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INTRODUCTION

uver the past 15 years. over. 3-000 research articles have been published

on the effects of te1ev1s1on and how people use te1ev1s1on Virtually a]]‘of

this television research was -conducted in apparent 1gnorance of how fam111es ac-

tually use home television. In the almost total absence of any descriptiva data,

. a mu1t1tude of presumptions were made, 1nc1ud1ng the idea that peop1e when

watching te1ev1s1on exc1ude most if, not all other activities, that teTewvision
viewing behav1or is s1m11ar across %ost families, and that telev1s1on by the
fact of 1ts extens1ve pervas1veness 1n people's lives has a d1rect 1mpact upon
att1tudes and behavior. “ n m

Only three limited studies of te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng behavior have been report-
ed (Bechtel Achepho]. and Akera, 19715 Frazer and Reid; Lull, 1980) Two maj-
or contr1but1ons were made by these three studies. f1rst that the major pre-

sumpt1ons behind most te1ev1s1on research regarding how people view telev1s1on

&

may be very erroneous .and second that there appear to be serious 11m1tat1ons
-and Weaknesses in al] of the contemporary approaches to studying families' use

| :of home television. | S ) S

n . .
The. Southwest Educat1ona1 Deve]opment Laboratory w1th the support of the

National Institute of Educat1on saw a need for a study to develop a descr1pt1ve B

data base regard1ng how families use home television. However. as plans for

" the. study were be1ng deve1oped it became apparent that there was no reasonab%y

sound methodo]ogy available. A1l of the methodologies were plagued by serious
questions and doubts, and had frequently generated contradictory data.
1t was therefore decided -that a study eva]uat1ng~the major poss1b1e meth-

odological approaches to studying families' use of home television needed to be




.

conducted Eight major methodo]ogies were selected 1) questionnai%e,

(2) interview, (3) d1ary. (4) staff observer, (5) family observer, (6) audio
tape observat1on. (7) video tape observatibn, and (8) te]ephone observation.
Each of the’methodologies had been used in previous]y reported television re- -
search or related research. Where appropriate the same questions and opera-
tional definitions were used. |

. The results were surpc1sing and potentially signifjcant. not only for tﬂe
field of television reeearch but also ot;er fields of social and behavioral ~

!
research. o ' : .
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- o - ‘ Literature Réview

N ) Children'wétch a lot of television and learn many things from tele-
vision. Nh}1e the available evidence 1; contradictory regérd1ng the impact -
of television upon children's academic development, nonetheless, there are
pverwhe]ming data which indicate that.children not only learn from tele-
vjs1on programming, but also learn a diverse array of things. Postman (1979)

argues forceably that TV is a curriculum, is children's first curriculum,
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and in many ways hay be children's most effective curriculum, - 'v
Many stud1es have found that television programming is very effective
‘ in a number of specific areas. " Regarding children's knowledge of the work-
. ing world and occupat1ons and children's occupat1ona1 asp1rations. tele-
vision has proven to be a very effect1ve teacher. DeFleur and DeFleur (1967)

reported that "a cons1derab1e amount of information about occupational roles
is gained from the medium® (p. 785) and that "the influence of television

‘ s a learning source was substgntia]_concgrn1ng the‘soc1a1 rankings of occu-
pa€1ons" (p. 787). DeFleur and DeFleur cdnc]uded that ”téﬁevis1on is a more
poteht source of occupational status knowledge than either persona]fcontact
or the gén;ral community culture." (1967, p. 787). These findtngs have

been replicated and expanded. Jeffries-Fox and Signorelli (1978) found chil-
dr;n's conceptions of occupatiohs to be consistent with televised portrayals. 4
In experimenta] studies of traditional and non- trad1t1ona1 televised portray- '
als of occupations, television was found to be an effect1ve teacher (M111er

"and Reeves, 1975; O'pryant and.Corder-Bolz. 1978a, 1978b). In a large, quas1-

experimental study involving two cities in which currently syndicated daily
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TV series had not been available in the other city during the last five years,
" Abel, Fontes, Greenberg and Atkin (1980) found that "being exposed to the
programs substantially a{ters selected percept1one of‘occupational roles and...
exposure definitely affects the child's aspirations for the occupations and
their evaluation of the role.” (Greenberg, .1980, p. 20). S1m11ar1y. Nunnellee
and Corder-Bb]z (1980) reported that the portrayal of occupatjqns in commer-
cials eould directly affect children's knowledge of occupations and their
aspirations for the occupat1ons ‘ '

In the area of children's att1tudes toward the elderly,.Gerbner and
Signorielli (1979) found that younger viewers and people who watch television
more frequently are more 11ke1y to be11eie the common television portrayal
of older people as being not alert and not capable. Korzenny and Nevendorf
(1979) found analogous results with adults, including the elderly.

Similar results have been found in the -area of children's attitudes re-
garding sex roles. Beuf (1974), McGhee (1974) and Corder-Bolz (1980a) have
found that television's modeling of sex-related roles can be a very effective
wchrrfcy]um with ch11dreh. S1m11ar1y again, the deVelop1ng evidence suggests
that television programming effect1ve1y teaches to children beliefs and values
regarding family structure and family roles. Hines, Greenberg, and Buerkel "
(1977) found that television portrayal of fam111es may teach viewing children
how fam11y members should communicate with each other. Walters (1978) sug-
gests that te1ev1s1on portrayals may be altering ch11dren s beliefs about
how parents and children shou]d behave. Preliminary "findings from a proJecth
by Buerkel-Rothfuss, Greenberg, and Nevendorf (reported in Greenberg, 1980)
provide further ev1dence that te}ev1s1on portrayals of fam111es has a direct

impact on- children's perce1ved realities of family behav1ors and family roles.

/
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While the above appears to be a lengthy 1ist of areas in which tele-
vision provides an effective curr1cu1um, in actua11ty the list is much-
Tonger. There is at least limited. ev1dence that children learn about soc1a1
issues, po11t1ca1 issues, about other cultures and other historic and fu-
ture times, and about geography and_animals from television. Indeed as
Corder-Bolz (1980a) asserts, "it is important to realize that there are many
issues presented on telev1sion ... (in many) cases te1ev1s1on may be the sole

source of information." (p. 116).

Mis-learning from Television

A disturbing aspect of children's learning via television is that often
ch11dren do not understand nor- reé\xst1ca11y interpret what they see and hear
on television. In a study using an ep1sode from ALL IN THE FAMILY, Meyer
(1976) found that children as old as 12 years failed to understand the major
po1nts of the plot. When asked what they saw in a television program, chil-
dren mi]l report the visually portrayed acts and events rather than the plot.
or story. While large portions of the story line in television programs are
presented by the verba] interactions among characters and events and conse-
quences are implied as the program goes from one scene to the next, children
appear to be unaware of the developing story and instead perceive most tele-
vision programming as a series of d1screte, {ndependent "picture" actions.

Further, young ch11dren do not understand the motives and consequences
of acts portrayed in television programs, (Collins, 1973). Additionally,

. Collins found that young children will often evaluate television characters
1n“terms of the consequences of their acts, e.g., aggressors were bad because

they were sent to jail. Collins and gestby (1975) found that youhgpch%ldren

yd
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would come fo "d1fferent interpretations of inter-scene relationships than
adults would have made themselves or would expect of children.” (p. €). For
examp]e in a-study us‘ing an*episode from ADAM-12 in which grade school stu-
dents playing hookey from school were taken tp the police station to wait for
their parents, four-‘and five-year-old children viewing the episode learned
about playing hookey from school but failed to learn that it is wrong. Simi-
larly, young children fail to understand television commercials (e.g., Wartella
Eﬁd'Ettema, 1977; Ward, 1972; Wartella, 1980). Even ado]escents fail to ma-
ture]y 1nterpret television portraya]s In a study of 13- to_18-ygar-old
' girls, Corder-Bolz and Cox' (1980) found that 33% of the girls thofight of
adult heterosexual relationships portrayed in television programgh as be1ng sim-
ilar to real life re]at1ensh1ps. Eben more disturbing, in a comparable sample
“ of pregnant adolescent (unmarried) girls, 70% regarded the television portray-
als as being realistic. Although there are 1ittle available data, many par-
ents and educators believe that adolescents may s1m11ar1y misinterpret tele-
vision portrayals of drug use, the use of physical fOrce to resolve conflict,
and other soc1a1 behav1ors

Children and youth 1earn many things from te]ev1s1on As Corder-Bolz
(1980b) suggests, for a large proportion of American children, television-
has become the number one teacher aﬁd‘the number one parent. Television has
“become our most-1nf1uent1a1 educetor. It presents a very wide range of 1n¥
formation. Because of its visual format, its Jse is less restricted by a
child's ability to read or to understand a parttcular language. Children
clearly find television more accessible than books, newspapers or magazines.

However, an important problem with television as teacher is that many of the




students fa11 to understand or matd‘ﬁ]y interpret the curriculum content
Thus two bas1c questions need to be answered:

1. how, .can home te]ev1s1on be used as an educational
resource. and

' 2. how can families be encouraged to use television
" for educational objectives?

Educational Uses of Television

There is 1ittle literature on current or potential educational uses of
television. The few articles ﬁd books written in the area conta1n even less
sc1ent1f1c data. In the abse ce of previous work to build upon, it may be
reasonable to propose four categories of educat1ona1 uses of te]ev1s1on

Viewing education progi'amsd The PBS stat1ons as well as many commercial

stat1ons broadcast educat?ona] programs as regular series and as spec1a1 pro-
&m-

grams. SESAME STREET, ELECTRIC COMPANY, THE BODY HUMAN, the Cﬁg Read1nq
gram, and the NBC Special Treats are well known examples. Some families pur-

pdsefu]ly watch such programs because of the educational value for their chil-

1
-~

dren . ™ &

Viewing informative programs. xMany commercial television programs such -

as documentaries, news programs and docu-dramas are perceived by parents as
S ) -

being educational. ROOTS and ELEANOR are the probably best known examples.

These programs often present carefully researched information.

Evaluating all TV programming. All television viewers, especially young

‘viewers, can learn more from a television program by evaluating the program

contenf: ‘Teievision: A Family Focus, published by SEDL under a contract with

p-+3 .
USOE, is an example of encouraging children and their parents to learn more
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from television by ask1ng quest1ons about the programs dur1ng and after view-
ing. Children can 1earn about life situations by asking questions such as,
"Are the characters realistic?", "Is the situation realistic?”, "what would

I do?" ‘Ch11dre§\;an learn about different peop]é and historic time periods

by analyz1ng»programs such as LITTLE HOUSE ON THE PRAIRIE. Children canl1earn
about emotions, motives, and values by thinking and talking Sbout almost any.

dramatic television program.

special educational uses of TV. As Potter (1976), DeFranco (1980), and
others have suggested, there are a multftude of ways}1n wh1hh television can .
be used to Eéigh specific sk11ﬂE: The various patterns and visuals can be
used to teach shapes and colors. The number of commercials, the number of
characéers. the number of objects, etc., can be used to teach counting skills.
Creative and critical thinking can be taught by turh1n§ off the sound and ask-

ing the students what is being said. Similarly, the video can be turned off

and ch11dren can be asked to imagine what is happen1ng Students‘cah pract1cé

their grammar lessons by looking for grammatical mistakes in te]ev1s1on com- .

mercials. As Rosemary Potterysays, the potential is limitless,

. ¢
Families' Educational Use of Telev1s1on

There is little literature on the issue 6f families' educational use of -
talevision, and even less data. The limited data, however, do permit some in-
sight. For example, apparently families make Yittle use of educational tele-
vision programs. The 1977 Nielson data indicate that approximately 11 m1]11on
2- to 1l-year-old children watched prime time te]ev1s1on The average 2- to

S-year-old watched 29 hours per week of television progrannﬁng.;w1th 24% of

7 Y
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the viewing occurring during prime time, 28% during the afternoon and early

'even1ng. and 29% during the day. The average 6- to 1{1year-old watched almost
- i

27 hours of television program , with 35% occurring during the afternoon

and early evening, and 29% during prime time. The MUPPETS was the highest

rank;d program among 2-‘zg,llzzsgﬁ}o1d children with a 19.8% share of that '
audience. THE BRADY BUNCH fo)lowed with a 18.6% sharé; WONDERAMA with a 15.5%
share, DAKTARI with a 14.5% share, GILLIGAN'S ISLAND with a 13.1% share, MY
THREE SONS w1th a 12.5% share, and BEWITCHED and MIGHTY MOUSE w1th a 12.0%

share. , . . . .
In a study by LeRoy (1978) 1in s1x c1t1es. it was found that of the day-
. time viewing households with ch11dren. approximately 23% v1ewed only children's
° é‘/;rograms, approximately 21% v1ewed only non-children’s programs and 16% viewed

.'bo}h kinds of programs. Approx1mate1y {1% of the 2- to 6-year-0ld children
and approximately 11% of the 7- to 12-year-old fh11dren viewed SESAME STREET
at least once during the week of the study. Approximately Z2% of the 2- to
6-year-old children and 7% of t 7- to 12-year-old viewed ELECTRIC COMPANY

. at least once. For MR. ROGERS, 21% of the 2- to 6-year-old children and 6%

. of the 7- to fz-year-pld children viewed at least once. For Z00M, approxi-
mately 12% of the 2- to 6-year-old children and 7% of the 7- to 12-year-old
children viewed at least once during the week. °

Even more discouraging, in £ study of v1ewérsh1p of ESAA television series
by Applied Management Sciences (1978). it was found that 3% of 1st graders,
2%,of 2nd graders, and 0% of. 7th qnd ]Oth graders watched CARRASCOLENDAS at

¢ least once during the week prior to the study. Similarly, 1% of the Ist

graders and 10th graders, and 3% of the 4th and 7th graders watched INFINITY

Ly




w’FACTORY at 1east once. Five percent of the Ist graders, 3% of the 4th and
and 7th graders. and .1% of the 10th gragers wa+-hed REBOP at least once. .
Three percent of the Ist graders and 2% of the 4th graders watched VEGETABLE
SOUP at least once. In terms of stpdents~who “eVer“ watched any particular

series, the"v1ewersh1p percentages generally increased to 15% to 20% points.

~
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Parental Involvement . \

!

The limited available data also suggest that parental involvement in chil-

8 dren's television viewing is very limited. Greenberg, Er1cson and Vlahos
(1972) stated that television is generally not accompan1ed by any s1gn1f1cant
family interaction toward the television or program content, Bower (1973)

"found that from 25% to 46% of. parents attempted to "control" their thildren's
te1ev1s1on viewing, depend1ng upon the education level of the parents. Bower's
data further suggests that parental control is not related to.the age of the
child or children but 11ke1} a function of the family's culture as represented
\\\ _by parents' education level. Ward, Wackman and Wartella (1977) found a very
low incidence of parent-child discussions about television commercials. .

i Robertson.}Ross1ter and Gleason (1980) found "mogerate" parent::hi]d inter-

act1on§ regarding certain categories of connnrc1als. Mohr (1976) 1n a large=
. survey .study reported, "The vastlmaJOr1ty of the students reported no parental
guidance on the v1ew1ng of each evening te]ev1s1on program 11sted in the ques-

“tionnaire." (p. 124). Eighty-eight percent of the students reported receiving

~fio parental guidance on 74 _of the 86 programs included in the study. The in-
teresting question raised by the Mohr study is that having observed the rela-

‘tively low incidengce of parental gu1dance what kinds of program are the ob-

Ject of parental guidance? Students reported receiving positive parental




ference for programs.

_ gu1dance for programs “such as loca1 news, 60 MINUTES NILD KINGDOM CAPTAIN '

& TENNILLE HAPPY n’\YS LITTLE HOUSE ON THE PRAIRIE MONDAY NITE FOOTBALL and

>~

STARSKY AND HUTCH Students a1so reported rece1v1ng negat1ve parenta] gu1d--
ance for such programs as SYBIL RICH MAN', POOR MAN ;I EXECUTIVE SUITE FAMILY;‘

O MAUDE and SONNY AND CHER. However. there was a pos1t1ve correspondence between

the nature of the parental guidance reported by the students and .their pref- ‘j'
In 3 study by Corder Bolz and Marshal] (1980) involv1ng 3 321/fam111es.1

52% of the parents reported that they "always" or/roften“ try_to 1Tm1t the

amount of their children's viewing. Seyenty-n1ne percent reported that they -

were ab]e’to'contro1 tele!jsjon's influence on their children. However, only

o f54% of the parents reported ta1k1ng ‘to their ch11dren about specific programsf“

- Even these data can be expected to be inflated by the social des1rab111ty‘of

the;;Lsponses be1ng sol1c1ted Interest1ngly. more Ang]os (37%) felt that \\

" television 1nf1uenced the1r ch11dren 'S values than did blacks (21%) or Mex1can-

Americans (28%). An unexpected f1nding is. that appaantTy the parentsauere

'than d1scuss a TV program to overcome negative portrayaTs

much\toie 1‘kg}m to talk about programs whlch/r’flected the1r own’ v1ews. ‘rather

In a large interview study,‘Mart1n and Benson (19?0) foundv“the working
class}ch1id watches TV more hut‘is less 1ike1y to discusskthe'educational im-
plications of what he sees w1th his father.” (p 413) Siﬁi]ar]y. working class
fathers reported the greatest use of parental ru]es for TV v1ew1ng (with upper, .

middle, and Tower c1ass fathers reporting less use ‘of ™ rules) but there ap-

r‘parEnt1y was a positive 11near re1at1onsh1p ‘between the father' s educat1on and

use of TV rules. The data also 1nd1cated a strong positive relat1onsh1p for

social class and parents education with “parenta] use of TV as an educat1ona1

j . L . e . ek
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a1d " Seventy three percent of the upper class fathers and 74% of the upper

c1ass mothers reported us1ng te1ev1s1on as an educat1ona1 a1d, in contrast to
» /
- 57% of the fathers and 63% of the mothers *in the work1ng c1ass sample report-

L ing such use.. S1m11ar1y, 81% of the profess1ona1 fathers in compar1son to 50%

of the less- than high- school educated fathers reported using TV as- an educa-.
6.

t1ona1 aid. While these data suggest that parents who already have a demon-

strated concern for\educat1ona1 ach1evement report using te1ev3s1on for educa-
Y
t1ona1 purposes, an a1ternat1ve 1nterpretat1on is that the higher educated

N -

interviewees were more senswt1ve or alert to the soc1a1tqe;::ab111ty of their

responses. However, Dervin (1970) also reported that yout™\ from lower income

and from black families experienced less parenta1 contro] of viewing. Further, ’

Bower (1973) reported that college educated parents were more 1ikely to control

" their ch11dren s telev1s1on v1ew1ng than parents w1th a grade school educat1on

x( A
. )

- ParentaTNMediation

S L , _ -
An 1mportant 1ssue in fam111es educational use oiwte1evision is that sev-

~ eral studies have found.parents as we11 as parent surrogates can be very effec-

tive in enab]ing children and youth to better understand and more realistically
interpret television content. Perhaps the earliest study to suggest that adult
co- v1ew1ng with a chnld can change the 1mpact of tp]ev1s1on content is one by
H1cks (1965) in which an adult' s comments (e1ther positive or negat1ve) about

a program portray1ng the use of v1olence affected the degree of aggress1on ex-

h1b1ted by ch11dren in a post test s1tuat1on Children who ‘viewed the program g

w1th an adult who made pos1t1ve c%:::::s>about the telev1sed v101ence showed
more aggression. than ‘children who the adult make a negat1ve evaluat1on

.- of the televised violence.

S P




Lhomes where the mother watched the - program w1th the child and where the mother*
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L/gther ev1dence of the s1gn1f1cance of pos1t1ve 1mpact of family verbal
1nteract1on dur1ng v1ew1ng is found in Bogatz and Ball's (1971) f1rst-year
evaluat1on of SESAME STREET: ch11dren who watched and 1earned more ‘came From
ta]ked with the ch11d about the show. Later, Salomon (1974) found that, whén
mothers were encouraged to watch -SESAME STREET with their children for . two
hours a week. the’children (particularly the Jower-SES group) deve]oped more
of the specific cognttiue skiﬂls'the programs were designed'to teach. * |

The literature further supports the not1on that other adults can affect .
what a child 1earns and retains from television content. Singer and S1nger
(197 ) included in one of their treatment groups an adult who involved herself

with the on-going program and who called the ch11dren s\attent1on to spec1f1c

points, The 3- and 4-year-olds in that group ga1ned s1gn1f1cant1y more know]-

qedge from the ep1sodes of MISTER ROGERS than did other groups.

In 1976 James Wafling reported results of a study in-which effects upon
f1rst-grade chijdégn whose mothers interacted with their child during dur1ng' '
rout1ne telev1s1on v1ew1ng were contrasted with effects. upon children ina .
“non interaction” group whose mothers were present but who did not” interact
during viewing, and in contrast w1th effects upon children in a "control" group
who did not view telev1s1on during the exper1menta1 per1od After the one-week
experimental perjod children in the interaction and the non- -interaction groups
had acquired a greater abjlity to complete social prob]em-solv1ng tasks. Th1s
was 1nterpreted by Walling)to 1nd1cate an important pos1t1ve. ‘social 1earn1ng
aspect of television progfamming. In add1t1on. the ga1n for the 1nteract1on

group was substant1a1 greater, which indicates that mothers can successfu]]y

)
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- mediate television content. Although the Walling study is important, it suf-

A study to explore further adult mediation of TV was conducted by Corder-
Bolz & O‘Bryant (1978). “77kteen boys and sixteen girls who were 4 to 5 years
old were randomly assigned in same- sex pairs to one of the two, experimental
-groups, The children watéhed an episode from the ADAM-12 series and commer-
cials used at the time the show was aired in the early spring of 1976. The
ADAM-12 series is con51dered‘to be a family-hour proéram and is notable for
its lack of violence and its orientation towards children. The particular
‘show used dealt'with children being truant from school and subsequently get-'
ting into trouble. ‘ ’
o In the first group, pairs of children watched the 30- minute episode with
a well liked preschool teacher who made neutral comments about the program
7,(e g., "Let's sit here and watch a TV show "y In the second group, pairs of
children watched the same ADAM-lZ episode with the same preschool teacher who
made general explanatory comments (e g., "Oh, no, that boy is in trouble."” ’ "He
did not go to school- when he was supposed to." "He was playing hookey and that
.'is bad ") The children who watched the program with the preschool teacher who
talked about the program content showed a highly significant increase in their

;knowledge of specific details of the program, an increase in their general knowl-

edge of truancy, a decrease in erroneous knowledge . of truancy, and an increase

in. positive attitudes These respective increases and decreases were still very

much evident on a one-week post- test

, One of the least empirical but most provocative, studies is by Safran

(1976); this is the only study 1n the literature in which parents made a joint

AT
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effort to control the number of hours each day that their children viewed TV.
_For a four-week per1od -the parents of a group of 15 preschool -age children
11m1ted their child's v1ew1ng to just one hour a day. The parents kept'diaries K
j on what happened as they curta11ed their child's viewing. Positive effects

were reported by almost-all the families in the study: a once passive smai]
~girl became less shy and more outgoing, an over-active and aggressive boy be-

- came ealner and less hurtful to his pets, and, for'one school-age child in the
study, grades improved appreciably once homework was no longer donet1n front of
the TV set. Most importantly, the fami]ies.experienced an increase in intra-
 family act1vit1es, and found that communication between a]]lmembers of the fam-
ily increased and improved.

Chaffee and Tims (1976) reported that h1gher parental control over their

th11dren S te1ev1ew1ng and higher parent emphas1s on non- aggress1ve behavior

resulted in lower corre]at1ons between viewing televised violence and self-

reported aggress1veness However. parenta] 1nterpretat1on of televised v1o-

lence in one sample (N = 147) raised the correlat1on. but in a second samp]e

(N - 423)-s11ght1y Towered the'corre]ation.' ‘ ) -
In an early study by Chaffee, MeLeod and Atk1n (1971) in which survey

and interview data were col]ected from junior and senior high school students

and their parents in 1968 the viewing habits .and preferences "of the parent

and child (were found to be) related to the values emphasized within fam111es.'
Atktn and Greenberg (1977) surveyed 721 children in the 4th, 6th and 8th

grades, and additionally conducted 1nterv1ews of a random subsample of 293

mothers of the children. It is 1nterest1ng that 49% of the mothers of the 4th-

- graders reported providing interpretation of televised phys1ca1 aggression.

For the mothers of 6th-graders. parental 1nterpretat1on dropped to 45% and for A

-
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the 8th-graders, parental interpretation declined to 36%. ‘With regard to tele--
vised verba] aggression, parenta] interpretation was reported feor 9% of the p
4th- graders, 40% of the 6th- graders, and 26% .of the 8th- graders lnterestingly,
with high parental mediation, the correlation between children's exposure to
verbal aggression and the children s self-report of verbal aggression decreased.
However, with high parental mediation, the correlation between televised phys-
ical aggression and chi]dren s self-report aggression increased. For televised
pro- social behavior, parental mediation 1ncreased the correlation between ex-
-posure and behavior, Perhaps most important higher parent-child co- viewing
appeared to significantly Jower the correlations of exposure to televised phys-
ical‘aggression and televised verbal aggression with children's aggressive'
behavior. - \

i

Television and Parenting -

Finally, there is a 1imited 1iterature on possible parenting_approaches
regarding television. Barcus (1969),reported that parents controlled their -
chiid's television viewing for the fol]owing reasons: (a) that the child may
otherwise be prematurely exposed to the adult world; (b) that telev1sion is
less important than other activities (such as ‘schoolwork and outdoor play);
and (c) that they were fearfu] that their chiidren might 1mitate behavior in
programs with themes of violence.

| Rossiter and Robertson (1975) posit four possible areas_in which a parent
" ‘can intervene and control the child's TV viewing-
. amount or number of television exposure‘

amount of viewing supervision (i.e., parental control of
content)

parental co-viewing of the chtld's television viewing; and

parent-chi]d {nteraction, 1.e. frequency of intrafami]y
activities -other than TV "watching. {
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Leichter (1980), in .a 1arge'1nterv1ew study of families, found televi-

sion to be‘a significant component of many families' lives. She further found

Tfour di fferent’ parental approaches to "med1at1ng“ the use of the fam11y tele-

vision: directive. censoring. 11m1t1ng and, scheduling

, Lemon (1976) presented several parent1ng appfroaches to teaching cr1t1-
cal v1ew1ng ski]]s. One major approach is d1scuss1on of the many issues re=
1ated to telev1s1on content and te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng The complex concept of.

rea11ty as it app11es to telev1s1on content can be d1scussed with students

"The d1fferent patterns of stereotyping can be discussed w1th students Lemon

_ 1ndicates that "Parent/child co- v1ew1ng and mutual discussion is 1mportant -

because parents are themselves a pr1mary outside source of information" (p 3).
Exposure to magazines and newspapers, and practice in discussing information
from them can further help a~ student determine the extent of the realism of
te1ev1sion programs. Lemon also suggests that parents and children need to

Tearn "more about how and why telev1s1on programs are produced and broadcast

and then discuss what th1s suggests about the reality of program content" (p. 3).

' O'Bryant and Corder- Bo]z (1978) outlined six methods parents could use to

he]p the1r children acquire and use cr1t1ca1 TV viewing skills.

Limi ted Viewi;g Parents can help the1r children become aware
of the role and place of television in their lives by 1imiting
‘the amount of time they view TV. While television viewing 1s a
legitimate activity, there is also a variety of other activities

for a]] members of the family.

Many parental values can be conlnunicated by
nds of programs children are permitted to view..
sople cases, parents may wish to encourage their children to
watch a program; in other cases,. parents may wish to discourage
or not allow the v1ew1ng of a program.

Content Control

/\‘ .

1y .///'
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Purposeful Viewing. Probably the most difficult viewing skill
to Tearn Is purposeful viewing. Because of easy access to TV
programming and, in many cases, its constiant presence in the
home, many children find it "easier" to simply watch television,
regardless of what is on, rather than engage in another activ-
ity. Since this viewing skill involves the re-formulation of
personal habits, it is often the slowest to be acquired. -

Direct Medfation. Parents can directly help children in the
use of specific viewing skills. By providing explanatory or
editorial comments, a parent causes a child to naturally per-
ceive the programming in a larger context. '

Indirect Mediation. Parents can model critical viewing skills
.~ by discussing and evaluating the program with a spouse or older
child in the presence of their children. This unintrusively
teaches children not only how to critically view television but
more important that television should be viewed critically. ’

_ Springboard: Technique. There are many applications and implica-
Tions of television relevant to contemporary and personal situa- .
tions. Television programming presents a wide range of human
situations such as cheating, stealing, drug abuse, and pre-
marital sex. A TV program can be used as.a neutral setting
for a parent.to discuss a sensitive issue. As a consequence,
the child or adolescent not only sees television as a source of

information and cultural value, but also sees those ideas and -
values in a-larger and more mature context.

&

~

" Models of Faﬂﬂ]y Use of Television

" Based qpon‘yhe available data, 1£»appears that fhere are at 1éast ten
di fferent models ofmfam11y use of television. Alﬁ>of’these approaches to use
of home televisfon are prdbably further modified by a pumber of fam{iy'charac-
teristics. In addition, the ten models are not necessari]y mutually exclusive,

in that a family may incorporate two or more into their fah11y'11fgsty1e.

Laissez-faire: Parents don't regulate or control children's: television
viewing. Within the 1imits of school and bedtime schedules, the children

* mostly watch what they want to, when they want to. There of course {is
usually a "negotiation" process to decide which program to watch, though
some children do have their own TV. :

;;t)
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Strict TV rules: Parents establish and enforce TV viewing t1mé Timits
and content censorship. :

~ Babysitter: Many parents appear to use television as a convenient. ‘
i Dbabysitter while while they con uct otherk family activities such as cook-
;  1ing or cleaning. =~ - _ . <
Tension avoidance: In at least some families, television viewing has
been found to be a family method of preventing or avoiding family ten-
‘ sions and hostilities (Rosenblatt and Cunningham, 1976). This may be
‘ supported by the conclusion of Chaffee and Tims (1976) that adolescents
watched more television if they had troubled interpersonal relation-
, ships. Murray (1972) and Bailyn (1959) reported data to support such
| an interpretation. But other studies have provided contradicting data
| (e.g., Lyle and Hoffman, 1972; Chaffee and McLeod, 1972).

Background noise: Medrich (1979) reported data which supports the long
suspected notion that in many families, television, most of the time,
is not watched but merely provides_backgroundvno1se.

Television addiction: With many "individuals watching more than 40 hours
oF television programming per week, it appears that the term "addiction"
. may be appropriate. Some appear to experience withdrawal symptoms when
denied TV (Winn, 1978). It has been reported that on the average, when
. ~ the home TV is broken, it is fixed or replaced within three days.

Family entertainment: For many families, television provides convenient,
Tnexpensive, and sometimes high quality entertainment.

At home education: From several studies, it is clear that some families
use television as a means to supplement a child's formal education.

Family co-viewing: For many families, evening television is one of the
few opporfun?f1e5~for a family to be together and to do something to-
~ gether. Along with bowling, camping, and a few other activities, tele-
- vision is seen as something the whole family can enjoy.

No TV or limited TV: A very small percentage of American families has no
TeTevision. In Interviews with parents of families with no television,
" it {s often reported that having no TV in the home was an overt, hostile
and desperate decision to 1ive 1ife without television. However, there
 are also many families who are so busy with community, school, social,
.and job-related activities that they have little time or interest in
television fare. , :
: \

There 'is 1ittle data on what kinds of family processes are involved 1in de-
termining family use of television. -Chaffee, McLeod, and Atkins (1971) re-

~ ported that“perceived fam{ly communication emphasizing social conformity and

ERIC - | TR
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self-expression was related to h1gher‘v1ew1ng of news brograms‘and Tower view-
ing of entertainment programs. Lyle and Hoffman (1972) found Gth-graders; high
viewing to be related with reported low frequencyrof parént-chi]d,d1scuss1ons .
of current issues. In a'large qJest1onna1re‘study by Cbrder-Bo]z and 0'Bryant
(1974), three basic fam11y'processes were found to determine family usage of

television.

Authority pattern: It was generally found that patriarchal families
were more 1ikely to control children's viewing time and content but
less likely to promote co-viewing or educational use of TV. Matri-
archal families were found to promote at least sibling ca-viewing.
Egalitarian families were generally found to watch the least televi-
sion but to watch the most educational programming.

