
 

r
t
,

..
RT
E-
3"

PREDICTORS OF TELEVISION VIEWING

AMONG JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTO

TIIE$I8 FOR THE OEOBEE OF M. A. _

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

BRENDA OEBVIN

”I 9 5 O

.' . '-

" .-,~‘.

. 4-?"

. ..‘..‘,.‘I.“= 1



 

2.8no9:4

«Exam.#2

PL!.

.#1141151;.

m9Q“...U.>5;

 



ABSTRACT

PREDICTORS OF TELEVISION VIEWING

AMONG JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS

by Brenda Dervin

The four purposes of this study were: 1) to replicate some

previous work on correlates of frequency of child television viewing;

2) to include certain variables which have been partly or wholly over-

looked in past work; 3) to extend the analysis to a multivariate method;

and QI‘to specifically look at the types of relationships which exist

between the criterion variable and its predictors.

Respondents for this study were 252 seventh and eighth grade boys

‘
I

K'nd girls -- the entire junior high school class in a suburban school

system outside Milwaukee, Wisconsin. The data used here were drawn

from a larger survey tapping mass media behaviors and family life style

patterns. Survey questionnaires were self-administered in regular

classes during the 196u-65 school year.

From the available data, 63 variables were selected -- 62 pre-

dictors and the criterion. Among the major results and conclusions of

the study were the following.

1) Of the 62 predictors, 21 were significantly related (by X2

and/or r analyses) to the criterion variable.
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2) No single variable alone eXplained a great deal of variance

in the criterion. Maximum variance explained by any one variable was

18% with a curvilinear model, 9% with a linear model. This result

suggests the need for multivariate approaches.

3) Variables were subdivided into seven categories and multiple

Rs were run within categories to determine which variables contributed

significantly to variance explained, assuming a linear model. The

"best" within category predictors were: a) parent media use -- amount
 

of parent TV viewing and variety of parent radio use; b) respondent
 

media use -- amount of respondent radio use, variety of respondent

radio use,‘variety of respondent book preferences, frequency of

reapcrdent movie attendance, and medium respondent would miss most;

c) family cohesiveness -- none; d) community integration -- none;
 

 

e) self-orientation -- re5pondent outside home employment and respondent
 

math knowledge level; f) consumer orientation -- re3pondent attitude
 

toward credit and variety of respondent Spending; and g) demography_--
 

occupational prestige.

n) Assuming a linear model, the best category of predictors

(in terms of variance accounted for in the criterion ) was respondent

media use (18%). Second best was parent media use (1u%), followed by

self-orientation and consumer orientation (8% each). Demography accounted

for 6%. The multiple Rs for family cohesiveness and community integration

were not significant. One of the better predictor categories -- consumer

orientation -- included almost all new variables -- i.e. variables not

looked at as predictors of TV viewing in prior research.
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5) When the "best" within category predictors were pooled in one

multiple R.equation, the resulting R.was .50, accounting fOr 25% of the

variance in the criterion. When all 62 vairables, regardless of category,

were included in one multiple R equation, the resulting R was .65,

accounting for 42% of the variance. '

6) A comparison of the linear r with the curvilinear Eta

correlations for the relationship of each predictor to the criterion

indicated that the curvilinear model fit the data better.

7) A comparison of the current results with prior research

suggested that certain assumptions derived from early child-television-

research need re-examination, particularly in light of today's high

media saturation environment. As an example, the present results offered

little support fer two often-used generalizations about television

iewing -- the frustration hypothesis and the functional displacement

C +‘ .

hypotneSLS.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Rationale

Ever since television burst upon the U.S. scene in the 1950's,

the attention of researchers, critics, and the public has been focused

on possible effects of the new, imminently attractive, and pervasive

medium on children. Generally, attention to the medium has been rooted

in a concern for possible detrimental effects. Does viewing television

ruin eyesight? Does it cause children to withdraw from real life

concerns? Does it lead to increased aggression, cause juvenile

delinquepcy? Does it debase tastes?

