the two groups—
the concentration of education and income among the critics; and the
opposite, plus advancing age, in the enthusiast group. We shall hear a
great deal more of the reasons behind these feelings in Part II.

Our final and most graphic look at television in general comes
from a series of bipolar, or “opposite,” rating scales.® Each respondent
was handed a sheet, much like the one illustrated, and asked to “. . .
read each pair quickly and put a check mark someplace between them,
wherever you think it belongs, to describe television. Just your off-hand
impression . . . )

This device demands fast, spontaneous answers, so it reduces some
of the bias associated with replies carefully weighed to be “right.” And
it provides a simple, quantitative measure on each of the evaluative items
included so as to allow ready comparisons between various groups of
respondents.® The numerical entries show the percentage who checked
in each of the six possible positions; and for a quick overview, the shaded
boxes show the single, most frequent response for the total sample. The
general verdict is clear.

1. On most of the clearly positive-negative items, more people
check in the most favorable position than in any other box; and on all
of the good-bad scales, the majority is heavily on the positive side.

Ranking the good-bad scales by the proportion who mark the
extreme favorable position produces the following picture:

8 This format, though not these specific phrases, is adapted from the “semantic
differential” developed by Charles Osgood. See C. Osgood, G. Suci, and P. Tan-

nenbaum: Measurement of Meaning (University of Illinois Press, 1957).
9 Notice that the instrument sometimes places the positive alternative on the



QUESTION 9 Put a check (v) between
each pair—wherever you think it belongs—
to describe television.

TELEVISION IS GENERALLY:
20%

26%)| 12%| 6%)| 5%

EXCITING

22 24

IN GOOD TASTE

IMPORTANT

22

GENERALLY BAD

LOTS OF VARIETY

UPSETTING

INTERESTING

WONDERFUL

STAYS THE SAME

INFORMATIVE

LOTS OF FUN

SERIOUS

IMAGINATIVE

tMost frequent response (combined)
*Entries exclude NA which varies from item to item
Bases: Men, varies from 1094 to 1159; Women, varies from 1169 to 1232

MEN*

WOMEN*

=
1

INDICATES
MOST
FREQUENT
RESPONSE

DULL

IN BAD TASTE
UNIMPORTANT
GENERALLY EXCELLENT
ALL THE SAME
RELAXING
UNINTERESTING
TERRIBLE

ON EVERYONE'S MIND
NOT FOR ME

TOO “HIGH-BROW”
GETTING BETTER
KEEPS CHANGING

NOT INFORMATIVE
NOT MUCH FUN
PLAYFUL

NO IMAGINATION
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Television is generally:

Men Women
Relaxing 43% 43%
Interesting 43 41
For me 41 41
Informative 38 40
Important 39 39
Lots of variety 33 36
On everyone’s mind 31 34
Lots of fun 32 32
Exciting 31 30
Wonderful 27 28
Imaginative 26 26
Getting better 26 24
In good taste 25 24
Generally excellent 22 22

“Relaxing” and ‘“‘interesting” turn up as the two adjectives most
applicable to television as such—here and wherever else we ask a similar
question, Unqualified praise (“wonderful,” “generally excellent”) is less
frequently lavished on TV in general; and “imaginative” and “good
taste” are also relatively low in order.

2. On the two scales where either extreme might represent the
criticism that TV is “one-sided,” responses cluster in the middle. There
seems to be no widespread feeling that TV is either too heavy (‘“‘serious,”
“highbrow”) or too light (“playful,” “simple-minded”). This, in itself,
does not warrant the conclusion that people feel TV fare to be properly
balanced, or at an appropriate compromise in presentation. Middle-
checking means only that neither extreme is widely recognized as descrip-
tive of television in general.

3. The remaining scale (“changing”) has no clear-cut evaluative
interpretation; especially in view of the generally favorable response on
the other items. “Stays the same” may well be an equally or more desir-
able alternative for many. But whichever way most people want it, most
of them think it does keep changing.

4. Finally, note again the remarkable similarity between the sexes.
The two sets of results are almost closer to each other than would be
expected of the same group tested on two different occasions, or of one

right, and other times in the left-hand position. This discourages a simple “re-
sponse set,” or tendency to check one or the other side, by attempting to force
individual judgments on each scale—though of course some halo-effects remain.
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group randomly divided in half. Men and women may turn out to differ
in some specific program preferences or in viewing hours, but their over-
all evaluation of television appears to be basically the same.

The profiles produced by the three major educational groups appcar
in Appendix Table 5. Wherever they diverge they display the now fa-
miliar pattern—Iess positive as education increases, with somewhat larger
differences between those with high-school education, and the college-
educated. The difference contracts on some of the scales: the college-
educated are in closer agreement with the others on how “relaxing” TV
is; and interestingly enough, they are not much more likely to describe
it as “‘too simple-minded” or “too playful.”” Perhaps this reflects selective
viewing, or some fecling that television in general isn’t supposed to be
“high brow” or “serious.”

In any case, the pattern again suggests that the higher-educated are
much less favorably impressed with the informational significance of the
medium in general as compared with its capacity to provide relaxation.

Similarly, the analysis by income again finds that that factor makes
less difference than formal schooling. The greatest difference occurs for
those who report annual incomes above $8,000. This discontinuity
suggests that the $8,000 level may reflect the cut-off point between
those with sufficient disposable income to provide for a variety of
alternative outside interests and recreational activities, and those eco-
nomically more dependent on the “free” entertainment supplied by
home TV.

These different life situations, incidentally, are nicely summarized
in two responses to a later question: “What kind of people do you feel
most of the programs on the air today are designed for?”

Looking down: *“People that don’t have time to live. People
who just go to work, come home, and vege-
tate.”

Looking up:  “The working class of people. The high
‘mucky-mucks’ are out on parties. It’s the
laboring class that gets the good out of it.”

An Overview of the Overview

All of these preliminary probes—diverse as they are in form and
content—produce much the same picture of how television rates with
the people today.

1. The public at large, accustomed to spending several hours a day
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relaxing with television, likes it and is generally satisfied with the job
the industry is doing. The average viewer is by no means overwhelmed
with its general excellence, but he certainly gives no indication of general
dissatisfaction. All in all, a rough grade given TV by the public would be
B plus, 85 per cent, three stars.

2. At the very top of the educational ladder, people are consider-
ably less impressed. There are no doubt several reasons:

First, they probably impress less easily on any score. Education and
the related financial means develop discrimination and critical standards,
both real and verbal. The man with a professional or graduate education
has more stringent criteria for excellence in the first place, and he also
feels more need to demonstrate critical reactions as opposed to blanket
praise.!

Next, they have less need and use for television; they have other
interests and things to do, and the money to do them with.

Finally, television in general is not designed for their specialized
tastes in the same sense as are their magazines, their music, their sports,
or even their advertising campaigns. Quite the opposite: based on the
extent and popular distribution of viewing, TV is the least specialized,
the most “mass,” of all the media.

3. At present, the appeals most frequently associated with the tele-
vision set by its public are its ability to provide interesting and enter-
taining relaxation. And while the average viewer is also dependent on
his television screen for the important news of the world—more so than
his highly educated counterpart—all segments seem to regard the mass
media largely in a context of complementary, not competing, functions.
In this complex, TV as such is clearly the entertainment-relaxation me-
dium—for everyone, including the highbrows.

But these are generalized statements about generalized reactions,
on a topic where specific attitudes toward specific issues may be the
most revealing. We begin with the study of viewing itself.

L This relates, incidentally, to a current upheaval in the field of personality test-
ing. Many tests or inventories previously thought to distinguish between people
who agree or disagree with certain ideas, now appear to distinguish in large part
between people who simply tend to agree or disagree with anything—including
the direct opposite of the statement they have apparently taken a position on. For
example, the same people who “strongly agree” that “All X are Y will also tend
to “strongly agree” with the statement “No X are Y.” And the general tendency

to accept or reject strongly worded statements has been shown to correlate with
formal schooling: the more training, the less “acquiescent” to extremes.



PART 11

Television

As Viewing






SOME FUNDAMENTALIST sects prohibit movie-going, but their members
feel quite comfortable watching movies at home on The Late Show. The
same intellectuals who hurry to the art theater or the supper club for
Bitter Rice, Macbeth, or Nichols and May may ignore them on TV, or
find them inadequate there as commercialized for the masses. Communi-
cations researchers know that the same message is more persuasive in
printed than in mimeographed form. So the medium, as such, clearly
makes a difference; and people’s reactions stem from more than the
specific content transmitted.

Communications channels impose conditions on the audience—
by their physical demands and by the social situations they encourage or
preclude. Theater films are presented to large numbers of people sitting
together quietly in the dark. Novels are usually read alone, with little
distraction, and at a time, place, and pace selected by the reader. Tele-
vision is most often watched after the evening meal, in a particular room
of the home, and by several family members at once. The media also
vary in the size of their audiences, simultaneous and accumulative. Over
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time, such concomitants give rise to important and persistent generalized
associations. As a result, significant aspects of attitudes and feelings
toward the various media relate not only to what is seen or heard or read,
but to theater-going, or novel-reading, or televiewing—in and of itself.

This Part is concerned with such considerations: What kind of
activity is watching television? What part does it play in people’s lives
and how do they feel about it? How significant a part of people’s attitudes
toward television itself are their feelings about the act of watching?

In Chapter 3 we begin by comparing viewing with several other
pastimes. What feelings are associated with watching TV, as compared
with playing golf, reading a book, visiting with friends, etc.? Then we
concentrate in greater detail on televiewing itself. What is it like, and
what should it be like? What reasons do people give for watching, and
how acceptable do they themselves think the reasons are?

Chapter 4 considers viewing in its most frequent setting—the home,
with others present. The two major concerns here are how parents
think it involves the children, for better or worse, and how it affects
home life in general.



Chapter 3

TELEVISION AND LEISURE:
A BASIC CONFLICT

“I am really relaxed when I watch TV, In fact, it's the
most enjoyable part of the day to me.”

“It's a darn good medium if you have nothing better
to do. It's something that I couldn’t do without and
yet sometimes I sure wonder. So often it seems like
such a waste of time. I always feel like I should be
reading or sewing or something like that. In general,
I like it though.”

TV vs. Other Pastimes

Early in the interview, before we had singled out television, we
showed the pictures reduced on the top of page 55 and gave these in-
structions:

“I'm going to read some thoughts this man (woman) might
be having, and I’d like you to tell me which picture each
thought belongs with—in which situation he (she) is most
likely to be feeling that way. You can name any picture as
many times as you want to. If the thought doesn’t seem to fit
any picture, just say so.”



QUESTION 6 Percentage of respondents
naming each pastime as best match for various
“thoughts.” For example: when the interviewer
read the “thought,” “Am I lazy!,” 49% said it fits the
TV picture best; 12% designated the reading scene, etc.

Amllazy! Base: 100% =

= R |

A perfect way to relax

TN ¢ PR

I really should be doing something else

This is really interesting

”

This fascinates me

I'm getting pretty bored with this

T

This is what I call a real pleasure

Another evening shot




It really makes me feel good to spend my time like this
B - | - SR

W hat a waste of time

I'm a little ashamed of myself for spending my time like this

B - [

Boy, this is fun!

KN - |

What a childish way to spend time

EN: = [s@sTw] =

This really does you good

K -

I wish I could give this up

|+ BERACE S| »

22

I'll really regret this later

B8 = = | 1

Base: 100% =
2427
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The “thoughts” were designed to incorporate both the favorable
feelings of interest, involvement, and relaxation, and some negative
counterparts—boredom and shame or guilt about laziness. Obviously the
device does not provide an exhaustive measure of the range of feelings
associated with the various activities; it merely attempts to quantify the
specific attitudes built into the statements. As in the case of the rating
scales presented on page 45, this instrument requires quick responses so
that respondents have less time to consider the “right” answer.!

The preceding chart shows the results, with the “thoughts” arranged
in order of “TV” response. (For order of presentation in the interview,
see Appendix A.)

Watching television: a perfect way to relax for lazy people who should
be doing something else! The ambivalence of the total pattern of response
to TV could hardly be more pronounced. Scan the chart vertically from
those phrases that most frequently arouse “TV” responses down to those
that almost never do: the two sides of the coin alternate continually.
The depicted viewer feels, first of all, lazy but (or and) relaxed; inter-
ested, but he really ought to be elsewhere; fascinated and bored; it is
“real pleasure” but also “another evening shot”; and so on.

And then compare this alternation to the consistent clusters of most
frequent associations surrounding other activities:

Reading, for example, suggests mainly involvement and self-satis-
faction, unadulterated by guilt or shame:

This is really interesting 37%
A perfect way to relax 31
This fascinates me 23

This really does you good 22
It really makes me feel good to
spend my time like this 20

Golf also couples fun with justification:

Boy, this is fun! 36%
This really does you good 29

1 Women saw an alternate set of pictures with a female principal in the same
situations. There were also two versions of each form, varying the position of the
different situations on the sheet, to control for any effect the order of pictures
might have. The actual picture cards are reproduced in Appendix A.
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While drinking at the bar brings the expected recriminations:

I'll really regret this later 58%
I wish I could give this up 52
I am a little ashamed of myself

for spending my time like

this 48
What a waste of time 33
Another evening shot (which

meaning?) 30

We included the bar picture partly because of its natural appropri-
ateness as a match for the “guilt” items. The fact is, that even against
this competition, fully 15 per cent of the American public think of
television as most “shameful” and 8 per cent even match TV with “I
wish I could give this up.”

The inconsistency in the over-all response to viewing stems partly,
but only partly, from differing reactions among, rather than within,
people. Some groups of viewers are less apt to consider TV most relax-
ing and more prone to think of it as the best match for “lazy”—and vice
versa. Educational differences stand out, especially in the comparison
with reading. The chart shows answers to the key phrases on both sides
of the issue:

quesTion 6 Television vs. Reading on Four Selected Comparisons
A

TELEVISION READING ALL OTHERS

EDUCATION A per/ec' way to relax Base: 100% =

39 (S| 516

College and Beyond

Am I lazy!

continued next page
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"
S SC Vo
P 1B
, 1 - —
I 550
TELEVISION READING ALL OTHERS
This is really interesting Base: 100% =

Grade School 32 627

High School “ S8 1214

College and Beyond “ 47 516
I'really should be doing something else

Grade School 627

High School 1214

College and Beyond 516

With increasing education, the vote on “interesting” shifts from TV
to reading. And the same is true for “relaxing,” though television remains
in the lead through high school and makes a strong showing even in the
college sample. Conversely, the more educated clearly express more guilt
about televiewing than those with less schooling; and less reluctance
about reading.