Family organizer: It was found that the family authority figure was
not necessarily the family "organizer". In some families, the father

. had the most authority, and established the family rules, organized
famfly activities and planned family activities. However, in many
families, the father may have been the authority but it was the mother
who organized the family. Usually it was the family organizer who de-
termined the educational uses, if any, of the family televisio

Child rearing: Several child rearing practices were also found to be
reTated to families' use of television. Strict vs. loose discipline
practices and encouraging individuality vs. authoritarian child rear-
ing practices were highly related to parental‘tontro1 of the amount
and content of children's television viewing. t :

¢

In addition, there appear several other salient family variables. Family - .
strhctufe e;obab]y has a strong influence on home use of television. For ex-
ample, single-parent families would be likely to use television as a baby-

sitter; in contrast, extended families onld 1ikely have more co-viewing. In

addition, thé number of children in a family also would influence the amount

of co-viewing and the total time the set is on. There are also some limited -
data which suggest that family television usage patterns vary as a function of"
the fam111es'lethn1c1ty; and income, parental education, and type of habitét

(i.e., urban, suburban, rural).

o2
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- B Utilizing TV as an Educational Resource
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Encouraging Fam111es to Use TV Educationallx

' No_paJ?r parent1ng curr1cu1um or. parent1ng prograh currently includes )
any'1nformat1on or advice regarding telev1s1on This is despite.the fact
that for most children and most families, ‘selevision viewing is the most fre-
quent activity and’a strong.influence on the fam1]y 1ifestyle.

More research i5s needed before parenting ideas regard1ng.te1ev1sion should
be widely d1ssem1nated For example; in an as-yet- unpubl1shed study by Green- |
| berg and h1s co]leagues. it was found that parental recommen%9t4on and dis-

recommendat1on of selected programs did not work as expected.- Children's
viewing of programs recommended.by their parents appeared to have increased
'only»hegl1g1b1y. Further, children's viewing of programs disrecommended by
their parents appeared to have significantly 1ncreased, rather than decreased.
Regarding the effect1veness of public informat1on to help parents learn

and use parenting ideas regarding television, there is virtually no informa-
tion. Televisdon PSAs on genera] parent1ng issues have proven to be very ef-
“fective. The u. S. Of§ice of Educat1on s program.on cr1t1ca1 television view-
1ng skills prov1ded some d1rect exper1ence in reaching parents on the 1ssue of '

television. The SEDL critical viewing sk111s project which was the most ori-

_-ented to reaching parents, found it useful and probably essential to utilize

' t‘ex1st1ng organizations and community networks to reach parents. The SEDL ma-

A terials were develope&\in cooperation w1th the national PTA, severa1 state
| PTA's. other parent organizations such as Parents without Partners, and most .
of the major youth organizat1ons inc]uding G1r1 Scouts. Camp Fire, Boys Clubs,
Girls Clubs, YMCA, YWCA, and 4H. A1l of these organizations subsequently

part1ctpated in the dissemination of {nformation and materials by printing

a2




Spec1a1 articles in the1r nat10na1 magazines, distr1but1ng mater1a1s to the1rx
nat1ona1 ana state 1eaders at their cost, and in some cases reprinting mate- \
rials for use by their members. Probably the major failing of the USOE proj-
ect was that it was not continued 1ong'eﬁough.f Approxima;ely one year'was de-

voted to the dissemination phase. While a significant impact uﬁon national

.and state organizations was achieved, imore time would have been required to

follow up and effectively reach a substantial proportion of families. An im-

portant finding of the SEDL dissemination approach was that using existing com-
munity organizations,and'networks,'especialiy neighborhood youth groups and' |
churches, proved.to be a particularly effective method of reaching edycat1on- . =
ally disadvantaged populations. | _ |

There 15 a clear/;eed to develop ; greater understanding of how parenis

are involved in their children's television viewing, how parents can help

their children benefit more from te]evis1on and how parents' awareness and

parenting skills can be_increased. Given the complexity. of fami]y processes

~and the wide range of family 1ifestyles and fami{ly uses of telev1s1on ‘a serfes

of small studies to assess the ut111ty of different parenting {deas 1s probably

preferable to'a single large study. For example, families c°u1d be asked to
use different methods of explaining program content to young children, These

studies would need to accommodate the differences in family structure, and

_family values which appear to directly {nfluence families' use of television.

Indeed, 1f family use of television is largely determined by family structure
and ethnicity, then it may be preferable to assess the utility of pérenting .

S}bgrams designed for specific populattons, such as single-parent families,

llow 1ncome urban families, and rural’ families. A greater benefit may ulti-

mately be derived from materials and programs designed to meet the particular

needS'of 1dent1f1ed populations, _
. Cay
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. A Study of Methodologies
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The critical\issue:regarding parents helping children benefit educa-'
tionally from tele\ision programming appears to be extent and nature of pa-
stental 1nvolvement. mSSt importantly, parental commentary and mediation 8f
programming content. Several studies have provided strong evidence. that pa-
rental 1nvolvement is the, determining factor (e g , Corder- Bolz and 0'Bryant,

l978 Corder-Bolz, 1980; €order-Bolz, l98l) Nhile the evidence 1nd1cates
that parents can help their children to Tearn from TV, very little is known
regarding how often. and 1n what ways parents attempt to make their children s

TV viewing educational The few studies suggest that parents are not commonly

_1nvolved with their children's television viewing (e.g., Mohr, '1978; Corder-

Bolz and- Marshall l980. Bower, l973 Greenberg, Ericson, Vlahos, 1972).

Television and parental involvement are particularly critical issues for

T most contemporary families Television has become a primary educational re-‘

source for most students For a society which relies upon an educated and in-
formed public, it is becoming increasingly 1mperat1ve that children and fam-

1l1es utilize television as an educational resource (Corder-Bolz. l980) It

. is how'evident that there is an {mportant need to understand how families use .

television and then to develop{strategies for encouraging more educational

utilization of television

Unfortunately, the field of television research continues to lack an ac-

curate description of how different kinds of families use television. A major
problem in researching family use of TV is the reliance upon self-report data
(Dorr, 1978). Even on such a basic issue of how much TV children watch re-

ported data vary so widely«that one must question the 'validity of reported

Y ; 20
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. correlations between viewing and other'Variables : LobSc1Uto (1971) reported ‘
a range of 183 m1nutes pen.dax in response to the quest1on of the fam11y”s\
TV v1ew1ng on an "average day", to 105 m1nutes in response to the quest1on of

R the fam11y s TV v1ew1ng reported in a daily d1ary In contrast Roper (1971)

. ‘reported. 170 m1nutes and Nielsen (1970) reported 190 220 m1nutes per day of '

‘-~v-‘\am11y TV viewing. In compar1ng taped in- -home observat1ons w1th d1ary-, |
; reported v1ew1ng, Bechtel Achelpohl, and Akera (1972) found a strong tend-
‘ency to over- report v1ew1ng time in d1ar1es Lyle (1972)-suggested that the
question of amount of TV v1ew1ng t1me is perhaps not very 1mportant, hut 1t
1s merely an example of a misleading quest1on ‘that tannot be answered be- |
cause 8f the myr1ad d1ff1cu1t1es arising from self-report or parenta1 report
of child TV viewing- .behavior. | : |
There 1is Tittle question that self-report is a good measure of some ;f
phenomena (e9., att1tudes and op1n1ons) However, . the k1nds of questions s
o that must be asked to understand telev1s1on viewing 1n the. home do not lend
- themse]ves well- to self—report Much of’telev1s1on v1ew1ng behav1or 1s -out _.f
of awareness and not ava11ab1e for accurate recall. ’ B

Y # .
~The occurrence of differences: between parenta] percept1on and ch11d per-

! ception of the most basic 1ssues,’1 e.,. what 1s watched and when,. as well as

more complex issues such as the nature and frequency of interaction while SO

watch1ng TV is understandab]e. Greenberg, Ericson, and Vlahos (1971), for L

instance,’ reported’ :hat mothers cla1med more . fami]y 1nteract1on occurred

whi]e watching than did their chi]dren. Martin and Benson (1970) found moth-

/’f ) ers c1a1med 1ess(v1ew1ng by their ch11dren, tricter ru]es, and more co-

1
a3

t

v1ew1ng than the1n\chp\dren\reported‘ There apparentlyis even 11tt1e agree-.

¢
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ment in individual"families as'to what television behavior is or means. SeTf-
report then, of teTev1sion behavfor is of 11m1ted use in reporting actuaT be-
havior as opposed to perceived behav1or

< .
There is a clear need to conduct 1n the-home observational studies of

_ how families use teTev1STon. However. onTy three studies (Bechte]. Achelpohl, |

& Akers, 1971; Frazer & Reid, 19783 Lull, 1980) have attempted to observe in-

situ family TV v1ew1ng patterns. Bechtel et al v1deotaped and then class1-. '

fied family members behav10rs according to the degree of attention paid to

the w set However. Bechtel def1ned "watching TV" as eye contact. thCh qver-

s1mp11f1es ‘the complex act of watching TV The 1mportant contribution of the

‘Bechtel study is the observation that "...watching telev1S1on is not a be-

'Aihavior in its own right but is a mixture w1th many threads of which the v1ew-

er seems,only partially aware. Telev1s1on v1ew1ng does not occur in a vac-

Quumo it is always to ‘some degree background ‘to a complex behav1or in the home.'

~ Frazer and Reid (1978) took the theoreticaT position that teTev1sion is.

-va social obJect 11ke any’ other which can be manipulated by the v1ewer for any

4

'”Tﬁ.number of soc1a1 ends. In an in-home participant observation study of chil-

‘dren s. use of TV commercia]s, they found that chderen did not generaTTy pay

hf,-c]ose attention to commercials’ because of the product or for consumer 1nforma-

‘7 tion- seeking. but used commercials as an opportunity to initiate a des1red

~ for the1r own ends. such as singing and playing games. TheSe f1nd1ngs are

1nteraction within the fam11y setting. and- in genera] manipuTated TV messages

’notably different‘from“laboratory expériméntal findings regarding the effects

. of television advertising (e. g ,  Ward, 1972 Atkins, 1975). while the focus

and the sampTe of Frazer and Reid's study is small, the contextua] setting and
partlcipant observation meﬂﬁodo]ogy suggests a useful approach to understand-

ing famj]y use of TV.
- ' oo
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The alternatives to self-report appear to be direct observation and in-
‘direct observation (e.g., videotaping) An inescapable problem of an obser-
vation methodology is the impact of the observer In an open social‘environe’v
ment such as a street corner and even in a semi- closed social environment. ‘the
impact of an observer can be}minimized- However, in a "home setting, the so-
cial environment is a closed setting When another person is added, the’par- :
ticipants respond to and accommodate the addition By the veryapresence of
- another person, the data collected by an observer is unavoidably distorted

Serious questions have to be raised as to the generalizability of the data.

_Another problem of participﬂnt observation has been that replication of find- -

ings is difficult if not impossible. particularly since the data observed at

a particular time by a part1cular observer may not be observed by another ob-
server at another time in quite the same way Another problem has.been that
notating behav1or is often slow, cumbersome, and intrudes on the observer's
participation, causing him or her to miss 1mportant items and disturbing 1nter-
actions. while this problem has been noted (Wright, 1967) and attempts to
solve it by elaborate méans suggested (Steinglass, 1967), it is not surprising -
that audiovisual recording devices have increasingly replaced the ethnogra-
vpher's notebook as a fundamental research tool. Many solutions have been sug-
gested (e.g., hidden cameras, cameras with mirrors-to misdirect the Tlens)

fwhich themselves raise questions. ‘

A lack of methodological development has seriously flawed many 'studies '\\\*

and directly inhibits further growth in the field, Existing data suggest not
only that social desirability distorts self~report data V1a questionnaire, -
interview, and diary methodologies, but also that people are largely unaware -

of how much TV they watch and of what they do while watching., :

N
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To prepare for an’ extens1ve study of how families use telev1s1on to be
fconducted by SEDL in FY' 81 these methodolog1ca1 questions needed to be re-
solved Spec1f1ca11y, an adequate methodolog1cal approach needed to be deve1;
oped to- perm1t the subsequent col]ect1on of va11d and genera11zab]e 1nforma- |
’t1on regarding. fam11y use of te1evts1on To determ1ne the strengths and weak- S
nesses’ of the several potential approaches e1ght estab11shed methodo]og1es
were comparatively evaluated.

During FY'80, SEDL conducted a methodo]og1ca1 study of families' use of
,te1ev1s1on. E1ght-methodo1og1es~were developed and assessed:_ (1) questlon-,
naire, (2) diary, (3)nintervieu. (4) direct experimenter observation, (5) ex-
per1menter observation via telephone, (6) dbservation by family member, (7)

audio recording, and (8) "video record1ng It was hoped that the data would

- provide the basis for a comparat1ve evaluat1on of the nature of the 11m1ta-
tions of each methodology, and a determination of which methodo]ogies wou]d
be most appropr1ate to study part1cu1ar kinds of variables.

Four variables const1tued the focus of the study: (1) which fam11y mem-
bers watch television, (2) what else family members do while watching, (3) who
talks to whom}While watching; and (4) what is the content of family verbal inter-
actions while watching. The eight methodologies represented all major method-
‘ ological approaches to collect1ng data regard1ng family use of television.

-Most of the e1ght methodolog1es had been used in prev1ously reported telev1-
sion research (e g., quest1onna1re. interview, d1ary, video observation, d1rect
observat1on) The remaining methodologies were potentially usefu1 app11cations
of methodologies used in other research issues (e.g., audio tape observation

and observation by te]ephone).
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A Pilot Study

Beg1nh1ng in the fall of 1979 and\continu1ng through the early spring of
1980, the e1ght meth‘!‘ﬁog1es were pilot- tested While the data collected
are best v1ewed as being 1nforma1 and w1th 11tt1e expected genera11zab111ty
because of'the sma11 sample s1ze, the data “do prov1de some’ 1n1t1a1 and fasc1-

nating ins1ghts into the study of families' processes which 1nvolve telev1sion

Subjects. Th1rty one families from.an independent suburban schoo] dis-
trict were contacted by letter. The fam111es were selected to be homogeneous
as to SES (upper_nﬁddle class) and ethn1c1ty (Anglo). - Of the-31 families con-
tacted by letter and 1nformed fully as to what part1c1pat1on in each phase of
the study would involve on their part, 21 families volunteered to participate.
‘Of the 21 fami]ies, 12 returned quest1onna1res The rema1n1ng~10 who did not ‘
return their quest1onna1res were eliminated from the study Otdthe 12 fam-
ilies who returned the1r questionna1res 4 fam111es part1c1pated add1tiona11y
in the phone survey; 5 were mailed diarfes and 3 returned them completed; 2 were
videotaped in the home; 2 were aud1otaped;’2 were observed by a family member,

2 were observed by a staff person; 4 were interviewed by phoneJA'

Results. The data co11ected 1n the pilot study mere used to make the final
refinements in the procedures and 1nstruments before the methodological study
was initiated. No formal ana]yses were conducted on the p1lot study data. How-
ever, these data do reflect the methodo]ogy-spec1f1c nature of television re-
search data and do provide some 1deas for studying fami]y processes

The questionnaire cons1sted of demograph1c quest1ons, items on television

equipment and placement, an adject1ve checklist, and questions about what is
watched, how much time is spent watch1ng, and what conversat1on while watching
occurs, as well as an {tem about concurrent activities. As the study was pri-

oy -
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| mar11y methodolog1ca1. several c]ass1c versions of the question regarding how

. much TV is watched were imterspersed w1th others Add1tiona11y, a <ot of

y three quest1ons used by Medrich (1978) to c1ass1fy households as "constant
telev1s1on" were asked Format was m1xed ,with generally factual quest1ons
1n c1osed forced-cho1ce form. ang op1n1ons in open and sem1 open format
Among many other th1ngs. five of the eleven families (45%) who comp1eted the
questionnaire reported that they talk about a TV program while. watch1ng

Two forms of a d1arx were used. A longer fofm was adapted from a

. . .

study by MurrayA1n 1971. Minor mod1f1cat1ons were made to suit, the focus of
» the current study " A second version was created of sﬂg.lar questions in a
matr1x format with each sheet compr1s1ng the view1ng record for a s1ngle TV
' program. Two fand11es used the TV diary with.a total of 16 programs. Family
J}d1scussions about a TV}program werevreported for half (50%) of the programs
viewed. | , |
. The 1nterv1ew schedule consisted of open-ended questions about general
. 1ssues as to what is watched, what is 1iked and djsliked about telev1s1on, and
b o&her att1tud1na1 {tems, Three\of the five families (60%) who volunteered re-
ported that the family discussed TV programs being viewed. " '

VoTunteers for the telephone observation methodology were ca]led at ran-

dom]y t1med intervals during the family viewing hours three times per n1ght
for these nights Each time, the fam11y member who answered the phone was
"asked about the last conversation before the phone rang If the te]ev1s1on
| was‘not\1n operat1on. the call was terminated. Each fam11y was called three
‘times on each of three’evenings dur1n§ prime fam11y‘v1ew1ng time. Four fami-
lies part1c1pated in the phone methodology. Of the total of 24 calls made,
five t1mes the family was not home and six t1mes the TV was not on. On the re-

maining 13 ca]ls only one fam11y (8%) reported a conversation about the TV

Q
)

program being viewed : , R, P
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A t1me act1vated cassette audio recorder was placed in the family -TV v1ew-

1ng room 1n two families. The recorder taped two hours during ear]y pr1me time
te1ev1sion progrannﬁng on two' consecut1ve hours at each home. Family conver-

h sations occurred dur1ng 36% of the time per1ods - Of the time dur\gg which
hconversat1ons occurred 19% was~ used to d1scuss the program be1ng iewed. Thus,
approximately 7% of the ‘total t1me was devoted to comments about the TV pro-
gramming being v1ewed

To install the video recordi;g_equ1pment, appointments were made w1th the

volunteers. A Quasar 5150 Video Cassette Recorder was 1nsta11ed near the tele-
vision set, with a camera 1n1t1a11y p]aced behind the TV. Subjects were asked
. what t1me.theyvgenera11y began watching and the recorder was set to start at
th1s time and stop record1ng two hours: later. The recorder is not obtrus1ve
in operation; subjects ‘would have to 1nspect the VCR. c1ose1y to determine when
it is operating |

To ensure subject pr1vacy and a sense of freedom from unwelcome scrutiny,
subjects were shown how to stop the recording equipment (a simple matter of de-
pressing the trigger on the camera) and were instructed to do so 1f they felt
_that the camera was 1ntrud1ngoon private or sensit1ve3fam11y matters at any
time. Subjects seemed encouraged by this instruction; however, of the two .
vo]unteer families, neither used this option. One evening's two-hour viewing
was recorded for two subjects, The following day the equipment was removed
and subjects were asked for their feeling about be1ng videotaped Both subf
Jects reported self-consciousness about the camera. either thefr own or another:
family member's. One subject referred to the camera as a "big eye” and felt

that 1trc1ear1y 1mpaCted her family's behavior. The remaining Subject can be

3u
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seen from the gideotape to be generally quite aware of the qamera'evpresence;
while her child was openly resentful of its presence. While %ami]y conversa-
tions were 1ntermit§ent, they_were‘adest continuous. However. less than 10%
of the comments were directed at the TV program being viewed, This finding
c1ose1y correlates with the results of the te]ephonevsurvey'that 8% offthe
phone calls found a conversation about the TV program being viewed.

Two family observers were trained in their homes in observation protoco].

* Training requ1red approximately 30 minutes. Both voluntéers were the mothers

of the fam111es. It was stressed that the fam11y should try not to alter their
fami]yféwv1ew1ng behav1or in any way. Observers were advised to code all cards

using their own judgment. When they could not determine, for instance, if any-

“one wes encouraging or discouraging ta]k{ng by fa1r1& clearcut criteria, they

were advised to leave the item b1ank S1mi1ar1y. it was left to the Judgment
of observers whether or not someone was watching. 1f the observer felt that

someone was watching because, for instance, they ‘remained in the viewing room

" and maintained a thread of attention to the screen, they could be classified

as "watching.” Amount of attention was measured by the observer in terms of
percentage of program viewed. . . -
The two family observers recorded 15 observations of family conversatioﬁs.

while viewing television. Family conversations about the prograﬁ,be1ng viewed

were observed during five of the conversations (33%).

Staff observers were trained in observat1on protocol s1m11ar1y to family

observers. Additionally, they were instructed to talk with the families for a
short time before coding. Familijes were told that they should not feel obl1-
gated to treat the observer as a guest, although this was the natural tendency.

Staff observers sugdested to the family that they regard him or her as a repair

J4
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person or workman in the home. . Observers were also instructed to choose their
vantage points with care, such that they did not usurp someone's usual viewing
'-cha1r One mother reported that she felt that the ch11dren were quite aware,
~of the observer and were 1nterested in what he was doing, although she added _:
that she fe]t that the observer d1d an "exce]]ent job” in be1ng unobtrusive.

A total of 17‘fanﬁ1y conversat1ons was observed. None of these:conversations -
(53%) were about the TV program being viewed.

Great caution should be observed in comparrng the resu]ts generated by
the differ1ng methodolog1es because of the extremely small size. The eata,
however, does appear to suggest three po1nts ‘ “

1. In the self-report methodo]og1es. i. €., quest1onna1re, d1ary; and

1nterv1ew. ‘families reported approx1mate1y a 50% incidence of fam-
ily conversations about the TV_program This might suggest the im-
portance that parents attach to parental 1ntervent1on.regard1ng tel-

evision content: that half of the non-routine conversations were

directed at dealing with the TV program content.

2. LIn the mechan1ca1vobervat1on methodologies, 1.e., wideo recotding,
abdio recording, and telephone observation, it was found that fam-
ily comments about the TV programming occurred approximately 10% of

'the time. This is in contrast to the 50% estimate generated by the

self-report methodologies.,

3, In the observer methodo]og1es. i.e., staff observer and family ob-
server. from 33% to 53% of the family conversations were directed

toward the TV program. These results may suggest that observers may




alter‘fam111es'~1hteract10ns dur1hg TV viewing, subtly rafsing

“the issue of parental commenf:‘about TV program content.

Methodo]ogica] Study

The primary study was 1n1t1ated 1n March, 1980. A total of 260‘fam111es
was contacted by 1etter and/or telephone cal] © Fifty-three families comp]eted
thetr questipnnaires. N1ne families participated in the phone observation.
Eleven families ve1unteered to complete diaries. Twenty families volunteered
for persone] interviews. Four families volunteered for the video recording.
Flve fami]ies volunteered for the audio recording. Four fam};ies volunteered
for the staff observation. Four families volunteered for the family observa-
tion, Cop1es of data collection 1nstrumé5ts used are in Append1x A, which 1n-
cludes the questionna1re. interview schedule, family diary, te]ephone inter-
view schedule, observation coding form used by family observers and s;aff ob--

servers, audfo tape coding form, and video tape coding form. T

Table 1:

Research Methodology Samples -

Questionnaire 53 families -
Phone Survey 81 calls (9 families)
Diaries - - 59 programs (8 families)
Interview , 20 familfes .
Family Observer | 23 progrems (4.fam111es)
Video Observation 9 days (4 families)
Audio Observation 11 days (5 families)
Staff Observer 8 days (4 families)

Ju




Sample Homogenity. The fami]ies'who~pert1c1pated,1n-the study were

white, middle- to upper-middle-income families with one or more,sehool-age
children. While there is considerable need te understand how tHe many socie-
tal groups use te1evis1on.nthe purpose of thts'study was not toyéenerate infor-
metton iegarding'how families use telev1e1on. Instead, the study wae de-.

' s1gned to generate information regarding-how the available methodo]ogies

might affect the character of the data collected, Therefore, a highly homog-
enous:samp1e was needed to minimize differences due to societal groups. Even
though the sample was societa]]y homogenous, there proved still to be enor- .
mous d1fferences among fam111es regard1ng fami]y 1ife style and TV v1ew1ng

habits.

. Procedures o ,

The:procedures used were very similar to those us%d in the pilot study.
Chufch and school leaders were asked to recommend families with chi]&ren who
could be contacted. A total of 260 families was recommended and subsequently
contacted by letter with a follow-up telephone call. F1fty-three families
agreed to participate and were asked to comp]ete quest1onna1res  The 53 fam-
i1ies were then asked to participate in additional parts of the study.

Based upon the outcome of the pilot study changes were made in several of
the metpodolog1es. The quest1o;na1re proved to generate the most data and to
- be the least intrusive. Further, it was‘rea11zed thateit would be useful as
‘a screening device for parttcipat1oe in other methodoieéies, Therefore, tﬁé

ﬁquestionna1re was placed first in each family's participation in the study

and every family was askeé to complete the questionnaire.
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Al of‘theoohservationa1 methodo1ogies‘were found to be d1sruptive and
to possibly bias any data collected subsequently. Therefore, families partici-
pated in observational methodolog1es last., It was 1mportant to allow each
methodology to collect data from families without the family members' be-
. haviors and attitudes being altered by the study 1tse1f or,by other methodol-
ogies. However. in the process of being involved in such methodo]ogies as
experimenter observation and video observat1on. many members of the families
in the pilot study become aware of and sensitized to many of the issues-be-
ing studied. Thus, subsequent se1f-report data often proved‘to reflect the
» fam1i1es' prior involvement with the more intrusive ooservat1ona1 methodologies.
' Technical chengeslwere made in.the audio observat1on and video ohserva;
tion methodologtes. In the p1lot'study.'the‘fam11y conversations were often
difficult to hear on the audio tapes and frequently .the TV audio masked the
~ family conversat1ons A more sens1t1ve and directional microphone was there-
fore used. In the pilot study, the video recorder also often failed to p1ck
“up the family conversat1ons Again a better microphone was ‘used. No - major
changes were made in.any of the methodologies as a result of the pilot study,
though a multitude of procedural wrinkles were ironed out 1in the process of )
conduct1ng the pilot study. Therefore, when the main study was 1n1t1ated, the

staff was .fully prepared.

Results

The resu1ts are voluminous and are presented in Tables in Appendices B
through I. Selected portions of the data are presented to facilitate the eval-

uation of each methodology.
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Questionnaire. S1xty-four percent of the families reported that their
family television is on most of the evening. Thevfam111es reported an aver;
age of 2. 81 hours of television viewed by the family "yesterday" and 3.17
hours v1ewed on an "average weekday However. in response~to the question,
"Is your family likely to be viewing TV on Monday n1ght?" 66% of the fam1-
Ties said "No." S1m11ar1y for Tuesday n1ght 73.6% of the families said "No."
For Wednesday night, 77.4% said "No", and for Thursday n1ght 64. 2% said "No."
Finally, 84.9% of the fam111es descr1bed the1r TV viewing as being primarily
entertaining. S . B

Interview. In response to. the'QUest1on of why,thétr fam11y'watches tele-
v1s1on, 65% said "enterta1nment" first. Another 15% reportéd "relaxation" as
the first reason. Approx1mate1y 30% reported "educational" as the second .
reason their fami]y watches te1ev1s1on Another 30% reported "information"
as«their second reason. Approx1mate1y 75% of ‘the, fam111es did not have a
th1rd reason for watching televis1on Approx1mate1y 85% of the families re-*
" ported family d1scuss1on during te]év1s1on v1ew1ng. and 75% reported family
d1scuss1ons about the program during te]evis1on v1ew1ng F1na11y. in the
1nterv1ews 75% of the fam111es reported that they regularly watch telev1s1on'
dur1ng the evening.

~ Diary. Approx1mate1y 93% of the family d1ar1es reported family discus-
s1ons while v1ew1ng television, Approx1mate]y 52% of these conversat1ons
were about the program,or commercial And 62% of the conversat1ons 1nvo1ved
a child. Thirty-nine percent of the family diaries reported a comedy program
being viewed, 23,7% reported a drama program, and 6.8%vreported a children's
special. Finally, 64.4% ot the family d1qr1es‘reported the famjly. viewing all

-

of the program,




ily viewing. ! E o -

Audio Tape Observation, Using an audio tape recorder act1vated by a @
timer to operate dur1ng prime time television hours, observations were made
of families' telev1s1on viewing behav1or Dyring an average total of 4 372

seconds (72 9 m1nutes) of even1ng viewing, an average total of 637.3 seconds

- of conversation wab-observed. Thus approx1mate1y 13.7% of fam111es v1eang

was accompanied by\conversat1on An average total of 144 5 seconds of the
conversation was about the program account1ng for 23. 3%¢of the conversat1ons

and 2.6% of the fam11y viewing time.

Video Tape 0b$e#vat1on Using a small low-1ight 1ntens1ty video camera
and recorder act1vated by a timer to operate dur1ng pr1me telev1s1on hours,
video observat1ons were made of fam111es' television viewing behaviors. Dur-
ing an average tota] ‘of 14,260 seconds (237 7 m1nutes) of evening viewing, an
averaab total of 337 4 seconds of conversat1on was observed. Thus approximate-
ly 3.4% of the observed fami{ly viewing was accompan1ed by conversat1on An
average tota] of 82 2 seconds bf conversation abqut the program was observed
accounting for ah average of 24, 9% of the conversat1ons and 0.58% of the fam-

-

Diréct 0bservat1on. Because of the very small number of families volun-

teertng for the staff observation portion of the study, the data collected

by the staff observers was combined with the data collected by- the family ob-
servers. It was observed that at least one child was v1ew1ng 36. 04% of the
time the televiston was on, or approx1mate1y 85.7 minutes an evening, An
average of 3 family conversations was noted during each program.‘ Approxi-
mately 42% of the conversations were not ;eiated to the programm1ng. Approx-

1mate1y 19% of the conversations were cat gorized as pos1t1ve evaluat1ons of

the program and another 12.5% were categorized as exp]anat1ons of the teles /

ALY

yision content. ' | , | . ¥
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Te]ephone Observai}on The te1ephone was\:sed to call random]y se1ected
fam111es to ask abcut on-geing or 1mmed1ate1y past te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng be-

havmor - The te]ephone was used as a means of commun1cat1on and the’ person

the te1ephone actej‘af an observer. The term’ "te1ephone observa--

answer'

t1on" is used to d1st1ngu1sh th1s meE'odology from the te1ephone survey meth-

&

odolegy. I ~te1ephone surveys, people are asked v1a te1ephone quest1ons

about” attitudes, status 1tems and h1stor1ca1 questions. The te1ephone 1s'

. used as a conven1ent veh1c1e to collect data that 1s regarded as equ1va1ent

,&,\

~
door 1nte jews). In telephone observat1on peop1e via te1ephone are asked

" to observe on-go1ngabehav1or and to recall behavior which- occurred in the 1m- o

' -med1ate past. It is thought that telephone observat1on 1s an extreme]y Iow-

cost §hd ‘non-intrusive approach to mak1ng observat1ons in. fam111es 1zomes

' It was found that the family was watchtng te1ev1s1on 54 9% of the 4 e. Fam-

i]y conversations were observed 11. 0% of the time. A child member of the fam-

1]y was speaking inned1ate1y pr1or to the te1ephone ca11 21.8% of the observed

¢

conversatfons. e R ' . o - 5

. ' ‘ B 4 A
. . L . . ‘ “”f'.

Discussion, . A ° :

L

Nhiﬁe the data co]]ected do provide some fasc1nat1ng 1ns1ghts “into the

fam11y processes involved in te]ev1s1on the most important contﬂibut1on of_

‘ hg\data1s the 1ns19hts provided into the scient1f1c processes of,studytng'f

famﬂlies. It was found that each methodology provides a re]ativer unique

perspective of the phenomena being~studied. Instead of providing a confirma-'

‘tion of the'cdntemporary belief that some of the methodo]ogies generate data

)
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wh1ch are more va11d than the data generated by other methodolog1es, these
*-data strongly suggest that va11d1ty is not s1ngu1ar A particular methodol-

..?‘
"ogy when appropnlate1y used can prov1de sc1ent1f1c 1nS1ghts that somet1mes

- may be’ un1que to the methodology. The answers, and even “the quest1ons may

be methodo]ogy spec1f1cr In genera1 the self-report methodolog1es generated
1mportant data regard1ng families' percept1on of the1r telev1s1on viewing be-
. . havior, 5The observat1ona1 methodologies generated objective data regarding

familiesdﬁphysical and verba1‘television'viewing behavior. Interestingly, the

" more 1ntrus1ve observational methodo]og1es such as video observat1on prov1ded

*jsome 1ns1ght into how families change their telev1s1on viewing behav1or to ac-

“
o

connbdate out51de eva]uatnon. ‘

The primary purpose of the methodo]oglcal study was to prov1de the basis
| for develop1ng a methodology to be used in a subsequent maJor study of"fami-
- Ties' educat1ona1 use of te1ev1s1on.\ Four genera] conc]us1ons can be drawn

from the data and‘fhe conduct of "the study.,

Conc]uS1on 1~ Much of .a family's TV v1ew1ng 1s out of awareness.' Fur-

thermore, for many fami11es v v1ew1ng 1s done in a much 1arger context of
fﬁé‘famtlz;mfmbers 1nd1v1dua11y and collect1ve1y conduct1ng fam11y bus1ness.
"Mother tells her son to take out the trash Mother and father discuss the
’arrangements to take the car to the garage to be fixed. The family verbaT
"'1nteract1ons wh11e h1gh1y 1nterm1ttent and fragmented are almost continuous.
,The te]evision is often a part of the background given occasional attent1on
.by most fam1]y'members. While television "v1ew1ng" is_a part of many fam1-

>$ies‘ 1ife styles, much of the viewing,behaV1or}1s secondary to other ongoing -

a

1
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: act1v1ties and thus mostiy out of awareness. Therefore. when people are askedv :

about their TV viewing behavior through such methodologies as questionnaire.
1nterview. and even diary. they are being asked about a part of the family
1nteractions which is reiatively minor and not given much forethought These
self-report methodoiogies. in effect. ask the subjects to retrospectiveiy
create the events that were not eventful at the time. The data from these
methodologies appear not to provide reasonably accurate information regarding
what happened Instead. these methodologies appear to provide data regarding
differences Between fami11es opinions and concerns on issues related to te1e-
vision. Thus when a parent is.asked about family conversations about the TV
program content, the answer is probabiy a good measure of how important the
"parent believes it is to talk about TV content, However, as a methodo]ogy to
deveiop a descriptive‘data base on famiiies' use of teleyision, ‘questionnaire,

interview, and diary methodologies appear to be inappropriate.