While the critics and researchers have been busy looking for

effects, the public has been busy accepting the new medium. In a true

success story of the 20th century, the proportion of 0.8. homes with

television sets rose from 7% in 1950 to 82% in 1957 (Witty 1963,

Bogart 1958). By 1960, saturation had reached 90% (Bogart 1962) and,.

in 1965, reports of 9A to 100% saturation were common. -(Witty 1966,

Rainwater, Coleman, and Handel 1959, Huber 1965.) Television continues

to be the major leisure time activity with the typical family

television set operating 5 hours a day, the average man viewing for

2 1/2 hours, average woman for 3 1/2 hours, and average child for u

hours (Bogart 1962).



While the popularity of television rose with relative ease,

the search for effects did not. Indeed, the search might well be

summarized by saying that the more researchers looked for effects,

the less they found. In 1957, Meyersohn noted that few of the

Inmdreds of studies on television and children had "succeeded in

providing much of consequence." (Meyersohn 1957) As late as 196u,

Ekbramm asserted that one should not expect "too much, too soon, and

too specifically" from effects research (Schramm 1964).

In delineating the reasons for the lack of clarity offered by

effects research, there seems to be general agreement in pointing to

the failure of the "hypodermic model" of communications research.

Schranm, White, Klapper and others have all pinpointed the evolution

of reéearch on the mass media from a "direct effects" model to the

currently accepted phenomenalistic, functional, situational, or uses

and gratifications approaches (Schramm 1962, White 196u, Klapper 1960,

Katz and Foulkes 1962, Bauer 1964).

While once the mass media researCher asked "what do the mass

media do to people", today he more often asks "what do people do with

the mass media?" While once the researcher viewed the individual

child in isolation from his family, social background, and environment,

today the researcher looks to these "situational and contextual"

elements fer explanation of the television-child interaction. While

once the researcher was concerned primarily with measuring effects

almost totally in terms of source expectations, today he looks to





umsequences which may be entirely independent of source intent.

lerper's generalization that mass communication ordinarily does "not

serve as a necessary and sufficient cause of audience effects but

rather functions among and through a nexus of mediating factors and

:hufluences" best sums up the result of the evolution (Klapper 1960,

p. 8).

A major consequence of this newer approach to media research is

that the task is now immensely more complicated. The hypodermic model

filits simplicity failed to yield clarity while the functional model

in its complexity must be concerned with an enormous number of variables

axltheir interactions in order to begin to yield clarity.

In ahcepting a more functional approach to their subject, re-

searchdrs have Spread their concern from analysis of aggregates or

demographic characteristics (White 196%) to concern for the ability,

maturity, personality, peer group relations, and family relations of

the hild (Himmelweit, Oppenheim, and Vince 1958, Riley and Riley 1955,

Bailyn 1959, Maccoby 196M, Schramm, Lyle, Parker 1961).1

Along with the emergence of the functional approach, there has

been an increasing awareness of the conditions necessary for developing

causality statements in social science research. While once the

researcher was quite ready to infer effect statements from field

 

1Two of these references -- Himmelweit, Oppenheim, and Vince (1958)

and Sohramm, Lyle, and Parker (1961) will be referred to extensively

in Chapters I and II. All further citations of these two references

will be made simply to Himmelweit (1958) and Schramm (1961).





Iemxxth, today researchers are careful in emphasizing that their

fkfid studies on the relationship of television and children are

cmnelational in nature. After careful analysis of the methods of

ldfldng for the effects of television, Maccoby concluded that only

theleboratory experiment can come close to causality requirements.

Quanoted that even precise before-after field surveys using matching

tedudques do not offer true randomization, so causal connections cannot

begfinned down from such research (Maccoby 196u).

As a result of these two trends 1. the acceptance of the functional

axuoadh to research and the awareness of the limitations of field

zesearCh -- the current state of affairs in television and children

research seems to include:

1) an acceptance of'non-experimental field research as a

search for "correlates" of media use rather than "effects"

of media use;

2) an acceptance of the need to look at a number of areas

of the child's life in order to more fully understand

and describe the child-television interaction; and

3) a call for increased eXperimental work from which "effect

statements" may be derived.