But taking these differences into account, we still find both halo
and horns on television within each educational group. The high-school
respondents illustrate this most clearly: 51 per cent associate “lazy” with
TV, probably partly because of, not in spite of, the fact that a nearly
equivalent 43 per cent find it the “perfect way to relax.”

But here is a measure of ambivalence within given individuals: the
cross-tabulation of ‘“relax” on the one hand with “lazy” and “should
be doing something else” on the other:
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Per cent of those naming each
activity as “perfect way to relax”
who also match it with:

A perfect I really should be
way to relax: Am I lazy doing something else
Base: 100% =
TV 1013 45% 25%
Read 762 10 12
Visit 176 6 10
Golf 139 1 7
Movie 113 2 4
Child 82 5 6
Bar 51 10 12

In short, of the 1013 people who select TV as “the perfect way to relax,”
almost half also consider viewing the most appropriate match for “am_I
lazy.” By comparison, only 10 per cent of those who “relax” with read-
ing attach such a conscience cost. And the same general pattern occurs
with “should be doing something else.”

Why these Calvinistic hesitations about televiewing, in contrast with
the self-satisfaction associated with reading? The distinction is so great
that guilt over indulgence in the one is sometimes directly related to
neglect of the other:

“My conscience might say I spend too much time watching

television because I get behind on reading. Probably won’t

stop though.”
But nobody says the opposite, and it is hardly conceivable: “My con-
science might say I spend too much time reading because I get behind
on my television.” Is this situation entirely attributable to differences in
content between the two media?

It is unlikely that a larger share of all printed matter than of all
television is “worthwhile.” There is much more print to start with, and
it is less visible, less subject to legal and social controls. So by weight
of sheer numbers, printed trash probably outweighs the broadcast ver-
sion, perhaps even on a percentage basis.

But of the books actually read, as against the programs seen, a larger
share may have turned out to be worthwhile: the reader can and does
exercise more selectivity. He has more to choose from in the first place;
a larger range of quality, by whatever definition; little or no need to
compromise with the tastes of others around him; and accidental or
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entirely nonselective exposure is virtually impossible. You can’t wander
into a room and absorb a book simply because your wife happens to be
reading it.

In addition, there are structural and historical differences that may
be relevant:

1. Physical and mental demands: Reading is more work; and
therefore it seems a less passive, “lazy” pursuit.2 Reading Shakespeare
or Mickey Spillane is harder than watching them on the screen, and both
Mark Twain and modern psychologists observe that the more effort
something takes, the more worthwtile the product seems.?

2. The cultural halo: Reading is heir to worth-by-association, in the
culture and in the personal history of the average American. It was the
earlier means for transmission of serious ideas, and it is still best suited
for the communication of much technical and other heavy material,
chiefly because such learning often requires self-pacing. And reading—
like spinach or music lessons—is sanctioned and required of the child in
school and at home, by the child’s respected and powerful elders; and it
remains closely associated with formal education throughout life.

So the printed form probably dignifies a message beyond the respect
it would command on the screen. Psychologically—as sometimes physi-
cally—the reader can hide Mike Hammer behind the covers of Tolstoy
(I spent the evening with a novel”). The opposite may actually occur
with TV: “I watched Bernstein” could be generalized to: “I spent the
afternoon in front of the idiot box.”

3. The time consumed: Finally, there is the absolute number of
hours spent watching. Few people, even avid readers, typically spend
several hours a day with books—as avid viewers do with TV. And any
form of relaxation that occupies this much daily time is bound to conflict
with other, productive alternatives. In the present media mix of the
average viewer, television represents the large daily non-working expendi-

2 In the construction of the questionnaire, a pro-television researcher criticized the
cartoon projective because, in his words, watching television “is the only really
passive activity portrayed.” Even the staunchest supporters apparently feel that
televiewing is somehow more “passive” than reading, talking to friends, sitting at
a bar, or being at the movies.

31In A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance (Row, Peterson, 1957), Leon Festinger
reports a number of demonstrations in which the same goal acquires greater value
as a result of subject’s having expended more energy to attain it. The point is not
that people will work harder for something they want more; the point is that they
will value the same thing more if it has taken more work to get it.
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ture of time, and as such, is far more likely to be the villain behind
neglected alternatives, real or potential, than the occasional book.
Focus on Viewing
So far the picture is comparative. Television raises more qualifica-

tions than reading, less than drinking, and so on. And questioning on the
issue has been “projective”—that is, feelings were attributed to the ex-
pressionless cartoon protagonist, not reported by respondents as their
own.

~ Now we turn to a more direct and detailed look at viewing itself.
How do people say they themselves feel when they watch television—not
in relation to how they feel when they do other things, but in relation
to how they would like to feel? It was later in the interview, and TV
alone had been the topic for several preceding questions, when we raised
the issue explicity:

Q.12 A “How does watching television usually make you feel?”
C “And how (else) would you like TV to make you feel?”’

Usually Would like

feel to feel
Relaxed, satisfied, peaceful 49% 26%
Happy, entertained, amused 27 19
Depends on show 17 0
Tired, sleepy 13 1
Good, nice, O.K. 12 7
Excited, suspenseful, thrilled 8 3
Informed, educated 7 17
Interested 6 5
Lazy, restless, guilty 6 0
Takes mind off cares 6 1
Disgusted 5 0
Bored 2 0
Sad, depressed 2 0
Active, aware 0 1
DK, NA, no other way 5 41

Base: 100% = 1218 (asked of half the sample only)

NoOTE: Percentages add to more than 100% because of multiple
responses.

The pattern here is much less ambivalent or conflicted, and more
clearly positive. Watching television is usually relaxing and entertaining,
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and nearly half the respondents cannot think of any other effect they
would like. Some guilt is suggested, but only infrequently.

In short, the responses here concentrate on the emotional rewards,
not the costs. If hesitations often accompany the satisfactions of viewing
—as strongly suggested in the cartoon comparisons—they do not “usu-
ally” predominate.

Now this is not a particularly striking finding, since, after all, view-
ing is largely a voluntary activity.* But two other small but important
entries also appear in this table and both anticipate major trends.

The first is the call for more intellectual gratification. The second is
the hedge: “It all depends on the program.” Both of these become crucial
components in the mixture of feelings about watching, especially among
the intellectual critics of the medium. We pursue the matter via a de-
tailed, quantitative description of viewing produced by a sixty-word check
list that we used with three different sets of instructions:

(1) “. .. go through this list quickly and check all the words

that describe how watching TV wsually makes you

feel . . .”

(2) “. .. describe how you’d like watching TV to make you
feel.”

(3) “. .. describe how watching (your favorite programs)

makes you feel.”

One half the sample answered both the first and second questions, and
in that order, while the other half was asked only about their favorite
programs. Favorite programs had been established for each respondent
in the previous question, and were inserted by name in this probe. (For
example: “. . . check all the words that describe how watching Gun-
smoke makes you feel.”)

The complete list with the score for each individual word appears
in Appendix Table 6. In the following chart we group the words to sim-
plify the comparison, and show only the average score for each cluster.?

4 As a respondent points out: “It makes you feel pretty good or you wouldn't
watch it.” Also, people are now talking about themselves, not the expressionless
cartoon figure, and “I” obviously do not waste as much time watching as “most
people™ do.

5 For example: the words “contented,” “calm,” “peaceful,” “satisfied,” are con-
sidered together. In describing how watching television “ordinarily . . . makes me
feel,” 52 per cent checked “satisfied,” 39 per cent checked *‘peaceful,” 34 per cent
checked “contented,” and 32 per cent checked “calm.” The average for the four
words, 39 per cent, is used in the table. Since we take the average for all the

LIS



QUEsTION 12B “Ordinarily, watching television makes me feel . . .”*

il

. .. - Base: 100%=~1216
QUEsTION 12D “I'd like television to make me feel . . .”* .

QUEsTION 14D “Watching my favorite programs makes me feel . . .”* Base: 100% = 1216

Base: 100%=1210

Average Score For The Cluster:

61%

a) Entertained, Amused

a) Relaxed, Rested

a) Contented, Calm, Peaceful, Satisfied

3

a) Interested, Intrigued, Fascinated

Informed, Aware

|

b) Tired, Sleepy

il

Good, Happy, Joyful, Free,
Wonderful, Alive, Great

b) Lazy

ol

*12B and D asked of half the sample; 14D of the other half
continued next page
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“‘Ordinarily, watching television . . .” /Base: 100%=1216

“I'd like television to . . .”’ /Base: 100%=1216

“Watching my favorite programs . . .” /Base: 100%=1210

Average Score For The Cluster:

9%

b) Active

Serious

1)

b) Bored

|
—

Excited, Upset, Anxious, Disturbed,
Tense, Afraid, Restless

Cheated, Frustrated, Letdown.
Dissatisfied, Angry, Mad

w

Sad, Unhappy

Embarrassed, Disgusted, Ashamed, Foolish,
Silly, Guilty, Stupid, Childish, Helpless

T BT

-l
N

-

0ld, Sick
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a) Again, the satisfactions clearly predominate, and they are the
same as in previous measures: watching television is entertaining, relax-
ing, satisfying, and interesting, and in that order. What is more, on all
these counts, viewing “ordinarily” does as good a job as “I would like,”
or as “my favorite shows.” In fact, “ordinarily” almost always exceeds
“would like” on those clusters.

b) Again, there is the unmistakable undercurrent of ambivalence
and its source, passivity: it often makes me feel “lazy,” and I would
like to feel “active.” And “tired” and “sleepy” also probably relate
psychologically to “relaxation”—as well as, physically, to The Late
Show.

The locus of the conflict involved in the pleasures and perils of
relaxation is sharpened when we divide the sample by education, as in
the table on page 67.

The simplest summary is still that the more highly educated are
more critical; but the effects of education differ notably among the
various adjective clusters. First, let us compare what viewing is (12B,
14D) with what it should be (12D):%

a) The groups are in substantial agreement that TV is relaxing
and entertaining; and that it should be. In all three columns, the largest
entries at each educational level are in these clusters, save one which is
close. And the groups all “ordinarily” note some attending laziness and
sopor. But the more educated are less willing to settle for that, or at
least to say they do:

b) They make far more frequent demands to feel informed and
intellectually stimulated; and at the same time they more often report
such benefits. Despite their generally more critical attitude, the educated
are more apt to attribute informative effects to their “ordinary” viewing
as well as to their favorite shows. (The selectivity this implies is given
intensive scrutiny in following sections; we simply note it here.)

words in the cluster, the total number of words included does not affect the score.
A cluster of three words is no more likely to get a high score than a single word,
so cluster scores are directly comparable with each other.

6 Because the absolute number of words checked increases with education, the
most meaningful comparison is among the three check lists produced by each
group, rather than across educational groups for any given list.
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c) The wish to feel “active” also climbs with education, but
neither “ordinary” nor “favorite” viewing satisfies that. This is the one
discrepancy between what viewing is and what it should be that expands
most with education. At no level do viewers ordinarily feel active watch-
ing TV, even during their favorite shows; but at high school and beyond,
many say they would like to.”

In short, uneasiness about viewing seems once more to grow with
schooling; and it appears to come largely from the laziness and passivity
associated with what the educated seem to consider “contented vegeta-
tion” in front of the tube. They also admit to being relaxed and enter-
tained, but they are less happy about it.

The role of personal values in determining reactions to pleasant,
easy relaxation is further suggested when we divide the sample by re-
ligion. By and large, the pattern is similar to educational differences,
with Jews, on the average, representing the college reaction. But on
several crucial words, the relationship is highlighted and especially
indicative of cultural differences. For example:

12B 12D 14D
Ordinarily, watching 1 would like TV Watching my fa-
TV makes me to make me feel . .. vorite programs
feel . .. makes me feel . ..

Protestant Catholic Jew |Protestant Catholic Jew |Protestant Catholic Jew

Disturbed 10% 9% 18%| 1% 1% 10% 3% 5% 5%

Dissatisfied 13 18 25 1 1 8 3 4 4
Happy 37 40 23 46 43 25 39 50 45
Base:

100% = 841 283 40 |841 283 40 829 282 56

More Jews say they are ordinarily disturbed and dissatisfied by
viewing (though not by their favorite programs—there are no differences
there); and more of them say they want TV to disturb or dissatisfy!
Similarly: fewer are ordinarily made “happy,” and fewer say they want
to be.

This apparent masochism may reflect the basic ambivalence about
relaxation. (People may be saying: *“I shouldn’t be so complacent about
wasting all this time; it would be better if 1 felt more disturbed about it.”)
But it may also represent a call for more stimulating, less Pollyanna

“ This discomfort with passivity raises the possibility of programming that requires
more viewer participation, in one way or another.
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QUESTION 12B “Ordinarily, watching television makes me feel . . .

1

QUESTION 12D “I'd like television to make me feel . . .

QUESTION 14D “Watching my favorite programs makes me feel ..."