Conclusion 2. Even with the very homogeneous sample, the study found

large differences across families as to how famiiies use television. This

and other research on family use of TV reflects a finding.of the'larger field
of family research that there is no single concept of family, Along most maj-
or dimensions.,virtuaiiy every family is diffengnt, Siniiarly wi th teievision.

with each family, one finds another way in which family uses teievision. The

-yartance of family use of television appears to exten in many'different direc-
tions, 1nc1uding famiiy size, family structure, parent mployment, parent edu- .
cation, ethnicity and housing patterns, as well as pare al att1tudes and

child rearing practices. Therefore. a description of how famiiies use televi~

~
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sion mus t be based upon data gathered from many fam111es and many kinds of
far‘l1es Insights and generalizat1ons based ‘upon a few fam111es clear]y will
not accommodate the many ways fam111es use TV A

The inescapable imp11cat1on 1s that an ethnograph1c study of a few fam1-
lies w111 not provide the . necessary data base. L1tera11y. a sample of severa]
hundred families will be needed to generate sufficient data regard1ng the ‘sev-
eral)dozen maJor TV viewing styles. If TV viewing were a more stable phenom-
enon 1n;Which observations of one family could be reasonably generalized to
other families, then a careful and extended ana1ysis df a famj]y representa-

tive of a soc1eta1 group would be preferable However, knowledge about how

one black, middle-income family uses telev1sion offers 1ittle information

‘about how other black, middle-income families use television, Therefore, be-

cause of the sample size'needed to represent the major categories, observa-
tiondl methodologies such as staff observat{on and video observation, which

qu1re a high investment of time and funds, appear not to be- reasonable options.

Conclusion 3. The introduction of an observer appears to change the fam-

ily 1nteraction patterns A fundamental assumption of observation methodolo-
gies is that the observer can, with practice and training, collect data without
his or her preserice b1as1ng the phenomenon being observed In open socia] Sys-
‘tems such as street corners, as wel] as semi-closed social systems such as class-

rooms. the assumption appears to be reasonable. However, in closed social sys-

" tems such as a family's home, the data suggest that the assumption is rarely.

if ever. true. In a c1osed socfal system, every person accommodates every other

- person present, The introduction of another person, even a non-interested ob-

server, causes a change in the behavior of everyone. Two specific jtems ‘appeared
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in the staff observer»part of the study, First, the families a1wavs prepared
for the arrTva] of the observer primarily by cleaning the house, especial]y
the room fn wh1ch the TV was v1ewed Second parents appeared to be more con-
fcerned about making connents to their ch11dren about the te1ev1s1on 1n ‘ap-
'"parent concern to meet the presumed expectat1ons of the observer " The data
generated by the video tape observation stmilarly appeared to be d1storted
when compared to audio tapes of the same families. Therefore, the direct ob-

servation methodo]ogles may generate data regarding the social expectancies

of families rather than descr1pt1ve data of the TV viewing hab1ts

Conclusion 4. Most families proved to be very resistant to the observa-

tional methodologies, such as staff observation and video observation. Less
than'S% of the people contacted would even consider participating in the staff’
observation' Therefore, a serious question is raised regarding the genera11z-
ability of observational data collected from families who do volunteer for ob-
_ servat1ona1 studtes,

. Other technica1 and procedura1 problems became apparent. For emampIe, in
the aud{o tape observations, it was often difficult for the person coding the
data to determine who was ta1k1ng, who was listening, a nd what was be1ng said.
The best compromise methodo1ogy appears to be the telephone observation. ‘The
data generated‘are very similar to that generated by ‘the audio tape and video
tape observat1on methodologies, Furthermore, the volunteer rate was very high,
over 50%, Finally, the telephone obseryation methodology can economica]ly meet
the need for large, even national, samples of fami]ies Therefore, it is ten-
tat1ve1y conc1uded that the telephone observation combined with questionnaire
is the best methodological approach to develop1ng a descriptive data base re-

garding families' use of television,
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'_ ' TV QUESTIONNAIRE
.'lour age " Spouse's age_
. JFirst name of oldest éhﬂd L . age_ _sex
First name of second child__ _ . agé sex
”'firs‘t name of thj_rjq chﬂd I .. age sex ' o
irst name of fourth child | age ~séx
j(ther household member(s) first name(s) , K age(s) ' , N
. - | C sex s | s .- |
Your occupation | e ) S.pouse‘s .occ.upavt‘1‘on~ |

.\

4

lYour highest year of school completed Spouse's highest year of school completed i

2
>

_')ur tot%l combined annual gross incdme 1s_‘: -(check one)

10,000
20,000
30,000
40,000
50,000

0

=
o
-
o
OO0
i d
L T R N |

that clubs or organizations does each family member belong to é_r_v_d_ actively participate in? -

Husband

.,er 3
lmdest child ‘ B _

Second child ‘ . :
Proira cning > - SN _ -
. Fourth child__ | |

Bother household member(s)

ould you describe ybur fam‘l]y as attending church or synagogue regularly? Yesl No

\

1f so, which denomination?__ \

.
| | \
* -

4.;




‘ )

. +

How many televisions do you have? . color TV's,  "Black and Yhite TV's —
In which roém is the vatﬁht you most often watch together as a family?
How'old is this family TV? '

About how much did you pay for this family TV?

" Do you subscribe to cable service? ~ To HBO? |
How many channels do you rgce1vé? '- Do-you have a'roof antenna?
Do you own a videotape recorder? Yes No

. . -
How many hours does your family watch TV in an average week?

Which nights of the week are you as a family likely to be watching TV together?
(Please circle as many answers as apply to you.) .

Sunday  Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday' Friday Saturday None regularly

Which word(s) of those below best describe how you feel about you and your family's
TV viewing? (Please check as many as apply.)

'Enterta'i‘n1ng-__ Worthwhile _ Boring .

Relaxing o Amusing = A waste of time __

Educational ___ Fulfilling " Indispensable
~ Stimulating : Harmless _ ’ Harmful

Please check off as many of the following statements as apply to your TV set's
operation.

_____ At my house the TV is on most of the afternoon.
At my houSe thevTV is ugda]ly on during dinner.
—_ At my house the TV is on most-of the evening.
Please fill in &our‘answer&_to the questions below.

" How many hours does your family watch TV on an average day?

'NEFL_do you as a family talk about while you are watching TV?

' 4y




diV I T Iy T -y T o=

0o you and/or other members of your family often do anything other than talk
whi]e watching TV? (Mark as many as apply )

Read -
Eat .
_Personal Grooming (self or others)

. Other (What?)

Play games
Do handwork

Sleep

Household chores

How many hours did your family watch TV yesterday?

How many hours does your family watch TV on an average Saturday or Sunday?

Saturday

Sunday

How many hours does your family watch TV on qn~average weekday? - -

The following is a 1ist of commercial prime-time network shows of the current

season,
whenever they are broadcast.

MONDAY
ree's a Crowd (each weeknight)
Tic Tac Dough (each weeknight)
T Hollywood. Squares
~ 240 Robert
Little House on the Prarie
T MARS*H
- NFL Monday Night Footbal]
HWKRP. in Cincinnatt
Lou Grant .

TUESDAY
The Newlywed Game
Sha Na Na
— california Fever

' Happy Days

—___The Adventures of Sheriff Lobo o
—__Angie
Three's Company.
axi
CBS Tuesday Might Movie

4.

Please check off the shows you as_a family try to watch together

WEDMES DAY
fhe Best of Saturday Night Live
" Family Feud

~__Eight 1s Enough
" Real Peop]e
" Charlie's Angels
Df ff'rent Strokes
Hello.Larry
egas
From Here to Eternity
(8BS wednesday Night Movie

THURS DAY
$100,000 Name That Tune
_The Waltons
averne & Shirley
Buck Rogers in, the 25th Century
Barnaby Jones
enson \
Quincy
Kate Loves a Mystery




SUNDAY -

FRIDAY ' .
' PM Magazine . ' A New Kind of Family
—__The Incredible Hu]k S Sixty Minutes
~ Diff'rent Strokes ‘ " Nut of the Blue ‘
Dukes of Hazzard / Disney 3 wonderfu1 World
— Rockford Files ‘ ~— Archie Bunker's' Piace.
Dallas Mork & Mindy
Eischied , ~ One Day at a Time
- ' — Alice ,
., SATURDAY- - e The Jeffersons
ee Haw ] : Trapper John, M.D.
he Muppets ) ' —___Primetime Sunday
Norking S\ ffs ' —__ABC Sunday Night Movie
' " The Roper
CHXPS \
~ /The Bad News Bears '
detective School others (what?)
1q Shamus, Little Shamus , . )
" The Love Boat .
BJ & the Bear .-
Paris

Hart to Hart
A Man Called Sloan

Please mark your category below:

Both husband and wife completed:questionnaire.
Wife completed questionnaire.

Husband completed questionnaire.

Another household member completed the questionnaire. (First name?)

];Bg};‘ ‘ o)




INTERVIEW

NAME : - _ DATE:_

1.}‘what are your main reasons for watch1ng television?

1
.o %, wouro o TN i
J . f ~;'o~ oA S . >

2. Yhat shows do you méke an effort to watch regularly?

~

3. What do you like about these shows?

K]

4

‘gl Gy I TEY 9% WIS wEr 2w

4. Are there any shows you particularly dislike? If so, what do you dislike about
them? , f

5. What shows do your children watch regu]ar]y? What do you think the children
1ike about these shows?

Eal

6. Uhat do you as a family talk about while watching TV?

7. - What other things, if any do-you do while watch1ng TV? For instance, do you
read, eat, talk?’ _ .

-

8. What kind of difference, if any, do you think it would make in your family's -
1ife {if you did not have a TV?

9. If you were in charge of all te]ev1s1on‘programm1ng. what would you -change? '
Why? ‘




N Iy TEF SV Iy I T TE TED - " W -

10. Is your television always on fn the afternoon?
11. 1s your television always on during dinner?

12. Is your television a1ways on during the evening?

GENERAL COMMENTS:

a—

<
3N




vy

g - . PROGRAM CARD #_.

TRK WO | 10 WHO | WHO TOPIC TALK CONTENT

ING | SPOKE WHOM ELSE | + OR - OF (IF PROGRAM OR
' FIRST SPOKE] TALK TALK COMMERCIAL)
.'MER. Ho - H H H__ Proéram Eval. of Program, + __
PUGRAM R I Wl oW Commercial & Eval. ofrcvomn.', +
| g a a1 | c_ Other_ Eval. of Program, -
g | c2 c2 c2 c2__ | eval. of comn.y -
c3 c3 c3 c3_ Explanation of Content.

k‘l C4 Ce c4 ’. C4__ Questions/Response |

l 01 01 01 0 _ | | .“ Other.

| 02 02 02 | .02__ i
1

' M ‘ s

i.s . PROGRAM : CARD #
T WO W0 TOPIC TALK CONTENT
LURING | SPOKE| WHOM | ELSE | + OR - OF (IF PROGRAM OR
' FIRST SPOKE | TALK TALK | COMMERCIAL )
thR. H H K H__ | Progrém Eval. of P‘rogram, +
IT'GRAM W W W N___, Commercial hofval. of Cgmn., +
! e e er |a_ Other Eval. of Progran,-
' ez | 2 | 2 fex | Eval.” of Comm. ,-
' c3 | c3 c3 c3__ ' | Explanation of Content__
' c4 c4 c4 c4__ Questions/Response

o 01 0 |o_ .| other- X

02 02 02 |oz_ |
’ )
« \

x>




¥

SUBJECT PHASE AND CODE NUMBER:

ATE OF TAPE:
TYPE: AUDIO=1, VIDEQ=2 s

IME: (0 at beginning of TV on)

h ]

" AUDIOTAPE AND VIDEOTAPE

DURATION OF TALK

‘Start of talk

Stop of talk

_PROGRAM

2
. o

D ‘4
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- \ - . , wr
l , \%. ( \. .
I | PHONE INTERVIEW
l ATE: * | o TIME:
/NAME. OF RESPONDENT : \ ® T
what is on TVZ_ ) .
lZ. Who .is watching at least part of the program? R L
. : ‘ ] | : \
'3. What else is going on? T ‘ - .
H | ‘
l W ‘ : |
- .
' oo ' : ] .
AN - - “ + 9 .“
. C2
‘7:-,E3A L . .
. c4 X L .
‘ K : ‘ﬂ "'.. . i \
01 a L |
02 - o

»

: 4 What was the last th1ng sa,id by, any famﬂy member, who ‘i watchmg tel‘ev:.s:.on?

L] “

- “ c : ’ ’ ,
Program Related . Other ™ i _ . -
. ) &
C g S
. .7
. )
)
B3
5 . | > .
- . ““
o ' ) - K
Kl »a_ i “Q’
. [ N
.. (. ‘w “
v . b
. F i ‘ 4
7 . » p
L. ’ \ !
. W . ¥ . o o
] - . L . ‘ 3 o
, TN o . . U 0 2. s
kS o 2 s . A 1
» . .
. N '; N \
~ :
i - \ ¢
1 \ S
¥, - “
o 4 9.‘ - .
‘s Fo ..
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'&ssmas ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE | 20 UL 81 10.50.23.
‘e FAMTVFL (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81) |
7 L ROOM WHERE TV IS WATCHED MOST OFTEN
. - ©_ RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
R CABSOLUTE ~ FREQ FREQ . FREQ
LATEGORY LABEL © COE- FREQ ..  (PCT) (PCT)  ° (pCT
' o 8 2 .38 3.8 3.8 |
\i:ms ROON 1 a8 38,0 4.0 3T | A
| 2 29 54.7 54.7 92.5 |
U 3 2 38 3.8 9.2
NITCHEN .8 2 3.8 3.8 - 100.0.
' .  TOTAL 53 100.0 - 100.0 ]
1.698  STDERR - .106 | MEDIAN 1.724
2,000 ~ STDOEV. - .78 |  VARIANCE 1599
Rrosis © . 1.807  SKEWNESS . .589 | RANGE 4.000
| NIMUM 0T 0 MAXIMUM 4.000 . SUM . .  90.000 -
v.PCT. 45,593 .95 C.I.  1.485 10l T1.e12 K
lup CASES 53 _ . MISSING CASES 0
p R ’ ./( “ ‘ ) o
B
5 ’ : -
4 ‘ f" '_ , T
J o/




" @SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE

AGE 6

"fJE FMTVRL (CREATION DATE = 24 JuL 81)

"' LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON SUNDAY NIGHT

..,!rssonv LABEL

L
YES

N .453
| I
N‘TOSIS -2:040
" ENIMUM -0
V. PCT 110.976

ID CASES 53

s

. N - A -, N .
G G N B P =D @

- RELATIVE -~ ADJUSTED |
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ .
‘CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) -
0 - 29, 547 587
1 28 45.3 45.3
TOTAL 53 100.0 "100.0
STD ERR 069  MEDIAN -
STD DEV '503 - VARIANCE
SKEWNESS 1195 RANGE
MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM
. .95 C.1I. 1314 R
'MISSING CASES O

CUM
FREQ - -
(PCT) )

54.7
100.0

414
- .253
1.000 -

" 24.000

591

24 JUL 81 _ 10.50.23.

\



'|JssTAas ON FAMILY LIFE AND, TV; QUESTIONNAIRE o 24 JuL 81  10.50.23.
PAGE 7 | | o _

".E . FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

.« * LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON MONDAY NIGHT
B ‘ © RELATIVE . ADJUSTED  ~ CUM -
o - - ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ = FREQ , >
JATEGORY LABEL - CODE -, FREQ (PCT) (PCT) - (PCT)
b - 0o 35 66.0 66.0  66.0
i; o 1 18 34.0 34.0 100.0
‘ TOTAL 53 100.0 = 100.0 .
¢ . . V N -
"AN .340 'STD ERR .066 MEDIAN .257
+IODE : 0 STD DEV .478 VARIANCE .229 . '
RTOSIS -1.575 SKEWNESS S .697 RANGE 1.000 -
* BINIMUM 0 MAXIMUM. 1.000 SUM 18.000
JN. PCT  140.778 .95 C.I. . .208 | T0 471
"L‘ID CASES 53 MISSING CASES™ O

-l



' ‘ssms ON FAMILY. LIFE AND TV;

AGE 8

‘ 'E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JuL 81)

¥

+ATEGORY LABEL

100€ 0
TOSIS -.819

» INIMUM 0
™. PCT  168.502
"|.m CASES 53

.264

QUESTIONNAIRE

RELATIVE

ABSOLUTE  'FREQ

CODE  FREQ (PCT)

0 39 73.6

1 14 26.4

TOTAL 53 100.0
STD ERR - .061
STD DEV .445
SKEWNESS 1.101
MAXIMUM 1.000
.95 C.1I. -141

MISS ING ‘CASES 0

»

LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON TUESDAYANIGHT

AD

JUSTED

FREQ
(PCT)

73.6
26.4

MEDIAN
VARTANCE
RANGE
SUM

#

Cy

TO

24 JUL 81

CUM
. FREQ

- (PCT)

73.6
100.0

.179
.198
1.000 .

14.000

. 387

10.50.23.
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ISSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE " 260w 81  10.50.23.
PAGE 9 R | |

‘lE FAMIVFL (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL-81)

» . . u

') - LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON WED NIGHT .
I | . RELATIVE ~ ADJUSTED ~ CUM
N ABSOLUTE  FREQ  FREQ FREQ -
VATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ  (PCT) (PCT) - (PCT)
1 I | 0o 4 714 7.4 77.4
vis o 112 22.6 22.6  100.0
TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0 | ’
'AN 226 © STD ERR .058 MEDIAN  .146
IODE | 0 STD DEV 1423 VARTANCE 179
RTOSIS  -.198 " SKEWNESS © 1.346 RANGE ©1.000 -
IMUM 0  MAXIMUM  1.000 stM  12.000
;.. PCT  186.611 .95 C.I. 1110 10 1343
"".rb CASES 53 MISSING CASES 0

I
i

bi'
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. o
‘SSTABS. ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV;

PAGE 10

QUESTIONNAIRE

'||E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

).R

»CATEGO'RY\ LABEL
: l )
Yii
"
MODE

.358

. "o
KERTOSIS  -1.696

IMUM 0
V. PcT  135.051
‘ '.I'D CASES 53

. o ap ab 4 B B @ e MM M @ W @ M M @ @ @ @& @& ® & ® & e =»

4

ABSOLUTE
CODE FREQ

~»‘[ 0 34

1 19
TOTAL 53

STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXTMUM
.95 C.I.

MISSING CASES

LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON THUQEDAY NIGH

RELATIVE
FREQ -
(PCT)

:["’\
64.2

————————

100.0

.067
.484
.607

1.000
.225

0

~ ADJUSTED
- FREQ
- (PCT)

64.2
35.8

. 100.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

TO

24w 81

CUM
FREQ
(pPCT)

64.2

100.0_4“{/7L

.279

.234
1.000 -
19.000

.492

10.50.23.




JI9TABS UK AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE
'AGE 11
FI'E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL -81)

F' LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON FRIDAY NIGHT

| RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CuUM
‘ ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ .
EGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ  (PCT)  (PCT) (PCT)

42 | 719.2  19.2 79.2
20.8 100.0

53  100.0 100.0

. [ ]
.208 STD ERR .056 MEDIAN .131
0 STD DEV .409 VARIANCE .168
%TOSIS v 211 SKEWNESS 1.485 RANGE 1.000
MEN TMUM 0 - MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 11.000
». PCT 197.272 .95 C.I. .095 TO0 .320

\..ID CASES 53 MISSING CASES - O

r |

’

B




24 JuL 81 | 10.50.23.

N

‘SSTABS ON .FAMILY LIFE AND TV;. QUESTIONNAIRE
AGE 12

'E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

’ '  LZKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON SAT NIGHT

-~

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM

l | . ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ = (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
l 0o 41 77.4 77.4  77.4
vis 1 12 22.6 22.6 100.0
~ TOTAL 53  100.0 100.0 )

l\u .226 STD ERR .058 MEDIAN 146
MODE 0 STD DEV 1423 VARTANCE 1179 )
RTOS IS -.198 . SKEWNESS 1.346 RANGE 1.000 -

IMUM 0 MAXIMUM . 1.000 SUM 12.000 ,
c.V. PCT 186.611 .95 C.1. .110 TO  .343 /

MISSING CASES 0’

---------



l)ssms ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; _ QUESTIONNATRE

PAGE 13

..E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

-
]

CATEGORY LABEL

i,

.849

MODE 1.000
- 'MRTOSIS 2.108
NIMUM 0
C.v. PCT 42.567
'L ID CASES 53

ABSOLUTE
CODE  FREQ
-
1 45
TOTAL 53
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
.95 C.1.

* MISSING CASES

.050.

.361
-2.007
1.000 SUM

.749 TO0

A

.TERT DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AN ENTERTAINI

RELATIVE - ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ
-(PCT) (PCT)

15.1 15.1
84.9

100.0

100.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

0

. bo

24 JuL 81 10.50.23.

CuM
FREQ
(PCT)
15.1

100.0

911
131

1.000
45.000

.949



lSS'iTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUES'E;IONNAIRE'"

R

PAGE- 14

Ilsv FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = ‘24 JUL 81)

i

CATEGORY LABEL

|

I

0E
JRTOSIS -.536
NIMUM ,
C.V. PCT  177.090
‘ le CASES 53

1

DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS BORING

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED cuM - -
ABSOLUTE

.245
SKEWNESS

MISSING CASES

FREQ FREQ" BN
(PCT) (PCT) )

75.5 - 75.5

24.5 - 100.0

T
MEDIAN .163
VARTANCE -189
0 1.000 T
13.000
0 - .365
r
A ) . \

&

T

24 JuL 81 10.50.23.

A




OSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV QUESTIONNAIRE . . ~ 289w 8l 1C

PAGE 15 . .
lu-: FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

’,

".LAx _ DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS-RELAXING

| " RELATIVE “DJUSTED UM . s
"~ ABSOLUTE  FREQ ‘N\FREQ FREQ \

ATEGORY LABEL - CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCTY  (PCT)

' ¢ .20 = 377 3.7 - 3.7

.'vis_{ 1 "33 62.3 62.3  100.0

b TOTAL 53 100.0 - 100.0

- [ .

‘ lAN .623  STD ERR 067 - MEDIAN - .697 ,
. MODE 1,000 STD DEV .489 VARIANCE ~  .239

@RTOSIS  -1.798 SKEWNESS -.521 RANGE 1.000

'NIMUM 20 MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 33.000 .

. PCT  78.595° .95 C.I.  ,.488. T0 758 | :
Pocases sz mIssing cases 0

7 : -~
t v
‘.
1 B ‘ ~

$

6,




'lSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE

16

‘AGE |
. WE  FAMIVFL (CREATION DATE =

; llT |
!

cUEeoriv LABEL
) |

. .
EAN- L4158
0
MIRTOSIS  -1.949
IMUM , 0

V. PCT . 119.841

l ID CASES 53

¢
l’
.
!
.'
.'

-

{

-

. ABSOLUTE
CODE _ FREQ
0 31
1 .22
TOTAL 53
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXTMUM
.95 C.1.

MISSING CASES

1.000

24 JUL. 81)
DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS WASTE OF T

RELATIVE = ADJUSTED .

CUM

FREQ FREQ FREQ
~ (pCT) (PcT) . (PCT)
~ 58.5 58.5 58.5-
a1.5 °  41.5 100.0
100.0  100.0
.068 MEDIAN .355
497 VARTANCE 247
1355 RANGE 1.000 -
SUM , 22.000
278 T0 1552
0

"4

24 JUL 81 - 10.50.23.




lSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV“ QUESTIONNAIRE

. PAGE " 17

IE FAMTVFI (CREATION DATE= 24 'JU'L-81)';..

y

FREQ

-CATEGORY .LABEL ..
| 0o %

vV

CODE

" TOTAL 53 ‘

"

MAXIMUM
.95 C.1."

MISSING CASES

065
471
791 -
1.000:
©,191

STD ERR™N. - ' .
STD OEV \ / .
SKEWNESS V7., .

‘ DESCRIBE FAMILY v VIENING ASSTIMULATING

I ) . \_ S e RELATIVE
- © ABSOLUTE .

FREQ
- (PcT)

67.9.

-100.0

N~

TR N

MEDIAN-
VARIANCE
RANGE -
SUM

ADbUSTED ~
FREQ . .
(PCT). =+ (PCT)

67.9 .

100.0

222
11,000 -

~ 17.000
TO0 .451 .

S &

CCuM
FREQ "

"4 67,9
. 100.0

236 f

»

“£4 JUL 81

.
¢
.
s
)
M
-
N
N
Y
-

3

10.50.23.
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‘PAGE 18 : E
;-IIE FAMTVFL (CREATION DATE = 20 JUL 81)

' ILSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV QUESTIONNAIRE B

AN

| I ‘\\\\;\\. N ABSOLUTE = FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL\ CoE  FREQ ' (PCT)
‘II gf T L | 0o .42 a 79.2;
;.1i5 S 1 208
. - ToTAL ,”'f%i' "100.0

STD ERR .056

‘.A'N 7,208

DESCRIBE FAMILY T)I VIENING AS H{RM.ESS

' REUATIVE

ADJUSTED' oM "
.FREQ . FREQ

. een) L (peT) ;
79.2 . 792

. 20.8 100.0
100.0

.
MEDIAN . - .131 °

MODE ™~ 0 . STDDEV ~  .409 VARIANCE ~ ~ -.168 -
RTOSIS ;211' 'SKEWNESS ~ 1.485 RANGE 1.000,
NIMUM | MAXIMUM - 1.000. . SUM ° 11.000 ",
VL PCT 197, 272‘: .95 C.I. . -.095 T0 .320
lLID CASES 53 © MISSING CASES 0 2
- - %
t . \A' ,
] / o e v
. 7U.

U aa 0 81 10050.23.
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» ﬁs"mas ON.FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONMAIRE
y PAGE ng ‘. . ';, ‘ .. ynv ‘\ o .

| le FAMTVFL  (CREATION DATE =- 24 JuL 81)
. ,l. ~. . . K . ¥ v . ) [ :\ ‘

?'H ~ DESCRIBE-FAMILY TV. VIEWING AS WORTHWILE

' Tt BSOLUTE  FREQ,
GATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ  (PCT)

_ .

- ' \ ’ ] R :
,Yf | | v ‘v .. ‘.

. . . .- at v‘

!AN, 3960 . STDERR™
| | o STD. DEV
.T&Erosxs ' -1.882 . SKEWNESS'
IMUM 0 . MAXIMUM.
124.624 . .95 C.I.
. 53

MISSING CASES. 0

 324
. '4 21’

© TOTAL

. 068
.494

- .437
1.000
¢,V. PCT .260

.lm CASES

. RELATIVE
. 60.4 7
39.6. . . 39.6

MEDIAN

. . ol pe
N . -
.
-
.

‘ADJUSTED  _ CUM~
FREQ FREQ.
. (PCT) - - (PCT)

ey

\]

© 60.4,

-

,328
VARIANCE 244
RANGE -
SUM 21.000

T0 » .532

") " . ] '.l ﬁ.“ : . S | N
. “2iw8l 10.50.23.

60.4°
,100.0

1,000 -

‘.




lSSTABS ON FAM’ILY LIFE ‘AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE o - 24w 81 10.50.23.
PAGE - 20 _ : , ,

: l.E~ FAMTVF1 * (CREATION DATE = 24 i 8l) - e
' © DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS NECESSARY
1 R - o RELATIVE. ADJUSTED  CUM
| ‘ ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ . FREQ FREQ-
CATEGORY LABEL . ~ CODE  FREQ -  (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
' o © o . s2° 91 981 9.1
is . 1 1 19 19 100.0
| ) . TOTAL 53 1000 100.0 ,
'AN . .019 STD ERR 019 . MEDIAN: .010 |
MODE .. 0 -STD DEV .137 VARIANCE 019 - g
RTOSTS  53.000 SKEWNESS ~ ~ 7.280 RANGE 1.000 -
NIMUM 70 - MAXIMUM 1,000 SUM 1.000
SV, PCT  728.011 - .95 C.I.  -.019 10 057
Boocases | 530 wissie cases | o

Py
('




%SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV .QUE'STIOFNNAIRE

1

AGE

E

1 ™

.
.

-

PO

21

FAMTVF1

‘(CREATION DATE =

24 JUL 81)

'DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS HARMFUL

RELATIVE -

ADJUSTED

CUM
_FREQ
(PCT)

79.2

'100.0

.131

.168 -
1.000
11.000

.320

ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ
1UTEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ - (PCT) (PCT)
| 0 & 79.2 79.2
's 1 11 20.8 20.8 -
'- TOTAL 53 - .100.0 100.0 .
EAN 208 STD ERR .056  MEDIAN

DE 0 STD DEV .409 ~ VARIANCE

RTOSIS, 211 SKEWNESS 1.485 RANGE

NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM '1.000 SUM
' PCT 197.272 .95 C.1I. .095 70

LID CASES 53 MISSING CASES 0
.|| ‘

: O

{J

24 JUL 81

10.50.23.




tSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFé AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE

PAGE 22

g E: FAMTVFL (CREATION DATE = 200

¥
.l'

CATEGORY LABEL

'!AN ’

MODE

WRTOSIS
NIMUM

v.V. PCT

- .415
0

-10 949

0

'119.841

53

Yo -

4 ABSOLUTE

CODE  FREQ
o 31
1 - 22
TOTAL - 53
STD ERR
STD DEV .
SKEWNESS |
_ MAXIMUM 1
'95 C.I.

MISSING CASES

81?

DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS AMUSING

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

FREQ
(PCT)

100.0

068 .
.497

- .355

.000
.278

0

FREQ
(PCT)

. 58.5

41.5 -

100.0

MEDIAN
VARTANCE
RANGE
SUM
<0

24 JUL 81  10.50.23.

CUM
FREQ
(PCT)

58.5

100.0

.355
024} _“ .
1.000

22.000

552




lSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND vy QUESTIONNAIRE

_PAGE 23 : ,
E  FAMIVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)
'lb?-" DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS STUPID
. . R RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE . FREQ
c‘ EGORY LABEL ~ CODE  FREQ (PCT)
0 43 8l.1
1Is L1 10 18.9
* TOTAL 53 100.0
!AN © 189 STD ERR 064
DE 0 . STD DEV - .395
T0SIS .709. SKEWNESS 1.638
IMUM 0 MAXIMUM 1.000 |
C.V. PCT  209.349 .95 C.I. - .080
1D CASES | - 53 MISSING CASES 0
;'; _____
x t
S
;( »

ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ
(PCT) (PCT)
8l.1° 8Ll
18.9 ' 100.0
'100.0
MEDIAN 116
VARIANCE 1156
RANGE 1.000 i~
© SUM +10.000
T0 298
L}
7

CUM

24 JUL 81

10.50.23.