We find Schramm summarizing his intensive review of the past

television-children research by saying that the classic field surveys

'have gone about as far as it is possible to go with survey methods. . . ."

(Sdntmm1196u, p. 7). Yet, rejection of the "correlate" approach to

researdh on television and children may be a bit too hasty. While the
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correlational-type approach will not yield effect statements, the

possibilities of the approach have not been tapped to their fullest

extent.

Most of the past work, while acknowledging a correlational

approach, has been very much rooted in a search for effects. Findings

on television and children have come mainly from studies concerned

with the differences between matched reSpondents in television and

non-television households. The two classic studies -- Himmelweit (1958)

and Schramm (1961) —- were based on a concern for the effects of the

introduction of television although both did look somewhat at correlates

of amount of viewing.

' Whileithere is a great deal of research on television and

childrea only a small subset is directly relevant to the television

environment of the 1960's with its almost 100% saturation of TV

households. The absence-presence of viewing is almost no longer

relevant. White, Bdelstein and others have made references to the

need to take a new look at audience composition and utilization of

media in terms of the current media environment. (Edelstein 1966,

White 1964) They suggest that once well-supported principles of mass

media behavior like the "all or none principle" (first posited by

Lazarsfeld and Kendall 1948) may no longer hold in today's context of

media overload. One recent factor analytic study of media exposure

patterns of teenagers, for example, suggests that once rather clear-

cut relationships between various aspects of media usage may no longer

be quite so clear. (Troldahl and Costello 1966).



   

.4

.

 

‘l‘,

 

I91,-

7.a:

   



Another reason the correlational approach still has merit is

that many crucial variables have been completely or partly ignored in

the past work. For example, we find that family consumer behaviors

have been rarely included as possible correlates of child television

behaviors. Yet, with one of the main family functions being its

consumption role in society, this seems a lucrative area in which to

extend the television-children focus. Chapter II more fully details

variables which have been partly or wholly overlooked in the past work.

A third reason for not yet eulogizing the correlational approach

to television and children is the almost total absence in the past

work of multivariate analytic approaches. Himmelweit (1958) and

SchramN (1961) illustrate the common use of contingency analysis of

frhquencies and percentages. While researchers have developed lists

of what they consider to be the most important predictor variables

of television behavior these have usually been derived from analyses

of one predictor variable at a time and developed into a kind of

jigsaw puzzle portrait. An exception is Bailyn (1959) who used a

multivariate technique to arrive at a statement of the four variables

which accounted for approximately 47% of the variance in amount of

exposure to the pictorial media (comics, films, television).

Multivariate analysis techniques offer several interesting

possibilities for the area of television and children. First is the

obvious advantage of using techniques which detect spurious corre-

lations and isolate interactions. Second is the ability of these

techniques to handle the larger numbers of variables demanded by the



more functional analysis of media behaviors. Third is the parsimony

offered by techniques which reduce a large set of variables down to

the set most important in terms of variance accounted for.

Related to the lack of use of multivariate approaches, the past

work on television and children also shows an almost total absence of

concern with the exact nature of the relationship of predictor variables

to the criterion media behavior. Most predictions of relationships

' have been stated in a linear fashion. Further, even contingency

analysis which can tap curvilinear relationships has been essentially

used with dichotomous classification of the criterion television

viewing behavior. This makes detection of curvilinearity impossible.

The pichotomization of the criterion variable was a necessary con-

straint for those researchers who, in the past, looked at the absence

and presence of television. However, it is rare to find any more than

two categories even when researchers were looking at amount of

television viewing. Schramm (1961), for example, used simply high and

low television viewing categories. An exception is the Himmelweit

(1958) study in which three categories of television viewing were used.

In summary, then, the correlational approach to studying the

relationship of television and children seems to still have merit

mainly because it has not been utilized to its fullest. Much of the

past research does not apply to today's 100 per cent television

saturation. Many crucial variables have been partly or wholly over-

looked. Multivariate analysis techniques have not been used, and

specific attempts to look at the nature of the relationships between



predictor variables and the criterion media behavior have not been

made.