BY EDUCATION

Grade School High School College and Bevond
r——T— - o — T
:IZB 12D 14D 12B 12D 14D 12B 12D | 14D
| I I S | — ; J 4

Base: 100% = 313 313 314 633 | 633 580 241 241 | 275

-4

i

a) Entertained, Amused 51% 39% 52% 65% 53% 65% 63% 61% 59%

a) Relaxed. Rested 53 42 50 59 45 50 46 45 44
@) Contented. Calw, Reacelul 40 37 37 41 42 40 33 41 33
b) Interested, Intrigued. 31 24 34 40 35 41 38 46 39
b) Informed, Aware 18 18 13 2 32 2 38 48 35

a) Tired, Sleepy 28 4 10 29 3 7 % 2 4

O ondertui, Ale Gres 30 30 33 % 32 29 18 31 2
a)lay 16 2 5 19 1 6 21 3 3

Serious 13 8 14 18 13 16 20 2 12

Bored 12 0 1 8 0 2 24 0 1

Di.\'lurh(-lfx;:‘::’(:. Z?::L:A ::‘ll‘;::‘ 12 4 N 13 5 10 12 5 8
Dissorished Hngre Mad g 71 3 0 1 3 1 2 3
Sad, Unhappy 8 1 6 10 1 5 7 1 2

c) Active 8 11 12 9 2 15 10 23 12

Embarrassed, Disgusted, Ashamed,
Foolish, Silly, Guilty, Stupid, 6 0 2 6 0 2 8 1 2
Childish, Helpless

oud. Sick 3 0 2 2 0 1 3 1 1

Average score for all words 21 14 18 25 18 20 24 2 17
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programming. (“Television should wake people up to do something about
the evils and dangers of today’s world.”) As Academicus protests, in the
“great debate” cited above:

What all of us most want to hear is how great and good and

right we are; how justice triumphs, at least in the end; how

good and evil are easily recognized; how rewarding it is to do
one’s duty; how pleasant and easy and full of fun life really is.

To a major extent the mass media help us to indulge such

global fantasies without recalling us sufficiently to the realities,

the complexities, and the seriousness of life.

But whatever the reason, general cultural factors, as reflected in
educational and religious differences, seem to have a lot to do with how
people feel about viewing—much more, in fact, than the effects® of such
“basic” distinctions as age, sex, or urban-rural residence. Attitudes to-
ward TV are not superficial; nor are they specific to the medium alone.
They seem to stem as well from general and pervasive values, applied
in this case to television and the reasons for watching it.

Reasons for Viewing

So far, reasons behind viewing have been implicit. Now we bring
up the question directly, and in greater detail.

Because of expected differences in the “social acceptability” of
various possible reasons, the question was asked in two forms. One half
of the sample was asked directly: “When you watch television, how often
does each of these reasons apply to you?” The others responded to a
projective version, which presumably gives them the chance to be reveal-
ing without self-incrimination: “When most people watch TV, how often
do you think each of these reasons apply?” Under both conditions,
respondents read through the same list of fifteen possible “reasons” and
checked each as “usually,” “occasionally,
able.

Here are the results of both forms, with the reasons arranged in
order of their acknowledged self-applicability.

LA 1Y

rarely,” or “never” applic-

¥ Berelson: op. cit.

? When we speak of the “effects” of variables such as education, we mean it
only in the statistical sense: dividing the sample according to characteristic A
affects the observed distribution of responses. It does not necessarily follow that
schooling, per se, produced the difference. These cross-tabulations demonstrate
only association, not causality. The latter is a matter of interpretation.



USUALLY

OCCASIONALL

QUESTION 1 1A “When you watch TV,
how often does each of these reasons apply?”’

3

QUESTION | 1B“When most people watch
TV, how often do you think each
of these reasons apply?”

a) (1) (they)t watch to see a specific program that (I) (they) enjoy very much. 100%:

| R

a) watch to see a special progran that (I've) heard a lot about.

35 [7“

32 W,
a) watch just because it is a pleasant way to spend an evening.
BN
22 4

a) watch just because (1) feel like watching television.

a) watch because (I) think (I) can learn something.

/ 39

38

b) watch mainly to be sociuble when others are watching.

32 | 27

39 |

¢) watch because there is nothing else to do at the time.
27 | 24
37

+ Two independent samples. All items on questions 11 A were
worded "1"'; on 11B, "'they™

*Percentages exclude NA which varies from item to item
Bases: **I'" varies from 1060 to 1218; **they™ varies from 1158 to 1183

continued next page



QUESTION 11A “When youwatch TV,
how often does each of these reasons apply?”’

USUALLY
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o OCCASIONALLY
QUESTION 11B “When most people watch

TV, how often do you think each
of these reasons applv?”
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) turn on the set just “to keep me company” when (I'm) alone. 100%"
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The most striking aspect of the table is the extent to which the two
sets of responses—*“I” and “they”—progressively diverge from top to
bottom. At the top, the self-acknowledged reasons are also attributed
to others; answers on one form are like answers on the other. But down
the list, those reasons that tend “never” to apply to “me” are not nearly
so inapplicable when it comes to the viewing habits of “most people.”

(a) “I” most often watch out of interest in specific programs, for
pleasant relaxation, and for information; and so do “most people.”

(b) “I” watch less frequently just to be sociable or to be in on
something; but these reasons often account for other people’s viewing.

(c) Similarly, “I” rarely or rever watch to kill time, or for escape,
or out of addiction; but others engage in these habits quite a bit.

(d) Finally, “I” seldom use TV for background, or to keep me
company when I’'m alone; but “most people” do so frequently, especially
the latter.!

Bear in mind that these self-other comparisons were not explicitly
made by the respondents themselves; half the sample talked only about
themselves, the other half only about “most people.” What do these
differences in response pattern mean?

We assume that since people have little or no direct information
on the reasons “most people” have for watching television, their answers
to this question will draw in large measure on conscious or unconscious
generalization of their own viewing habits, especially since many items,
such as “for company, when alone,” are by nature outside the realm of
direct observation.>

To the extent that this interpretation is correct, the degree of dis-
crepancy between the two sets of replies serves as a rough index to the
perceived “acceptability” of each of the reasons. The greater the dis-

1 Women, by the way, acknowledge more frequent “background” viewing than
men (in the daytime?); but only slightly more watching for “company when
alone” (because of the company of children?).

2 Often, the projective interpretation of such “most people” questions is
unwarranted. Someone who says: “Most people probably would object to Red
China’s admission to the UN,” or “to Negroes moving into this area,” obviously
need not share these attitudes. He may simply know they exist. Not so, probably,
when it comes to reasons for televiewing.

The fact that responses on the positive items do not differ between the two
forms also gives weight to the projective interpretation of the negative ones. In
view of them, it cannot readily be argued that people simply attribute all reasons
more frequently to others than to themselves, or that differences in response are
due to sampling differences between the two groups of respondents.
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crepancy, the less willingness to admit the reason personally, so the less
“legitimate” or “justified” it must appear to the respondents.

On this assumption, then, people are least proud of viewing when
they watch:

—because there is nothing else to do
—for company when alone, or for “background”
—for fear of missing something good
—to put off doing something else, or for “escape”
—because everyone else is watching,

But there is no reluctance whatsoever to report watching out of interest
in specific programs.

The two ends of this acceptability scale correlate strongly with the
amount of deliberate selectivity exercised. All but one of the “denied”
reasons involves unselective viewing—TYV use in which program content
is largely irrelevant. Even that one, the fear of missing something good,
is dubious. The objective is content-related, but the means implied are
nonselective—watching everything in sight because something might
turn out to be good.

Again, selectivity or the lack of it becomes much more of an issue
with increasing education. Two items at opposite ends of the continuum
illustrate this dramatically: All educational groups say they and others
watch out of specific program interest. But when it comes to “time-
killing,” the spread between “me” and “most people” increases strik-
ingly with education. Among those with training beyond college, for
example, only 14 per cent acknowledge this as one of their own “usual”
reasons, as against 49 per cent who attribute it to “most”; and 46 per
cent go so far as to say they never watch television because they have
nothing else to do, while not one such respondent is willing to make
this statement for “most people”!

To what extent is this an accurate perception, on the part of the
intellectuals, of differences between their own viewing habits and those
of the general population? And to what extent are they simply less will-
ing to acknowledge nonselective, time-killing televiewing because it
carries more of a stigma for them?

The most direct evidence comes from our later analysis of the
programs they actually watch. But we have another indication at this
point; namely, the sheer amount of viewing the various groups report.
The information comes from this question:



QUESTION 11A&B Two Selected Reasons, “I” vs.“most people”, by Education

USUALLY APPLIES

0-6 Yrs. 7-8Yrs. 1-3Yrs. 4Yrs.

EDUCATION  Grade | Grade | High 1-2 Yrs. | 3-4 Yrs. | Beyond
School School J School Schoﬂ College <I‘College College
"I watch |
10 see a specific 76% 80%  79% 2°/o 76% 6°/o 77%

program that 1
enjoy very much™

‘““most people watcl}

to see a specific
program that they 81 79 81 84 82 76 69

enjoy very much*

49

NEVER APPLIES
0-6 Yrs. 7-8Yrs. 1-3Yrs. 4Yrs.

EDUCATION Grade Grade | High High 1-2 Yrs. | 3-4 Yrs. | Beyond
School Schoo] School School | College I College | College

“Iwatch x I
U9 SN 2% 3% 3% 1% 19 3% 2%

program that 1
enjoy very much”

‘“‘most people watch

to see a specific
program thatjthey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

enjoy very much”

Base: 100%, =

ay 90 ’ 219 | 266 J[ 363 \[ 102 [ 93 65

‘““most people” 113 205 | 265 320 106 | 101 49



EDUCATION

1. 0-6 Years Grade School/Base:

2, 7-8 Years Grade School/Base:

quesTion 17 Average Per cent Reporting
Viewing Per Hour in Various Time

Segments of an Ordinary . . . 4. 4 Years High School/Base:
5. 1-2 Years College/Base:

6. 3-4 Years College/Base:

3. 1-3 Years High School /Base:

100% = 203

100% = 424

100% = 53

-

100% = 683
100% = 208

100% = 19

&

7. Education Beyond College /Base: 100% = 114
Weekday Saturday Sunday
6-12am
10%
7% 8% 790 7%
) | %ayy | 5% 3w 5% 30 g 90 44, 4% 4% 4% 3% 901, g0 19y,
___:E____ELL
12-5pm
w2 6
17 18 15 1
14 14 4 1593 gy 15

17
15 12 7
Bl 1
3

34 34 36 % 3 2 ¥
30
: 2% 2
18
..'A
8-12 pm 46 18 n . 48
38 3 40
35

39
33

12-3am

I 33 33 30

45 44 43



Television and Leisure: A Basic Conflict 75

Q. 17 “On an averuage duy, during what hours do you yourself ordi-
narily watch television? . . . Please check each hour YOU
would be likely to see at least some television.”

Respondents then filled out a sheet, listing each hour from 6 a.m. to
3 a.m. and, separately, for “an ordinary weekday,” “an ordinary Sat-
urday,” and “an ordinary Sunday.” The self-reported ratings (average
per cent watching per hour) during various time periods are shown at
the left. (The objective is obviously not to compile reliable ratings;
there are more valid data on that question. The point is merely to get
a rough indication of how various groups differ in their own perception
of how much television they watch.)

The striking fact is that reported prime-time viewing is unrelated
to education! The more critical segments say they watch less during the
day, but they indicate about as much time with TV from eight to sign-
off. This similarity is especially impressive since response bias, if any,
should work to diminish the viewing hours reported by these more
critical groups.

More definitive data from the ARB analysis and commercial rating
services do show a decline in viewing with education, but in absolute
terms it remains high. In fact, the actual number of programs watched
during the one-week period, by the ARB panel, shows only about the
same decline with education as the average number of hours checked
by survey respondents in Question 17:

Q.17 ARB sample
Average number of hours Actual number of programs
checked per day recorded seen, per week
0-8 yrs. G.S. 4.3 40
1-3 yrs. H.S. 4.4 37
4 yrs. HS. 4.2 32
1-3 yrs. coll. 3.6 25
3—4 yrs. coll. 35 27
Bevond college 29 25

This result casts some doubt on the high selectivity claimed or
implied by the college-educated in several previous questions. Accord-
ingly, their own viewing is probably less confined to specific programs
of special interest than they indicated in the foregoing discussion of
“reasons.”* It appears, then, that they too watch a great deal but feel
worse about it:

# Unless, of course, there are several hours a day of programming that they
consider worthy of selection, which seems unlikely by their own stated criteria.
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QUESTION 38 “Do you think that you spend
too much time watching television,

or would you say that you don’t have
a chance to see as much as you

would really like to?”

EDUCATION

0-6 Years Grade School l

7-8 Years Grade School

1-3 Years High School

4 Years High School

1-2 Years College

3-4 Years College

Beyond College

*Excludes NA

B

TOO MUCH

]

JUST RIGHT

z
=)
-
m
Y4
o
(=
[]
T

56% 37%
58 3
53
54
61
56
56

Base*: 100% =

166

352

467

594

183

155

96

Q. 39  “Generally, about how many hours of television would you say
is ‘right’ for the average adult—that is, enough to keep up with
the important and entertaining things but still not too much?”

Less

than

1 hr.
EDUCATION a day
06 yrs. G. S. 3%
7-8 yrs. G. S. 1
1-3 yrs. H. S. 1
4 yrs. H. S. 2
1-2 coll. 7
3-4 coll. 10

Beyond college 18

53
54

33
21

5-6
hrs.

12%
15
15
11

7-8
hrs.

1%
4

3
2
0
0
0

8 hrs. Average
or Base: no. of
more 100% — hours
0% 183 31
1 394 3.4
2 494 3.4
0 642 3.0
0 191 2.5
0 177 2.2
0 97 2.0

Unselective or routine viewing, then, is probably a major source of
uneasiness, especially in those groups whose values are inconsistent with
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passive, “unproductive” use of leisure. For achievement-oriented people,
relaxation needs to be justified; it is not easily accepted as an end in
itself. A conscience-free vacation or game of golf must be earned (“I've
got it coming after that month I put in”); or, better yet, it should be
necessary to further achievement (to prolong life, store up energy for
the job, develop social contacts).

Programs that provide important information, intellectual stimula-
tion, or emotional enrichment provide such justification for viewing.
When people truly restrict themselves to programs they consider worth-
while, ambivalence is probably minimal, if it exists at all. But the number
of hours they watch and like to watch television makes it unlikely that
even a major portion of their viewing can be that selective. And this is
especially true of those who care the most, because their standards of
“worth” are more stringent. Furthermore, their appetite isn’t always
geared to health foods. And so we hear:

“Too often I feel that I have wasted my time. I have a country
home in which I haven’t installed TV because I do not want
to be tempted to waste my time. I watch too much.”