Bssmes on FamiLy Ui o Tv; quesTiowaTRE ' . 24 JuL 81  10.50.23.
PAGE 24 | S | |

'ls FAMTVFL (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

‘.'_FL DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS FULFILLING T
' ,- ‘ RELATIVE. ADJUSTED, ~ CUM
SR «  ABSOLUTE  FREQ - FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ  (PCT)  (PCT).  (BCT)
' ‘ 0 48 90.6 90.6°  90.6
is “ 15 9.4 9.4 ' 100.0
| ' \\ TOTAL .53 100.0 100.0
'AM .094 STD ERR® .041 MEDIAN . .052
MODE 0 STD DEV 1295 VARIANCE .087
MERTOS1S 6.404 SKEWNESS - 2.857 .  RANGE - 1.000 -
IMUM 0 MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 5.000
vV, PCT  312.804 .95 C.1. 1013 10 1176
| '.m CASES  53.  MISSING CASES O |




!ossma‘s ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE | 24 J0 81  10.50.23.

iAss 25 , .
E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

'lTN TV IS ON MOST OF THE AFTNERNOON -
l ' " RELATIVE ADJUSTED .  CUM
- ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
‘ ‘TEGORY LABEL CODE . FREQ. (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) )
0 44 830 83.0  83.0
) & | 1 9 17.0  17.0. ° 100.0
. : TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0 © -
EAN .170 STD ERR .052  MEDIAN .102
DE 0 STD DEV .379 VARIANCE 148
ABRTOSIS 1.326 SKEWNESS ~ 1.810 RANGE 1.000
N IMUM 0 MAXTMUM ' 1.000 . SUM - 9.000
‘Z. PCT  223.224 .95 C.I. .065 70 1274

ID CASES 53 MISSING CASES 0

¥

[

\ ‘.“




l)ssrAas ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE | ‘24 gL 81 10.50.23.
PAGE 26 - | . o

'..E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

"m TELEVISION IS USUALLY ON DURING DINNER
l - . RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
. h ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
. o -3  67.9 67.9  67.9
is " 1 17 32.1 32.1 100.0
- TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0
‘ .AN .321 STD ERR . 065 MEDIAN .236
MODE 0- - STD DEV .471 VARIANEE 1222
RTOSIS  -1.430 SKEWNESS ..~ .791 RANGE 1.000 -
NIMUM 0 MAXTMUM 1.000 SUM 17.000
C.V. PCT 146,914 .~ .95 C.I. .191 T0 .451
o cases 53 MISSING CASES O

-

B B
. .
-

lan}

(o




PAGE 27

't)éSTABs ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; 6UEST10NWRE

'I_E_ 'FAMTVFL (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

\1

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED .

' i ABSOLUTE FREQ -
cirssoav LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT)
' , o 19 " 35.8
.‘lS 1 34 64.2
TOTAL 53  100.0
!AN' . .642 STD ERR . . .067
DE 1.000 STD DEV "484
,BRTOSIS -1.696 SKEWNESS -.607
- BN IMUM 0 MAXIMUM 1.000
c.V. PCT  75.470 .95 C.1I. .508
.Lm CASES 53 MISSING CASES O

TELEVISION IS ON MOST OF THE EVENIN?;% .

24 J0 81  10.50.23.

CuM

. .FREQ FREQ

(PCT) (PCT)

35.8 35.8
64.2 100.0
100.0 |
MEDIAN 721
VARIANCE .234
RANGE 1.000
SUM 34.000
T0 - .775




lSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV QUESTIONNAIRE ’ | S . 240w 81 10.50.23.

PAGE 28 |
1 B FAMTVF ] (CREATION DATE = 24 wsey T
‘ - W
lYST H{OURS'FAMILY\ VATCHED TELEVISION YESTERDA . o ) T
1 7 RRLATIVE ADJUSTED - CW .
\ ABSOLUTE . FREQ FREQ FREQ - e
iseoav LABEL*  CODE, ~ FREQ ((ET) . - (PCT)  (PCT), :
o0 8- 151, 15,1 15.1
l 1 s 1.3 1.3 -\ 26.4
~ : 2,. 18 '34.0°  34.0 _  60.4
' L 3 5 9.4~ 9.4 69.8
i | ) 4 4 7.5 7.5 714
. 5 . 7 13.2 13.2 90.6 )
l . 7 2" < 3,8 3.8 94.3"
Vo 8 1 1.9 - L9 6.2 .
;l g 9 1 1.9 1.9 98.1 '
‘g‘.;,_ N 10 1 " 1:9 1.9 100.0
. rotAL 83 -100.0. 1000 T
'!AN h 2.811 STD ERR - 322 MEDIAN . 2.194
AQ0E. - 2,000 STD DEV 2.346  * VARIANCE 5..502
RTOSIS, 1252 SKEWNESS 1.165 RANGE 10.000
N IMUM MAXTMUM 10.000 SUM 149.000
V. PCT - 83, 7. .35 C.l. 2.165 .. To 3.458
ILID CASESS 53 - MISSING CASES O | )

' .
o
g

SR .
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l)SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE.

AGE 29 '

' lSAT _ HOURS FAMILY WATCHED TV ON AVERAGE SATUR

ii’ FAMTVF]  (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL,81)

RELATIVE .ADJUSTED

>

7.5 \”\gagws

o |  ABSOLUTE ~  FREQ . FREQ
c'n-;eoav LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
‘ 0 6 11.3 11.3
,ll 1 2 3.8 3.8
|
} 2 9 17.0. ¥ "17.0
?
ll / 3 4 7.5
ll 4 9 17.0 1720
o 5 .8 15.1 15.1
'.I' 6 5 9:4 9.4
: ' 7 4 7.5 7.5
1|| 8 3 5.7 5.7
: II o .9 2. 3.8 3.8
: | 12 1 1.9 1.9
l o C TOTAL 53 100.0 100:0
“AN 4.151 STD ERR . MEDIAN
DE 2.000 STD DEV 2.699 VARTANCE
. ‘URTOS IS ~.099 'SKEWNESS . '431  RANGE
NIMUM o MAXIMUM 12.000-  SUM
Jv. Pt 65.021 .95 C.I. 3.407 10

'LID CASES 53

MISSING CASES = O

¥

CUM
FREQ
(PCT)
11.3
15.1

32.1

56.6 _
71.7
81.1
88.7
9.3
98.1
100.0

4,111
7.284

. 12.000
220,000
4.895

~

-24 JUL 81

-

10.50.23.




lssmas ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; qussnonm\ms
_PAGE 30 ~
LE FAMTVFI

(CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)
-~

llli
w
c
z

Y

"HOURS FAMILY WATCHED TV ON AVERAGE SUNDA
. ! N " 4

-

' RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE = FREQ FREQ .
ci EGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) . (PCT)
, | 0 3 5.7 5.7
’ll ' 1 & 7.5 7.5
: 2 13, 24.5 24.5
'7'_ - 3 11 20.8 20.8
|| ’ 4 5 9.4 9.4
0 5 5 9.4 9.4
.ll 6 5 9.4 9.4
Lo 7 2 3.8 3.8
x'l 8 4 7.5 7.5
{ ) I »
II' . 9 1 1.9. 1.9
‘B eseeces  eecec=-= | S,
. TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0
-\ . ) ) . -
IAN 3.642 STD ERR .314  MEDIAN
' JODE 2.000 STD DEV. 2.288 VARTANCE
‘IaTosxs -.8414  SKEWNESS . -601 _RANGE
NIMUM 0 MAX]MUM ©9.000 SUM’
...V, PCT 62.828 .95 C.I. 3.011 T0
Qoocases  s3 mssmecases o
| &.
.' 4
‘-
S

CUM

24 JU, 81

&

_ FREQ -
(PCF) .

5.7
13.2
37.7
58.5
67.9
77.4
86.8
90.6
98.1

t

¥

100.0

3.091
5.234
9.000
193.000
4.272

10.50.23.




iAGE
8

1
(iTE GORY'

31

FAMTVFI,, : (CREATION. DATE

~

LABEL

" 3,170

<

84319 "

. 7.065

s
)

'FREQ

e
6 .
11

‘ fifv CODE’

.*‘&.t‘

0

1

2

3 12
RERE

:

6

7

<13

> 2 . . LY .
B R T
1"' N ) ° . ‘

. g

~ TOTAL
$TD,ERR
STD oEv.“
£ SKEWNESS:
0 MAXIMOM - -
- .95 Cul.

3 MISSWG CASES

3.000

-

53

T ABSOLJ?E .

53

. ’-227 ’.: % -
. 2.673
2.179 -
.14.000

2 433
AO

%SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV' ,/OUESTIONNAIRE

24 JUL 81)

RELATIVE

" FREQ
(pCT) -
1.3

. 11.3-

1
1

3
,20.8 ©
22.6
11.3
15.

~<éxfn'

‘NKDA HOURS FAMILY NATCHES TV oN AVERAGE NEEKD /)

ADJUSTED
FREQ

(PCT)
113

’ B

L3

0w

- - 20.8 -
T 22.6
K3

15.1
1.9

ﬂ 1.9

MEDIAN .
VARIANCE
RANGE _ -
- SUM

- T0:

92,
94,

oA s

o
.’ FREQ
SR GULD R
BITE IR
2.6
43.4
66.

77.

96.

D
o
o
p—t

;vszi

S7.148
14,000
168,000
3. 907 ,

& 0~

MW oo s o

@

SN

10.50.23.

°.
&
]
.
. -
2
-
.
'.’. _
o . ) ) I
. . i
; -
..
)
ol




PAGE 32

%SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV

l.E FAMTVFl (CREATION DATE = 24 JU 81)

o :
i"kﬁj c fAM;LY TRTE?-TOHWATCH'NO PARTICULAR PROG';

QUESTIONNAIRE~ i

L4

el

*Il S ' ' 7 RELATIVE . ADJUSTED CUM
| o .. _ ABSOLUTE: . FREQ FREQ . TREQ -
f]iTEGORY LABEL _ _CODE. FREQ - (PCT). . (PCT)' (PCT)
‘T T o s e %2 -9z %
's 1 e 38 3.8 1000
TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0° ?
~—e 3 D, E C ) R ® ) . o B .
.- .038 STD ERR © 026 MEDIAN .020
R§ "0 STD DEV 1192 VARIANCE ~  .037 _
0SIS  23.841 ' SKEWNESS ~  4.994 RANGE -~ 1.000°
NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM | 2.000
]lz PCT  509.808 .95 C.I. . -.015 = TO .09]
'BLID.CASES 53 MISSING CASES O S

10.50.23.




- W,
: 3:-,

'lSSTABS on FAMILY LIFE AND vy QUESTIONNAIRE
PAGE -

.l.E : FAMTVFI (CREAT.'I_ON DATE

[ 4

< 28 Jw '81)_ Vo

T e, ‘ '
_ FAMILY;TRIES TO WATCH A COMEDY. PROGRAM

: ' | ‘REL‘AT'IVE ADaUSTED ¥ cOm
N  ABSOLUTE -, FREQ . FREQ - FREQ.
CCATEGORY LABEL . .CODE  FREQ . (PCT) ¥  (PCT) (PCT) .
N w0 2 453 68.6  .68.6
E N 1 11, 208 . 3.4 1000
OF RANGE 18 3.0 WISSING, |
' ‘| TOTAL, 53 100.0 1000
@A, .34 - STOERR | ‘080, . MEDIAN® 229
| 0  STDOEV . .47 VARIANCE ° 222 "
| KURTOSIS ~ -1.383  SKEWNESS 1836 RANGE 1.000 .
CENIMUM . 0 MAXIWM  1.000 . SUM 11.000
V- per ©149.866 - .9 C.I. 52 - TQ 476
ﬁun cASES ¢ 3 MISSING CASES AETR :
" .
!
B x
80

.24 3w 81

10.50.23.

Cye
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A

lJSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND Tv;, QUESTIONNAIRE . 2wl 10.50.23.
PAGE 34 _ R e Lo SRR A
lE FAMTVFI';L(CB‘EATION DATE = 24 JU. 81) O L

A

lM | .lFAM,I,LY“_TRIES TO WATCH A »DRAMATI'C;,,‘PROGRAMN'

' ’ . . RELATIVE . ADQUSTED . CM
: e | ABSOLUTE. -~ FREQ - - FREQ = FREQ .~ °
(CATEGORY LABEL ~ . CODE  FREQ  (PCT) . (PCT) . (PCT)T . [ s
T 0 23. C 43.4 - 719 n.9 s B

t | - | 1 -9 17.0 .-28.1. 1000 o
BroFranee .. . 2 39.6  MISSING S e

o , L cce——- mmmmme cmm—a- / - , .
! . TOTAL 53 . 100.0 _ 100.0
\,&N .. .281 ' STDERR .081 'MEDIAN ~ . .196

. 0. STD DEV 1457 . VARIANCE 200 -

KURTOSIS 025" SKEyNESS  liog2-  RAMGE - - 1.000 .

IMUM 0, _MaftMM - 1.000  SUuM - 9.000

. PCT. 162.419  T.95.C.I. 117 0, .46

""Lm CASES  32.  MISSING CASES - 21 = .

- @ @ w W @ w W wm = W W = W w w W @ @ e o -




SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV QUESTIONNAIRE
PAGE 35.

lt FAMTVFl (CREATION DATE - 2000 '81)‘ ‘

’ IIENTT :

m‘

FAMﬂ!! TRIES TO NATCH,SPEéIAL'ENTERTAINM

"RELATIVE

0 , 4
' ) ' ' ABSOLUTE . .FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL - - ~ .CODE  FREQ (PCT)
| b o 47 88T
:Virﬂ . 1 6 11:3
s TOTAL 53 1oo 0
'AN 113 STD ERR .044
MODE * | o USTpOEV . .320
RTOSTS . 4,484 " SKEWNESS 2:513
IMUM 0. MAXIMUM 1.000
/C.V. PCT  #282.559, .95 C.1. .025
llID CASES © 53 MISSING CASES. = 0

FREQ

(PCT)
88.7

11.3

-l o o = o

100.0 -

MEDIAN

- VARIANCE

RANGE
SUM
TO

ADJUSTED

- CUM
FREQ

(PCT)

88.7

100.0_

. ;064
.102

1.000 °
6.000 .

.201

24 JUL 81

10.50.23.




)SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE
PAGE 36

l's FAMTVFI (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

‘DRA

-

FAMILY TRIES TO NATCH SPECIAL DRAMA PROG

_IRELATIVE

. | - ABSOLUTE  FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL . - CODE -~ FREQ (PCT)
l. [ U Y Y A L X
.1Ir. o 1 - 11 20.8
| TOTAL 53 100.0
v& . \ ' g’ I
N 208 STDERR - 056
MODE . - ... 0  SID DEV 409
“PRTOSIS 211 SKEWNESS 1485 |
IMUM 0 MAXIMM 1.000
C.v. PCT  197.272 .95 C.I. ~ .095
‘Bocses 53 mssme ases o

o

-

ADJUSTED - CUM

79,2 -

FREQ FREQ
(PCT) . (PCT)
792
20.8 100,0

100.0 - |
M\

MED]AN 131t

VARTANCE .168

RANGE ° 1.000

SUM 11.000

710 .320 .

w

24 JuL 81  10.50.23.




-

, lssm ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE .+ 4w 8l 10.50.23.
iAGE, 37 CoTT . S o
FAMTVF1  (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL, 81)

R

E
'INEw | FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH NEWS SPECIALS

d B ' RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
o | ,  MBSOLUTE  FREQ - . FREQ. . FREQ
iEGORY LABeL, . Y cooe c FREQ (PCT) T (PCT) - (PCT)
" o 40 ' 75.5 76.9  76.9
' .1 120, 22,60 231 1000
“UUT OF RANGE = 1 1.9 - MISSING
. . . TOTAL .53 - 100.0 , 100.0 -
&2 | .231 STD ERR  .059 MEDIAN 150
| 0 STD DEV 1425 - VARIANCE 181
TOSIS -.280 ~ SKEWNESS 1.316 RANGE ©1.000
N TMUM o MAXIMUM 1.000  SUM 12.000
@ pcT . 184.355 .95 C.I. . - .12 - T .39
,\'.m CASES 52 MISSING CASES 1 '




lJSSTABs ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE

“PAGE 38 .

“Pe FamveL (cReaTion DATE = 24 aw 81)

tCHL FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH CHILDRENS SPECIALS

CATEGORY LABEL
r -
'AN - .208

MOOE : 0
RTOSIS -.211
NIMUM 0

c.v. PCT 197.272

: 'pr- CASES, 53

N
N

' RELATIVE

| ABSOLUTE FREQ-

CODE FREQ (PCT)

0 42 79.2

1 11 20.8

TOTAL 53 100.0
STD ERR .056
STD DEV , 409
.. SKEWNESS. 1.485
© MAXIMUM 1..000
.95 C.1. .095

MISSING CASES ~ O

" ADJUSTED

FREQ -«

(PCT)
79.2

MEDIAN
VARTANCE
RANGE -
SUM

TO0

- FREQ
PCT)

79.2

100.0

24 JUL 81

10.50.23."




P

.!:SSTABS ON FAMILY | IFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE - S

l[AGE' 39
E - FAMTVF1 (CREATION

DATE = 24 JUL 81)

ls  FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A PBS PROGRAM

l " RELATIVE ADJUSTED ~  CUM
. ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ .  FREQ

nrssonv LABEL . COE  FREQ (PCT) - (PCT)
o 47  88.7 92.2 92.2
}.ls 1 4 7.5 7.8 100.0

| OUT OF RANGE 2 3.8 MISSING

l - TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0
‘AN | 078 STD ERR .038 MEDIAN 083
Yoe 0 STD DEV 1272 VARTANCE 078
RTOSIS 8.789  SKEWNESS 3.232 RANGE 1,000
M 0 MAXTMUM 1.000 SUM Y 4.000
Wy par 6,19 .95 C.1. 1002 70 1155

,ILID CASES 51

MISSING CASES 2

>

24 JUL 81

ety

10.50.23.




PAGE 40

SSTABS ON FAMILY.LIFE AND TV;

QUESTIONNAIRE

IIE FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

' lIE "FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH MOVIES ONTV

£

.
ro

CATEGORY LABEL

lvﬁ
JOT OF RANGE ;

.-

bpl

.196

. N
' . 0
KURTOSIS .508
NN TMUM 0
. PCT  204.499

l\w.ID CASES 51

ry

.

Ny

ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ. FREQ
CODE  FREQ - (PCT) (pcT) . (PCT)
0 41 7704 . 80.4 80.4
1 10 18.9 19.6 100.0
2 3.8 MISSING
TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0
STD ERR .056 MEDIAN a2
STD DEV < .401 VARIANCE .161
SKEWNESS 1.578 RANGE 1.000
MAXTMUM 1.000° SUM 10.000
.95 C.I. "083 T0 1309
MISSING CASES = 2
|
.
»
{
<

. RELATIVE

A

26 Ju 81 10.50.23.

&

ADJUSTED ~ CUM




.ISSTABS. ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE

PAGE 41

lE » FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JW 81)

' llbvr

K4

cissoav LABEL

4

JUT OF RANGE

B N .
B

- KURTOS IS 2.830
IMUM 0
. PCT ~ 253.208

[}

- - . e ® e e = ® - -
1 »
.
.

.

ID CASES 51
) Rl

FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH TV. MOVIES

RELATIVE ADJUSTED

ABSOLUTE  FREQ
CODE = FRE (PCT)

0 44 83.0

b P :

1 7 13.2

2 3.8

TOTAL 53 100.0
STD ERR .049
STD DEV 1348
SKEWNESS 2.173
MAXTMUM 1.000
.95 C.l. -040

MISSING CASES =~ 2

Jou

FREQ
(PCT)

86.3.
137
MISSING

100.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

TO

CuM
- FREQ
(pCT)

 86.3
100.0

~-.080
121
.1.000
7.000
.235

24 JuL 81

10.50.23.
‘\.




Y

ISSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE . - 24 Ju 81 10.50.23.
PAGE - 42 ' o .

E FAMIVF1 ,(CREATION DATE = 24 J}JL 81)’

’ Ib : FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH AN HBO PROGRAM | _ p C
' ll o © RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CuM .
" - ABSOLUTE  FREQ --  FREQ FREQ Do
ciwmm . CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) . (PCT) ’ |
A | 0 51 96.2 %.2 - 9%.2 - '
-;1'5 | 1 2 3.8 3.8 100.0 7
TOTAL 53 - 100.0 100.0 - ‘
AN .038 STOERR . .026 MEDIAN ~ .020 ' .
f 0 STD DEV .192 VARIANCE . .037 - *
TOSIS 23.841 . SKEWNESS =~ 4.994 \RANGE L 000&
IMUM 0 MAXTMUM 1.000 SUM

509.808 .95 C.1. -.015 s

|

1D CASES 53 MISSING CASES .0

....... .--_y o ‘\'
/

PO

¢ .

’ l - - - S .. .
. . .
. .
\
. . - ”
-
L} - - .
l i '

:*k 1 " Y4




v

gssmss ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE . adwosl
iAGE 43 o o - |
WE  FAMIVFL '(~CREAT‘ION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

ll ) FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A NEWS PROGRAM

: ‘RELATIVE ~ ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE FREQ - FREQ.
( X

CUEGORY LABEL * ' " CODE  FREQ

’

!

‘!AN 245 STD ERR - .060 MEDIAN

0O  STDDEV 436 " VARIANCE
TOSIS -.536 - SKEWNESS _ 1.218 RANGE
IMUM 0 MAXIMM T 1,000 - SUM

i ©127.090 .95 C.I. .26 T T0
LID CASES 53 MISSING CASES -0

10.50.23.




- .
- @ @ ® ® @ ® o = 5 =

‘0

!SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE

(AGE 4 -
E FAMTVF]
tRT

‘ '(!TEGORY LABEL

F

OUT OF RANGE

.
" 400E « 0
RTOSIS -1.154
NIMUM .. 0
LV PCT

g(CREATION DATE =

292

157.488

, 'Lm; CASES 48

@

" ABSOLUTE
CODE - FREQ
0o 34
1 14
5
TOTAL 53
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
 MAXIMUM
.95 C.I.

7SING CASES

26 JUL 81)

FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A SPORTS PROGRAM

A
RELATIVE
FREQ

(PCT)

" 64.2
26.4

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(PCT )
70.8 .

29.2

CMISSING

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

. T0 -

24.J0L 81 '10.50.23.
CUM Ny
~ FREQ e
©70.8 7,
-~ 1100.0 R
N R
- "
. . ) - :?‘)
.206
21 o
1.000 .
. 14,000 ° R .
.425 ‘ by oo .
\ . \7:‘ \\\—.\‘
%,y N .
PN
' v = K
;l/. N
" ‘4'/\ i ) - *
LN '-\",}. ‘t ]
. ‘ f ;’31 ]
\
\ *
| »
&~




CROSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND'TV; QUESTIONNAIRE
45 “

| [AGE
e FAMIVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JuL 81)

| I‘JFIC FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A NON-FICTION PROG

‘ l

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
| ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ
‘1!TEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
. 0 26 49,1 61.9
".5 1 16 30.2 38.1
OUT OF RANGE 11 20.8  MISSING
TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0
| 'AN .381 STD ERR 076  MEDIAN
CME 0 STD DEV. '392 . VARIANCE
RTOSIS  -1.831 SKEWNESS "509.  RANGE
 NTMUM 0 . MAXIMUM 1.000  SUM .
JB.PeT 1200020 .95 C.I. 228 10
.||LID CASES 42 MISSING CASES 11
H

¥
l’v ",‘

© 1.000

2

2y
;/};'
o

24 JuL 81  10.50.23

CuM
FREQ
(PCT)
61.9

100.0

.308
242

16.000
.534




»

) ‘TEGORY LABEL

lls

OUT OF RANGE
’AN | .160
A0DE .0
RTOSIS 1.726
NIMUM 0
V. PCT- 231.455
,le CASES 50

\!OSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE

ABSOLUTE
CODE  FREQ
0 42
1 8
3
TOTAL 53
+
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS .
MAXIMUM
.95 C.I.

MISSING CASES

. a .

. (AGE 46
E  FAMIVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

l'IET FAMILY TRIES TO WATCHA VARIETY PROGRAM

RELATIVE
FREQ
(PCT)
79.2
15.1

.052
.370
1.913
1.000
.055

3

ADJUSTED

FREQ
(PCT)

84.0
16.0
MISSING

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

T0

-

24 JuL 81

CUM
FREQ
- (PCT)

84.0 N
100.0

.095
.137
1.000

- 8.000
.265

10.50.23.




pl)SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV;

QUEST IONNAIRE

, (AGE 47 ,
e FAMIVFL (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81)

b
'F!TEGORY LABEL

\
e

t F

OUT OF RANGE
%AN 135
JODE 0
RTOSIS 2.976
NIMUM 0
WV. PCT  256.020
;'LID CASES 52
1

ABSOLUTE
CODE FREQ
0 45
1 7
1
TOTAL 53
STD ERR .
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
.95 C.I.

MISSING CASES

2.205
1.000

FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A CHILDRENS TV PRO

@

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ
(PCT) (PCT)
84.9 86.5
13.2 13.5

1.9 MISSING
100.0 100.0
.048 MEDIAN
.345 VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
.039 T0
1

24 JuL 81

CUM
(PCT)
86.5

100.0

.078
119
1,000
7.000
231

10.50.23.




\.!SSTAB‘S ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE -

. ‘AGE 48
E  FAMTVF1
b

.cgr.eonv LABEL

OUT OF RANGE

]
' !AN ‘ .038
Ot 0

TOSIS  23.338
BN IMUM 0
B, pcT  ,504.878
‘LID' CASES 52

ALl

(CREATION. DATE =

24 Jut 81)

FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH AN OTHER PROGRAM

. RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ
CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
0 50 94.3 "96.2
1 2 3.8 3.8
1 1.9 MISSING
TOTAL 53 100.0 100.0
STD ERR. .027 MEDIAN
STD DEV "194 VARTANCE
SKEWNESS 4.944 RANGE
MAXI MJM 1.000 SUM
.95 C.I. _.016 10

MISSING CASES- 1

24 JUL 81  10.50.23.

CUM
FREQ
(PCT)
96.2

.100.0

.020

1.000
2.000
.093




APPENDIX C

Results of Interview Methodology




| iAGE 5 |
E  FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81)-

'1 WHY WATCH TV RANK 1

C!E GORY LABEL

- BUCATIONAL
-'IORMATION
e NTERTAINMENT
‘ lemon

| .TER

3.400
3.000

. 3.656

1.000
40.932

20

ABSOLUTE
CODE FREQ
1 1
2 1
3 13
4 3
7 2
TOTAL 20
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
.95 C.I.

MISSING CASES

!SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
FREQ FREQ  FREQ
(pcty  (pcT)  (PCT)

5.0 5.0 5.0
5.0 . 5.0 10.0
65.0  65.0  75.0 -
15.0 15.0 90.0
10.0 10.0 100.0
100.0 100.0
.311 MEDIAN 3.115
1.392 VARIANCE 1.937
1.661 RANGE 6.000
7.000 SUM 68.000
2.749 10 4.051
0

10,

31 JuL 81. 12.08.39.




.0SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV INTERVIEW 31 JuL 81 12.08.39.

l[AGE 6 ‘
E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 81)

’.rz WHY WATCH TV RANK_ 2
' | _RELATIVE  ADJUSTED " CUM ' ¢
R |  ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ |
; c'seon,v LABEL CODE  FREQ  (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
o s 20,0 20.0 20.0
"JCATIONAL 1 6 30.0 30.0 50.0
ionmnon 2 6 30.0 30.0 80.0
ERTAINMENT 3 2 10.0 10.0 90.0
AXATION . 4 1 5.0 5.0 95.0
ABYSITTER 6 1 . 5.0 5.0 100.0
l TOTAL 20 100.0 100.0
'A 1.700 - STDERR .  .333 MEDIAN 1.500
‘ DE 1.000 STD DEV 1.490 VARIANCE 2.221
RTOSIS 2.472 SKEWNESS = 1.317 RANGE 6.000
TMUM 0 MAXIMUM 6.000 SUM 34.000
v. PCT  87.666 .95 C.1. 1.003 10 2.397
"Lm CASES 20 MISSING CASES O

ERIC S | TR




~X0SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW
7 : :

: I‘AGE
E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) K

'3
] |

WHY WATCH TV RANK 3 °

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE FREQ
,clesomr LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT)
' - , 0 15 75.0
’lJCATIONAL o) 3 15.0
tiTERTAINMENT - 3 2 10.0
u TOTAL 20 100.0
lAN .450 STD ERR 211
0DE 0 STD DEV .945
TOSIS 4.217 SKEWNESS 2.241
N IMUM 0- MAXTMUM 3.000
V. PCT  209.892 .95 C.1. .008"

fuocases 20 mIssing CasEs O
|

ADJUSTED
'FREQ
(PCT)

75.0
15.0

MEDTAN
VARTANCE
RANGE
SUM .

10

"~ CUM
FREQ
~(PCT)

75.0
90.9
100.0

.167
.892
3.000
9.000
.892

4

31 JuL 8l 12.08.39.




. l

'EGORY LABEL

'l WITH KIDS

iBYSITTER
lAN

.550

10DE : 0

" @MRTOSIS 7.481
- PN TMUM 0
V. PCT 309.203
!'L ID CASES 20

_20SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW
!AGE 8 '
LE FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 81)

!14 WHY WATCH TV RANK 4

RELATIVE

ABSOLUTE FREQ

CODE  FREQ (PCT)

0 18- 90.0

5 1 5.0

6 1 5.0

TOTAL 20 100.0
STD ERR .380
STD OEV 1.701
SKEWNESS 2.937

MAXIMUM 6.000

.95 C.1I. .86

MISSING CASES O

ADJUSTED ~  CUM
FREQ FREQ
(PCT) (PCT)
90.0 90.0

5.0 95.0
5.0 100.0
100.0
MEDIAN . .056
VARIANCE 2.892
RANGE 6.000
SUM 11.000
TO - 1.346

~

31 JuL 81

12.08.39.




.gssms OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 31 JuL 81  12.08.39.

ﬂAGE, 9
E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 81)

| ‘Tl SHOWS WATCHED REGULARLY RANK 1

' l | ‘  RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CuM
- ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ FREQ °  FREQ “
CREGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
ME DY i 3 3 15.0 15.0 _  15.0
"\MA | 4 3 15.0 15.0 30.0
NEWS . 13 6 30.0 30.0 60.0
RTS 1 1 5.0 5.0 65.0
-FICTION 15 3 15.0 15.0 80.0°
HILDREN'S SERIES 7 2. 100 10.0 90.0
Few 18 2 10.0  10.0  100.0 v
' . ToTAL 200 100.0  100.0

!
«.EAN 11.400 STD ERR 1.243 - MEDIAN 13.167
'DE 13.000 STD DEV 5.557 VARIANCE =~ 30.884 o
RTOSIS -1.246 SKEWNESS . -.642 - RANGE 15.000
TINIMUM 3.000 MAXIMUM 18.000 SUM 228.000
lv. PCT 48.749 .95 C.I. 8.799 - - T0 14.001
LID CASES 20 MISSING CASES 0




.ci‘s‘éoav LABEL
|

URAMA
'uETv SPECIAL

QAMA SPECIAL
Es SPECIAL
"s
NON-FICT ION
'ilHER

3

AN 6.100
;‘DE 3.000
j BRTOSIS 1.237

NIMUM 0
HV. PCT 78.512
lvALlD CASES . 20

..!SSTABS’ OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; [INTERVIEW

iAee 10
E  FAMIVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 81)

SHOWS WATCHED REGULARLY RANK 2

ABSOLUTE  FREQ

CODE  FREQ (pPCT)

0 1 5.0

3 6 30.0

4 5 25.0

5 1 5.0

6 1 5.0

71 5.0

9 2 10.0

15 2 10.0

18 1 5.0

TOTAL 20 100.0
STD ERR 1.071
STD DEV 4.789
SKEWNESS 1.433
MAXTMUM 18.000
.95 C.1I. 3.859
MISSING CASES O

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

FREQ
(PCT)

5.0
30.0
25.0

5.0

MEDIAN

VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

T0

31 JuL 81

cuM
FREQ
(PCT) .
5.0

35,0
60.0
65.0
70.0
75.0
85.0
95.0

100.0

4.100
22.937
18.000

122.000

8.341

12.08.39.




_10SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; ~INTERVIEW . - B T . 310Ul 81 12.08439.
‘AGE 1 | " ‘ - . |
®c  FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JW 81) S |

‘lT3 SHOW WATCHED REGlr\RLY RANK 3

fl o ‘ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED ~  CUM \
; ~ ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
clesoav LABEL CODE - FREQ (PCT) - (PCT) °  (PCT)
: 0 7 35.0 35.0  35.0
‘m : 4 4 20.0 20.0 55.0
“if SPECIAL 7 4 20.0 20.0 75.0° )
DREN'S SPECIAL g 2 10.0  10.0 . 85.0
RTS 14 1 5.0 _° 5.0 90.0
ON-FICTION 15 L2 10.0 10.0 100.0
' A TOTAL 20 100.0 100.0
r‘gg 5.200 sTD ERR ~ 1.139  MEDIAN 4.250 \
1 0 STD DEV 5.095 VARIANCE  25.958
. URTOSIS -.351 SKEWNESS 1725 RANGE 15.000
N IMUM 0 MAXTMUM 15.000 SUM 104.000
W pct 97.979 - .95 C.I. 2.816 T0 . 7.584
'uo CASES 20 MISSING CASES O ®




!SSTABS OF 'FAMILY LIFE AND TV

iAGE 12
E FAMTVFZf,(CREATION DATE =

fllT4

k!

.C'EGORY‘ LABEL ~
|

JRAMA | %

vLD‘REN”‘ S. SPECIAL

v

i N-FICTION. ™
ILDREN'S SERIES

l

'E 4,750
. .0

‘i .L.844

V. 132.6Q0 .

ASES ~20

- '

INTERVIEW
31 JuL-81) -

 SHOWS WATCHED REGULARLY JANK 4

L
5 RELATIVE
© ABSOLUTE. ~ FREQ .
CODE - FREQ (PCT)
o 11 . 550
3 1. 5.0
41 L5
-8, 1 ., 5.0
9 I 5.0
10 1 5.0
14 1 . 5.0
15 2 10,0
177 1 5.0
S I N, \  =eeZe--
TOTAL 20 100.0
. STD ERR  1.408
STD DEV  * 6.298
SKEWNESS 02
MAXTMUM — 17.000 -
.95 C.I. © 1,802,
MISSING CASES™ O
'~/

10y

SUM

\

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(PCT) -

. 55.0

. 5.0

5.0/

5.0

5.0 o

5.0
10.0
* 5.0

100.0 ~

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE '
10

A

£}

CUM
FREQ
- (PCF)

55.0

600
65.0

'75.0
80.0

85.0 ;.

95.0
100.0

.409

39,671

17.000
95.000

7.698:

FEE

70.0

31;JUL 81

o -

' 12.08.39.




----;--f----—-:- . ‘ ) ( ] . /
_A0SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW R < ~31 UL 81  12.08.39.

'!AGE' 130
W& FAMIVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81)

" W15 " SHOWS WATCHED REGULARLY RANK 5 |
' - Y RELATIVE| ADJUSTED CuM”
 ABSOLUTE  FREQ \  FREQ. FREQ
C'EGORY LABEL CopE FREQ  (PCT) X (PCT)  (PCT)
| o 15 . 750 - 7150 180 [ -
v © ” 3 1 5.0 5.0° ' 80.0
uirh_A | 8 1 5.0 5.0.  85.0 o
5 S | 5.0 5.0 900 ~
s f 13 2 10.0 - 10.0,  100.0
. TOTAL 20  100.0  100.0
z!AN 2.100  STD ERR .98  MEDIAN 167
e 0 STD DEV 4.327 - VARIANCE = 18.:726 :
MIRTOS I 2.806 ~ SKEWNESS - 2.011  RANGE 13.000
{INIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 13.000- = SUM 42,000
V. PCT  206.066 .95 C.I. 075 70 4.125
'lL;o CASES 20 MISSING CASES = O J -
»
_\
\




.

lSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE~AND TV; INTERVIEN

1ij

'PAGE . 14 .
lElwmn(WMUWMW=3men »
§ 39 ' thsou FOR LIKING THE SHOWS RANK 1
l _ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
© ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ -
CATEGORY LABEL CODE . FREQ - -(PCT}  (PCT)
'1 SHOW 1 1 5.0 5.0
RILISTIC 2 1 7 5.0 5.0
NEORMAT TON 5 4 200 20.0
"4}ILY SHOW 6 6 30.0 30.0
EDUCATTONAL 7 2. 10.0 10.0
on '
b 8 2 180 10.0
,L.GHT ENTERTAIMENT 10 2 10.0 10.0
L YSUAL APPEAL 13 1 5.0 5.0
IIIHER . 14 1 5.0 5.0
i TOTAL - . 20 100.0  100.0
'l . .
MEAN  5.800  STD ERR 702 'MEDIAN
| L 6.000  .STD DEV 3.139 VARIANCE
RTOSIS 1990 SKEWNESS 659 RANGE
WINIMUM 1,000  MAXIMUM  14.000  SUM
) ilV.VPCT' 46.160 . .95 C.l. 5.331' T0°
B ID CASES 20 MISSING CASES O

,CUM -
FREQ

(PCT) »
5.0

6.167
9.853
13.000
136.000
8.269

31 JuL 81

12.o§f;9.




/0SSTABS OF FAMILYLIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 31 JuL 81 _ 12.08.39.
!AGE 15 S o S I
e FaMTVE2 (CREATIONDATE = 31 Jw 8) -, ' .
lt—:z - REASON FOR LIKING THE SHOWS RANK 2 N )

' ~ . RELATIVE  ADJUSTED cuM .7

- ABSOLUTE  FREQ  FREQ FREQ g

CEEEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ . (PCT)  (PCT)  (PCT) | ,
ON'TKNOW - ‘7 0 8  40.0 0.0 40.0 .

o show '- 1 1 5.0 5.0 45.0
»i:snc , 2 1 5.0 5.0 50.0

* BqoROUS. 4 2 10.0 10.0 60.0

"’GRMATION 5 1 5.0 5.0 65.0 ’ ‘

 DUCATIONAL - 1 ‘5.0 5.0 700 / |

;'loo QUALITY | 9 1 5.0 5.0 75.0 -

“GHT‘ ENTERTAINMENT . 107 "2 10.0 - 10.0 85.0

| Morrensve -1 2 10.0 10.0 - 95.0 )

"N-REAEISTI'C | 12 1 5.0 5.0  100.0

' | TOTAL - 20 100.0  100.0

LEAN 1300  STOERR:  1.036  MEDIAN  2.500
E - 0 STD DEV  4.635  VARIANCE  21.484

- WRTOsIs  -1.492 SREWNESS ~ * .510 RANGE 12.000
NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 12.000  SUM 86.000

'@V, PCT  107.793 . .95 C.I.  2.131 10 6.469

-.ﬂ.m CASES 20°  MISSING CASES 7 *0 |

>

—
. k--
&




ulSSTABS OF FAMILY. LIFE

AND TV; JINTERVIEW
PAGE: 16 -

IE FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81)

lE3 REASON FOR LIKING THE SHOWS RANK 3

- N

l RELATIVE

- ABSOLUTE FREQ

‘c‘:seoav LABEL CODE  FREQ - (PCT)
BeTknow 0 15 75.0
*")TIONAL 3 1 5.0
HUMOROUS 4 1 5.0
Pucarrona 7 1 5.0
icmis 8 1 5.0

0D QUALITY 9 1 5.0
' TOTAL 20 ..¥00.0
. ‘ N
AN 1.550 STD ERR < 671
| I0E 0O . STD DEV 3.000
KURTOSIS 1.655 SKEWNESS 1.746

NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 9.000
By pcT  193.520 .95 C.I. .146

20

MISSING CASES 0

iu.w CASES

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(PCT)

75.0
5.0
5.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

T0

.

31 JuL 81 12.08.39.

.
CuM
FREQ SR
(PCT) L
75.0 |

80.0

85.0

90.0
950

100.0




_R0SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE-AND TV; INTERVIEW | 31 JuL 81 12.08.39.
!AGE 17 S | . . | :
E FAMIVF2 (CREATION DATE.= 31 JUL 81)

'ls4 REASON FOR LIKING THE SHOWS RANK 4

1 I | o RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM ad
~ UABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
EGORY LABEL - CODE  FREQ  (PCT) -~ (PCT) (PCT)
ON'T KNOW o 19 950  95.0 95.0
foras 4 1~ 5.0 5.0  100.0 |
L ©qoaL 200 loo.p  100.0° |

EAN .200 "STD ERR ~ © .200 MEDIAN .026

PEE 0 STD DEV .894 VARIANCE .800
"WRTOSIS 20.000 SKEWNESS 4.472 RANGE 4.000
INIMUM 0 .MAXTMUM 4.000 'SUM 4.000
!V. PCT 447.214 .95 C.I. -.219" TO .619

LID CASES 20 ° MISSING CASES 0

-

- - - - -‘ 8 [
N .

-

-




..!ssmas OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW . - 31 JuL 81 12.08.39.
‘AGE 18 | o ‘
'EE FAMTVF2 - (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 81)

"ln TV PROGRAMS DISLIKED RANK 1

1} | | . RELATIVE . ADJUSTED ~ CUM
' - - ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
cgzeonv LABEL cooE  FREQ ~ (PCT) ~ (PCT) (PCT)
E | 1 1 5.0 5.0 5.0
e 3 10 50.0 50.0 55.0
DRAMA 4 4 20.0 20.0 75.0
"I\MA SPECIAL | 5.0 5.0  80.0
-FICTION © 15 1 5,0 5.0 85.0
THER , 18 3 150, 150 100.0
. . TOTAL 20 100.0 100.0
'AN - 6.100 STD ERR 1.302 MEDIAN ~  3.400 ’
1 DE 3.000 STD DEV - 5.821 VARIANCE  33.884
WURTOSIS 746 SKEWNESS 1.569 - RANGE 17.000
NIMUM  1.000 MAXIMUM . 18.000 . - SUM 122.000 |
‘Wv. Pt 95.426 .95 C.I.  3.376 S To 8.824
'LID CASES 20 MISSING CASES O




...'SSTABS' OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW

‘ PAGE 19

' lE FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81)

'TZ TV PROGRAMS DISLIKED RANK 2

CATEGORY LABEL

K.
UKAMA
IPER

MEAN ~3.000
1|oe 0

RTOSIS: . 5.203
MINIMUM - 0
eaV. PCT  179.668
| B 10 cases 20

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

ABSOLUTE  -FREQ FREQ
CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
01 55.0 §5.0
3 4 20,0 20.0
4 3 15.0 - 15.0
18 2 10.0 10.0
" TOTAL 20 100.0 100.0
- STD ERR .205 MEDIAN
STD DEV “5.390 VARTANCE
SKEWNESS 2.411 RANGE
MAXIMUM 18.000 SUM
.95 C.1I. 477, T0
MISSING CASES 0

11y

' CUM
FREQ
(PCT)
55.0
75.0

90.0

100.0

.409
29.053
18.000

~ 60.000
5.523

31 JuL 81  12.08.39.




_ROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; JNTERVIEW
[AGE 20 |
E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) ,

ln " Tv PROGRAMS DISLIKED RANK 3

l _ | " RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CuM
- ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ ¢ FREQ

‘c'rseoav LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
' o 0 19 95.0  95.0 . 95.0

.'woons.. | 19 1 5.0 5.0 100.0
' TOTAL 0 100.0  100.0

JEAN 1,950 STD ERR .950  MEDIAN .026
'DE 0 STD DEV  4.249 VARTANCE 18.050
RTOSIS  20.000 SKEWNESS 4.472 RANGE 19.000
CYINIMUM 0 MAX]MUM 19.000 SUM 19.000
'v. PCT  447.214 .95 C.1I. -1.038 T0 2.938
ALID CASES = 20 MISSING CASES O

31 Ju 81

12.08.39.




.’ossmas OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW

(AGE 2
E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE =

|
T4

31 Ju 81)

TV PROGRAMS DISLIKED RANK 4

l - RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
| | ABSOLUTE. . FREQ FREQ
C'TEGORY LABEL  CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
v 0 20 100.0 100.0 -
l CoToTAL 20 100.0 100.0
,r'AN N 0  STD ERR 0 MEDIAN .

OE 0 STD DEV 0 VARTANCE
URTOSIS 0 SKEWNESS 0 RANGE

NIMUM S0 MAXIMUM 0 SUM

5¢1. - 0 T0 0 '

' 0 0

' _MISSING CASES

‘LID CASES S 2

31 JuL 81
i
CUM
FREQ-
- (pCT)
100.0
))
0 .
0
0
0

12.08.39.

»




ASSTABS, OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV INTERVIEW | 31 JuL 81  12.08.39.

uAes 22 -
®e  FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE # 31 JUL 81) '

' !Kl " REASON FOR DISLIKING SHOMS RANK 1

] I o RELATIVE ADJUSTED  _CUM
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
cmseoav LABEL ' CODE . FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
'T KNOW -0 1 5.0 5.0 5.0
."')LENCE‘ 1 3 15.0 15.0 20.0
iu, STUPID | 2 8 40.0 . 40.0 ,  60.0
R TASTE, BAD MORA 5 2 10.0 0.0, 70.0
SATIONAL ISM 6. 2 10.0 10.0 80.0 .
ONTINUED. 71 5.0 5.0 85.0 ‘
.'(PLOITATION 10 3 15.0 15.0 100.0
‘l TOTAL 20 100.0  100.0
l.EAN‘ 3.900 STDERR - .729 MEDIAN 2.250
E -~ 2.000  STD DEV 3.259  VARIANCE  10.621
BRTOSIS . -.443 SKEWNESS .920 RANGE 10. 000
INIMUM 0  MAXIWM . 10.000  SUM 78.000
!:. pcT  83.564. .95 C.I.  2.375 0 .5.425
ID CASES 20  -MISSING CASES O

o




-lSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV;‘ INTERVIEW

iAGE. 23
E FAMIVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81)

L.

f
i
1

,.
H

' l % ‘\
=

'REASON FOR DISL

IKING SHOWS RANK 2

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
S ABSOLUTE  FREQ °  FREQ FREQ
cgE RY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT). (PCT)
'T KNOW 0 7 35.0  .35.0 35.0
. s 2 12 10.0 10.0 45.0
- i
LAUGH TRACK 3 ‘1 5.0 5.0 50.0
~COM 4 1 5.0 5.0 55.0
f I:R TASTE, BAD MORA 5 15.0 15.0 70.0
PNsATIONALISM 6 2 10.0 10.0 80.0
Jve 8 2 10.0 10.0 90.0
‘vioa QUALITY 9 2 ¢ 10.0 10.0 100.0
I TOTAL 20 100.0  100.0
‘.AN 3,600 STD ERR .745 MEDIAN 3.500
. 10DE 0 STD DEV 3.331 VARIANCE  11.095
RTOSIS | -1.358 »  SKEWNESS 295 RANGE 9.000
ANIMuM 0 MAXIMUM 9.000 Uy 72.000
®v.per | 92.52 .95 C.1, 2,041 Y 10 5.159
[P0 ose 20 MISSING CASES O

1y

31 JuL 8l

12.08.39. "




1

LR0SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW
!AGE 24 )

M FAMTVF2  (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 81)

!K3-

REASON .FOR DISLIKING SHOWS RANK 3 .

' . ' RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
5 : ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ
‘c'seonv LABEL c\ogso) FREQ | (PCT) - (PCT)
CONTkNW . 0 16 80.0 . - 80.0
'l.LY STUPID | 2 1 5.0 5.0 °
ten TRACK 3 1 ' 5.0 5.0
R QUALITY 9 1 5.0 5.0
'xPLonATmN 10 1 50 * 5.0
i ——
| TOTAL 20 100.0 100.0
! | 1.200 STD ERR .659 MEDIAN
: 0 STD DEV 2.949 VARIANCE
RTOS 1S 5.770 SKEWNESS 2.588 RANGE
T NIMUM 0 MAXTMUM 10.000 SUM
lz PCT  245.724 .95 C.1. -.180 - = T0
WLID CASES 20 . ISSING CASES 0 | [
) o L
....... - ‘ s H
f |
1 \‘1 ‘ " 4
ERIC ~d

CUM
FREQ
(PCT)
80.0
85.0
90.0

95.0

100.0

.125
8.695
10.000

24.000 - °

2.580

s

31 JuL 81°

12.08.39.




‘ lSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV;
PAGE 25

e rmmvrz (creaTion oaTE + 31 Ju 81)

."'Kd

INTERVIEW °

REASON FOR DISLIKING SHOWS RANK 4

3 l : . RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
LE ABSOL UTE FREQ FREQ .
_ATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
"'I‘T KNOW " 0o . 19 95.0 95.0
_siMSATiQNALISM 6 1 5.0 5.0
. TOTAL 20 100.0 100.0
IAN ‘ .300 STD ERR .300 MEDIAN
. I0DE . 0 STD DEV 1.342 VARIANCE
RTOSIS 20.000 SKEWNESS 4.472 RANGE

+ WINIMUM 0 MAXTMUM 6.000 SUM
VL PCT 447.214 .95 C.I. -.328 10
.llLID CASES 20, MISSING CASES 0

31 0w 81 12.08.39.

CuM
FREQ
(PCT)

- 95.0
100.0

.026

1.800

6.000

6.000 - ‘
.928




26"

‘b
1
4teonv. LABEL
Bew
"'\MA

wON- FQ CTION

lIETY SERIES
‘ILDREN S SERIES

RTOONS

‘LID CASES

iAGE |
E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE =

'AN 9.400
3.000
URTos;s -2.096
NIMUM 3.000
vg PCT 73.332
20

lLSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; rNrERVIEw;',7

31.Ju 81)

TV SHOWS THE %HILDRENVWATCH RANK 1

- TRELATIVE
. ABSOLUTE  FREQ
- (CODE  FREQ (pcT)
3 a7 3.0
4 4 200
15 1 5.0
16 2 10.0
17 = 5 25.0
19 1 5.0
TOTAL 20 100.0
STD ERR 1.541
'STD DEV 6.593
SKEWNESS 248
MAXIMUM + ,19.000
.95 C.I. *  6.174

MISSING CASES 'O

*

ADJUSTED

FRE
e

350"

20:0

5.0
10.0°
25.0

5.0

~100.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

~ CUM
! FREQ
(pC¥).

350

. 55.0
60.0

70.0°
. 95.0

100.0

4,250,
47.516
16.000
.. 1882000 . .
T0.

31Ju081  12.08.39.

v‘ N




. — : | “

ROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV INTERVIEW - "Uap U8l 12.08.39.
3 AGE 27 v ] . l ', - . . ) : '

E FAMIVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) “
| Az 1V SHOWS THE CHILDREN WATCH RANK 2
. . ~ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM

P CABSOLUTE ~ FREQ REQ FREQ

c'Eeoav LABEL 7 coE  FREQ - (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) .
QEDY- 38 2.0 ../ 800 400 .
.f'w s 8 40.0 /;)o/ 80.0 \
rm-ncnon IS L " 5.0 7 50 850

ety seR1ES - 16 1 .50 5.0 900
'ILDRE-N S SERIES . 17 2 10.0 10.0 100.0

o " fotAL 20 . 100.0 .  100.0
“'!AN . 6.050  STDERR- _ 1:.178  MEDIAN - 3.730 .
< goDE . o 3.000 STD DEV ' 5.266 VARIANC 279 N
WRTos1s | .763 - SKEWNESS - 1.614 RANGE 14.000
CWNIMOM . 30000 CMAXMWM  17.000 ( SUM 121.000
\~v, pPCT 87,047 .95 C.I.  -3.585 S0 8515
‘LID CASES - 20~ MISSING CASES 0o
L] o i
124




_AOSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AN TV;

28

INTERVIEW.

!AGE | |
AP FAMIVE2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL.81)

.‘3_

SHOWS THE CHILDREN WATCH RANK 3

[

v
1B :  RELATIVE
| ABSOLUTE  FREQ
c'issoav LABEL CODE . FREQ (PCT) -
I 0o 10 - 50.0
\fllEDY 3 3 15.0
. URAMA s 1 5.0"
9 1 5.0
v!v-gxmon " 15 1 5.0
RIETY SERIES = ( 16 2 10.0
'ILDREN'S SERIES 17 1 5.0
'_"iRTOONS. 19 1 5.0
: TOTAL . 20 100.0
!lAN 5.250 STD ERR 1.589
. 10DE 0~ . STD DEV 7.107
RTOSIS -.753 .  SKEWNESS.  1.010
t (BT 0 MAXIMUM 19.000
Y.V, PCT  135.376 .95 C.1. 1.924
."LID CASES 20 MISSING CASES O

. 31Ju8l  12.08.39.

| K

ADJUSTED CUM
FREQ .  FREQ . /
(PCT) (PCT) )
50.0 ~ 50.0 .
)
15.0 65.0
5.0 70.0
5.0 75.0
“ 5.0 80.0
10.0 90.0
5.0 95.0 .
5.0 100.0 5\
100.0 ;
" MEDIAN .500°
VARIANCE 50.513
RANGE 19.000
SUM 105.000
T0  8.576"




. {0SSTABS of FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW ' © .31 0w 81

_iAqE 29 o R , _

B FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 81)
l4 ~ . TV SHOWS THE CHILDREN WATCH RANK 4 - - ‘

' | o | © " RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
‘ | | S ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ '. - FREQ FREQ
,.ci,e_eoav LABEL . CODE FREQ . (PCT) =~ (pcT)  (PCT)

R . . - a a . - ‘ ) o
‘:g R / ! 18 - .90.0 - - 90.0  90.0
roons 19 2 10,0 10,0 100:0

' | ToTAL 20 100.0 .- 100.0
EAN 1.900 STD ERR 1.308 MEDIAN .056
"0 STD DEV 5.848  VARIANCE = 34.200
TOSIS 7.037 . SKEWNESS 2.888 RANGE  19.000 ~

. INIMUM 70 . MAXIMUM 19,000 . SUM ~38.000

.‘v. PCT  307.794 .95 C.L -.837 10 4.637

BLID CASES ¢ 20 MISSING CASES . O
| ' }

O' N ﬁ .

126
| ®




!ssmas OF FAMILY LIFE AND'TV; INTERVIEW
>3 ,

iAGE _
BE  FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JU. 81)

hl
-

ll * WHY THE CHILDREN LIKE SHOWS RANK 1

l g 'W RELATIVE
< - ABSOLUTE  FREQ
xm—:&oav LABEL ~ CODE - FREQ (pcT)
BT koW L 0 2 0.0
e 1 1 5.0
.NTERESTING 3 1 5.0
| '\RACTERS s 2 10.0
r‘zT PACE 5 2 1 10.0
ARRE 6 1 5.0
‘."ER GROUP 7 1 5.0
'VIOLENCE 8 1 5.0
l TEREST IN TOPIC 9 3 15.0
KE THE FORMAT 10 2 10.67
1 ) o
ASY TO UNDERSTAND 11 2 10.0
.. 12 2 10.0
r TOTAL 20 100.0
3 | .
L EAN ~ 6.800 STD ERR .872
lDE 9.000 STD DEV ' 3.901
BRTOSIS  -1.005 SKEWNESS -. 400
AINIMUM 0 MAXI MUM 12.000
m-rﬂ PCT  57.374 .95 C.1. 4.974
ID CASES =~ 20 - MISSING CASES © O

ADJUSTED CUM .
FREQ . FREQ
(PCT) (PCT)
‘10.0  10.0

5.0  15.0-
5.0 20.0
10.0 30.0
10.0 40.0
5.0 45.0
5.0 50.0
5.0 55.0
15.0 70.0
10.0  80.0
100, 90.0
10.0 100.0
100.0 o
MEDIAN 7.500
VARIANCE . 15.221-
RANGE 12.000
SUM 136.000
T0

'8.626

-31 JuL. 8l v1_2.08.‘39;




LACSSTABS. OF FAMILY LIFE ANDTV; INTERVIEW | Calawsl 12.08.39.

.!AGE 3 :
- ILE FAMTVFZ ’(CREATIONMD)\TE'=l 31 JuL 81)

!2 WHY THE CHILDREN LIKE SHOWS RANK 2 |
' - I RELATIVE ~ ADJUSTED ~ CUM ~ | ‘(,/1
.+ ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ  -FREQ , A,
ogEcoRy LABEL oo FREQ (peT) . (PCT). (°ch): -
T KW S o 6 .0 300 300 o
e S 1 T2 10 100 . 400
,ti:ECATIONAL | 2 5.0 5.0  45.0
" reERESTING 3 ) 5.0 5.0 |, 50.0, )
gpracrers 4.1 5.0 5.0 55.0
AST PACE 5 1 5.0% 5.0  60.0
'lZARR,E | 6 2 100 100 . .70.0
ER GROUP R | 1 5.0 5.0 © - 75.0°
MTEREST IN TOPIC 9 2 10.0 ©  10.0  85.0 .
'KE THE FORMAT 10 2 10.0 10.0 ~ 95.0 = -
‘ 2 1 5.0 50  100.0
l_ - qom 20 1000 . 10000 .
| ™  4.250  STD'ERR ©.920  MEDIAN 3,500
00E 0  .STD DEV 47115 VARIANCE  16.934
\QRTOSIS  -1.248  SKEWNESS 461 RANGE 12.000
B o 0 MAXIMM  12.000  SUM 85.000
V. PCT  96.826 .95 C.1. 2.3 70 6.176
'u.m CASES 20 MISSING -CASES O |




s
"

‘mssonv LABEL
TRNOW

."U'CATIONAL

FAST PACE

'lkE THE. FORMAT

| ‘sv TO UNDERSTAND

‘ . .

| gAN_ - 2.000
l DE 0
4 JURTOS IS 2.009
lmum 0
'gv. PcT  203.263
20

.!)SSTABS"OF‘ FAMILY LIFE ANB TV; INTERVIEW
.iAGE 2 -
E FAMIVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81)

B iy e coriomen Like snous Ranc 3

| © RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
 ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ . . FREQ
CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
0 15 750 75.0
2 1 5.0 5.0
5 1 5.0 5.0
10 1 5.0 5.0
11 1 5.0 5.0 .
12 1 5.0 5.0
TOTAL 20 100.0 100.0
STD ERR 909, MEDIAN:
STD DEV 4.065 VARIANCE
SKEWNESS 1.870 RANGE
MAXIMUM 12.000 SUM
.95 C.I. .097 T0
MISSING CASES O -

31 JuL 81  12.08.39.]

~

CUM
FREQ .
(PCT)
75.0
80.0 j

85.0

- 90.0

95.0
100.0

.167

. 16.526
12.000
40.000

3.903




v

-3

.ASSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW R 31 Ju 8l v12.08.v39.

‘AGE 33 -
E  FAMTVF2 _(CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81)

'm WHY THE CHILOBEN LIKE SHOMS RANK 4

g | L RELATIVE - ADJUSTED  CUM

o  ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ - FREQ

\KEGORY LABEL ~ CODE  FREQ (PCT) - .(PCT) (PCT)

L ON'T KNOW - .0 20 100.0 . 100.0 100.0

l' | © totAL 20 100.0 - 100.0° W }
‘I"AN 0 ST ERR 0  MEDIAN 0 ,
0 0  STD DEV 0 VARIANCE 0

URTOSIS . 0 SKEWNESS . 0 RANGE 0

. INTMUM 0 MAXIMUM - 0 SUM 0

B5c.l 0 T0 0 |

'LID CASES 20 MISSING CASES O ,

1oy




0SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW o 81 - 12.08.39.

~‘AGE 34 o c
E  FAMIVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 8l) -

' .K WHAT THE FAMILY TALKS ABOUT / ,
] I © RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
. ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
C!EGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT)  (PCT)  (PCT)
N'T TALK o 3 15.0  15.0 15.0 |
’ ,
ofperan 1 6 30.0 30.0  45.0
JIHER 2 3 150  15.0 60.0'
& 3 8 - 40.0 40.0  100.0
' o TOTAL - 20 100.0 100.0 P .
N 1.800 - STDERR -  .258  MEDIAN 833
| 3,000 SO OEV  1.152  VARIANCE  1.326
"WRToss  -1.464  SKEWNESS  -.257  RANGE  3.000
oI TMUM 0 MAXIMM  3.000  SUM 36} 000
.PCT  63.981 .95 C.I.  1.261 T0° 21339

i ALID CASES 20 MISSING CASES 0 o

—

-

. Kl

' 134




lssmss OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW | | | 31 Ju 81  12.08.39.
PAGE 35 . | | ' o

E FAMTVF2 ‘(CREATION DATE = 31 JUW 81)

"Bt war euse poes THE FAMILY DO RANK 1

' ' g | RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CuM
- ABSOLUTE  FREQ =~ FREQ FREQ §
cissoav LABEL  CopE - FREQ ©  (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) .
L 1 9  45.0 45.0 . 45.0
* / 2 5 25.0 25.0 ' 70.0
nANDWORK S 4 20.0 . 20.0 90.0
lf.woru( | 6 1 5,0 ° 5.0 1 95.0
,tioaés | 8 1 5.0 5.0  100.0
| TOTAL 20 100.0 100.0 ,
| 'AN . 2.650 STD ERR .483 MEDLAN 11.700 . '
' MODE 1.000 STD DEV - 2.159  VARIANCE 4.661 |
TOSIS .235 SKEWNESS - 1.167 RANGE 7.000
NIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 8.000 S\ 53.000
J.V. PCT  81.465 .95 C.1I. 1.640 10 3.660
1'1.10 CASES 20 MISSING CASES O

Q. 13;,,




\
\ \ 3 -

.ASSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW - 31 Ju 81 12.08.39.

‘AGE "36 T |
"8 FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81)

'lzz WHAT ELSE DOES THE FAMILY DO RANK 2 L

~

Puoocases - 20

MISSING CASES 0

W

. o ' RELATIVE ADJUSTED - CUM

- ABSOLUTE  FREQ  FREQ FREQ - :
fﬁiGORY LABEL - CODE  FREQ (PCT) - (PCT) - (PCT) -
Wrumve 0 1 5.0 5.0 - 5.0 a
.'\o 1 3 5.0 15.0 20.0

, ] ) '

cAT 2 5 25.0 25.0 . - 45.0
"{s- ' 4 4 20.0 20.0 ~ 65.0
‘«pwoax 5 .3 15.0 15.0  80.0
- MEWORK 6 1 5.0 5.0 85.0
.'EEP 7 2 10.0 10.0 95.0
! HORES 1 5.0 5.0 100.0
1'. | ToAL 20 . 100.0  100.0
f'AN 3,600 | . STD ERR 515 MEDIAN '3.750
. 100E 2.000 STD "DEV 2.303 VARIANCE  5.305

RTOSIS -.909 SKEWNESS 317 RANGE 8.000

NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 8.000  SUM 72.000
VL PCT 63.981 .95 C. 1. 2.522

T0 4.678




-!SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW ~ 31 Jw 8l - 12.08.39.
iAGE 37 | - D
We  rwmez (creamioy oaTe = 31 oW 8) SR S

"Ea WHAT ELSE DOES THE FAMILY DO’ RANK 3 o .

1 B | \ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED ~ CUM
| ABSOLUTE  FREQ - . - FREQ FREQ
iseosv LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
- Brune 0 7 35.0 35.0 35.0
i . : ! .
4.&'0 1 4 20.0 20.0 55..0
WROOM ' -3 1 5.0 5.0 60.0
Bes s 2 | | 70.0
»‘Nowor« | 5 2 80.0
WoRES | | 8 - 4 100.0
] TOTAL © 20 '
_.'AN 2.850 STD ERR 1.250
 IoE 0  STD DEV 9.924
| {URTOSIS  -1.068 SKEWNESS _ 8.000
NIMUM - 0 MAXIMUM 57.000
CPv. e 10533 .95 CLI 4.324
 MISSING CASES -

134




’

!ssmas OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW |

iAGE 38 ,
E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE 4 31 JUL 81)

i

" WHAT ELSE DOES THE FAMILY DO RANK 4

l o RELATIVE
» ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ
pueeoav LABEL 'CODE _ FREQ (PCT)
HING : 0o 15 75.0°
"'ES 4 2 10.0
CHORES ' '8 2 10.0
l*sﬁ" | 9 1. 5.0
' om0 1000
N 1.650  STD ERR .701
“Hoe "0 STD DEV 3.133
. QRTOSIS 1.214  SKEWNESS  1.649
'MINIMUM . 0 MAXIMUM 9.000
'v PCT  189.905 .95 C.I. .184
MISSING CASES - O

JALID CASES 20

ADJUSTED

FREQ
+ L (PCT)

75.0

10.0 -~

10.0

MEDIAN.

VARTANCE
RANGE
SUM

TO0

13,

CUM
FREQ
* (PCT)

75.0 -

85.0
95.0
1000

.167.
9.818
9.000

33.000

3.116

31 JuL 81

12.08339.
[ ‘\

\




""""" S
|

(ROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW

.[AGE. 39 o |
E  FAMIVF2 (C%EATION'DATEa 31 JW 81)

=

'rv " WHAT IF /THERE'-NAS NO TV
. ./ v
' ] . . RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
_ABSOLUTE - FREQ FREQ FREQ
QETEGORY LABEL | CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PcT) . (PCT)
O e oIFFERENCE 1 13 65.0 5.0 .66.0
‘ls OIFFERENCE | 2 7 35.0 35.0  100.0
l / ToTAL 20, 100.0  100.0
VEAN .350 STD ERR .109 MEDIAN 1.269
'35 ~ h.000 STO, DEV 489 - VARIANCE 1239
TOSIS 1.719 SKEWNESS 7681 ©  RANGE 1.000
AINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 2.000 SUM 27.000
lz. PCT  (36.249 .95 C.1. 1.121 70 1.579
TALID CASES | ' 20 . MISSING CASES O |
".- !
" . “5: / uv&\ ) } .
" | ,‘\\\
SRR
' D
/ i
. \
: !
d !
\ !
‘T ‘
i
:.z
L \
| | ‘:z
i 4
! '
‘ 1\{()
3

o

31 JW 81 12.08.39.

R
\\




o

!ﬁSTABs OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV iNTEﬂR\'IIEN_" Cow ;_', L. 3tduwsl © 12.08.39.