In its way, this is a remarkably revealing statement: in a country home
presumably dedicated to pleasure, restraints are needed to keep from
nonproductive enjoyment. The left hand hides the bottle from the right.
And “bottle” may not be an inept analogy:

“I don’t spend too much time watching—I control myself.”
“I spend too much time. Can’t help myself. A TV addict.”
“Like a drug—you shouldn’t do it but you do.”

“My wife stole a tube and pretended something was wrong with
the set. We went back to reading, the kids got better grades,
and Mom was easier to live with. I think it was a sneaky way
to do it though.”

In short, television, like so many aspects of contemporary life, is
considered more good than good for you. As is our custom with food,
cigarettes, charge accounts, as well as with TV, we indulge beyond the
limits we would like to set for ourselves. Whether the limits are neces-
sary, or rational, or prudent, is beside the point. So long as they exist,
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and so long as they are violated, they will be a source of attendant guilt
—or uneasiness, if guilt is too strong a word.

In the case of viewing, “‘productive” programs can potentially re-
solve the conflict. But in reality the resolution remains partial at best,
especially for the “‘class” audience. By virtue of their high standards and
low numbers, they will probably never find enough qualified programs
to sustain the time they spend with television.

The resulting ambivalence may be historically unique to TV, The
better-educated are not so ambivalent about mass magazines or popular
music or run-of-the-mill movies. They care less because they themselves
consume less. The dilemma appears when, for perhaps the first time in
history, a truly mass medium is also, and often, attended by the elite.



Chapter 4
VIEWING AND THE FAMILY

“l used to spend most of my time at the movies and
generally had to go alone. Now [ find my husband
and I love to stay home and watch TV. We enjoy TV
together. I think it is the best thing the American
people get to enjoy together.”

“TV has ruined American home life. People no longer
sit around and visit. Everywhere you go you have to
outtalk TV. TV people have entered your home and
life more than people who should be friends and
companions.”

Television at Home: The Natural Setting

For most people most of the time, watching television is not a
solitary affair. In the prime evening hours, when television attains its
maximum audience, we find an average of about two viewers per set.
Nor does that figure vary much by type of program. Here, for example,



80 TELEVISION AS VIEWING

are figures for the “top ten” programs (the week of May 15, 1961),
according to a national rating service:!

Viewers per set

1 2 3 4 5 Average

“Emmy” Awards 37% 46% 13% 2% 2% 100% 1.85
Gunsmoke 30 48 12 5 3 100 1.99
Wagon Train 35 37 13 7 5 100 2.01
Andy Griffith 29 39 17 9 5 100 2.17
Candid Camera 24 49 16 8 3 100 2.14
Ed Sullivan 21 46 18 9 4 100 2.25
Have Gun, Will Travel 31 45 12 7 3 100 1.99
The Untouchables 31 50 12 4 2 100 1.91
Checkmate 32 44 14 6 3 100 2.01
Perry Mason 30 50 11 5 2 100 1.96

These figures most often represent members of a family, relaxing to-
gether in what, as we have seen, many consider “the most enjoyable
part of the day.”

Here is an indication of audience composition. There are some
differences, but most programs seem to draw a family audience, at
least in the over-all distribution:

VIEWERS PER 100 SETS

Men Women Teen-agers Children

18 and over 18 and over 13to 17 under 13
“Emmy” Awards 58 101 17 9
Gunsmoke 75 86 17 21
Wagon Train | 62 84 18 37
Andy Griffith 64 94 23 36
Candid Camera 78 96 20 20
Ed Sullivan 82 95 15 33
Have Gun, Will Travel 75 76 20 28
The Untouchables 73 81 21 16
Checkmate 70 92 16 23
Perry Mason 67 98 10 21

In this section, then, we place the viewer in his most usual setting

1 The United States Television Audience, May 1961, American Research Bureau,

Inc. Based on a reporting sample of 1600 homes. The following table also comes
from this source.



Viewing and the Family 81

and consider its consequences: what reactions stem specifically from the
use and role of television in the home? First and foremost, there is the
matter of the children, and what television does to and for them and
their parents. Then we take up the more general question of how view-
ing affects home life, and particularly how people evaluate family view-
ing as a form of “togetherness.™

The Children

Far-reaching and profound effects on the nation’s children and
youth have been hypothesized and deplored in the public forum, espe-
cially on the matter of TV violence. An article in a leading women’s
magazine exemplifies the anxieties:

Television is an instrument of intense pressure that convinces
the immature mind that violence is an accepted way of life.
It is a subtle form of American brainwashing.?

It would seem that these violent shows lead children to expect,
and in some cases to crave, a kind of violence that they will
not encounter in real life unless they stir it up. . . . If young
people watch dancing, it makes them want to dance. If they
see peanut butter, or soft drinks or breakfast foods, they want
to buy them. It cannot sensibly be argued that children who
see violence on the screen do not acquire a liking for it, on
some level of consciousness.?

The communications researchers are somewhat less alarmed:

The final picture of the influence of television on children’s
leisure, interests, knowledge, outlook, and values proves to be
far less colorful and dramatic than popular opinion is inclined
to suppose. Effects occur in each one of the various fields, but
not to such a degree that the children would have been funda-
mentally changed.*

But they are still concerned:

2 Judge Frank J. Kroenberg, as quoted by Fredric Wertham in “How Movie and
TV Violence Affects Children,” Ladies' Home Journal, Vol. 77 (February 1960),
pp. 58-9.

3 Fredric Wertham: ibid.

4+ Himmelweit, Oppenheim, Vince: Television and the Child (London: The
Nuffield Foundation; Oxford University Press; 1961), p. 40.



82 TELEVISION AS VIEWING

All in all, the values of television can make an impact if they
are consistently presented in dramatic form, and if they touch
on ideas or values for which the child is emotionally ready.
Extrapolating from these findings, one would expect that in the
crime and detective series the constant display of aggression
by both the criminal and the upholder of the law would also
make an impact on these children sensitized to such cues.’

The present study provides no direct evidence on the effects of
television on children. Our information refers entirely to parents’ beliefs,
attitudes, and behavior with respect to the television set vis-a-vis the
child.

We introduced the issue generally, with a question that divides the
sample roughly into “pro” and “con” on the issue:

QUESTION 35A “There has been a lot of
discussion about the possible effects of BETIER OFF WITH
television on children. Taking everything
into consideration, would you say that BETTER OFF WITHOUT
children are better off with television

or better off without television?”

MEN Base": 100% =
|
SINGLE .; 35% 205
MARRIED

No children under 15 408

PARENT

Children under 15 526
WOMEN

SINGLE 42% 209
MARRIED
PARENT

citaren wnder 15 R INE RN ©-¢

*Excludes NA

5 Ibid.



QUESTION 35D ASKED OF “PROS”ONLY “Can you think -

of any actual example where some child GIVE EXAMPLE
you know or have heard about has ]
beneﬁted from television?” DO NOT
MEN Base: 100% =
SINGLE 1 83% ] 134
MARRIED
Nochildren under 15 - 81 J 281
PARENT
crnseenmoieess R 6 E
WOMEN
MARRIED
Nochildren u:der 15 - 68 I 241
PARENT
cntarensnierss e ]

QUESTION 35G ASKED OF “CONS” ONLY “Can you think -
of an actual example where some child GIVE EXAMPLE
you know or have heard of has |:]
been harmed or has done something po NoT
harmful as a result of television?”
MEN
SINGLE 15% 85% I 71
MARRIED
Nochildren under 15 “ n J 127
PARENT
Children under 15 n LY ] 128
WOMEN
SINGLE 23% 7% I 88
MARRIED
Nochildren under 15 ~ ] 133
e I i J
Childrenunder 15
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Over-all the vote is affirmative. What is more, the closer people are
to having young children in the home, the more apt they are to conclude
that TV’s virtues outweigh its vices. Similarly, personal knowledge of
benefits increases faster with parenthood than does experience with
harmful effects.

We also asked everyone, regardless of their over-all vote, about
the advantages and disadvantages of the medium “for children.” Here
are the perceived advantages, as categorized from free responses:

a) Education: The overriding advantage is mentioned by three-
quarters of the parents who favor television and by half of those who
don’t: “Children learn by viewing.” Furthermore, the educational con-
tribution is primarily related to the serious, intellectual development of
the child, not to mechanical or social skills.

“Children have a much greater opportunity to learn than we
ever had. Children today have a chance to see and learn long
before they could read.”

“A more rapid acquisition of vocabulary and perhaps more
stimulation of curiosity—of course, this requires selectivity.
They will hear a word or phrase or see an animal and then
ask about it or go to the dictionary to look it up.”

“I taught school and being around them, I could tell the ones
who watched. They could add different things in class discus-
sions just from what they had heard on TV.”

Sometimes, the benefits—and responses—are more far-reaching:

“They learn on a rabies program that bats can carry rabies. So
many valuable things are given on a program, they are worth-
while for a lifetime.”

The frequency with which parents cite educational benefits contrasts
with the general absence of such praise in the popular press. They are
not simply parroting public clichés; the attitude apparently has objective
and/or subjective meaning for them.

b) Baby-sitting: The next advantage in order of frequency for all
parents, pro or con, is the supervisory, or “baby-sitting,” capacity of the



QUESTION 35B “What do you think
are some of the main advantages
(of television for children)?”

“PROS” “CONS”

Respondents:  Fathers. Mothers, Fathcrs.]Mothers.l
Children Children All Children|Children All
ALL under 15 under IS Others | |under 15|under 15| Others
T

Base*: 100% = 2350 398 460 781 128 164 419

MENTION |
a) EDUCATION  65% 7% 72% 72% 45% 54% 45%

How to — social 2 2 2 2 0 2 3

How to — physical 2 2 2 3 2 2 2

Intellectual 62 74 67 70 43 50 40

Moral 2 3 3 1 2 1 1

b) BABY-SITTING 28 34 35 3 21 21 13

Keeps them occupied, quiet 9 8 13 9 5 5 5
Keeps them out of trouble 15 21 16 20 9 7 5

Kills time, something to do 7 9 12 6 9 7 4
“Company” for sick, only child 1 1 2 1 2 4 1
ENTERTAINMENT 19 19 23 23 9 20 8

Relaxing 2 2 3 3 0 4 1

Good entertainment (end in itself) 15 16 18 19 8 15 7
Good alternative to movies, etc. 7 2 3 1 2 2 0
PROGRAMS, GOOD-GENERAL 8 3 5 6 19 15 16
Children’s programs 6 2 4 4 11 10 9

Other (non children) 3 0 1 2 8 5 8
STIMULATES SOCIALIZING 1 2 2 1 1 0 0
“ADULT SUPERVISION Necessary” 6 5 L 10 2 2 L
OTHER, GENERAL 2 0 1 1 8 2 6

NO ADVANTAGES (not NA) 4 1 1 1 10 6 14
DK, NA 1 0 1 1 4 5 7

*Excludes NA

Muitiple responses: The detailed percentages within major categories do not necessarily add to the
category totals, which show % of respondents mentioning any (one or more) of the subordinate categories
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television set. There are two aspects to this. Some parents emphasize
the relief that comes from having children quietly preoccupied:

“Well, it keeps them quiet. They’re not apt to go running all
over the place.”

“It takes some of the burden off me teaching them games.”

“The average mother could go crazy without it.”

Others stress the mischief or trouble children would get into if they were
not watching:

“It keeps them in so they’re not out running around all the
time.”

“It has given them a desire to stay at home and not be out
where I don’t know where they are at, getting into trouble.”

Fathers are a little more impressed with the second of these appeals,
while mothers are almost as apt to mention the first. This may reflect
the differential parental responsibilities that have been alleviated. And
“keeping them off the streets” is more relevant for parents of older chil-
dren, while “keeping them quiet” is more likely to apply to youngsters.

What is generally striking is that over a third of the pro-television
parents, and even a fifth of those who oppose it, admit to delegating
some aspect of child supervision to a medium under constant authorita-
tive attack-—one whose content they themselves consider partially harm-
ful (as we will see). And this appears, note, in response to a question
regarding the advantages of television for children, not for parents.

Because the question was open-ended and did not itself suggest a
reply; because it asked for benefits for the child, not the parent; and
because baby-sitting is not a use of the medium that most parents are
likely to be especially proud of—for these reasons, we take the responses
as a conservative underestimate. Using TV to keep children quiet, out
of trouble, and “out of my hair” is probably even more widespread than
here indicated.

Nor is it confined to the less-educated group. Here, for example,
are the figures for the pro-TV parents:
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EDUCATION OF RESPONDENT
College and

Grade School High School Beyond
Fathers Mothers | Fathers Mothers [ Fathers Mothers

Mention “Baby-Sitting” 44% 53%| 38% 36% | 19% 21%
keeps them occupied, quiet 9 12 7 15 7 7
keeps them out of trouble 34 32 23 16 7 4
kills time, something to do 7 15 11 12 6 8
“company” for sick, only child 0 2 1 2 2 4

Don’t Mention ‘‘Baby-Sitting” 56% 47%| 62% 64% |81% 79%
Base: 100% = 87 66 | 203 298 94 83

NoOTE: Subordinate entries do not necessarily add to total because of multiple
responses.

Allusions to “keeping children out of trouble” drop sharply with
education, but the other aspects of “baby-sitting” show smaller declines.
In all, a fifth of the college-educated parents who favor television ac-
knowledge that they use TV to occupy their children.

No other specific benefits are widely noted. There is some mention
that television is entertaining, and some general praise of children’s pro-
grams, although the latter comes mainly from anti-TV respondents (per-
haps as an easy reply when pressed for advantages: “Some of the pro-
grams, I admit, are all right”). Note, too, that non-parents are most
likely to point to the need for adult supervision!

The educational baby-sitter Could the widespread recognition of
educational benefits stem, at least in part, from parents’ relegation of
the young to the television set in the service of their own freedom?
There would naturally be less reluctance about the peaceful, quiet hours
that youngsters spend in front of the set if the children are “getting
something out of it.” The two thoughts are frequently and revealingly
linked:

“All have some facts they can learn. It gives them something
to do in the house. They can’t just sit around and read a book
all the time. Some people claim that all this killing gives the
kids complexes but I can’t see it has hurt my kids.”

“My oldest girl is pre-school age. She learns a lot on the pro-
grams in the morning. . . . Also, the children are out of your
hair.”
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“Keeps them occupied. You take a show like Lassie, and they
can learn a lot of things about manners. It is educational for
children in a lot of respects.”

“It keeps them quiet and it teaches them.”
And some parents seem to reach even further:

“I don’t mind what they look at, because even in those west-
erns with all of its shooting and killing, they show people how
to protect themselves. You notice how a man will push a door
open carefully before he goes in if he thinks someone may be
behind it?”

Furthermore, the higher-educated are more likely to cite the edu-
cational benefits for children—just as they themselves more often ‘“‘feel
informed” when watching.

QuESTION 35B Mention of Educational Benefits,
by Parent’s Education

MENTION EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

[ ]

DON'T MENTION EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

EDUCATION Base: 100% =

36% ‘ 153

High School |

College and Beyond '

And this increase in the rate of acknowledged educational benefits
comes entirely from those who refer to the baby-sitting advantages of
television!
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QUESTION 35B Per cent Who Mention Educational Benefits . . . |:,

MENTION EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

[ ]

DON'T MENTION EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

EDUCATION
among those who don’t mention baby-sitting: Base: 100% =
Grade School | ’i% ! X TI 9% | 79
High School [ aBE SN -k : 1 15 J 316
College and Beyond l 92 { )l 1y I S—I 142
among those who do mention baby-sitting:
Grade School [ 36% —I 64% ] 74
High School | a9 | 51 | 185
College and Beyond I 74 l 26 j 35

In other words, among those who don’t refer to baby-sitting, about
90 per cent at each educational level allude to the educational benefits
of TV. But in the grade-school sample, 64 per cent are willing to cite
baby-sitting without also noting educational advantages for the child;
in the high-school sample, the figure shrinks to 51 per cent; and among
the college-educated, only 26 per cent cite parental relief without (com-
pensating?) intellectual gain to the child.®

The suggestion of some defensiveness among the well-educated
TV-dependent parents is strong. Another investigator similarly con-
cludes:

Many parents are greatly in favor of television, even to the
point of being defensive about it. To some extent TV helps
them to keep an eye on the children. Also, if they themselves

6 The over-all figure for educational benefits is higher among those who don't
mention baby-sitting, because many people give only one answer to the question.
This produces a general negative association between any two categories of re-
sponse.
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enjoy television and view a lot, they have a vested interest in
defending it. Perhaps for these reasons many parents do not
admit to control the amount and content of children’s viewing.”

When it comes to their children’s viewing, as with their own, pro-
gramming that can be considered worthwhile takes some of the stigma
off an otherwise partly “unacceptable” use of the set. But in neither
case is viewing confined to the programs so regarded. The number of
hours people like to relax with TV, and would like their children to be
preoccupied with it, almost certainly exceeds the number of programs
that would survive any moderately selective test.

This situation, then, may underlie some of the demands for a
higher “base™ level of prograrnming in general—more, even, than for
specific outstanding shows—because viewing wants to be general. The
cancer scare did not cut smoking much; it created the demand for a
safer cigarette. Similarly, perhaps, we cannot or will not give up our
own chain viewing or our children’s; it is up to the industry to provide
a filter:

“I like what I see to be clean. I don’t like to have to supervise
what my grandchild sees. Who am 1 to censor? They just
shouldn’t have such things on.”

That brings us to the disadvantages: Parents recognize a number
of ingredients that need filtering before television can, in good con-
science, be cleared for general consumption by children.

a) Bad Influence. First and foremost, “children see things they
shouldn’t see.” The parents who favor television acknowledge this in
almost the same numbers as their more critical counterparts.

The chief irritant, clearly, is violence. And concern seems to center
on the fear of imitation, rather than on moral or psychological considera-
tions:

“You read in the paper where the kids are shooting each other
or hanging by the neck, that they’ve seen on TV.”

“I read in the paper when a boy shot another boy. They were

7 Himmelweit et al.: op. cit.



QUESTION 35E “What do you think

are some of the main disadvantages

(of television for children)?”

“PROS" “CONS”
Respondents: |Fathers, |Mothers, Fathers, |Mothers.
i |Children 'Children | Al Children|Children| AN
ALL |under 15 junder 15 (Others | lunder 15 |under 15| Others
Base”: 100% = 2350 398 460 781 128 164 419
J{
MENTION
a) SEE THINGS THEY SHOULDN'T
) —BAD INFLUENCE 51%  44%  47% 48% 5106 59% 64%

violence, horror 30 23 28 28 27 35 40
crime, gangsters 10 10 5 11 6 10 13
makes them anxious, nightmares 5 3 4 3 4 6
total violence—any of above 40 33 37 39 33 46 52
sex, suggestiveness, vulgarity 5 5 4 4 5 9 6
smoking, drinking 2 2 2 2 2 2 3
adult themes—divorce, dope, etc. 2 2 2 1 5 2 3
harmful or sinful products advertised 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
other, general 7 7 7 6 13 10 9
children will pick up above 10 7 9 9 12 15 16
teaches wrong values, morals 2 3 3 2 6 5 5

b) KEEPS THEM FROM DOING
OTHER THINGS THEY SHOULD DO 36 37 31 3 54 48 M
homework 17 15 12 14 23 27 23
chores, bed, meals 11 15 10 1 13 9 8
active play, socializing 7 5 6 6 9 16 8
children become passive (general) 4 3 3 1 14 9 7
waste of time 6 7 6 5 13 5 6
other, general 2 3 2 2 3 4 3
OTHER PROGRAM CONTENT 4 4 3 2 " 7 6
unrealistic, “life isn't that way" 2 2 2 1 5 2 4
not educational enough 1 1 0 1 6 2 2
bad English 1 2 2 0 1 2 0
PROGRAMS BAD, GENERAL 10 9 10 8 13 12 13
children’s programs 1 1 0 0 1 1 1
other (non-children) 9 9 10 8 13 11 12

PHYSICAL HARM,
eye strain, posture, etc, 5 4 3 4 5 8 8

ADVERTISING TOO EFFECTIVE,
kids drive me nuts asking for products 1 1 2 1 2 3 0
OTHER OR GENERAL 2 1 3 1 2 3 3
NO DISADVANTAGES (not NA) 9 1 12 14 1 0 0
DK,NA 2 4 3 2 1 1 0

*Excludes NA

Multiple responses: The detailed percentages within major categories do not necessarily add to the
category totals, which show % of respondents mehtioning any (one or more) of the subordinate categories
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looking at TV and he got a gun and shot this other boy trying
to imitate the TV show.”

“When they see these murders the first thing they think about
is to try to do what they see. If they only heard it on radio it
would have a different effect. I think that's how a lot of juvenile
delinquency starts.”

“I don’t like western shows and the like. They arc learning
the young generations to go astray. They do shooting and peo-
ple get up after that, just like caricatures. Children are apt to
get a gun and shoot their parents.”

“Children learn how to kill and murder looking at TV.”

“I don’t believe these wild shoot-em-up westerns are too good
for children. Too many youngsters play with toy guns and
after a while get hold of a real one. Lots of kids get in trouble.”

Much of this is undoubtedly playback of the TV violence issue
in the press. But many specific and concrete remarks scem to reflect
personal experience rather than the general platitude.

“Mighty Mouse is the onec I'm least happy about, because
they try to fly and the children try to imitate. They get rope
and hang my poor daughter [to make her fly].”

Violence vis-a-vis children is also a principal negative cited with-
out prompting by those who respond most critically to “television in gen-
eral” in our introductory probes.

There is little question, then, that this is a widespread, real con-
cern; and there is little question that it is realistically founded in pro-
gram content. There may be no scientific evidence that TV violence has
harmful effects, but there cannot be much of an issue regarding its pres-
ence in programs designed for children as well as in adult crime stories:

“The Three Stooges hit themselves with glass. They may
imitate the crazy things the Stooges do.”

This emphasis on fear of imitation probably stems largely from
the fact that television is available to very young children. Parental re-
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action to the Three Stooges may be an example. When the Three Stooges
appear in the theater, the audience is pretty well restricted to children old
enough to “know better.” If they are big enough to go to the Saturday
matinee, they are probably big enough to know that you don’t test a
straight razor on your tongue, or run a saw across your brother’s head,
or gouge his eyes, for laughs. But does the three-year-old distinguish
fact from fantasy clearly enough? The pre-school child, like modern
society itself, may be in an especially vulnerable period in which physical
and technological capabilities exceed discretionary controls. So violence
of this type—using implements available to children in ways they can
copy—may be especially dangerous.®

Interestingly, mothers who “oppose” TV for children mention vio-
lence more frequently than those who are “favorable,” whereas the two
groups of fathers refer to it with equal frequency. This suggests that
violence is a more important issue with mothers; perhaps they have
more opportunity to see it being imitated.

While this is by far the most frequent element associated with fear
of imitation, it is not the only one. A special problem is presented by the
fantastic physical abilities portrayed not only in cartoons and adventures:

“Back East some kid put a blanket over his shoulders and
jumped out of a window.”

“They shouldn’t watch shows like Superman. It makes them
want to go jump off the roof to see if they can fly.”

but also in some of our most acclaimed whimsical programming:

“My girl friend’s brother saw Peter Pan, went out on the roof,
jumped out as he saw on TV; got caught and was almost dead
from strangulation. He had a dog chain around his neck. A
neighborhood child saw him, ran in and told the family.”

Vulgarity is also mentioned:

“Remarks such as ‘You’re a dirty, double-crossing rat.” Can
you believe my younger one called me that the other day?
This is a sample of the language they hear on TV.”

R As opposed to fantasied violence in cartoons (mouse steamrolls cat) or even

to “realistic” adult violence, as in gangster shows, which requires tommy guns or
bombs to implement.
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”

And sex—*scantily clad girls in the dance show,” “sinful things
like hugging and kissing”—comes in for its expected, though in this
case, small share of outrage.

But none of these latter qualifies as a genuine concern for any
substantial proportion of the viewing population, certainly not as com-
pared with violence.

With respect to generalized criticisms, note that those who simply
say ‘“Programs are bad for children” are almost always referring to
adult shows. This anticipates a general dilemma discussed later: adult
programming, even when good, may expose children to “things they
shouldn’t see.”

b) Passivity and distracticn. Violence and its “bad influence”
is the major objection in terms of what is actually on the air. But an
equally frequent class of objection—actually more frequent among fa-
thers who oppose television—has little to do with the content itself. As
one articulate respondent puts it:

“I think the main disadvantage of television for children is
not so much what it inspires them to do, but what they miss
by sitting down and watching television. It takes time away
from reading and outdoor activities, which is why we limit it.
It is a form of entertainment in which they do not participate.”

Some parents worry about the alternative, more ‘“worthwhile”
activities that viewing replaces, much as thcy worry about their own
“waste of time” before the TV set and perhaps even a little more ex-
plicitly.?

“We are going to grow a group of wide-bottom, one-eyed
morons. They aren’t going to read enough. They can’t par-
ticipate. They just sit and watch.”

“They become too habit-forming and you have to boot them
out of the house on a sunny day.”

“Don’t spend enough time playing outside with other chil-
dren.”
9 Possibly children caricature some of their own tendencies; or perhaps some of

the parents’ unresolved feelings about their own viewing may be spilling over onto
the children.
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Nor does this concern with fresh air and sunshine stem entirely from
pristine regard for the child’s physical or social development:

“I’d like to have them take Sky King off so we can get them
out of the house. All of those Saturday-morning serials. I just
fecl they should get out of the house. We get sick of them
around all the time.”

So program quality is important, but clearly not the whole story.
Better programs are less likely to have a “bad influence,” but they may
actually aggravate the conflict with other pursuits:

“Some of the best programs come on when my girl should be
practicing music.”

This comment illustrates the most frequent form of parental ob-
jection to the seductiveness of the set. It isn’t just that TV replaces such
abstract alternatives as “active socialization”—it makes it a lot harder
to get children to do the simple, concrete things they are supposed to do:

“They don’t want to eat. They don’t want to help with the

housework or do their homework. They’re just stuck to the

set.”
This complaint is heard in large numbers from both parents; and, except
for specific mentions of homework, with roughly equal frequency among
pros and cons. Parcnts who oppose TV, and especially the mothers, refer
to its interference with school assignments much more frequently than
those who approve. Indeed, that may be a major consideration behind
their over-all verdict.

So all in all, so far as adult judgments are concerned, television
helps to educate the child, but watching it interferes with his education.
It helps keep him busy and out of mischief, but it also keeps him too
busy to do his chores. It keeps the kids in when you want them in—
which is good, except for some of the bad things they see. And it keeps
them in when you want them out—which is bad even if they sce good
things. Ideally, then, TV should provide interesting, educational pro-
grams that intrigue children when parents don’t want to be bothered
with them—but not when they ought to be outside or doing something
else.
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As in the case of adult viewing, then, there are undeniable strings
attached to undeniable benefits. The resulting ambivalence is partially,
but only partially, resolved by good programming.

Violence, especially of a type that children can easily imitate, cer-
tainly could be removed, and with it, a chief source of parental anxiety.
And children’s programs could be improved; maybe not the best of them,
but certainly the average. But the most educational, least violent tele-
vision imaginable will not induce children to do their homework or go
outside to play (except, possibly, if it loses their interest). Viewing, per se,
remains at issue. And parents, not programs, must cope with that.

The rules. How do they do so? The first point of interest is simply
the extent to which parents report supervising or regulating their chil-
dren’s viewing at all. Our question was asked only of parents with children
under fifteen years of age at home.

Q. 36F “Even though they're not always enforced 100%, are there any
rules or regulations in your home about when and what the
children watch, or do you let them make their own decisions?”

Mothers Fathers All
We have definite rules 44% 38% 41%
We try, we make an effort 6 6 6
Kids decide with minor
exceptions 4 4 4
We have no rules; kids decide 27 33 30
Don't need rules—kids too young 7 8 7
No answer, all other—rules not
mentioned in response, etc. 12 11 12
Base: 100% = 632 538 1170

We tried to balance the wording of the question, but there is probably
still some bias toward “rules” as the more socially acceptable response:
parents who have rules will not fail to report them here but some who
exercise little or no control might tend to overestimate their regulation.
If anything, then, these results probably overstate the degree of parental
control. Yet less than half report definite regulations and a third state the
total or virtual absence of controls.