‘AGE 40
e FAMTVFZ (cmzmon DATE = LW el AR
‘E WHAT WOLLD BE DIFFEREN,]'_' IF NO TV -
l S REL'AT-iv.‘E; ‘ADJUSTED  CUM -
e | %f ABSOLUTE ~. FREQ~  FREQ . FREQ
,c‘T_EGoav LABEL - CODE  FREQ.  (PCT), ' (PCT) " (PCT)
oz 100 ;,12.-»5 o zs
*".K MORE o1, 3 1%0  18.8 3.3
PLAY RECORDS, RADIO : 3 1 - 50 63 . 3.5 C
“®ho o 4 2 1007 o125 500
‘ORTS - Co%% 4 500 6.3 56,3+
SS NENS»SPORTS 6 -1 s, o 6.3 " 62.5 o
'IETER 7 1 ‘5.0 . 6.3  68.8
' b o ’ ) .
GATIVE MOODS TRRI 9 L 5.0 6.3° - 75.0
I her 10 2 100 125 . 87
' 1 2 1000 1258 1000 .
. JUT OF RANGE 4 20.0 - MISSING °
l o CToTAl . 20 100.0  100.0  ° .
AN- 5.188°  STD ERR ~ 1.013 MEDIAN 7500
0E . 1.000 STD DEV  4.053 VARIANCE:  16.429 /x
'KURTOSIS ~ -1.503° - SKEWNESS .~ ° .188 RANGE - -11.000
NIMUM 0 . MAXIWM °  11.000  SuM _ *° 83.000 R
®v.pcr 783 .5 CI 0 3.08 T0 - 7.347
vy . s ) o ’ « o ) : o
~'\Lm CASES, - 416 MISSING CASES , 4 ' s o
~ ;
v \l -. ------------------ \
i “ °
' - o :
’ - ¢ . £,
“ o, v ) .
s \ 1 3 /f ’




-

lJSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND v INTERVIEN 3 © 31Ju 8l
| PAGE 41 3 e
E- FAMTVFZ (CREATION DATE-= 31 JULV 81) .
,,lm HOW 'wo_u.o You CHANGE TV RANK 1
N .. R - ! - | k S e &R :
i : | © RELATIVE ~ ADJUSTED ~  CUM
- | ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ . . FREQ.  FREQ *
c‘:GQRv LABEL CODE FREQ . (PET)™  (RCT).  (PCT)
E EDUCA‘FIONAL 2 '» 150 0 150 15.0
‘lTTER QUALITY * '3 3 150 7150 130.0
MORE NEWS s 1 50 5.0 35,0
lMIT TYPES OF COMME 6 3. | 15.0 15.0. * 50.0°
"iDUCE COMERCIALS - (7 . 1 5.0  .5.0.°  55.0
8 1 5.0 . 5.0 60.0
' SOAPS, GAME SHOWS 9 1 . 5.0 5.0  65.0
*BETTER SCHEDULE , 10 0 2 1.0 10.0 75.0
"‘RE SPECIALS 11 3 .15.0 15.0  :90.0
{SS. VIOLENCE 12 5.0 5.0 95.0
HER 14 17 50 5.0 100.0 |
! B foraL . 20 . 100.0 . 100.0
AN 7.000  STD ERR. .858 .. MEDIAN . 6.500
boe © . -, 2.000  °STD DEV 1,839  VARIANCE ~ 14.737
IQURTOSIS  * -1.311°  SKEWNESS 1130 - RANGE. 12.00
IMUM 27000  .MAXIMUM  13.000  SUM. .  140.00
V. PCT 54,801 .95 C.l. 5.203 T to 8.797
'ALID" Cases” 20 MISSING CASES 0 *
]
] | - /
' . ‘- \‘ .
' o 130 :




WROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; ' INTERVIEW 310w 81 12.08.39.
AGE 42 - | - | ~ '
I,LE _.Q_FAMTVFZ (CREATION DATE = 31 JuL 81), 4
&,GZ. " HOW WOULD' YOU CHANGE TV RANK 2
" ' AR - RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
N  ABSOLUTE  FREQ: FREQ FREQ
C'EGORY UABEL ~ -, . CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) “(PET)
CONT RNOW o 4 200 . 20.0 20.0
--"'lE"E_DUCATIONAL | 2 3 15,0  15.0 35.0
'ei:TER QUALITY . 3 1 ' 5.0 5.0 40.0
. : A . : ¢
UN GOOD SHOWS: = 5 2 10.0  10.0 50.0
L'm TYPES OF COMME 6 1 5.0 ' 5.0 55.0 . - o
" - ° 3 .
- EDUCE COMNERCIALS 7 20 10,0 - 10.0 65.0
. SOAPS, GAME SHOMS 9 1 5.0 . 5.0 70.0
TTER SCHEDWE . 10 2 10.0 10.0 80.0
[Wee seectaLs 1. 2 100  10.0  90.0
s sex 132 1000 10.0  100.0 -
' ' ~ TotAL . 20 . 100.0 100.0 .
JEAY C 5.800  STDERR . 1.017  MEDIAN'  5.500 ,
' 0O  "STDDEV . 4.549 VARIANCE  20.695 -~
RTOSIS  -1.383  SKEWNESS  _ .152°  RANGE 13.000 o o
CINIMUM -0 MAXIMUM  13.000  SUM 116.000 . o
‘aV. PCT  78.434° .95 C.I. 361 - T0. 7.929 L
li.m CASES: 20 MISSING CASES. O - g“ ‘

« .
. -



!SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW

!AGE 43
E FAMIVFZ ,(CREATION bATE =

L

31 JuL 81)

4

HOW WOULD YOU CHANGE TV RANK 3 -

RELATIVE - ADJUSTED
- _ ABSOLUTE  FREQ . FREQ
;gseoav LABEL coE  FREQ - (PCT)  (PCT)
'T KNOW 0 9 45.0 45.0
lzs EDUCAT I0NAL 23 15.0 15.0
BETTER QUALITY 3 3 15.0 15.0
| S0APS, GAME SHOMS 9 1 5.0 5.0
!TTER SCHEDULE 10 1 5.0 5.0
ORE SPECIALS . 1 1 5.0 5.0
‘|ISS'VIOLENCE <12 1 5.0 5.0
'isé SEX 13 1. -5.0 5.0
’ - 7ot 20 100.0  100.0
| lAN 3.500 ST ERR 1.037  MEDIAN
74Q0E 0  STD DEV 4.640  VARIANCE
RTOSIS ~ -.328  SKEWNESS ~ 1.135  RANGE -
NIMOM 0 MAXIMM  13.000  SUM
V. PCT  132.561 .95 C.I.  1.329 T0
'mun CASES 20 MISSING CASES O

14y

CUM

- FRE
eh

45.0

60.0
75.0
80.0

85.0

90.0
95.0
100.0

1.833
21.526
13.000
70.000

5.671

31 JuL 8l

12.08.39.




_ROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE Afp Tv;

![AGE 44 _
E  FAMTVF2 - (CREATION DATE =

. ‘lh4"
1

EGORY LABEL
JON'T KNOW

-"'RE EDUCATIONAL -
BETTER QUALITY
BiRE NEWS

'IHER
7

!! 1.150 -

‘RTOSIS
l NIMUM
281.100

NV, PCT .
‘(Lm CASES 20

0.
14.568
| 0

INTERVIEW

31 Ju 81)

HOW WOULD YOU CHANGE TV RANK 4

~ RELATIVE

g ADJUSTED
| ABSOLUTE - FREQ FREQ
. CODE.  FREQ (pc) (pcT)
0 16 80.0  80.0
2  1°- 5.0 5.0
3 ¥ 5.0 5.0
4 1 "~ 5.0 5.0
14 1 5.0 5.0
TOTAL 20 - 100.0  100.0
STDERR = .723 MEDIAN
STD DEV 3.233 VARTANCE
. SKEWNESS 3.683 RANGE
© MAXIMUM 14.000 °  SUM
.95 C.1.

-.363 10
MISSING CASES O |

14_{

CUM
FREQ
(PCT)

180.0

” 85.0

90.0

95.0

100.0

. 125

10.450 °

14.000
23.000
- 2.663

- 31 JuL 81

12;08.39.




')SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 31 JuL 81 . 12.08.39.

PAGE 45 |
..E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 . 81) : |
. . : . » : . * \
llrn REGULARLY WATCH TV IN AFTERNOON | - Y
' RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
~ ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
ciseonv LABEL  cooE FREQ . (PCT) - (PCT)  (PC)
| 0 10 50.0 ~ 50.0 = 50.0 .
.‘ls 1 10 50.0 50.0 100.0
| TOTAL 20 100.0  100.0
!AN .~ 500 . STDERR _  .l15 MEDIAN  .500
0 STD DEV 513 VARIANCE - . .263
XoSIS  -2.235 SKEWNESS 0 RANGE 1.000 -
NTMUM 0 MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 10.000
CV. PCT 102.598 .95 C.I. 260 10 '740

-~

ID CASES 20 MISSING CASES O




vgssms OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW
46 ‘; ’ R .

‘lAGE |
E FAMIVPZ (CREATION DATE = 31 JW 81)

LI

l\i. PCT  125.656
TRLID CASES 20 MISSING CASES O

'm REGULARLY WATCH TY DURING DINNER
l B | — | RELATIVE - ADJUSTED
o - . ~ ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ
.c'E_GORY LABEL ~ CODE  FREQ - (PCT) ~(PCT)
0 1w 600 60.0
's | 1 8 40.0 40.0
.. " TOTAL . 20 100.0 100.0
EAN .400 STD ERR 112 MEDIAN
DE 0 $TD DEV 503 - VARIANCE
RTOSIS -2.018 SKEWNESS  ~ .482 . RANGE
NIMUM 0 MAXTMUM 1.000 SUM
.95 C.1; .165 10

CUM
FREQ
(PCT)

60.0
100.0

.333
.253
1.000 " °
8.000 -
.635

31 JuL 81 12.08.39.




.

%SSTABS OF FAMILY.LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW

!AGE 47 :
E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JWL 81)

’l‘e

1EGORY LABEL

. EAN .750
IEE 1.000
“@RTOSIS -.497 " -
[INTMUM .0
!V. PCT . 59.235
. LID CASES: 20

ABSOLUTE
CODE  FREQ
0 5
1 15
TOTAL 20
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
.95 C.1.

MISSING CASES -

.099
- .44
-1.251
1.000

542

REGULARLY WATCH TV DURING EVENING

"RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
‘FREQ FREQ
(PCT)

25.0 25.0

75.0

100.0

100.0

MEDIAN
VARTANCE
RANGE
SUM

T0

"0

14

(PCT) -

-~ CUM
"FREQ .

~(pcTy

25.0
100.0

.833
.197

1.000
15.000

-958

"y

31 JuL 81  12.08.39.
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!SSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY

.AGE 3 | |
ME  FAMIVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

1
1

CAFEGORY LABEL

DAY OF WEEK

DAY

1 UESDAY
NESDAY
RSDAY

L]

i.EAN 3.814

"DE 2.000

( @RTOSIS -1.336

. \INIMUM 1.000
V. PCT 52.552

TALTD 'CASES 59

ABSOLUTE
CODE  FREQ
1 9
"2 12
3 6
4 7
5 10
6 9 .
7 6
TOTAL 59
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
-+ .95 C.1.

MISSING CASES .

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

FREQ FREQ
(PCT) (PCT)
15.3 15.3
20.3 20.3
10.2 10.2
11.9 11.9
16.9 16.9
15.3 15.3
10.2 10.2
100.0 100.0
.261 MEDIAN
2.004 VARIANCE
066 - RANGE
7.000 SUM
3.291 TO

0

04 AUG 81  10.15.12.

. CUM
FREQ

’ (PCT)
15.3
35.6
45.8
57.6
74.6
89.8

1100.0

3.857
4.016 ‘e
6:000 -

225.000

4.336




LROSSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY = . o 04 AUG 81 ' 10.15.12.
 QRGE 4 \ S - , |

LILE  FAMIVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

“

' . TIME OF TV VIEWING -~ /
s' : ‘ ‘ :
\ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED -  CUM
. ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ ~
r.lseoav LABEL CODE  FREQ o (PQT) sy (PCR) (1, APCT i e
J ) ’ ) -f ':w’”‘.g EX »
727 45.8 45.8 . 45.8 "
' 8 22 313 7.3 831
: i | | 9 10 169 16.9  100.0
| TOTAL 59 100.0  100.0 |
tn 7.712 STD ERR .097 MEDIAN 7.614
ODE 7.000  STD DEV 784 VAR IANCE 1553
TOSIS.  -1.001 - SKEWNESS 527~ RANGE 2.000°
* N IMum 7.000 MAXIMUM  9.000 SUM 455.000
i V. PCT  9.647 .95 C.1. Jisis O 7.906
1".1-0 CASES 59 MISSING CASES O




‘;!ssmas OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY - 04 AUGSL  10.15.12.

g 5 - | A
‘E " EAMIVF3 (CREATIONDATE = 08 AUG 81) :
ls _KIND OF TV PROGRAM VIEWED
' o | © RELATIVE ADJUSTE®D  CUM
o | ' ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
 CREGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (pCT)
_c!veuv | 3 39.0 39.0 39.0
Y | 4 18 L2370 237 62T
VARIETY SPECIAL 5 1 1.7 1.7 64.4
MA SPECIAL 6 3 5.1 5.1 69.5
S SPECIAL R A 5.1 5.1  74.6
HILDREN'S SPECIAL .8 4 6.8 6.8 81.4
's " 9 1 1.7 1.7 83.1
"wviE 1) 10 1 1.7 1.7 84.7
| oE FOR TV MOVIE 11 3 5.1 5.1 . 89.8 J
:.o MVIE 12 1 1.7 1.7 91.5
PORTS 14 1 1.7 1.7 93.2
| IR 15 1 1.7 1.7 0.9
' LARTETY SERIES 16 1 1.7 1.7 96.6
| ME SHOW - 18 1 1.7~ 1.7 98.3
.moons | 19 1 1.7 1.7 100.0
. I o s looo 1000
-‘EAN 5.881 _ STD ERR 534 ° MEDIAN 3.964
' 4O0E 3000 - STDOEV - 4.103 VARIANCE  16.831
‘mosxs 2.185 SKEWNESS 1,679  RANGE .  16.000
MINIMUM 3.000 MAXIMUM 19.000° - SUM - 347.000
&y, PCT  69.754 98 C.I. 4812 10 6.950
iALID’CASES 59 MISSING CASES 0 - ~ ’
‘ 14, Co




-.tSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY

PAGE 6

l  FAMTVF3  (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

CATEGORY LABEL
'RESPONSE

1
[

Ibg 1.322
1.000

KURTOSIS -:928
IMUM 0

. PCT 38.315

,v‘.m CASES 59

AMOUNT OF PROGRAM VIEWED

. RELATIVE
ABSOL UTE FREQ .
CODE  FREQ (pCT)
0 1 1.7
1 - 38 64.4
2 20 33.9
TOTAL 59 100.0
STD ERR .066
STD DEV . .507
SKEWNESS .364
MAXIMUM 2.000
.95 C.I. - - 1.190

MISSING CASES 0"

ADJUSTED CUM
FREQ FREQ
(pcT). (pcT)

1.7 1.7
64.4 66.1
'33.9 100.0
100.0
MEDIAN 1.250
VARIANCE .257
RANGE 2.000
SUM 78.000
TO 1.454

04 AUG 81

*

10.15.12.




..!ssms OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY

‘AGE 7
E FAMTVF3 (CREATION|DATE = 04 AUG 81)\

’

'll * WHY THE PROGRAM!WAS VIEWED

| II o

: ‘ | ABSOLUTE

'G!EGOBY LABEL ;fcone FREQ .
ANNED TO WATCH o1 3

»"lERs PICKED THE PR 2 15

JiST CAME ON ' 3 14

: | TOTAL 59

'lAN 1.729 / STD ERR

- 100E 1.000 | STD DEV
RTOSIS -1.317 / . SKEWNESS

N IMUM 1.000 | MAXIMUM

, V. PCT 47.832 | .95 C.l.

,'um CASES 59/  MISSING CASES

5oV N

\

RELATIVE
FREQ
.(PCT)

50.8

g

™. 2548

.108
.827
551
3.000

~ 1.513

0

ADJUSTED -
\\ FREQ

(PCT)
50.8°
. 25.4

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

T0

1.

CUM
. FREQ
(PCT)

" 50.8

76,3

}00.0

1.483
684

© 2.000
102.000

1.944




. 04 AUG 81

“Lﬁ‘l o

. - 4
!S ¢ S ' )
STABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 0 Ny
AGE 8 e ‘
£ FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) :
lK‘ WAS THERE ANY ANY TALRING
, s RELATIVE - ADJUSTED ~  CUM
' - ABSOLUTE - FREQ -/ FREQ FREQ
G![EGORY LABEL coe - FREQ  (PCT) ./ (PeT)  (RCT)
1 %5 . o932 93.2°  93.2
|| o 2 4 6.8 6.2  -100.0
' . TOTAL , 59 100.0 . 100.0
- -
EAN 1.068 STD ERR". 033 MEDIAN <. 1.036
17000  STDDEV . .25 VARIANCE  ~ .064
Cosis 10,818 SKEWNESS 3.529 RANGE . 1.000
NIMUM. 1.000 MAXIMUM ¢ 2.000 - ~ SUM. _ -  63.000
ilL 2376 95 CL 1.002 o0 - 1,13
ID CASES 59 . MISSING CASES. .0 B
o« s o’
.
, .
A,
\ ’ i‘ ‘a>
Vo

10.15.12.

4




- - mw - = -

..,OSSTABS OF FAMILY AND'TV; DIARY S o . 04 AUG.81  10.15.12.

fz(Aess 9
& - ’ . -
E FAVIVF3 (CREATION DATE-= 04 AUG 81) .

‘)UT" WHAT DID THE FAMILY TALK ABOUT

' o © RELATIVE  ADJUSTED M
0 aBsSOLUTE - FREQ \ FREQ FREQ

(!TEGon LABEL -~ CODE  FREQ (PCT) . (PCT) (PCT)

¥ RESPONSE 0 6 102 - 10.2 we o °
Aoeran 1 1 237 237 ¢339

UTHER 3 2 33 ©37.3 7.2,
| lo’eRAM & OTHER s 1 .21 2.1 983
"oeRA'M, COMMERCIAL 7.1 1.7° 1.7 100.0

| rotaL 59 100.0  100.0 ‘
!AN  2.831 STD ERR .23  MEDIAN®  2.932
‘wODE -3,000 - . STQ OEV 1.802 VARIANCE '3.247 -
rTosts - -.987 SKEWNESS ~ _.043 RANGE 7.000 R
Wiwu 0 MAXIMUM 7.000  SUM 167.000 ERN

_.V. PCT - 63.658 - .95 C.I. 2.1 - T0  3.300
glLio CASES 59 .  MISSING CASES - O e
| . o 4 L TN L , ; -




.!ssmés OF FAMILY AND TV;

DIARY

iAGE 10 .
E . FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE < 04 AUG'81)

. lt:

1 v
CATEGORY LABEL
c‘[RESPONSE -
-1|ouse |

CHILD *

gllHERf

‘quse & CHILD
. MILD & OTHER

Jouse, cHiLp & oTHER '-

MEAN '2.898
DE 4.000
RTOSIS - .008

AINIMUM 0

l\:. PCT.  60.679

ID CASES

59

WHO TALKED DURING VIEWING

~

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

| ABSOLUTE  FREQ . REQ
" CODE  FREQ (pCT) (PCT)
0 6 10.2 10.2
1 7 11.9 11.9
2 12 20.3 " 20.3
39 15.3 15.3
4 20 33.9 33.9
6 2 3.4 3.4
7 3, 5.1 5.1
. TOTAL 59 100.0 100.0
STD ERR .229 MEDIAN
STD DEV 1.759 VARIANCE
SKEWNESS ,298 RANGE
MAXIMUM - 7.000 . SUM
~95 C.1. 2.440. T0
MISSING CASES O

15,

/

3.000

7.000

171000,

3.357

04 AUG 8L  10.15.12.




--------------
: H

A

..!ssn\as OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 04 AUG 81  10.15.12.

iAGE 11
E  FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) | | o |

| IE 'OTHER ACTIVITIES DURING VIEWING
. o RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM | :
| : L ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ | -
Flgeoav LABEL " CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) ~ (PCT) |
| 1. 47 79.7 79.7 79.7
. | | / |
-" | 2 12 20.3  20.3  100.0
TOTAL 59 - 100.0°  100.0 -
EAN 1.203 STD ERR .053 MEDIAN . 1.128°
1.000  STD DEV "406 - VARIANCE 1165

"JRTOS1S .297 SKEWNESS = 1.512 .- RANGE - . 1.000

IMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 2.000 SUM - 71.000
1/. PCT  33.736 .95 C.1. 1.098 70 1.309

ID CASES 59 . MISSING CASES 0




LROSSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; " DIARY - . S 04 AuG 81  10.15.12.

‘!AGE‘ 12
e FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

" : I%
lx. ~ HOW DID YOU FEEL ABOUT THE PROGRAM
. - ' © RELATIVE  ADJUSTED o "
'ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ - FREQ
'YEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
[0 RESPONSE 0 1 1.7, L7 L r\//\\m.
-'.lTHNHIL.E 1 31 > 35.6 35.6 37.3
\ﬁSTE OF TIME 2 5 8.5 8.5 458
' | 3 32 54.2 54.2 100.0

' | TOTAL 59 100.0 100.0

AN . 2.153 . STDERR 127 MEDIAN 2.578

OE 3.000 STD DEV 979 - VARIANCE *.959
| WRrosts  -1.602  SKEWNESS ¢ -.431 RANGE 3.000

NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 3.000 sy 127.000

V. PCT 45.496 .95 C.I1. 1.897 T0 2.408 , \

1D CASES 59 MISSING CASES 0 |

Q : , ,A 15') |




..!ssmas OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY - 04 AUG 81  10.15.12.
PAGE 13 . - | R

]

E FAMIVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

| lla WHAT DO YOU LIKE ABOUT THE PROGRAM
] | RELATIVE  ADJUSTED  CUM
| ABSOLUTE  FREQ  FREQ ~  FREQ
F"EGORYILABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
I RESPONSE ' o 13 220 22.0 22.0
.a SHOW 1 > 3.4 3.4 25.4
£MOTIONAL APPEAL 3 3 5.1 5.1 30.5
'40ROUS | 4 16 27.1 27.1 57.6
‘roawmn 5 5 " 8.5 8.5 66.1
®cnpe 8 117 1.7 67.8
'oo QUALITY 9 6 10.2 10.2 78.0
LIGHT ENTERTAINMENT 10 4 6.8 6.8  84.7 -
BSuAL ENJOYMENT,OTH 13 8 13.6 13.6 98.3
' . 14 1 1.7 1.7 100.0
o | TOTAL 59  100.0  100.0
,,!AN | 5.424 STD ERR .585  MEDIAN 4.219 | 7
OE 4.000 STD DEV 4.496 VARIANCE  20.214
RTOSIS . -.975  ° SKEWNESS .48l RANGE 14.000
NIMUM 7o MAXTMUM 14.000 SUM 320.000
‘C.V. PCT  82.895 .95 C.1. 4.252 70 6.595
'\Lm CASES 59 MISSING CASES O
b ] ’ 1
159




.lssmas OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 04 AUG 81  10.15.12.
PAGE 14 o ’ :

E FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

i .K * WHAT DID YOU DISLIKE ABOUT THE PROGRAM
" : " RELATIVE ADJUSTED ~  CUM .
' | ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FRE
c‘Tssonv LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
l RESPQNSE “ 0 21 35.6 35.6 35.6
.'!)LGcz | | 1 1 1.7 1.7. - 37.3
SILLY, STUPID 2 10 16.9 16.9 54.2 ’
') MORAL VALUES 5 1 R O 1.7 55.9
cﬁmummn '- 7 2 3.4 3.4 59.3
ING . | g 1 1.7 1.7 61.0
'oa QUAL ITY 9 -1 7 owa 1.7 62.7
NOTHING 11 14 . 23.7 23.7 86.4
12 8 13.6 13.6 100.0
TOTAL 59 100.0 - 100.0
5.203 STD .ERR .675 _  MEDIAN 2.250
Y STD DEV 5.182 °~  VARIANCE  26.854
| WRTos1s  T-1.838  SKEWNESS .252 . RANGE . 12,000
MINIMUM 0 MAXIMUM  12.000 SUM 307.000

V..PCT  99.501 .95 C.I. 3.883 . T0 6.554
\JALID CASES 59  MISSING CASES O

15,




APPENDIX E

Results of Direct Observation Methodology

) _
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'Y'LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING
rAGE 3 '

. FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

l ~ DAY OF OBSERVATION

. : RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE .  FREQ
riioav LABEL CODE  FREQ - (PCT)
Sy 1 1 8.2
2 s 16.7
3 12 50.0
4 4 16.7
5 2 8.3
6 1 4.2
TOTAL 24 100.0
! 3.208 STD ERR . .225
) | 3.000 STD DEV 1.103
T0SIS - .969 SKEWNESS .613
MUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 6.000
PCT 34.365 .95 C.1. 2.743

MISSING CASES O

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(pCT)

4.2
16.7
50.0
16.7

8.3

MEDIAN
VARTANCE
RANGE
SUM

TO0

g
VY

CuM
FREQ
(PCT)
4.2
20.8

70.8

. 87.5
95.8 _

100.0

3.083
1.216
5.000
77.000
3.674

05 AUG 81 12.30.08.




’ &g LIFE AND TV;
4

OBSERVATION OF VIEWI NG

"l FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

wl
nTEGORY LABEL

"
e -
pt:w SPECIAL
t SPECIAL -

-] o

ii FOR TV MOVIE

4

IN-FICTNON

i '

5.750

e - 3.000
NgBTOSIS ~  .359
ixmn 3.000
. PCT  64.921

..ID. CASES 24

TYPE OF PROGRAM VIEWED

lt,r!

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
. ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ
CODE ~ FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
3 9 37.5 37.5
[
4 ' 6 25.0 25.0
5 2 8.3 8.3
7 1 4.2 4.2
9 1 4.2 4.2
11 3 12.5 12.5
13 - 1 4.2 4.2
15 1 4.2 4.2
TOTAL | 24 100.0  100.0
STD ERR ~.762 MEDIAN ~
STD DEV 3.733 VARIANCE
SKEWNESS 1.297 RANGE
MAXIMUM 15.000 SUM
.95 C.1. 4.174 : T0°
MISSING CASES O
Y

05 AUG 81

T cuM
FREQ
(PCT)
'37.5
62.5
70.8
75.0
79.2
91.7
{

95.8
100.0

12.30.08.




lv LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING
PAGE 5

' FAMIVES (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

05 AUG 81 - 12.30.08.

)

' lS DID HUSBAND CHOOSE PROGRAM

] | o © RELATIVE ADJUSTED . CUM R
- ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ :
Eeoav LABEL coe . FREQ  (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
| | o a 85 81 87.5
,E. | 3 12.5 12.5 100.0
o Ta 100 100.0°
! y i
N 125 STD ERR 060 MEDIAN 071 )
‘ \ 0 - STD DEV 1338 VARIANCE 1114 '
Mosis  4.210  SKEWNESS = 2.422  RANGE 1.000
IMUM 0 . MAXIMUM 1,000  SUM 3.000
ci. pcT  270.266 .95 C.1.  -.018 To - .268
ID CASES 26 MISSING CASES O ) <

-k

1t




PR

) A.GE LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING "~ 05 AUG 81 12.30.08. .
r . . . . : (. .

' FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

v': " HOW MUCH DID HUSBAND VIEW

y | ' | RELATIVE ~ ADJUSTED  ~ CUM
, ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ = FREQ
mieoav LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PET) (PCT) ‘
' 0o 13 54.7  50.2 5.2
3 1 3 12.5 12.5 66.7
S 2 1 4.2 4.2 70.8
' . 3 1 4.2 - 4.2 75.0
5! 4 2 8.3 8.3 83.3
- 5 4 16.7 16.7 100.0
1§ TOTAL 24 100.0  100.0
£ 1.500  STD £RR .813 MEDIAN 423
0 STD DEV 2.022 VARIANCE 4.087
§ RTOSIS . -.901 SKEWNESS . .930  RANGE . 5.000 ~
O 0 MAXTMUM 5.000  SUM 36.000 ,
. PCT . 134,775 .95 C.I. 646 70 . 2.358 |
'm CASES . 24 MISSING CASES O

_— . T,




: !{ LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING
e 7 ) ,

2 . FAMIVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

o~

E’l[
.
L.!soav LABEL

.333
0
6.497
0
228.416

24

WHAT ELSE DID HUSBAND DO

¥

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ
CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
0 19 179.2 79.2
1 3 12.5 12.5
2 1. 4.2 4.2
3 1 4.2 4.2
TOTAL 24 100.0 100.0
STD ERR .155 MEDIAN
STD DEV 2761 VARIANCE
SKEWNESS 2.555 RANGE
MAXTMUM 3.000 SUM
.95 C.1. 012 10

MISSING CASES O

' 05 AUG 81

oM ~
FREQ
. (PCT)
79.2
91.7 -

95.8

- 100.0

.132
.580

~3.000
£8.000

.655

12.30.08.




k{' LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING L 05 AUG 81 ’12.3'0.08: _

l FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

- DID WIFE CHOSE THE PROGRAM

_ ‘ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED cuM
‘ ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ ~  FREQ FREQ -
_EGORY L-ABEL = - CODE  FREQ (PcT) (pCT) (pPch) Lo
l , Y 70.8 ' 708  .70.8
Ei DU AR X 29.2 |
© qota 24 1000 100.0
" T 292 STDERR .. .095 MEDIAN B
X 0 STD DEV . 464 VARTANCE
uosis  -1.145 SKEWNESS .979 RANGE
MUM 0  MAXIMM 1.000  SUM g
. PCT  159.190. .95 C.I. 09 T0 Eh o
"9 CASES 24 MISSING CASES 0
l . . Ce ’. I
'. o A " ‘ "7::8:"'_
1 :
. o
@

3




[

'Y LIFE AND TV‘ OBSERVATION OF VIENING

N

. FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

l‘ R
. " 4 ' ABSOLUTE -
AEGORY TABEL -~ CODE  FREQ

. > . .
. 4 . L
' a - ‘e €
. ‘ . . ) .
1
. . . . .

,.,/.‘

A
-RELATIVE
FREQ.

0 20.8
1 4 16.7
2 1
3 . 4 16.7

4 3 12.5
5 7 |

" HOW MUCH DID WIFE vxsw T  ”x.' N

(PCT). ..

4.2 -

. -+ 05AuGSl

e

CAIUSTED - CUM'

~. " FREQ.  FREQ z
(CTY - (PCT) =
20.8.°  20.8 ]

315
a1.7.

CToTALc 24 Too.0 . 1000
. 2708 - STOERR 1406 VEDIAN 3.000
5.000 . STODEV. 17989 - . VARIANGE®  3.%%5 )
10613 SKEWNESS . -.174 . RANGE 5.000
MM . 0.  MAXIMM,_~ -5.000  SUM ' 65.000
PR 73427 .95 C.LT 1889 - 0 3.588
' 26 MISSING CASES. 0. A o
(.5 - . o 5
. ’ &
X
. [
' < 2, _}. -
e e # 1t e

12.30.08. |

)
L
!
1} .
r/ rf‘
-~
v
4
° v R
oo
|
\




,kv LIFE AND TV; OBSE‘RVATION OF VIEWING— . ;Lo V. smser  12.30.08€
e £ 10 . . - -~ ' ' ‘ : - ' Fo e

., ~ . . 1
l FAMTVFS (CRE,ATION DATE = 05 AUG 81) T
.E_._ WHAT' ELSE DID THEWIFE DO .+~ R

L RELATIVE "ADJUSTED  CUM
! ln | ABSOLUTE . | FREQ FREQ - FREQ .
GORY LABEL cooe FREQ ¢ (PCT)  fpen). o(PET) T "

e - S0 w0 w7 417 PR O A

fp ,» L 2 s3 e3 s |

f o 2 3 . 125 125 2.5 . .

.onm( i - 1 4.2 4.2 .66.7 . o .