Furthermore, those who think children are “better off without tele-
vision” are only slightly more likely to claim some regulation: 44 per cent
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of them have definite rules as against only 41 per cent of those who think
children are “better off with TV.”

The specific rules that are mentioned, by those who do legislate,
show the degree of parental concern with the circumstances of viewing:

Q. 36F The Rules Mentioned

Mothers Fathers
Viewing Circumstances 31% 29% *
Hours 24% 22%
no later than (usually bedtime) 18 15
only certain times or days 5 6
no more than . . . 2 1
Duties 14 12
homework first, or reward for 9 6
meals, naps, chores first, or
reward for 3 5
withheld for punishment 2 3
play outside when nice 1 1
Programs 28 20
Specific—prohibit or discourage 11 8
violence, scary things 6 4
sex, adult themes 1 1
specific shows 3 3
Other 1 1
General “Supervision™ 18 12
“their shows only™ 3
“we supervise what they see” 14 9
Other 1 1
Base: 100% = 632 538

* These are multiple responses. Hence, detailed percentages within
major categories do not necessarily add to the total, which shows per
centages of respondents mentioning any (one or more) of the sub-
crdinate categories,

Most of the specific taboos deal with when and how much children may
watch. Regulations on content are less frequently mentioned, especially
by fathers.

One form of program control is conspicuously small. In the same
sample that has just designated “violence” the number-one irritant, only
about 5 per cent specifically mention some attempt at regulation in this



98 TELEVISION AS VIEWING

regard. And again, the figure is not significantly higher among those
parents who actually cited the violence as a disadvantage (about 7 per
cent of them, to 5 per cent of those who did not). Parents who “‘generally
supervise what they see” may of course employ anti-violence criteria,
but even then that regulation would be far less frequent than expressed
concern about the harmful effects of violence.

On the whole, there is little, if any, relationship between the dis-
advantages the parents cite and the controls they mention. For example,
those who worry about TV’s interference with chores or other activities
are only a shade more likely to mention appropriate limitations on the
circumstances under which children can watch (14 per cent to 12 per cent).

Perhaps parents do not really mean the disadvantages they talk
about; maybe the concrete restraints they impose are a better indication
of their anxieties about the medium than their abstract citation of dis-
advantages. Or, the rules may be largely a matter of what can realistically
be enforced, rather than an accurate reflection of the parents’ deep con-
cerns. Or, finally, regulations may speak more to the disadvantages of TV
for parents than for children.!

But whatever the reason, there seems to be a general discrepancy
between what parents say worries them most and what they say they do
about it. The general impression left by these questions is that few parents
even claim stringent controls over content; the rule in a good many homes,
including those that “oppose” TV for children, is laissez-faire. And in the
rest, regulation centers mainly on the circumstances of viewing. A noted
communication researcher recently suggested to parents:

I suggest that you do not think in terms of what television does
to children, but rather, what do children do with television.2

Some may be taking his advice in the sense that they are concerned with
the passivity of children, but many seem to be thinking rather, or at
least also, in terms of what television does for them as parents.

1 The most frequently mentioned rule, bedtime, is a case in point. Television
may aggravate enforcement, but bedtime rules themselves clearly do not originate
with television.

2 Wilbur Schramm: Children and Television—Some Advice to Parents. Re-
print of a talk delivered at the Biennial National Convention of the American
Association of University Women, Kansas City, Mo., June 24, 1959.



Viewing and the Family 99

Television and Togetherness

Adults watch television and children watch television, and frequently
they watch television together. We saw that TV has become an integral
part of nightly family relaxation in many homes and as such it has an
important role in the social life of the family. The attraction of the set
not only keeps people home together but it gives them something to do
in common.

The degree of dependence on TV sealing wax in some homes is
difficult to overstate:

Q. 37E “What did you do (the last time the set broke down) during the
time you would ordinarily have spent watching TV?”

“The family walked around like a chicken without a head. It’s
like a lost friend.”

“We didn’t know what to do. There was so much missing, we
just went to bed.”

“It was terrible. We did nothing—my husband and 1 talked.

“Screamed constantly. Children bothered me and my nerves
were on edge. Tried to interest them in games, but impossible.
TV is part of them.”

“1 couldn’t stay at home. We went over to my mother-in-law’s
at night. She has a TV. Even with my family there, I'm lone-
some without TV.”

Desperation is also reflected in the urgency with which most families
cope with the emergency; as documented in the following chart.

The fact that the better-educated are slightly slower in repairing
their sets indicates that finances are probably not the crucial factor. The
fact that they are only slightly slower again attests to the almost equally
routine usage among these groups.
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But TV togetherness is not without its cost to the family. Viewers
recognize at least two attending disadvantages.

1. “Quiet! 1 can’t hear.” First, there is the specific family form
of the general viewing ambivalence: television replaces other worth-
while activities. When family or friends are preoccupied with television,
they are less occupied with other things or with each other. Some people
are especially concerned with the curtailment of direct, personal com-
munication: :

“TV has ruined American home life. People no longer sit
around and visit. Everywhere you go you have to outtalk TV.
TV people have entered your home and life more than people
who should be friends and companions.”

“I think they should drop an atom bomb and wipe it all out.
I would say that TV has smashed home life. It has not brought
us closer together, it has separated us.”

In fact, the seductiveness of the set to the exclusion of other family
activities is among the dangers cited spontaneously by the strongest critics
of the medium, while the positive counterpart, togetherness through view-
ing, is noted by the enthusiasts. Recall, for example, these data from an
earlier table (page 42):

Q. 8 “How do you feel about television in general?”’

OVER-ALL RESPONSE

MENTION: Extremely Extremely
positive Positive 50/50 Negative negative

Makes for together-

ness, home life 15% 8% 1% 1% 0%
Interferes with home

life, visiting 1 2 4 4 7
Good for children (or

helps parents) 13 11 6 3 0

Bad for children (or
makes it tough for
parents) 1 6 19 23 21

Within certain limits, the better the program, the greater this par-
ticular cost. People can discuss the day’s events and still keep up with a
canned comedy, but it is difficult to follow meaningful programming and
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still make meaningful (unrelated) conversation. So TV families accom-
modate to a reduced level of communication, which is sometimes dramati-
cally brought home to them by breakdown of the set:

“We got acquainted with each other all over again.”

“We had a marvelous time. We read, had discussions, nobody
missed TV at all.”

The reduction in “normal” family interaction of all types, attend-
ing the introduction of TV, has also been noted and satirized extensively
in the popular culture, as, for example, in numerous magazine cartoons.

The “opportunity cost” of an evening with TV—what it costs in not
doing something else—obviously varies with the physical, social, and
cultural alternatives that are realistically available to the family. As a
rough indication:

Q. 37 “What did you do during the time you would ordinarily have
spent watching TV ?”

0-6 yrs.  7-8 yrs. 1-3 yrs. 4 yrs. 1-2 yrs. 3-4 yrs.  Beyond
G.S. G.S. H.S. H.S. Coll. Coll. College

Read 17% 19% 21% 30% 30% 38% 49%
Radio 26 16 18 13 9 13 16
Movies 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Went out 9 3 5 4 3 2 1
Talked,

visited 2 3 2 3 7 2 3
Chores,

work 14 11 14 12 13 13 13
Sewed 3 4 3 3 2 3 3
Played cards,

games 1 4 4 4 2 5 1
Hi-fi,

records 2 2 1 5 4 4 3
Hobbies 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Used other

set 4 5 7 8 9 10 11
Fixed set 2 5 3 3 5 3 1
Missed it 9 5 4 3 1 1 4
Did not

miss it 0 3 4 3 5 2 4
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0-6 yrs.  7-8 yrs. 1-3 yrs. 4 yrs. 1-2 yrs. 3-4 yrs. Beyond
G.S. G.S. H.S. H.S. Coll. Coll. College
Rested,
slept 7 8 6 5 4 2
Nothing 5 4 4 2 5 2 3
Other 2 11 6 8 11 11 10
DK, NA 21 19 19 19 15 10 6
Base:
100% = 117 291 374 474 149 128 70

The better-educated say they read, and the others read or listen to the
radio. (The slight rise in radio among the top groups may be due to FM.)

But the question has relatively little meaning, because so few families
stay without a set long enough to establish alternative patterns. Many
families may recognize alternatives other than fixing the set or doing
nothing; and many are aware that TV exacts a price in other family
pursuits:

“[When the set broke] we went back to living normally. I'd
have liked to have left it broken.”

But, however grudgingly, the price is usually paid. Regardless of what
they’d “like” to have done, most viewers get the set fixed, and quickly.
And by their own reports, the better-educated families spend almost as
many evenings with television as the more culturally deprived.

In sum, most families report that they spend many relaxing evenings
watching television together, and many attribute this togetherness largely
to the ability of the TV set to keep family members at home around a
common center of attention. But once people are in the same room, TV
noticeably restricts communication among them. When they are watching
television, they are not talking much or playing bridge or chess. But they
also are not at the movies, “on the streets,” in a bar, or reading comic
books. Does television, on balance, create more home life than it destroys?
The answer involves identifying, quantifying, and evaluating the actual
alternatives—an issue even harder to conceptualize than to settle.

2. Program incompatibility. Family viewing also raises problems
involved in exposing children to some of the programs enjoyed by their
parents. The following two questions suggest the dilemma:
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Q. 36D “Which of the programs
your child watches do
you think are the best
programs for him?”

Parents*

Children’s variety, dramatic,

adventure 39%
Cartoons 32

kiddie, or general 27

“sophisticated” 7
Family situation 29

more serious, “lesson” 27

strictly comedy or general 8
School, kindergarten 15
Misc. adult shows,

entertainment 15
Misc, adult shows,

information 11
Westerns 10
Sports 4
Teen-age dancing 4
Other 6
None 5
All of them 1
DK, NA 8

Base: 100% = 1170

Most frequently mentioned:

Captain Kangaroo 217
Lassie 178
Walt Disney 144
Romper Room 115
Father Knows Best 115
Huckleberry Hound 78
Popeye 71
Dennis the Menace 65

(Others in Appendix Table 7)

TELEVISION AS VIEWING

Q. 36E “Which programs that he
watches aren’t you so
happy about?”

Parents
Westerns 20%
Violence, “horror,”
general 19
Violent children’s shows 9
Violent adult shows 9
Children’s shows, other 10

Adult shows with “Adult
themes™ (sex, divorce, etc.) 5
Other 6
None (includes “don't let
them watch bad shows”) 24

All of them 1
DK, NA 16
1170

Most frequently mentioned:

Three Stooges 103
Untouchables 37
77 Sunset Strip 20
Popeye 19
Dennis the Menace 17
Have Gun, Will Travel 13
Maverick 11
Twilight Zone 11

* Multiple responses: the detailed percentages within major categories do not
necessarily add to major totals, which show percentage of respondents mentioning
any (one or more) of the subordinate categories. Incidentally, there are hardly
any differences in these responses between mothers and fathers.
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The approved programs are straightforward and create no particular
issues: they are, by and large, shows designed specifically for children
or for family appeal.

Among the former, Captain Kangaroo stands out, with by far the
highest vote for a single program. The specific ingredients that make this
both a child .and a parent favorite bear analysis by those charged with
the development of better children’s programs.

In the family-show category, Father Knows Best leads, probably
chiefly because of the “morals” children can draw:

“Father Knows Best. It was when Kathy tore up a picture
so some family couldn’t go on a vacation and then admitted
what she had done. My son took it all in and later talked to
me about it.”

And other “family situations” are mentioned in the same context:

“One child I know had a little fit of telling lies, and programs
like Beaver and Lassie have brought him out, maybe. Timmie
in Lassie told lies once or twice and got into trouble and it
made quite an impression on this child.”

“My children was watching Lassie when the little boy said
thanks at mealtime. My children asked why we don’t, and now
we do.”

So the programs parents approve of are children’s programs they
themselves don’t watch, or those the whole family can ¢njoy.

But the debit side raises a conflict. First of all, criticism is less fre-
quently linked to particular programs; and it does not center on children’s
shows. Violence as a general theme predominates on the black list; but
only one program clearly for children is implicated. The Three Stooges
worries two and a half times as many parents as it pleases. For the rest,
the programs at fault are mostly unnamed. Responses tend to general
categories—shooting, crime, detectives, westerns—and these, in large
measure, reflect general “adult” TV fare, as do the specific mentions of
“adult themes.”

So family viewing can result in objectionable exposure for children
whenever parents choose shows with violence or other “adult” ingredients
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and then let the children watch with them. And choosc them they do,
as the ratings document. Recall, for example, that Gunsmoke and The
Untouchables (one, a western; the other, the epitome of TV violence) are
both in the top ten, and each attracts close to 40 children (and about 160
adults) per 100 sets (see page 80).

Parents cannot realistically expect to send the children out of the
room at the violent or passionate climax. In the first place, it is difficult
to do:

“The violence on TV is just awful, | remember one time I came
into the room and he was watching a man beat someone’s head
in with a rock. I sent him out of the room, and he cried so loud
I couldn’t even see the end of the show.”

But more generally, such restrictions preclude the very family satisfactions
so often integral to viewing. Nor is the problem confined to deliberate
family sessions with TV. So long as there is only one TV set, and the
children are at home, conflicts of this type are potential whenever adults
watch television.

As a result, the family watches together, and parents feel uneasy
when the objectionable themes arise—whether in The Untouchables or
Medeu, King Kong or King Lear. The issue clearly surpasses quality level;
it is inherent in the inevitable difference between what interests adults
and what is suitable for children. There can be a few happy blends—as
in family situation shows or sophisticated cartoons—but it is doubtful
whether the bulk of programming can, or should, satisfy both sets of de-
mands simultaneously. The conflict seems indigenous to a medium the
whole family so frequently wants to enjoy together.

So, by and large, the discussion of television and home life reflects
many of the themes that emerged in the previous, more general consider-
ation of viewing. We see again that why, where, and how much people
watch are issues of primary concern to them; and that the effects of view-
ing on the family as on the individual are double-edged.

There are benefits beyond those provided by the programs them-
selves: children are kept busy and out of mischief, the family stays to-
gether around a shared point of interest, and so on. And there are dangers
or costs, again beyond those that inhere in the program content itself:
children are diverted from other things, and the family and its friends
may put aside normal social relationships to join a silent audience.
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The intricate and intimate relationship between feelings about
watching and attitudes toward program content reappears. When tele-
vision appears to instill or reinforce family values or helps educate the
child, people feel more justified in surrendering their family hours or their
children than when it seems to subvert these purposes. So certain pro-
grams alleviate some of the problems associated with extensive family
viewing while others add the burden of “bad influence.” And parents’
evaluations of the matter may sometimes be colored by a vested interest
in viewing—their own or their children’s.

But programming itself is no ultimate answer to such questions as:
Does the child get enough fresh air or active play? Has the family other
interests and activities? Do we visit with friends as we used to? And, in
some instances, better and more involving programming may intensify
such conflicts because it is less easily dismissed, more likely to be ap-
proved or even encouraged by parents.

In short, there are “good” and “bad” programs and there is “good”
and “bad” viewing. While the two are related, the relationship is far from
simple or complete. Feelings about the program certainly influence feel-
ing about watching it, but the reverse may also be true. Programs inherit
as well as originate important aspects of the public’s response to tele-
viewing.

With this in mind, we turn to the programs the viewers turn to.






PART III

Television

As Content






WE HAVE now arrived at the point where most discussions of television
begin. The programming content of the medium—what it is and what it
should be—dominates the current dialogue among the broadcasters, pro-
ducers, and sponsors; their academic, intellectual, and professional critics;
the FCC; and most other interested parties.

The various voices are strong and clear, but certainly not in harmony.
One point of view is represented by FCC Chairman Newton Minow in
his description of the “vast wasteland”:

... a procession of game shows, violence, audience partici-
pation shows, formula comedies about totally unbelievable
families, blood and thunder, mayhem, violence, sadism, murder,
Western bad men, and Western good men, private eyes, gang-
sters, more violence, and cartoons. And, endlessly, commercials
—many screaming, cajoling and offending. And most of all,
boredom.



112 TELEVISION AS CONTENT

And in his conclusion:

We all know that people would more often prefer to be enter-
tained than stimulated or informed. But your broadcaster’s
obligations are not satisfied if you look only to popularity as
a test of what you broadcast. You are not only in show busi-
ness; you are free to communicate ideas as well as relaxation.
You must provide a wider range of choices, more diversity,
more alternatives. It is not enough to cater to the nation’s
whims—you must also serve the nation’s needs.!

Another is the point of view expressed by a spokesman for the
television industry:

It is evident that today virtually every special group—educa-
tional, civic, governmental—quite properly regards television
as the greatest potential force for bringing information and
cultural awareness to the total American public. The medium’s
capacity to perform this service is based on the attention paid
it by some 87 per cent of all U.S. families who spend more than
five hours a day looking at its programs.

It is equally evident that our people made their $16 bil-
lion investment in television sets primarily for entertainment.
Diminish this universality and concentration of attention—
created in the first place by entertainment programs—and you
diminish the medium’s capacity to inform the public at large
and to enrich its cultural life.

It seems to me that impractical demands for an over-
weighing of special-interest programs can threaten this potential.

Thoughtless yielding to such demands would inevitably
reduce the overwhelming attention paid to the medium, and
television would cease to represent the single widest avenue to
the American public. If television’s purpose is to serve the many
instead of the few, entertainment must continue to be the single
largest element of the television schedule.?

1 From a speech delivered by Newton N. Minow before the National Association
of Broadcasters, May 9, 1961.

2 “Television and the Pursuit of Excellence,” a talk by Louis Hausman, Di-
rector, Television Information Office, at the annual luncheon of the American
Council for Better Broadcasts, held in conjunction with the Institute for Education
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Our purpose here is simply to add another voice to the debate—the
voice of the viewer. At present, he is conspicuously absent at the forum,
except as the subject of necessary but competing assumptions:

Chairman Minow: I believe in the people’s good sense and
good taste, and I am not convinced that the people’s taste is as
low as some of you assume.?

NBC Board Chairman David Sarnoff: The great majority un-
questionably wants diversion—Westerns, mysteries, and adven-
ture yarns.?

Hallmark’s (Hall of Fame sponsor) Joyce Hall: The trouble is,
too many sponsors underrate the audience’s intelligence and
appreciation of culture when it is done well.?

Critic Harriet Van Horn: I'm convinced the audience for West-
erns, situation comedies, and private eyes, checks its brains at
the door and sits through the dreadful junk in a stupor.®

And so on.

In the following pages we let the viewer speak on these topics for
himself, not through the indirect and generalized medium of ratings, which
reflect only how many people watch what, but in terms of specific likes
and dislikes, “great moments” and disappointments, wishes satisfied and
wishes unfulfilled.

Chapter 5 deals entirely with what people say about the matter.
We ask them questions and take them at their word. The inquiry proceeds
from the general to the specific: first we hear what viewers think of pro-
gramming in general; then what they think of different kinds of programs
and of the respective proportions now available; and, finally, what specific
shows have made an impression.

by Radio-Television at the Ohio State University, April 26, 1961, reprinted in Vital
Speeches, Vol. 27 (July 1, 1961), p. 568.

3 Op. cit.

4 Quoted in Robert W. Sarnoff (as told to Stanley Frank): “What Do You
Want from TV?" The Saturday Evening Post, July 1, 1961.

5 Quoted in Stanley Frank: “He Refuses to Waste Your Time.” TV Guide,
July 22, 1961.

8 Quoted in Stanley Frank: “TV Makes Her Tired,” The Saturday Evening
Post, June 3, 1961.
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Then, in Chapter 6, we take a step toward answering the crucial
question: How seriously are verbal responses on these matters to be
taken? Do the viewers really mean it? As an indication, we compare
survey replies with independent information about what the same people
actually watch and don’t watch when put to the choice.



Chapter 5
WHAT VIEWERS SAY

“Television could be greatly improved by getting
more educational and having better type plays like
Playhouse 90 and Circle Theatre. I like good high-
class mystery and adventure—not just kid stuff. I like
Perry Mason, but wish it were on at a different time
because it’s just too early. I'd like to see more national
and international events on TV. Incidentally, I want
to watch the fights now, do you mind?”

“The Programs” in General

We begin with several readings on general reactions to present TV
fare, with no effort to isolate specific programs or even types of programs.
The question is simply how viewers evaluate the sum total of what they
are presently offered.
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First, consider these two open-ended questions:

Strong Unqualified PRAISE
QUESTION 13A “How would you
describe most of the television PRAISE
programs on the air today?”

BHE

SO-SO

i

CRITICISM

Strong Unqualified CRITICISM
EDUCATION & o ¢

Base": 100% =

ALLY [ 53% [ 5% [ 2% J 1060 *

Grade School [ 57 l 16 l 16 1 281
High schoot [ 56 T : i
College and Beyond i: 40 | 16 r 38 j 225

*Asked of half the sample only. Excludes DK, NA, Other
1 Includes 39 respondents unclassified as to education

Note: In coding these responses for general evaluation, we followed essentially
the same procedure described on p. 37. Here are examples: Strong praise:
great, wonderful, couldn't be better. Praise: good, entertaining, etc. or specific
types_praised. So-s0: acceptable, good as they can be, or some praised, some
criticized. Criticism: mediocre, uninteresting, or specific types criticized. Strong
criticism: lousy, sickening, terrible

The verdict is clear, and much like the earlier response to television
in general. “Most programs” are “good”; and that single word, selected
by respondents themselves, captures about the amount of enthusiasm
evident in the previous, more elaborate measure. For most pople, “most
programs” are not great, but are clearly a cut above satisfactory.

Again, the better-educated are less satisfied when they generalize
about television. The college sample is evenly divided between praise and
criticism, and those among them with education beyond college become
critical, on balance. (See Appendix Table 8.) But the fall-off with in-



QUESTION 13B “What ONE word
would you use to sum up most
television programs?”’

Number of
Respondents

1210
Good, very good, excellent

| z L

Entertaining, enjoyable, amusing
| | 163

Fair, satisfactory, acceptable

| | 154

Interesting
l | 110

Common, run-of-the-mill, average

(208

Uninteresting, dull
48

Educational, informative

[]18

Exciting, stimulating

D18

Trash, junk, trite

D19

Relaxing, recreational

[.] e

Childish, silly

[

Shallow, trivial

Other, DK, NA 266
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creasing education is not nearly so marked when we ask people to ap-
praise only the programs they themselves generally watch:

QuEsTioN 28 “Television programs,

like most other things, vary in quality.

Some are better than others. Considering

just the programs you generally watch,

what proportion would you say are:

extremely enjoyable, how many are somewhat

enjoyable, how many are just so-so, and

how many are disappointing?”’ DISAPPOINTING

Extremely ENJOYABLE

L

Somewhat ENJOYABLE

_Hil
8

EDUCATION
AVERAGE OF RESPONSES: Base': 1009 =

25% ] 17% FO 427"

ALL

Grade School 24 I 15 627

High School 25 | 17

L
*Includes 70 cases unclassified as to education
fPercentages exclude DK, NA which varies from response to response

Education still matters, but even the college-educated tend to find the
programs they watch “extremely enjoyable.”
“Most vs. “mine”

For a more detailed picture of reactions to “most programs” and
“my programs,” and how each of these compares with what programming
“should be,” we turn again to a word list. The comparison comes from
essentially the same procedure we used in the earlier analysis of feelings
associated with viewing. Half the sample read through a list of thirty-
two adjectives twice, under these instructions:

1214

College and Beyond 516

»
o

Q.13 C “Would you look at this list of words and quickly check all
those that you might use to describe most TV shows?”

Q.13 E “Now here’s another copy of the same list. Would you look it
over and check the words that describe how you'd like more
programs to be?"”
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The other half, independently, used the same list only to describe pro-
grams they had previously named as favorites:

Q.15 D “And now would you go through this list quickly and check
all the words that describe (favorite program)' or programs of
that type?”’

The results appear on the next page, with the adjectives grouped
as shown. Each bar shows the average score for the words in that cluster,
computed as described before (footnote 5, page 62). For ready com-
parisons, the “positive” clusters are plotted to the right, and the corre-
sponding “negatives” appear to the left.

“Most programs are . ..” The general pattern in the upper, light-
colored bars replicates the previous free-response evaluation of ‘“most
programs.” The favorable terms far outscore the critical ones; the aver-
age response to the clearly positive words on the list is 33 per cent as
against 17 per cent for the negative ones.2

But again, praise is by no means global or undifferentiated. Most
programming is entertaining and informative, just as most people feel
entertained and informed while watching. And ‘“‘honest” is also some-
what more often attributed than denied—noteworthy, in the early
wake of the quiz scandals. But viewers are not willing to describe “most
programs” as “creative,” ‘“‘tasteful,” ‘“serious,” or “‘great.” In these clus-
ters, the negatives virtually cancel the positives, and in one case, “trivial,”
actually exceed them.

“More programs should be ...” For the most part, there should
be more of the same—entertaining and/or informative programming—
and in general, the gray bars get shorter as the light blue ones do. So that,
over-all, the comparison reveals no outstanding discrepancy between what
most programs are and what more should be. (Incidentally, there is no
mechanical reason for the two sets of answers to correlate so closely. In
fact, there may be some response bias in the opposite direction: having
just said what most programming is, some respondents may have felt some

2

1 Respondent’s first-mentioned favorite program—previously established—was
inserted by name.

2 We include “average” among the negatives, even though it applies, by defini-
tion, to “most programs,” because of its connotation of mediocrity; “sinful”™ and
“violent” are also presumed negative.



QUESTION 13C “Most television programsare . ..” £l
Base: 100%% = 1210*

QUESTION 13E “I wish most programs would be more ...’
Base: 100% = 1210"

QUESTION 15D “My favorite programsare . ..” [
Base: 100% = 1217*

Average scores for the cluster:

ENTERTAINING

20%

. Entertaining
Boring Exciting
Dull Interesting
Educational
Stupid Stimulating
Idiotic Intelligent
Informative
Phony Honest
CREATIVE
21 26 f reative
Corny 4 maginative
Unimaginative I?I‘eﬂ;ve’em
4 30 Original
TASTEFUL
16 23
Trash 42 gl:.l‘t’:/tlcd
L. Serious
Trivial Significant
Terrible
Bad Great
Violent
SINFUL
11
Sinful 4
1
AVERAGE

51
Average 1
15

*13C and E asked of half the sample; 15D of the other half
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pressure to produce different answers to the question of what more pro-
grams should be like.)

But within this overriding pattern of similarity between “is” and
“should be,” we find differences in the degree of agreement. First of
all, note that the relative emphasis on information vs. entertainment is
somewhat heavier in the “should be” profile than in the “is.” This
recalls the desire to feel informed, so evident in the discussion of view-
ing itself, and we shall see more of its origins and satisfactions in a
moment.

Secondly, there are the calls for original, tasteful, serious program-
ming—each far less frequent than the demands for entertainment and
information, but each in greater contrast with the level presently attrib-
uted to the medium. If the discrepancy between “is” and “should be” is
a measure of dissatisfaction, then these are the most serious criticisms
expressed on this word list.

“My favorites are . ..” For the sample as a whole, favorite pro-
grams are clearly closer to “ideal” than they are to “most programs” if
we take the negative entries into account. And they actually exceed the
“should be” score in “entertainment.” This is essentially the same relation-
ship we saw in the analysis of viewing, where scores for “‘entertained” and
“relaxed” surpassed even the rate of requests for these feelings.

So programs in general are good, though not as good as they could
be; and my favorite programs are much better than most. This distinc-
tion between programs in general and those / watch, whether it reflects
“favoritism” or “selectivity,” underlies some striking educational differ-
ences—and some striking similarities as well; the data appear on the
following two pages.