HOMEWORK 6 P T Y Y S 7.8 o “

-'RES' BRI 8 6 25.0 25.0 ~ 95.8 T
" ’ 9 1 42 42 100.0 S

“"?R i

CTOTAL . 2 100.0 100.0

!N .- 367 STDERR | | .73  MEDIAN - 1.500
. c0 . STD DEY 3.608 VARIANCE 13.014
Toss - . -1.580  SKEWNESS . ~~ ©.568  RANGE - 9.000
MM 0 . MAXIWM - 9.000 - SUM. 76.000

c.v. PCT  113.923 .95 §CI 1.54‘3 .7 .10 4.690

,l_m CASES’ 24 3 stSme 'CASES © O

.
'
N 1
........ . iy
> N
™)
L N Y]
s . .
: . o . .
s ¢ 5@ .
.
. -
‘.‘ h“,')' R : ~
-, . 7
. ” N
N -
. . LS °
- - e A , L
: , . ‘ 4
. K v_ . Y ]
’ ~— 1 - /
- , b
S ; \ . . . .
' ’ . | o ' ;o R | S
.- . L . X , P . . ‘ : ' .
) o N P ) H L X } LR .
n at e~ . . . : . . . . ”» . - -
| N N T R SR
0 AP AN ) . 2 . 4 ; VO . ) ._ » A
A ST ‘ Q .




lv LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING \i) 05 AUG 81  12.30.08.
§ FAMTVFS~ (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81) -'
' .. . e e r "\ . ) “ * * Z .
.'los -~ pip cmr\m\tuoo;ss PROGRAM PR -
P RELATIVE. ADJUSTED . CUM
X ' _ ABSOLUTE' - FREQ -  FREQ" . FREQ
A EGORY LABEL CODE™  FREQ (pcTy  (PCT).”  (PCT)- :
k 0 16 667 667 . "66.7 .
4 1§ ma3, ] 33 1000 . -
' TOTAL. 24 - " 100.0 100.0 S v
| .333 .. STD ERR " .098 . MEDIAN  .250
| "0 STDDOEV - .482 °  VARIANCE 232
IQEOSIS  -1.568 SKEWNESS 1755~ RANGE 1.000 °
MUM 0 MAXTMUM 1,000  SUM . '8.000 o
V. PCT. 144.463 .95 C.I. ~ 130 ©T0. .53 Toos
Bocases 2 missmg oases 0 v ,
e e N
| -
PR o : L
v ' "
. | i"
. . »
. o 2
_ B |




12

iAGE
- WE

FAMTVFS

[ ltEw - HOW MUCH DID CHILD 1 VIEW

)

-

1.917

. 0

<URTOSIS . -1.418
TRNTMUM -

@v. pcT 103,112

"LID,CASES - 24

",

(CREATION DATE =

0.

@

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ
J CODE  _FREQ - -(PCT)
' 0.  9 "7 3.5
1 + 167
20 2 " 8.3
'+ 3 2 ', 8.3
4 . 3 12.5
5 8 16.7
TOTAL 24 100.0
- STD ERR »403
- STD DEV 1.976
~ SKEWNESS .494
MAXIMUM  5.000
.95 C.1.. - 1.082 -
0

MISSING CASES

4

IILY LIFE AND TV ' OBSERVATION QF VIENING

05 AUG 81)

’
- ‘ 1
o

“

1 | |
ADJUSTED UM o<
FREQ - FREQ
(PCT)  (PCT)
37.5 ' 37.5
16.7 54.2
8.3 625
8.3 70.8
12,5 8%3
16.7 100.0
. 100.0
o ) e
MEDIAN ©1.250
VARIANCE . 3.906
RANGE' - 5.000
SUM - 46.000
T0 2.751
4~
bo

12.30.08.

05 AUG 81




\.n.v LIFE AND TV; . OBSERVATION OF VIEWING - 05 AUG 8L  12.30.08.

) EGE 13 ,
@&  FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

- l.ss WHAT ESLE DID CHILD 1 DO '

5. o . RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
v : ABSOLUTE = FREQ FREQ - FREQ S

Cﬁseoav LABEL copE FREQ  (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
HING ﬂ 0 18  75.0 75.0 75.0

P'D o - 1 3 125 . 12.5 87.5 )

cAT 2 -1 4.2 4.2 97

'lvme GAME 42 8.3 8.3 100.0

---------------------

. TOTAL 24 100.0 100.0
Nt 542 STD ERR 281 MEDIAN .167
| 0 STD DEV 1.179 VARIANCE - 1.389 :
TosIS - 5.113 SKEWNESS 2.411 °  RANGE 4.000 S
tnINIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 4.000 SUM 13.000 - |
. PCT - 217.519 .95 C.I. °~ ~ .048 10 1.039
.ALID CASES 24 MISSING CASES 0 i




..v. .LI-’F£ VAND TV; OBSERVATION oF VIEwIng %
PAGE 14 | | 2 |
"FAN{TV’FS (CREATION DATE =" 05 AUG 81)

05 AUG 81 - 12.30.08.

P

» . v ’
. DID CHILD 2 CHOOSE PROGRAM
| ' 4 R o RELATIVE - ADJUSTED CUM
A | ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
‘C'EGORY,LABEL : . CODE  FREQ  ~ (PCT) - (PCT) . (PCT)
23 0 17 70.8  70.8 70.8
$ 1 7 292 29.2  100.0 |
3 o ototaL 2 100.0  100.0° | \ ‘
| . A | | | ,
mEAN .292 STD ERR . .095 MEDIAN .. 206
pte ..o STD DEV .464 VARIANCE  .216
' @RTOSIS , -1:145 SKEWNESS .979 RANGE 1.000
CINIMUM 0 - MAXTMUM 1.000 SUM . 7.000
,v. PCT  159.190 .95 C.I. .096 T0 .488
| "ALID 'CASES 24 MISSING CASES . O
-
I' ) '
e
1 ‘l - ]
. . 2 3 ,
)
]
\ N N




!ﬂLY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING | 05 AUG 81  12.30.08.
‘AGE 15 “
WE FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81) !

' 'lrsw HOW MUCH DID CHILD 2 VIEW

' ' | RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CuM
o ABSOLUTE FREQ -  FREQ FREQ
('EGORY LABEL - CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
| | 0 14 58.3 . 58.3 58.3
J'i ] 3 12.5 12.5 70.8
(5% 2 2 8.3 8.3 79.2
'oz 5 5 . 20.8 20.8 100.0
" TOTAL 24 100.0 100.0
N 1.333  STD ERR * 411 MEDIAN .357 "
0E 0 STD DEV 2.014 VARIANCE = 4.058
RTOSIS -.183 SKEWNESS 1.240 RANGE  5.000
‘lINTMUM 0 MAXIMUM 5.000 SUM 32.000
V. PCT  151.083 .95 C.I. - .83 0  2.184
\ i\LID CASES 24 MISSING CASES O
i a
) 1 71




..lILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING

16
FAMTVF5 (CREATION

i\GE

DATE =

- .LSE WHAT ELSE DID CHILD 2 DO

CUM
b ABSOLUTE FREQ . ~/FREQ FREQ
‘cgseom{ LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) . - (PCT) (PCT):
- OTHING 0 17 | 70.8 70.8 70.8
-j'\o | 1 1 4,2 4.2 75.0
LAT 2 2 8.3 8.3 83.3
.)om 3 1 4.2 4.2 87.5
p'xvme GAME 4 3 12.5 12.5 100.0
TOTAL 24 100.0 100.0

,IAN 833 STDERR .299 ME DIAN .206
MODE 0 STD DEV 1.465 VARTANCE 2.145

RTOSIS. ' .684 - SKEWNESS 1.491 RANGE 4.000
i @INIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 4.000 SUM 20.000
o.V. PCT  175.747 .95 C.1. 215 0 1.452
le CASES - 24 MISSING CASES 0
\
i
i
| ' )

1/

05 AUG 81)

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

05 AUG 81 . 12.30.08.




.A!tLY'LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING - 05 AUG 81  12.30.08.
"lE FAMTVES (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81) |

-"'HOS DID CHILD 3 CHOOSE PROGRAM

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM

| , ; ABSOLUTE FREQ. FREQ  FREQ
ATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PET) (PCT) -~ (PCT)
' | 0 23 ~ 95.8  95.8 95.8
Yi _ 11 42 A2 '100.0
TOTAL 2 100.0 100.0
| 'Ari | 042 STD ERR .042 MEDIAN :022
+I0DE 0 STD DEV .204 VARIANCE .042
TOSIS 24,000 SKEWNESS 4.899 = RANGE ©1.000
IMUM. 0 x MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 1.000
" V. PCT  489.898 .95 C.1I. -.085 T0 1128
"LID CASES 24 MISSING CASES O

) ] ';v\)




 AMILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING

| l!AsE 18
e FAMTUFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)-

: !IEN HOW MUCH DID CHILD 3 VIEW

‘ '

' ABSOLUTE -
,clseoav LABEL . CODE  FREQ
% 0o 22

'1|: ' 2 .1

1ir£ | 5 1
| TOTAL =~ 24 °
"AN 292 . - STD ERR
I0DE: 0 STD DEV
RTOSIS 17.120 SKEWNESS
N IMUM 0 MAXIMUM
WV, PCT  371.190 .95 C.1. .
|ILID-CASES 28 MISSING CASES

- - = e
N

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED.
FREQ FREQ
+ (PCT) (PCT)
91.7 91,7
4.2 4.2
4.2 4.2
100.0 100.0
221 MEDIAN
1.083 VARIANCE
4.067 RANGE
5.000 SUM
-.165 TO
0

Y

17y

cuM -

FREQ
(PCT)

91.7
95.8

100.0

.045
1.172
5.000
7.000

.749 ¢

'05°AUG.81  12.30.08.




'!m LIFE AND TV; OBSERVAFION OF VIEWING

ﬂ\ﬁg 19
FAMIVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

»

-

\," ,
J

S RELATIVE
. ABSOLUTE FREQ
cqsson.v LABEL < CODE®  FREQ . (PCT)
HING 0 23 95.8
.ﬂ'xo ‘ 1 1 4.2
l TOTAL 24 100.0
EAN 042~ STD ERR .042
| 0 STD DEV .204
TOSIS 24.000 SKEWNESS 4.899
[INIMUM -0 MAXIMUM 1.000

rlz . PCT  489.898
AL1D cases 24

-

S

ILSE WHAT ELSE DID, CHILD % |

.95 C.1. -.085
stsxne,"eA§2; 0

ADJUSTED

FREQ

(PCT)

9

'MEDIAN

VARTAN
RANGE
SUM

ry
(Y

5.8

Ct

T0

CuM
FREQ
(PCT)

95.8

100.0

.022
042

1.000

1.000
.128

. 05 AUG 81

12.30;08f

3




.!m LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 05 AUG 81  12.30.08.

.i.AGE .20 - N .
E FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE = 05 'AUG 81)

'HOS DID CHILD 4 CHOGSE PROGRAM o - L. \
. L ’ : RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
o . . ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
cgsaonv LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
i “ ) 0 24  100.0 100.0 100.0
‘ l ' TOTAL 26 100.0 100.0
n« 0 STD ERR 0 MEDIAN 0
0 STD D&V 0 VARTANCE 0
URTOSIS 0 SKEWNESS 0 RANGE- 0
IMUM 0 MAXIMUM 0 SUM 0
‘c.1. o0, T0 0 :
\iuo CASES 24 MISSING CASES 0
/
e
]
) A
/ 1»7(, "




----‘ -------- ) !

WMLV LIFE AND TV OBSERVATION OF VIEWING - _ = . /05 AUG 81  12.30.08.
!:ss 21 | o ' ,,
FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81) -

'IEN HOW MUCH ‘DID CHILD 4-VIEW

l AR y . RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
: | - | ABSOLUTE FREQ .  FREQ FREQ
,clssoay LABEL .  CODE  FREQ “(PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
% 0. 24 °100.0 100.0 100.0
' o TOTAL - 24 100.0  100.0 '
r‘g 0 STD ERR 0 MEDIAN 0.
4 0 STD DEV 0 ™N{BRIANCE 0 .
~URTOS I 0  SKEWNESS 0 RARBE g , .
IMUM 0 MAXIMUM 0 SUM ‘ | o
c.1. 0 T0 0
]
v'w CASES 24 MISSING CASES 0

1 B -

TRy

- ey = GN an =
\-
J




. \MILY LIFE AND TV;

OBSERVATION OF VIEWING

-

.!QG& 22
4 ’ "
.LE  FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81)

!LSE WHAT ELSE D1D CHILD 4 DO

F'EGORY LABEL -
..OTHING

%

",\ RTOSIS
IMUM
c.l.

\l.ID CASES 24

0O00OO0O

RELATIVE

ABSOLUTE  FREQ

CODE  FREQ (PCT)

o0 . 24 100.0

TOTAL 24 100.0
STD ERR 0
STD DEV 0
SKEWNESS 0
MAXIMUM 0
T0 0
MISSING CASES 0

--------

ADJUSTED

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

K

cum
FREQ
(PCT)

100.0

0000 |,

Q5 AUG 81 12,30.08.

s




AN

DE )
KURTOSIS
iNIMUM

V. PCT

:FAMTVFG'

ll, TN :j;/ggséRVATION
| TR T

CODE ,

. 7.000
" 9.436

, 'L—ID CASES

ciredbm( LABEL .

" 7.333
.7.000

7.251°

'74

(CREATION DATE.éf os,mns.glx-;" DR

* MAXIMUM

© MISSING CASES .~ 0.

_f p

T RELATE  ADOUSTED -
ABSOLUTE  FREQ -~ FREQ
FREQ. . - (PCT)  (PCT)

CUM
J’REQ

7 s4° 750 . 75.0 - 75.0

" 20.8 20.8

42

100 0

100.0

100 0

7 167
.479

3 000
528.000
7.496

© yepIAN
. VARIANCE
2.504 ° ' RANGE
10,000 =~ SUM
7.7 70,
B 2

STD ERR*"-.
STD DEV
SKEWNESS  °

Zosle’
692

.95 C.1I.

. ¢
-
B
°
>
|
i
-
I
3
;
.
4
N e
8 { )
s U
N [
s e g Y
R @ L.
P
5 ’
[ N

~ .

.(PCT) K

095.8

06 AUG 8L

3

12.20.01.




| lﬂu LIFE AND TV {fOBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS .7 06AUG8l- 12.20.01.
AGE 4 R = cL T

£ FAMTVFG (cliE,Ami.oN’ DATE - 06 AUG 8'1’){{ o . C .
"JG T KIND ‘0FJ~T\},?#PRQ“GRAM' v‘lxizw‘i?:n, PR A
- S ey N ‘ ' o R : . ",,7"

' I A T ~°_'RELATIVE, .ADJUSTED ' oM o
Lo ._ AasgLUTE "FREQ. . FREQ ,FREQ"" ' -

r‘zeom LABEL | f EqQ ., (PCT) - (PCT) S (rcy). e

L | R 18 7 20.8. w8 208

'AMA Do '

20.8. - 20.8° 41,7 o

4 15
VARIETY SPECIAL 5 4 5.6 5:6.°. ;47\.\2 ';'
lws SPECIAL 7 1 ?1.4*- BT - .48-5(
s o 9 8 11.1 11 597
‘pE R TV MNVIE 11 8 111 11.1 0.8
,,'ws_ o 3 3 4.2 8.7 75.0 ;

' NON-FICTION 15 18 ° 8.0, . 25.0 - 100.0

1_- . ToTAL 72 0 .100.0. ¢ 100.0

"AN . 8.387 - STDERR . -.573 . MEDIAN. 8.625
00 15.000 STDDEV '~ 4.865 ~  VARIANCE  23.666
RTOSIS . -1.621  SKEWNESS, .261 . RANGE ©12.000
NIMUM. 3.000 . MAXIMUM = 15.000 . SUM .  '601.000
.SV, PCT 7 58.281° 4 95 C.r. o 7.200 0 TO o 9.490

t 'L‘ .

; '\Lm‘ CASES 72 MISSING CASES ‘o"'

o
/-
,'// .
. : "
, \
- . * t
.. : . v
ﬁ\“_\
H v
.
)
[ ~ -l ‘o U
* g * &



.!mv LIFE AND TV; ‘OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS , ~ = 06 AUG 81 12.20.01.

;‘AGE 5 - o
Re o FamTvEs (CREATION DATE, = . 06 AUG 81) A

..K © " FAMILY CONVERSATION®
. | . . . -. ih N s B .'-u o . . ' A ) )
. . CRELATIVE- ADJUSTED.  ~ CUM ST A
- c . ABSOLUTE  .FREQ, ~ FREQ FREQ SR
,l’ceeom LABEL . . CODE  .FREQ. .  (PCT) (PCT)  (PCT) . T
e . . o -3 a2, - B2 R
“f‘"ME'RTCIAL | 1 1 194 19.4 23.6 -
PROGRAM . "2, . 55 ' 6.4 76.4 '100.0

AN 1.722 STD ERR . .063 MEDIAN ©1.845 - S
100E 2.000 STO DEV - .537 VARIANCE 288 . RN
RTOSIS . 2.512 SKEWNESS ~ -1.821 '\ RANGE 2.000 oo
| ﬁNIMUM 70 MAaxiwM - 2.000 suM  124.000
WV PCT . 31.158 .95 C.1. 1.59 TO  1.848

,ltm CASES 72 ° MISSING CASES . O Lo

‘ . .




- - W w m m m m m m w e, s

!mv LIFE AND ™; oassnvmon oF convsnsmmns oo - 06 AUG 81 12.20.01.
‘AGE 6. o | L |
- R FAMTVFS  (CREATION DAT; - 0'6 AUG_81-.-)
l) " RERSON INITIATING CONVERSATION - . .,
. o © " RELATIVE ADJUSTED ' CUM . R DR
N : ABSOLUTE = FREQ ~ FREQ FREQ." .
.c'rs_soav LABEL CCoEFREQ (PCT) (pct)  (PCT) |
D (1 IR T W S O )
o N U SIS SRS § 5 SRR V-3 -
WIFE : 2 14 19.4  19.4 31.9
| 3 4 681 681 1000
' S, ToTAL 72 - 100.0  100.0 |
. 4 o :\ ) * . | . . o ‘ o \ o
2.542 " STD ERR" .088  MEDIAN - 2.765 ,
3.000 STD DEV .749 VARIANCE _ 562 .
Werosts 1.256 SKEWNESS  -1.488 * . RANGE © 3,000 ‘
leum 0 MAXTMUM - 3,000 ° SUM 183.000
V.'PCT- - 29.485 .95 C.I. 2.366 10 2.718
«JALID CASES \‘;\ 72+ MISSING CASES O G
,,'
E . ’




. N 7

-!‘\GE -
LE FAMTVF6 (CREATION.DATE =

ltlrEeoav LABEL

y 'lsaAND' y

| WE |
W10

"WEAN 1.819
+ JB0E £ 2.000
. ‘URTOSIS -.676 ..
_'NIMUM' 0
V. PCT 49.955)
v 7-993)
.

i ‘xuo CASES
] .

>

3

-

’Pﬁa5dﬂrséoxsu.ro",'

' ABSOLUTE-
CODE  FREQ
0 - -6
119,
229

3 .18

TOTAL

-~ STD ERR
STD DEV-- -
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
' .95 C. I.‘

'MISSING CASES

06 AUG 81)

~.324
3.000
1.606

" AMILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS -

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
FREQ  FREQ
(PcT)  -(PCT)

.107
.909

MEDIAN
VARIANCE _
RANGE
SUM . -
10

0

-

@

1.879°

- 06 AUG 81

cuM ) f
FREQ

(PCT)

8.3

34.7

75.0 ,

100.0

.826
3.000
131.000 -
2.033

.

§ -

*12.20.01:




lILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS '_“

- PAGE 8

lE FAMTVFG (CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81)

'}lixc

Topic OF CONVERSATION

| CiT)EGORY LABEL

GRAM <

-"!MRCIAL |
UTHER * '
KURTOSIS
ENIMUM
B ect .
!'LID CASES

1.861 .

1.000
-1.908

1,000
52.044

72

-

.

ABSOLUTE

CODE
1 39

FREQ

TOTAL 72

STD, ERR.
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
95 C.I.-

* MISSING CASES

" RELATIVE  ADJUSTED . CUM
FREQ FREQ FREQ
(PCT)  (PCT) (PCT)

''54.2 - 54.2. -54.2
5.6 5.6 59.7

'40.3 40.3 100.0

100.0 . 100.0 |

114~ MEDIAN 1.423

-969 VARTANCE l938

286 RANGE 2,000

3.000 SUM 134.000
1.634 .10 . 2.089 -
4
154

06 AUG 81

12.20.01.




‘.lﬂLv LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS

06 AUGB1  12.20.01.
PAGE O | o I

Fe

| l}: FAMIVF6 -(CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81)

'*T " CONTENT OF CONVERSATION

13

l T | RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
| | P | FREQ FREQ
c‘:zedkv. LABEL ©  CODE | (PCT)  (PCT)
TV RELATED 0 A a7 a7
EVAL.OF PROGRAM | 4 19.4 61.1
v0S EVAL OF COMM . . 4.2 65.3

69.4

k EVAL OF PROGRAM 8
EG EVAL OF COMM 5 .
im OF CONTENT 6 5 12.5 833
| .
8

70.8

. .ESTION-RESPONSE 97.2

' OTHER | ©100.0
:' ' TOTAL 100.0

' AN - 2.694 STD ERR .335

- 400 0 STD DEV 2.846 VARIANCE
RTOSIS =~ -1.329 | .~ SKEWNESS .534 RANGE

WNIMUM .0 MAXIMUM . 8,000 SUM -

®|y. PCT . 105.643 | .95 C. 1. 2,026

lu.m CASES 72| MISSING CASES: |




<
)
!
-”
v
.. 4
v
.
) -
» N
P [N i;\ . '
- £y .
i o
.o . “
1
! - .
. 3 ‘.
[ S
Y -
L o .
v
.
B
, g
-
t B
’ .
- M
*
' 4
\ .
. ! . APPENDIX F .
‘ ‘ 1
Q LY

Resu1t$ of Audio Tape Observation Methodology

s
»h

. «




‘ILY LIFE AND TV;
AGE 2

' © TOTAL ELASPED TIME

'v. PCT

* YALID CASES 11

AUDIO OBSERVATION

"[JE  FAMTVET (CREATION ORTE = 06 AUG 81)

'SECS' OF TV ON

"~ RELATIVE

!' | ABSOLUTE FRE$
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ )
l o 124 1 91
@ SECONDS X 10 160 1 9.1
: l 326 1 9.1
| . 330 1 9.1
o 1 9.1
' : 360 1 9.1
. > 561 1 9.1
: 5§70 1 9.1
1' 604 1 9.1
700 1 9.1
'»l . 720 1 9.1
' TOTAL 11 100.0
AN ©437.273 STD ERR ,  61.889
DE 124.000 STD DEV 205. 264
 BRTOSIS -1.236 SKEWNESS -.086
MINIMUM 124.000 MAXIMUM:  720.000
46.942 . 95 C.I.  299.375

MISSING CASES 0

06 AUG 81  13.13.49.

- ADJUSTED “CUM
FREQ ~ FREQ
(pcr) . (PCT) .
9.1 9.1
9.1 18.2
9.1 213
9.1 36.4
9.1 45.5
9.1 54.5
9.1 63.6
9.1 72,7
9.1 '81.8
9.1 90.9 g
9.1 100.0
100.0 \
MEDIAN 360.000
VARIANCE 42133.218 .
RANGE -  596.000
SUM 4810.000

TO

575.171




- @ w e ® ® - = = ®» o =° =

,.IILY LIFE AND TV; . AUDIO OBSERVATION o 06 AUG 81  13.13.49.

i_AGE 3 |
WE  FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81)

B covueanive ma Tive v seconns 7
1 B ©© RELATIVE ADJUSTED . CUM
N ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ  FREQ
‘ c'st_;oav LABEL CoDE  FREQ  (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
. 0 1 e 9.1. 9.l
l SECONDS X 10 1 1 9.1 9.1 18.2
o ~ 9 1 9.1 9.1 21.3
i w 1 9.1 9.1 - 3.4
i 18 1 9.1 9.1 45.5
‘ 21 1 9.1 9.1 54.5
| R A 9.1 9.1  63.6
RIS | 76 1 9.1° 9.1 727
l Y 95 1 9.1 9.1 81.8
‘| , T
' 144 1 9.1 9.1 90.9 - ‘ -
o 251 1 ‘9.1 9.1»  100.0
| | Tout u 100.0  100.0
‘. " ' o
ltAN., 63.727°  STO'ERR  23.373  , MEDIAN - 21.000
0E 0 STD DEV 77.519 VARIANCE  6009.218 \
'CURTOSIS ' 2.572 SKEWNESS 1.614 - RANGE 251.000
NIMUM 0 MAXIMM 251,000  SuM _ 701.000
V. PCT - 121.642 .95 C.1.  11.649 T0  115.805
"\Lw CASES | 11 MISSING CASES = O '
' LR S | , . . 4’@\ " | | .
B u ! o ﬁ
18
N




. AMILY LIFE AND TV; -

»

 AUDIO OBSERVATION

!AGE 4 |
E  FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81)

C'EG_ORY LABEL

PERCENT

2 113 13.727
DE 0

' QURTOSIS * ' .825
‘Nmum ' 0

By, pCT 90.641

'u.m CASES

11

'1 " TALK TIME AS % OF TV ON TIME

~ ABSOLUT
CODE  FREQ
0 1
1 1
2 1
5 1
6 1
15 1
18 1.
20 1
1 u 'v
22 1
a1
ToTAL 11
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM

.95 C.1I.
MISSING CASES

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

E FREQ FREQ
~(PCT) (PCT)
9.1 - 9.1
9.1, 9.1
9.1 9.1
9.1 9.1
9.1 9.1
9.1 9.1
9.1 9.1
9.1 9.1
9.1 9.1
9.1 9.1
9.1 9.1
00,0 100.0
3.752°  MEDIAN
12.443 VARTANCE
.899 RANGE -
41.000 SUM
5.368 T0
. .

- 36.

. 90.

15.000

154.818

41.000

151.000 -
22.086 R

o

. .06 AUG Bl . 13.13.09.

CuM e

'FREQ '
9.1 '

18.2

27.3

45.
'54.5

72.

4
5
5
63,6‘
7
81.8
9
0

100.

'Y .
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!ILY LIFE AND Jv;

iAGE 5
E. FAMIVF7 (CREATION DATE =
'IIG

.| )

CUMULATIVE TIME TALKING ABOUT

. " ABSOLUTE
ciseoav' LABEL CODE  FREQ
- 0 5

|| | L6

'SECONDS X 10 1 .
13 1
21 1
27 1

i
1| 47 1
I

EAN

 AUDIO OBSERVATION

-

L

06 AUG 81)
PROGRAM

RELATIVE -

FREQ
(PCT)

45.5
9.1
9:1
9.1
9.1
9.1

: _TOZ}L‘ 11 100.0
7 )
| ‘ ‘-
: 11.455°  STD ERR 4.557
r.gc S0 STD DEV 15.115
TOSIS  1.980  SKEWNRSS ~ 1.482
INIMUM o  maxigM  47.000
llv. PCT  131.959 , = .95 C.I. 1.300
| MLIDCASES 11 MISSING CASES O

-

- FREQ
-(pCT)

45.5

Sl
9.1
9.1

100 0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM_

T0

ADJUSTED -

/

+ CUM
FRE

' (PCT)
45.5
54.5
63.6
72.?f
81.8
909

100.0

. 6.000
.228.473
47.000
126.000

. '21.609

;o

06 AUG 81 13.13.49.

J




UAMILY'LIFE AND TV;  AUDIO OBSERVATION  06.AUG 81  13.13.49.

!AGE '6 D | o . o
E FAMIVF7 (CREAFION DATE = 06 AUG 81)

lz  PROGRAM TALK AS % OF TOTAL TALK TIME -

' - ) " RELATIVE ADJUSTED . CUM
| -+ ABSOLUTE  FREQ ~ -FREQ FREQ. -
.c'feom{_ LABEL cooe- FREQ  (PCT) *  (PCT)  (PCT)

§ 0. 364 36.4  36.4

Y | -’ -8 9. 9.1 855
PERCENT - " :

7 9 .. 9.1 .  54.5

11 . 9.1  63.6
Vo1 el 91 T2

49 9.1 M. 81.8

67 | a1 o, 90.9

95

:
o
:

TOTAL

"AN 23.273 STD ERR 9.776 - MEDIAN"’ 9.000
+ 40DE ' 0 STD DEV 32.422 VARIANCE 1051.218
JRTOSIS 1.118 -SKEWNESS - 1.473 RANGE 95,000
(ENIMUM 0 MAXTMUM - 95.000 SUM .256.000
y V. PCT 139.315 .95 C.I. 1,491 ‘ TO~ 45.054

.'LID CASES 11 ’ MISSING CASES 0o




e

n

!mv_ LIFE AND TV; = AUDIO OBSERVATION 06 AUG 81
E FAMIVF7 - (CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81) |
" liER : cumuv.'mv's TIME TALKING ABOUT NON-PROGRA .
l ~ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED T
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
cieeonv LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)  (PCT) ‘
0 2 18.2 18.2 18.2
' 1 1 9.1 - 9.1 27.3
SECONDS X 10, 6 1 9.1 . 9.1 36.4
l 8 1 9.1 9.1 45.5
o S
I 21 1 9.1 9.1 545 - f
a8 1 9.1 9.1 63.6
l 63 1 el w91 72T
66 <1 9.1 9.1 81.8
. 144 1 9.1 9.1 90.9
. 223 1 9.1, 9.1  100.0.
CToTAL 11 100.0 100.0. .
! | : Rd " . ' . ‘t ! At
N 52.727 STD ERR - 21.544 MEDIAN 21.000,." . -
0 STD DEV 71.452 VARIANCE - 5105.818 .
AToS1S 2.462 SKEWNESS 1.690 RANGE 223,000 .-
NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM - -223.000 . SUM . £} 580.000 - ;
'SV, PCT 135.513 .95 C.1. 4.725 70% 100.730 .
ID CASES 11~ MISSING CASES " 0 i
o . ,
o . |
5,
19,

P g
-

+13.13.49.

.
LIS



.lu'i.v LIFE AND TV:

* PAGE 8

. AUDIO QBSERVATION

lE FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81)

| B

Ty

OTHER TALK TIME AS % OF TOTAL TALK TIME

FREQ

1)

g | RELATIVE  ADJUSTED  CUM
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
l o o 1 9r 9.1 9.1
1 l PERCENT 4 1 9.1 9.1 18.2
32 1 9.1 9.1 27.3
1 50 1 9.1 9.1 36.4
82 1 9.1 9.1. - 45.5
l .88 1 9.1 9.1 '54.5
l 90 1 9.1 9.1 63.6
© 91. 1 9.1 9.1 72.7
i | 100 3 27.3 27.3 100.0
1 i A
' TOTAL 1 100.0 100.0
MEA 67.000 STD ERR 11.681 MEDIAN 88.000
DE 100.0000  STD DEV 38.743 VARIANCE  1501.000
WRTOSIS -.757 SKEWNESS -.950 RANGE 100.000
MINIMUM - 0 MAXIMUM  100.000 SUM .~ 737.000 .
.'V..PCT . 57.825  .95-C.I.  40.972 " T0  93.028
IVALID CASES 11 MISSING CASES 0
'. . " .
1 o
C\ [ 4
‘ ¢

06 AUG 81

13.13.49.
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‘.'I_i;Y LIFE AND TV: VIDEQ OBSERVATION .+ - 3 . 07 AUG 81  11.17.01.
- PAGE 2 - . . o QT

4

ls FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81)

.

'R PARENT TO PARENT PROGRAM DISCUSSION
'} o RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
| ABSOLUTE ~ FREQ '  FREQ FREQ |
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) v
| | 0 5 50.0  50.0 50.0
s"Fconols oF 51 10.0 10:0 60.0
CONVERSATION 15 1 1.0 10.0 70.0
i 2 1 100 0 10.0 80.0
no.1 10.0.  10.0° - 9.0 _ ~
. - e :
l | 87 1 10.0  ¢10.0 100.0 .
l B TOTAL 10 100.0 100.0 C .
JEAN 20.000  STD ERR 10.189 MEDIAN .500
"Hoc 0 STD DEV 32.221 VARIANCE  1038.222
1 BRT0SIS 1.283 - SKEWNESS 1.619 RANGE . 87.000
NIMUM 0 MAXIMIM 87.000 SUM .~ 200.000
10 43.050 -
1

1@V. PCT 161.107 .95 C.I. -3.050

VALID CASES © 10  MISSING CASES. O




.!mv LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION I 07 AU BT"  11.17.01.