First, as expected, the better-educated report a much greater dis-
crepancy between what “most programs” are, and what more programs
“should be.” In each cluster, the thin and heavy black lines diverge rap-
idly with increased schooling. But, perhaps not as expected, the com-
parison between “favorite shows” and what programming “should be”
shows no such pattern at all: the discrepancy does not increase with
education. The more educated viewer may be less satisfied with pro-
gramming in general, but according to these responses, he is just as happy
as anyone else with his own programs.

Actually, this finding goes even further: the educated viewer tends
to speak more highly of his favorites than does the average man. The
upper-educated are much more liberal in checking the whole range of



Word List Analysis by Education:

QUESTION 13C “Most television programs are ...”

QUESTION 13E “I wish most programs would be more . ..”

QUESTION 15D “MYy favorite programs are . ..”

INTELLECTUAL

Intelligent, educational Boring, dull

L

ENTERTAINING

Exciting, interesting

Stupid, idiotic

¥ 1 T m T ™7 m T T T T
60 60
40 40
20 20
"wo%,,...,. .“\0%:.,.;..
T 1 T 1 11111 T 1 T 1 1] T 1117114
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CREATIVE SERIOUS
Corny, unimaginative  New, different Trivial Serious, significant
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60 [ 60
40 40
20 20
1 1
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Viewers  Q.13C&E*| Q.15D*
1. 0-6 Years Grade School 100 I 103
2. 7-8 Years Grade School 214 210
BY EDUCATION 3. 1-3 Years High School 262 269
4. 4 Years High School 318 365
5. 1-2 Years College 12 96
6. 3-4 Years College 98 9
7. Education Beyond College 65 49
TASTEFUL HONEST
Trash Tasteful, artistic Phony Honest
T T T T 7T 80 ™TT T ™TT T 80 T ~—

40

20

0%

_:s;@/t’%:l :
! L LI
1 234567 1234567
GREAT

Terrible, bad Great

T
1234567

Average

OTHER?
Violent

Y
2

T
3

~ 4

LR
456

v 80 T

40

20

80

-\f ey

0%

w

T
12 4567

*Independent Samples

+"Sinful” not shown—see Appendix Table 29
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positive adjectives. Here, for example, are the scores on individual words,
for the two extreme educational groups:

Q. 15D "My Favorite Programs Are . . .” (positive words only)

0-6 yrs. Grade Beyond

School College
Base:100% = 103 49

interesting 76% 78%
entertaining 75 88
exciting 64 63
honest 50 67
educational 38 49
great 35 29
intelligent 32 61
different 29 47
stimulating 26 67
serious 25 39
tasteful 25 39
informative 21 53
original 19 47
new 18 27
imaginative 17 47
creative 12 43
artistic 12 27
significant 10 39

average 32% 51%

NoTe: Full data by education in Appendix Table 9.

Bear in mind that the top group is not more liberal in checking
positive words when they describe “most programs”; in fact, just the oppo-
site is true. Also, virtually no negative words are used by either group in
the description of favorites. So these differences are not simply a matter
of response set, or larger vocabulary on the part of the higher group.

The result is that in four of the seven clusters, the blue line actually
climbs with education: the more formal schooling I have, the more in-
tellectual, creative, serious, and tasteful I consider those programs [/
watch regularly.

These relationships are strongest, perhaps, in the key cluster, “in-
tellectual.” With increasing education, intellectual value is much less
frequently attributed to most programming while much more frequently
asked for; the thin and heavy black lines virtually explode from left to

“
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right. But favorite shows parallel the ideal, and climb steadily with
education.?

And again, analysis by religion shows much the same pattern.
Jews are considerably less favorable in their descriptions of most pro-
grams than are Protestants or Catholics—more negative, in fact, than
even the highest educational groups—and they are also more demanding
about what programming should be like. But they too have more good
things to say about their own favorite shows, especially with respect to
their intellectual virtues, (See Appendix Table 29.)

How is it that those most critical of television generally, are at the
same time most favorably impressed by the programs they themselves
watch regularly?

The discrepancy is especially significant since it does not come from
a direct comparison of “most” vs. “mine.” We would expect critics to
make the claim that “my programs are better than most.” But these
are independent descriptions by independent samples. The only difference
is that one group is generalizing about “most programs” while the other
is describing specific programs watched “regularly.”

One explanation is simply that they watch better shows—that the
better-educated, as well as the less-educated, are realistic in appraising
their own favorites. As one viewer observes:

“[Most of the programs on the air today are designed for]
other people. Part is really too high-class for me. I don’t like
the fancy stuff—music, dancing, etc. I'm just a hillbilly. Not
much education, so I guess I can’t appreciate the modern stuff.”

Let us follow through by looking at the favorite programs actually
named by the respondents. The programs they were describing in the
“favorite” check list are tabulated on the next page.

Two points are immediately clear:

1. The viewing population, as a whole, favors light entertainment
by an overwhelming majority. Now these designations need to be related
to the program mix actually available—if there were no other programs
on the air, “favorites” would have to come from this category—and we

3 In fact, note that the lower groups apply the positive intellectual terms to most
programming more frequently than to their own favorites. It is not until high school
graduates and above that the perceived intellectual level of favorites climbs above
that attributed to “most programs.”
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LIGHT ENTERTAINMENT
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-

QUESTION 14/15A-B “What are some of your HEAVY ENTERTAINME
favorite programs— those you watch
regularly or whenever you get a chance?””

.ZII
m
i
@

INFORMATION & PUBLIC AFFAIRS

i

ALL OTHERS
EDUCATION
0-6 Yrs. 7-8 Yrs. 1-3Yrs. 4Yrs. Education
Grade | Grade High High 1-2 Yrs. | 3-4 Yrs. | Beyond
ALL  School | School School School College | College | College
Bese: 100%=2027 203 | 424 | 531 | 683 | 208 | 194 | 114

FIRST MENTIONED EXAMPLE:t

L‘C“ON'W“‘"M' 29%| 27% 30% 33% 29% 26% 23% 18%

Crime, Adventure

| comeov/vanery 24J 18 24 24 29 % 21 14
[vonroraa 12 | 20 12 15 11 7 8 7
Fxcur MUSIC 9 l 6 13 8 9 8 6 1
Isrons 7 | 13 8 6 6 8 6 5
[recuiaenews 4| 5 2 3 3 6 8 8
atoacarnns 1 BR 5 5 6 B 15 2
_ 1 0 2 3 5 9 10
Frf o I R 1 L L L Y L
: | o 0 0 0 1 0 1
|ALL OTHERS,DK,NA 3 I 4 4 2 2 2 4 3
SUMMARY:

[T ey 829 85% 8%  87v% 8% 4%  64%  56%
0 2 3 7 9 11
2 3 3 6 8 8
runticarrams 8 6 6 7 i = e
,TLOTHERS,DK,NA 3' 4 4 2 2 2 4 3

*Includes 70 cases unclassified as to education

+Only one favorite—the first mentioned—is entered for each respondent

§Here and in subsequent analyses of specific programs, responses were categorized according to a
detailed code containing 47 narrow categories (see Appendix Tables 10 and 11), then collapsed into
these 12 broad types, and further into the 5§ major groupings shown in the summary



What Viewers Say 127

undertake such an analysis in later pages. For the moment, we note
merely that the actual programs first thought of as “favorites” are, for
the most part, those that provide pleasant relaxation rather than serious
stimulation.

2. Although this remains true among all educational groups—with
56 per cent naming light-entertainment shows even at the ‘top of the
educational range—there are some marked differences. As education
increases, the incidence of serious, highbrow programs (heavy drama,
information) rises sharply and light drama falls off accordingly. Comedy
and action also decline with education, though the differences are slight
except at the very top.

Moreover, even within general categories, the named ‘“‘favorites”
seem to vary according to general quality distinctions built into the code
on the basis of our a priori evaluations. Here, for example, is a more
detailed analysis of programs within the “action” category.

Q. 14/15A: Favorite Programs

EDUCATION
Coll.
All G.S. H.S. and Beyond
ACTION 28% 28% 31% 24%
Westerns, “adult” 9 9 10 7
Westerns, other, or general 10 14 10 4
Adventure, other worlds 2 1 2 2
Crime drama 4 2 5 6
Private eye, “sophisticated” 2 1 2 3
Police, detective, other, or
general 2 1 2 2
Base: 100% = 2427 * 627 1214 516

* Includes 70 cases unclassified as to education.

The only form of action that declines in popularity with education is
“westerns.” Furthermore, while the figures are small, they suggest that
this decline is largely confined to run-of-the-mill entries; those we cate-
gorized as “adult” remain favorites of roughly equal proportions of each
education group.*

4+ If true, this clearly speaks to the issue of whether the “class” audience need
be lost in the wooing of the “mass.”
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So the greater enthusiasm of the better-educated for their own
favorite shows—far greater than their enthusiasm over most programs
and greater even than the praise other groups bestow on their favorites
—is due in part to the fact that they are describing different programs.
These programs probably are more “intellectual,” “creative,” “serious”
and “tasteful” than an unselected sample of all television fare, or even
than the favorites cited by the public at large.

But at the same time, this selectivity may apply to their responses,
as well as to their actual viewing habits. If a professor and a blue-collar
worker watch both The Untouchables and Omnibus regularly, the pro-
fessor may be relatively more apt to cite Omnibus as an appropriate
“favorite.”> We get some indication of the extent of this response bias
in the next section.

Finally, the critics who feel worse about television and worse about
watching it may find it more necessary to discover or invent saving
graces in the programs they do admit to watching regularly. They may,
in short, have more favorable things to say about the same programs.

Unfortunately, the numbers are too small to allow such comparisons
by individual show, and the analysis by general category is confounded
by the fact that highbrows probably select better shows within each
category. But whatever the explanation, we do find that the better-
educated find more benefits in favorites within the same general group
of programs. Here, for example, those college-educated viewers who men-
tion “light drama” programs as favorite find them more “intellectual,”
“creative,” and “tasteful” than the corresponding groups with less
education. The same is true in the action category, and it is not just
that they use more words in total: they do not see these favorites as any
more “great,” “honest,” or “entertaining.”

Incidentally, similar differences occur in the case of comedy-variety.

In sum: most people like most programs; the more critical groups
less so. Most people also like their programs better than programs in
general; the critics even more so. This leads to the unusual yet revealing
picture of a segment of viewers who are least satisfied with the medium
and its products in general, but more satisfied with what they themselves
consume.

5In some surveys, the “regular readers” of Punch or the Saturday Review
tend to exceed their circulation, while Confidential apparently never sells a copy.
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The Present Menu—How Adequate?

“Most of the programs on the air today are designed for ignor-
amuses. Just the general public like you and me. Begging
your pardon, lady. I didn’t mean to call you an ignoramus.”

Differences in taste and sclectivity within the audience lead natu-
rally to a consideration of the rangc and mix of present offerings. To
what extent are various viewing interests adequately represented? Every-
one likes his favorite shows, but does everyone get enough of the kind
of programming he likes?

Now, the critcrion of “enough” is an issue in itself. There are a
variety of economic, social, and even philosophical approaches to the
matter, and each is fraught with conceptual as well as measurement
difficulties. For example: Should heavy viewers get more consideration
than light viewers because, after all, they consume more? Or would the
light viewers become “heavy” if their needs were satisfied? Do small
minorities “deserve” at least some programs in prime time, displacing
the majority interests? Or should minority interests be expected to
tolerate inconvenience or other “costs” if they are to be satisfied, just
as they expect to pay more and/or look harder for better books or foods
of limited, specialized appeal?

We confine ourselves to a simpler question. Our criterion of
“enough” is subjective, as is our information. The following pages ask
only this: Do the viewers themselves think their interests are adequately
represented, or do they find inequities, omissions, or other “imbalances”
in the current fare?

We begin with this general question:

Q. 20 “What kind of people do you feel most of the programs on the
air today are designed for? (Would you say that the programs
are designed pretty much with people like you in mind—or does
it seem that most of them are aimed at people with other in-
terests and tastes?)”

Coll. and
All G.S. H.S. Beyond
People like me 31% 36% 33% 18%
General public 26 19 29 29
Something for everybody—
diversity 21 26 21 15

For other interests, tastes 19 16 17 27
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Coll. and
All G.S. H.S. Beyond
Further information,
when given:
above average (intelligence,
status, etc.) 2 3 1 1
below average (intelligence,
status, etc.) 9 3 7 21
people who want to relax,
escape 2 1 1 3
Other 7 6 6 8
NA, DK 3 7 2 2

Base: 100% = 2427 * 627 1214 516
* Includes 70 cases unclassified as to education.

A substantial minority—19 per cent of all viewers and 27 per cent
of those who have been to college—say explicitly that most programs
are directed at “other interests.” Further, 9 per cent of the total and
21 per cent of the college-educated specify that these interests are low-
brow, childish, or otherwise beneath them:

“People of lower intelligence. The more you teach, the more
you realize that there are a lot of these. It is certain the more
general programs aren’t for a very high class. It is the large,
more unalert class that the programs reach. That is, in
general.”

“Geared for low intellects. Minimum of education. A majority
of the shows never seem to be anything that makes you think,
raise questions, challenge. All plots are so obvious. People
with minimum education.”

The nature of these observations and their locus in the upper-
educated is now not surprising, but perhaps its frequency, or infrequency,
is noteworthy. (Should we say that fully one fifth of the college-educated
explicitly assert that most shows are directed at other interests and tastes
—or that only one fifth do so?)

At the other extreme, only a very few think that the present level
is over their heads:

“Maybe people who know more than I do. Maybe people who
know more English.”

But the large middle-majority “identifies” with most programming:
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it is adequate and appropriate for the general public and the common
man—and that’s what / am:

“I know a lot of people would say morons. I don’t think that.
I guess the average person. My type person, I guess.”

“Myself. I am just an average man—and I feel I'm lucky to
be able to enjoy anything as wonderful as TV.”

Or people believe that there is diversity-—something for every-
body:

“It’s for all people—there are programs for men, women,
and children. The programs are designed pretty much with
people like me in mind. I feel I have a wide range of shows to
choose from and I love all the shows I watch. I'm a person
who wants to learn from TV, wa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>