_(AGE 3
‘B FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81).

‘JT ~ PARENT TO PARENT OTHER DISCUSSION
l o - © RELATIVE  ADJUSTED cum
o  ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FRE
;C.TEGORY LABEL . - CODE = FREQ (pcT) - (PCT) (PCT)
| 0 4 4.0  %0.0 40.0
| a1 100 10.0 50.0
SECONDS OF - ,47/ 1 10.0 10.0 60.0
' CONVERSATION =~ 106 - 1 10.0 10.0 70.0
' 115 1 10.0 1000 ~ 80.0
188. 1 10.0 10.0. . 90.0
l R = 1 10.0 10.0  100.0 \
o TToTAL i\/ldo.o ©100.0
1 N
| EAN 71.700 ~ STD ERR 26.764 ©  MEDIAN 31.500
mDE .0 STD DEV “° 84.634  VARIANCE 7162.900
RTOSIS -.406 SKEWNESS - .940 - RANGE 230.000
. AINIMUM - 0 MAXIMUM ©* 230.000 SUM 717.000
'v. pcT  i1s.039¢ ~ .95 C.I.  11.157 TO 132,243 -
- _\ ) ]

TALID ‘CASES 10 MISSING CASES 0




.IlILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEQ OBSERVATION

.‘R

+
1

[}
'
1
!

PAGE \ 4

E  FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81)

CiTEGORY LABEL

l SECONDS OF

CONVERSATION

E

JEAN 8.500
DE -0
‘RTOSIS -1.300
NIMUM . 0
V. PCT, 105.701
LID CASES = 10

PARENT TO CHILD PROGRAM DISCUSSION

RELATIVE

_ ABSOLUTE FREQ
CODE  FREQ: (PCT)
0o 3 30.0
3 1 10.0
5 2 20.0
10 1 10.0
19 1 10.0
20 1 10.0
23 1 10.0
TOTAL 10.  100.0
STD ERR 2.841
STD DEV 8.985
EWNESS .696
MAXTMUM 23.000
.95 C.I.  .2.073
" MISSING CASES - 0 .

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(PCT)
30.0
10.0
20.0
10.0

10.0

. 10.0

100.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

T0

CuM
FREQ
(PCT)
30.0
40.0
60.0

70.0

80.0 _

90.0
100.0

5.000

. 80.722
~23.000
- 85.000

14.927

07 AUG 81

11.17.01.




lILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION

PAGE 5 -

‘B rFavrves (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81)

'T_ PARENT TO CHILD OTHER DISCUSSION

CATEGORY LABEL

l SECONDS OF
‘l CONVERSATION

' '
+

-————

3
1

'v. PCT  107.769

ALID CASES 10

MEAN _ 68.500
DE 10.000
RTOSIS .704

'AINIMUM 0

MISSING CASES

RELATIVE

ABSOL UTE FREQ

CODE FREQ (PCT)

0 1 10.0

2 1 '10.0

10 2 20.0

28 1 10.0

66 1 10.0

100 1 10.0

122 1 10.0

124 1 10.0

225 1 10.0

" TOTAL 10 ~ 100.0
STD ERR 23.344
STD DEV 73.821
SKEWNESS 1.072
MAXIMUM 225.000
.95 C.1I. 15.691
0

'ADJUSTED

CUM
FREQ FREQ
(PCT) . (PCT)
10.0  10.0
10.0 20.0
20.0 40.0
10.0 50.0
10.0 60.0
10.0 70.0

7100 80.0
10.0 900
10.0 100.0
100.0
MEDIAN 28. 500
VARIANCE  5849.611
. RANGE 225.000
SUM 685.000
T0 ° 121.309

07 AUG 81 _ 11.17.0L.




.va LIFE AND TV
AGE 6

EGORY LABEL

SECONDS OF
CONVERSATION

4
1
1
i
i
1
1

47.100

NIMUM 0
V. PCT 125.509

ﬁLID CASES 10

A
0
K RTOSIS 4.100 '

VIDEO OBSERVATION

“l'E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81)

l'R

CHILD TO PARENT PROGRAM DISCUSSION

RELATIVE
 ABSOLUTE  FREQ
CODE  FREQ (PCT)
0 3 30.0
20 1 10.0
24 1 10.0
33 1 10.0
50 1 10.0
61 1 10.0
90 1 10.0
193 1 10.0
CTOTAL 10 -100.0
f
STD ERR 18.694
STD DEV 59.115
SKEWNESS 1.909.
MAXIMUM  193.000
.95 C.I. 4.812
MISSING CASES O

19,

ADIUSTED
FREQ
(PCT)
30.0
10.0

.. 10.0
10.0
-10.0
10.0

10.0

.« oo oo=

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
- T0

CUM
- FREQ
(PCT)
30.0
40.0
50.0

60.0

70.0

- 80.0
90.0
100.0

24.500
3494.544
193.000
471.000
89.388

07 AUG 81

11.17.01.




..'ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION

iAGE 7 |
E FAMTVFS (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81)

~lT CHILD TO PARENT OTHER DISCUSSION -

CHEGOR_Y LABEL

SECONDS OF
' CONVERSATION

-

'AN 95.800
OE 0.

Wnrosxs 3.838

'BIN IMUM 0

IL.v. PCT  100.873

ILID CASES 10

RELATIVE
., ABSOLUTE  FREQ
CODE  FREQ {(PCT)

0 1 10.0
5 1 16.0
12 1 10.0
64 1 10.0
81 1 10.0
9% 1 10.0
100 1 10.0
130 1 10.0
139 1 10.0
331 1 10.0
TOTAL 10 100.0
STD ERR 30.559
STD DEV 96.637
SKEWNESS 1.674
MAXIMUM  331.000
95 C.1.  26.670
0

MISSING CASES

ADJUSTED
FREQ .
(PCT)
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0 ,
10.0 ‘

10.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM -

TO

07 AUG 81 11.17.01.

CUM -

FREQ

(PCT)

10.0

20.0

30.

40.

50.

0
0
0 -
60.0 » -
) .
0
0
0

81.500
9338.622
331.000
958.000
164.930




PAGE 8 -

..ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION

lE FAMTVF8 (CREATIbN DATE = 07 AUG 81)

'R CHILD TO CHILD PROGRAM DISCUSSION

CﬁTEGORY LABEL

l SECONDS OF

CONVERSATION
AN 6.600 -
DE 0
KURTOSIS 9.813
NIMUM 0
Wy, PCT 290.586

.'LID’CASES 10

RELATIVE
FREQ

80.0
10.0

100.0

ABSOLUTE

CODE  FREQ

0 8

5 . -1

61- 1

TOTAL 10
STD ERR 6.065
STD DEV 19.179
SKEWNESS 3.124
* MAXTMUM 61.000
95 C.1.  -7.120
MISSING CASES 0

ADJUSTED
- FREQ
(PCT)
80.0
10.0

100.0

. MEDIAN

VARTANCE
RANGE
SUM

T0

cuM
FREQ
(PCT)
80.0

90.0

100.0

.125
367.822
61.000
66.000

©20.320

\

" 07 AUG 81 X1.17.01.

-




..llll;Y LIFE AND TV; VIDEO 'OBSERVATION

iAGE 9
We  FAMTVFS  (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81)

' ‘T
CiTEGORY LABEL

' l "SECONDS OF

' " CONVERSATION

AN 19.200

[] DE ’ 0
 WRTOSIS .553
MINIMUM - 0
"v. PCT  174.870
i JALID CASES 10

CHILD TO CHILD OTHER DISCUSSION

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

ABSOLUTE FREQ
CODE  FREQ (PCT)
o 7 70.0
. 32 1 10.0
78 1 10.0
'82 1 10.0
TOTAL 10 100.0
STD ERR 110.617
STD DEV 33.575
' SKEWNESS 1.481
MAXTMUM 82.000
.95 C.1. -4.818

"MISSING CASES O

»

CUM
FREQ FREQ
(PCT) (PCT)
70.0 70.0
10.0 80.0
10.0 '90.0°
10.0 100.0

100.0

MEDIAN .214

VARIANCE 1127.289

RANGE 82.000

SUM 192.000

T0 43,218

20,

07 AUG 81

11.17.01.




| 'ILY_ LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION

PAGE 10

:; lE FAMTVF8 * (CREATION DATE = . 07 AUG 81)

- ' .

TOTAL ELAPSED TIME 'SECS' TV ON

RELATIVE

ABSOLUTE  FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT)
Il 21 1 710.0-
ll 86 2 20.0

" SECONDS X 100 97 1 10.0
' 108 1 10.0
-1 10.0
' 140 1 10.0
. 155 1 10.0
190 1 10.0
| 432 1 10.0
' TOTAL 10 100.0
MEAN 142.600 STD ERR 35.218
DE 86.000 STD DEV  111.369
BRTOSIS 5.968 SKEWNESS 2.214
MINIMUM 21.000 MAXIMUM  432.000
' !v. PCT  78.099 .95 C.1.  62.931
‘TALID CASES 10 MISSING CASES O
i .
-0 , {
ERIC U,

ADJUSTED . CUM
FREQ FREQ -
- (PCT) (PLT)
10.0 10.0 -
20.0 30.0 .
10.0 40.0
10.0 50.0
10.0 60.0
10.0 70.0
10.0 '80.0
10.0 90.0
10.0 100.0
100.0
MEDIAN 108.500°
VARIANCE 12403.156
RANGE 411.000 -
SUM 1426.000 ‘ . y
TO  222.269

07 AUG 81 11.17.01.




.‘ILY LIFE AND TV;
PAG 11

.E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81)

k<
CATEGORY LABEL

SECONDS OF
l CONVERSATION

AN 337..400
MODE 14.000
RTOSIS  -1.194
NIMUM 14.000
DL PCT 81.932
le CASES .10

VIDEO OBSERVATION 07 AUG 81. 11.17.01.
\
CUMULATIVE TALK TIME IN SECONDS,
. RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
| ABSOLUTE . FREQ FREQ FREQ
. CODE  FREQ . (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
14 1. 10.0 10.0 10.0
92 1 10.0 10:0 . 20.0
139 1 10.0 10.0 30.0 \
153 1 10.0 10.0 40.0
167 1 100  10.0 50.0
254 1 10.0 10.0 . ~ 60.0
509 "1 10.0 10.0 . .70.0
605 1 10.0 10.0. 80.0
623 1 10.0 10.0 §o.o
818 1 10.0 10.0 100.0
TOTAL 10- 100.0 100.0
STD ERR  ~ 87.418  MEDIAN 167.500
STD DEV 276.439 VARIANCE 76418.489
SKEWNESS' .594 RANGE 804.000
MAXIMUM 818.000 °  SUM 3374.000
.95 C.I.  139.648 - T0» 535.152
MISSING CASES O &
[]
.
20) .4 X




-;!lILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEQ OBSERVATION. 07 AUG#81 = 11.17.01.-
" PAGE 12 - , ¥

' IlE FAMTUFS, (CREATION DATE = 07’AUG 81)

| TALK TIME AS PERCENT OF TV'ONTIME - =

'
.
I ~

18

" MODE' -

| "8

CATEGORY LABEL

_PERCENT -

RTOSIS
1N TIMUM
By peT

CASES

o

Ed

-

- 3.400

1.000

-1.236°

1.000

83.420

10

= RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

. ABSOLUTE

FREQ

CODE
1

2

3

;
TOTAL

STD
STD

'*3 FREQ
, N
1

ERR
DEV

~ SKEWNESS

. MAXI
.95

MUM
c.1.

2.836

8.000
- 1.371

(PCcT) - -
40.0
10.0
20.0
20.0

.897
.806

FREQ
(pCT)

40.0
10.0 ~
go.o’
20.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

TO

MISSING CASES - 0

i

CUM
FREQ ¢
(PCT)

40.0
50.0
70.0
90.0

A

"100.0

2.500
8.044
- 7.000
-34.000
5.429




?.ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSF_ZRVATiON ' C | | -~ 07 AUG 81 11.17.01.
PAGE" 13 ’ : S e : '

'E  FAMTVF8 (CREATION f)ATE = 07 AUG 81)

) .G  CUMULATIVE TIME ;Atme ABOUT PROGRAM
' . RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
- , - ABSOLUT FREQ FREQ FREQ - , g
CiEGNLABEL ~° CODE  FREQ (PcT) ~ (PCT) (PCT)

s - o 1 100 100 10.0
' | . 21100 10.0  20.0

SECONDS: OF 29 1 . 10.0 10.0 , 30.0

l CONVERSATION 30 1 10.0 10.0 - 40.0

. | 83 1 10.0 10.0  50.0

L | 61 1 10.0 0.0, 60,0

l - 93 1 110.0 10.0 70.0° - .
! - 140 1 10.0 10.0 80.0° »

. . o : ' " , -

2. | 17 1 10.0 10.0 .90.0 -y
' 225 1 1.0 100  100.0
t —-mm——e- cdmmeea | eeace ——— ‘

L TOTAL - 10 100.0  100.0
!An ~ 82.200 . ..STD ERR 23.385  MEDIAN - 53.500 - - 1(
MODE © 0 STD DEV 73.950 VARIANCE * 5468.622 - - |

RTOSIS  ~-.207° ' SKEWNESS .922 RANGE ©225.000
- BENIMUM 0 MAXIMUM  225.000  SUM 822.000
‘SN, PCT 89.964 .95 C.I.  29.299 © 70 135.101 |

ll_m CASES ' 10 . MISSING CASES O o .




.lILY LIFE-AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION
PAGE 14 | :

| 'E FAMTVF ' (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81)

o7 AUG 8l  11.17.01.

'z. . PROGRAM TALK AS PERCENT OF TOTAL TALK TIME

' o | RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM
_ ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE ~ FREQ . (PCT) (PCT) (PCT) : %
o "0 1 100 100 10.0
| 8 2 20.0  20.0 30.0 |
PERCENT 19 1 10.0 10.0 ©40.0
‘ . : 273 30.0 30.0  70.0
| , 33 1 10.0 10.0  80.0 _
| ' . " VI | 10.0 10.0 _ 90.0
. .56 1 1 10.0 10.0 100.0
! TOTAL -~ 10  100.0 ©  100.0
v! 8 ' P }
| 24.900  STDERR - 5.413  MEDIAN - 26.833
OE 27.000 STD DEV  17.117 VARIANCE - 292.989
WRTosis  -.216 SKEWNESS ~ .341 RANGE =~ 56.000
SNTMUM 0 MAXIMUM 56.000 SUM  ~ *249.000
C.V. PCT  68.743 .95 C.I.  12.655 To . 37.185
,l\Lm,cAsss 10 MISSING CASES . 0

-------- . [}
.- - N :

)‘ ) \ X 207




-
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Results of Telephone Obse"FVation Methodo'logy '
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CiEGORY ‘LABEL -
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lSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV TELEPHONE OBSERVATION

PAGE - 3

BE  FAMTVF4  (CREATION DATE =

(ir OF RANGE

M

7.926
'MODE 7.000
(RTOSIS  10.743
 INIMUM 2.000
iV, PCT.  13.349
"L;D CASES 81

04 AUG 81)

' RELATIVE .
| ABSOLUTE FREQ
CODE  FREQ - (PCT)

2 1 1.2

7 27 " 32.9

8 26 31.7

9 27 . 32.9

1 1.2

TOTAL 82 100.0
STD ERR .118
STD DEV 1.058
SKEWNESS 22.122
MAXIMUM 9,000

.95 C.1I. 7.692

 MISSING CASES 1

20

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(PCT)

1.2
33.3
32.1
33.3

MISSING

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
TO

CUM

FREQ -

(PCT)
1.2
' 34.6
66.7
100.0

7.981

1.119
. 7,000
642.000-

8. 160

04 AUG 81

12.01.32.
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PAGE 4

£ FAMIVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) | \
'_ b s ovw
l | ’ . | RELATIVE  ADJUSTED  CUM
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
‘T‘EGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ . . (PCT)  (PCT) (PCT)
\ 0 1 0 1.2 1.2 1.2
-‘.ANSWER 1 7 8.5 - 8.6 9.9
TV NOT ON 2 30 36.6 37.0 46.9
'l»:pv | 3 12 14.6 14.8 61.7
A 4 10 12.2 12.3 74.1
mm SPECIAL - 6 5 6.1 6.2 80.2
",ws SPECIAL | 7 1 1.2 1.2 81.5
' CHILDREN'S SPECIAL 8 3 3.7 3.7 85.2
!ls | . 9 3 3.7 3.7 88.9 R
Ogov1e | " 10 2 2.4 2.5 91.4
.![z , : 12 2 2.4 2.5 93.8
'oars | 1B .1 1.2 1.2 95.1
'NON-FICTION ' 15 4 4.9- 4.9  + 100.0
iﬁ OF RANGE 1 1.2 MISSING
B roTAL @2 100, 1000
AN 4309 STDERR - .419 - MEDIAN 2.708
O 2.000 STD.DEV  3.773 VARIANCE  14.241
rros1s 1.824 °~  SKEWNESS 1.634 RANGE 15.000
NIMM 0 MAXIMUM 15.000  SUM 349.000
i#v. pCT  87.585 . .95 C.I, 3.474 T0  5.143

. JALID CASES = 81  MISSING CASES 1




L'SSTABS ON FAMILY. LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION

PAGE 5

.lE ‘FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

"
1

.CATEGORY LABEL

AN
DE
RTOSIS
NIMUM
V. PCT

i

1

|IIIEZ§llli )

ID CASES

WHO IS WATCHING THE TV

RELATIVE

- ABSOLUTE FREQ

CODE  FREQ (PCT)

0 38 46.3

1 22 26.8

2 7 8.5

3 13 15.9

4 1 1.2

"7 1 1.2

TOTAL 82 100.0
1.049 STD ERR .146
0 STD DEV 1.323
3.698  SKEWNESS 1.613
S0 MAXIMUM 7.000
126.159 .95 C.I. .758
82 MISSING CASES 0

QLi

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(PCT)
46.3
26.8

8.5
- 15.9
1.2

1.2

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SuM

TO

04 AUG 81

CUM o
FREQ

(PCT)

16.3

73.2

81.7

97.6

98.8

100.0

636
1.751
7.000

86.000
1.340

- 12.01.32.




.'SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV;. TELEPHONE OBSERVAT ION - 04 AUG 81 12.01.32.
PAGE 5 . v _ ‘ *

. )
'E FAMIVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

| ’2, WHO IS WATCHING THE TV
_ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CuM
ABSOLUTE  FREQ " FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL . CODE  FREQ  (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
I 0. 49 59.8 59.8 59.8
‘tE o 2 21 25.6 25.6 85.4
LD 1 3 4 4.9 4.9 90. 2
'ILD 2 4 6 7.3 7.3 97.6
CHILD 3 5 1 1.2 1.2 98.8
I-IE‘R 7 1 1.2 1.2 100.0
' : TOTAL 82 100.0 100.0 |
[]
N 1.098 STD ERR - :170 MEDIAN .337
' o 0 STD DEV 1.536 VARIANCE 2.361
1 BRTOS IS 1.678  SKEWNESS 1.360 RANGE 17.000
MINIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 7.000 SUM 90.000

1@V, PCT 139.989 .95 C.I. .760 TO  1.435
i - '
VALID CASES .82 MISSING CASES 0




.IISSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV;

PAGE 7

lE FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

B

CATEGORY LABEL

MODE

HIRTOSIS
. JINIMUM
(V. PCT

‘o cases

.902
0
1.536

0.
185.593

82

WHO IS WATCHING THE TV

ABSOLUTE
CODE  FREQ
0 62
3 11
4 6
5 2
7 1
TOTAL 82
STD ERR
STD¢DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM -
.95 C.I.

MISSING CASES

1.675
1.612
7.000

TELEPHONE OBSERVATION

21y

04 AUG 81
RELATIVE: ADJUSTED, =  CUM
FREQ FREQ FREQ
(PCT) (PCT) » (PCT) | X
75.6 75.6 [ 75.6
13.4 13.4 89.0
7.3 7.3 96.3
2.4 2.4 98.8
1.2 1.2 100.0
100.0 100.0
.185 MEDIAN .161
VARIANCE 2.805
RANGE 7.000
SUM 74.000
.534 TO 1.270
0

12.01.32.




STABS ON.FAMILY LIFE AND v:
“phGE 8

.E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

WHO IS WATCHING THE TV

)

3! 276.569
LID CASES 82

-

l T, RELATIVE
' ABSOLUTE  FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT)
0 72 87.8
';lrto 2 4 8 9.8
CAILD 3 o 5 1 1.2
I}ER A B | 1.2
l TOTAL 82 100.0
MEAN .537 STD ERR -~ .164
£ 0 STD DEV 1.484
RTOSIS 5.929 SKEWNESS 2.633
MINIMUM 70 MAXIMUM 7.000
.95 C.1. 211

MISSING CASES O

TELEPHONE OBSERVATION

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(PCT)

87.8
9.8

100 0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

TO

21y

CUM
FREQ
(PCT)

87.8
97.6
98.8
100.0

.069
2.202
7.000

44.000

.863

04 AUG 81

12.01.32.




lSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV TELEPHONE OBSERVATION : L

PAGE 9

lE_ FAMTVF4 (CREATION'DATE = 04 AUG 81)

‘.)5 WHO IS WATCHING THE TV

, -
' —

CATEGORY LABEL

"ILD 3
'.!AN .183

DE 0
-WRTOSIS  23.875

NIMUM 0
C.v. PCT- 516.318
'LID CASES 82

¢

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE FREQ
CODE FREQ (PCT)
0 79 96.3
5 3 3.7
ToTAL 8z 100.0
STD ERR .104
STD DEV .944
SKEWNESS 5.029
MAXIMUM 5.000
.95 C.1I. -.025

MISSING CASES O

ADJUSTED CUM

FREQ FREQ

(PCT) (PCT)

96-3 ) 96-3

3.7 100.0

100.0°

MEDIAN .019
VARIANCE .892
RANGE - 5,000
SUM 15.000
TO0 .390

04 AUG 81

12.01.32.




.')SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION ‘

PAGE 10

-'E FAMTVF4 '(CREI‘\TION, DATE = 04 AUG 81)

'lns WHO 1S WATCHING THE TV

CATEGORY LABEL
-"SBAND
.!AN . .012

MODE | 0

RTOSIS | 82.000
NIMUM 0

C.V. PCT  905.539

, .LID CASES - 82

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
.. ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ
CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
0 81 98.8 98.8
1 1 1.2 1.2
TOTAL 82 100.0 100.0
. STD ERR . .012 MEDIAN
STD DEV .110 VARIANCE
SKEWNESS 9.055 RANGE
MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM -
.95 C.1I.

012 10
MISSING CASES ~ O '

9!
| 5
=g

CuM
FREQ
(PCT)

9.8
100.0 -

.006 .-

.Q12
1.000
1.000

.036

04 AUG 81

=3

12.01.32.




..............

vlSSTABS ON-FA.MILY‘ LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION

‘ (AGE 11
E ., FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

lw ”’

WHO IS WATCHING.THE TV .

-~

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ
| 'irseonv LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
3 o 8l 98.8 98.8
'llrs 2 1 1.2 1.2
TOTAL N 854 ’-iaafa- -iaofa
" VEAN .024 -STD ERR .024 MEDIAN
| MQOE 0 . STD DEV 221 VARIANCE
' JRTOSIS 82.000 SKEWNESS 9.055 RANGE
NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 2.000 SUM
ilv. PCT  905.539 .95 C.I. -.024 TO
 PALID CASES 82 MISSING CASES 0

CuM
FREQ
(pcT)

. 98.8

100.0

.006
.049
2.000
2.000
.073

04 AUG 81

- 12.01.32.
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\l'ssm'as ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE oassgvmﬁﬁ 04 AUG 81 © 12.01.32.

12
'I‘E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) e
. / : 0 * . . 3
tn WHAT OTHER ACFIVITIES-1 . .
' ' “ RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CLM
- ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
cineoav L ABEL CODE - FREQ (PCT) (PCTY’ (PCT)
o “e6 - 80.5  .80.5  B80.5 o
'\o 1 5, 6.1 6.1 ' 86.6
EAT | 2 2 24 . " 2.4 ° 89.0
'Avwe GAME 4 1 1.2, rl.2 90.2 |
O‘NDNORK | 5 4 4.9 4.9 95.1 _ o
V . - ’ \3
~ Brework 6 1 1.2 1.2 9.3 b
'oass: 8 3 37 3.7 100.0
TOTAL 82 100.0 100.0
‘HEAN .768 STD ERR .216 MEDIAN 121 -
JQ0E 0 STD DEV 1,952  VARIANCE 3.810
RTOSIS 6.387 SKEWNESS 2.703 . RANGE , 8.000
MNIMUM 0 MAXTMUM 8.000 SUM 63.000
lv. PCT 254,055 .95 C.1. 3% 70 1.197 .
BL1ID CASES 82 0 ?

MISSING CASES

.
o




h‘

ISSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND ™v; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION . 04 AUG 8l 12.01.32.,
“PAGE 13 V _ |

" -'E‘ FAMIVFS  (CREATION DATE = 04' AUG 81)

Be2  waT omeeR AcTivITIES-2 I o
| RS © = % RELATIVE ADJUSTED  Cw. - -
| | ABSOLUTE  FREQ . FREQ -~ FREQ I

atecoRY LABEL CODE - FREQ (pct)  (PCT) (PCT)

o "o &7 87 87 8L7
nenn G . -
.Eo : T 3 49 4.9 86.6
eAr | 2. 2 24 4 89.0
" e o 4 1 1.2 1.2 90.2
[ HANDWORK - - 8.5. 8.5 , 98.8
‘Wores .8 1 1.2 1.2 *  100.0
' * - totA. 82 1000 1000

671 STDERR .ls6  MEDIAN 112 | .
! Q. STDDEV ~ 1.685 VARIANCE 2.841 BT
Miosis  5.028  SKEWNESS  2.598  RANGE 8.000 EPEE
MINIMUM - 0. _° .MAXIMUM 8.000 SUM 55.000

lv. pcT 251.291 .95 C.1. .30, To  1.081
CyACID CASES .- 82 MISSING CASES ~ 0 :
e e e e # i
: ' ' N ) T
' ) ¢ s
ric - v LRl N




lssmaslon FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION - 04 AUG 8L 12.01.32.
PAGE 14 S A

E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE . 04 AUG 81)

,-l'Esi WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES-3 . . R /\

l B RELATIVE ~ ADJUSTED - CUM

- - ABSOLUTE -FREQ - FREQ . FREQ

,CiTEGORY'L-ABEL " CcODE FREQ. . (PCT) (PCT). . (PCTY

| R o 77 939 93.9. 939

D - 11 . 12 12 . %1 ‘

EAT : 2 2 2.4 2.4 97.6 - | .
lc\vma GAME 4 r - - 12 1.2 98.8

»,ioREs R B 1.2 12 1000 _

4 . TOTAL 82 100.0 100.0

‘,-'AN X .207 STD ERR ~  .113  MEDIAN 032

'MODE . 0 - STDDEV  1.027 VARIANCE ~ 1.055
RTOSIS ~ 43. 636' SKEWNESS 6.293 RANGE =~ 8.000

1 ST -~ MAXIMUM 8.000 SUM 17.000

¢.V. PCT 494 soo -~ .95 C.I. -8 - To o .433

"LID CASES 82  MISSING CASES 0O . |




\;‘SSTABSION FAMILY LIFE AND TV; - TELEPHONE OBSERVATION
PAGE 5 ' : A

'E' 'FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = - 04 AUG 81)
B

WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES-4
| . RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE

, o . FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT): (PCT)
| | 0 80 .97.6  97.6
A']|r— e 2 2 2.4 2.4
o 7oA 82 100.0 100.0
v!AN 049 STD ERR  ~ .034 MEDIAN
'MQDE 0 STD DEV _ .310 VARTANCE
‘BRTOsIS  38.399 SKEWNESS 6.282 RANGE
WNIMUM - 0 - MAXIMUM , 2.000 - SUM
C.V. PCT  636.348 .95 C.I. | -.019 T0
..LID CASES 82 MISSING CASES O

22§

CuM
FREQ
(peT)
97.6

100.0

.012

.096
2.000
4.000

117

{

‘04 AUG 81

12.01.32.




%SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION
PAGE 16

E  FAM[VF4

B

(CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

" WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES-5

l S RELATIVE
. ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ
i TEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
‘ o - 8  97.6 ~ 97.6
-.IIT s 2. a4 . 2.4
ToTAL 82 100.0  100.0
.!AN .049 STD ERR .034 "MEDIAN
0  STD DEV- .310 VARIANCE
RTOSIS 38.399 SKEWNESS © - 6.282 RANGE
NIMUM ‘0 MAXIMUM 2.000  SUM
| c V. PCT . - 636.348 .95 C.1. -.019 70
LID CASES 82  MISSING CASES O

+
= .
*

.u-

220

ADJUSTED.

CUM
FREQ
(PCT)

97.6

100.0 %~

012
-096

. 2.000

4.008
117

04 AUG 81

1

- 12.01.32.




PAGE 17

‘EG WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES-6

VALID CASES 82 MISSING CASES

‘SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV TELEPHONE OBSERVATION .- 04 AUG 81 1'2.01.32.

lE " FAMIVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

' " RELATIVE
y - " ABSOLUTE  FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE  FREQ ~  (PCT)
0 8  .100.0
TOTAL 82 100.0
0  STDERR 0.
0 STD: DEV 0
, TOSIS 0 SKEWNESS 0
NIMUM 0 MAX IMUM 0
5 C.1.. 0 T0 0
0

T8 b

\

ADJUSTED ~ CUM -

FREQ FREQ | S
- (PCT) (PCT) . o
100.0 100.0
100.0 3
MEDIAN 0 !
VARIANCE 0
RANGE 0
SUM 0




!ssmas ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION . 04 AUG 8l  12.01.32.
| iAGE 18 | | S
- WE  FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

‘ 7 WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES- 7

. _ o RELATIVE  ADJUSTED  CUM
o ABSOLUTE  FREQ  FREQ FREQ
t'T EGORY ‘LABEL - CODE  FREQ  (PCT)  (PCT) (PCT)
0 g2 ~ 100.0  100.0  100.0
. . TOTAL 82 100.0  100.0
0 STDERR 0 MEDIAN 0
: 0  STDEV 0 VARIANCE 0
RTOSTS 0 SKEWNESS 0 RANGE 0 ‘
NIMUM 0 . MAXIMUM 0 SuM 0
s c.1. 0 T0 0
iuo CASES 82  MISSING CASES O ~

RiC D - - R24




.llSSTABS ON FAMILY. LIFE AND TV;

‘ iAGE 19
- ®E . FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81)

&

)

| ciseoav LABEL
| "aAND

" WIFE
| tho 1
N N X
o : 0
WRTOS IS 7.230
0

* MINIMUM
. PCT  297.919
IJALID CASES 82

" WHO TALKED LAST ®

. ABSOLUTE
CODE - FREQ
0 73
1 1
2 6
3 2
TOTAL 82
STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
,95 C.I.

MISSING CASES

TELEPHONE OBSERVATION

LY .

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED

FREQ - FREQ
(PCT) (PCT)
89.0 89.0
1.2 12
7.3 7.3
2.4 2.4
100.0  100.0
.076 MEDIAN
1690 VARTANCE
2.891 RANGE
3. 000 SUM
080 10
0

CUM

- FREQ
(PCT)
89.0
90.2

- 97.6

100.0

.062
.477
3.000
19.000
.383

04 AUG 81 12.01.32.




|'..0$STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION ‘ 04 AUG .81  12.01.32.
 _PAGE 20 | | |

+ [

-l.E FAMTVF4. (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) - | | \

B0 et s LasT THNg samp
l ) ! | : RELATIVE  ADJUSTED  CUM
; ' ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ  FREQ
"‘iTEeonv LABEL ~ CODE. FREQ (PCT)  (PCT) (PCT)
0 57 69.5 69.5 69.5
o reLaTeD 1 7 8.5 8.5 78.0
POS EVAL OF PROGRAM 2 1 1.2 1.2 79.3 -
B eva oF prowan 4 2 2.4 2.4 81.7
'isnon,nzsporgsz 7 1 1.2 1.2 82.9
- WHeR 8 14 7.1~ 17.1 - 100.0
1 . ToTAL 82  100.0  100.0 B
AN 1.659  STDERR  .339  MEDIAN .219
H s 0  STD DEV 3.068  VARIANCE  9.413°
WRTOSIS 479 SKEWNESS ~ 1.528 RANGE 8.000
NIMUM 0 MAXIMUM 8.000  SUM _ 136.000
V. PCT  184.984 .95 C.I. 1984 To . 2.333
‘ALID CASES 82  MISSING CASES O

ERIC | 224