With this background, the present study aims to look at correlates

of the amount of television viewing by junior high school students.

The purposes of this study are:

1) To replicate much of the past work on correlates of

frequency of child television viewing;

2) To go beyond a replication by including some

variables which have been partly or wholly overlooked

in past works;

3) To extend the analysis to a multivariate method; and

4) To Specifically look at the types of relationships

which exist between the criterion variable and its

predictors.

Generalizations from_prior research
 

It seems most efficient at this point to draw together the

most parsimonious generalizations from across the literature and

reserve Specific citations for supporting the hypotheses formulated in

Chapter II. The generalizations stated in this section come primarily

from the conceptual discussions of Himmelweit (1958), Schramm (1961),

Campbell (1962), Maccoby (196”), and Klapper (1960).

A thread seems to tie the various recent approaches to predicting

amount of television viewing together. This thread might best be

called the functionalist's agreement to look at the child as an

integrated human being acting in a reasonable fashion within the

context of his environment. We find such opening generalizations as



"the mass media exist because they are useful in meeting human needs

and that TV has come into use ... because it meets some of these needs

better than any other alternative." (Schramm 1961, p. 7“). This unifying

vieWpoint ties together the more firm generalizations derivable from

past work.

Most writers have phrased their generalizations in terms of

effects rather than in terms of relationships. Thus, one finds

reference to the direct and indirect effects possible from television

in Maccoby (1964; or a list of possible effects in terms of physical,

emotional, cognitive, and behavioral effects in Schramm (1961), or to

"displacement of time effects". and effects of content in Himmelweit

$

(1958 . The generalizations stated below have rephrased "effect"

ndtions into "correlational" notions.

A good deal of the prior research from which these generalizations

are derived have dealt with both the quantity and quality of a child's

television viewing behavior. Since the present study deals only with

amount of television viewing, findings and generalizations are derived

from past work only when relevant to the quantity of viewing. We have

derived the following five generalizations:

l. The parental imitation generalization: While not explicitly
 

Stated as such in past literature, an underlying theme of the results

might be framed: "children tend to do what their parents do, all other

things equal." Thus, consistently researchers have fbund that one of

the best predictors of any child's media behavior is the media behavior

of his parents. Three major researchers all concur that if parents
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view a lot, children tend to do likewise; if parents view moderately,

children tend to also. (Schramm 1961, Maccoby 196W, Himmelweit 1958).

A logical consequence of the above generalization is that a number

of demographic characteristics which predict parent television behavior

predict the child’s behavior as well. Rather consistently the findings

agree that the occupational level and education of parents predicts

the amount their children view (Bailyn 1959, Schramm 1961). Specific

findings on social class will be offered later but the variable is

offered now as an example of the class of readily tapped variables

which might be termed attributes of parents which predict the child's

behavior.

.

2. The demographic attributes of the child generalization:

Again this generalization has not been stated explicitly in the prior

research. It suggests that there are a number of good predictors of

television viewing which are not accounted for by parental behavior or

attributes nor strictly by generalizations 3, u, and 5 below. For

example, the child's_age is often found to be strong predictors of

various media behaviors. In terms of television viewing, findings

rather consistently concur that the peak television viewing time for

children is roughly from the ages of 11 to 13 (SChramm 1961).

3. The functional displacement generalization: This
 

_genera1ization was first framed by Himmelweit (1958) and has

structured numerous approaches since. In essence, the generalization

is that a child must choose between activities and that he will

sacrifice in lieu of television those activities which satisfy the

same needs as television but do so less effectively. He will not
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sacrifice, however, those activities which serve needs different than

those served by television. The term "functional" is essential in the

_generalization as what is "functional" to one group of children may

not necessarily be for another. As an example, it is a rather consistent

finding that, movie attendance is sacrificed for television viewing

(Himmelweit 1958, Schramm 1958 and others). However, when a child

reaches adolescence the movie theater becomes a meeting place fer

friends and the displacement phenomenon no longer holds.

One problem with the di5p1acement generalization is that it has

most often been tested with a criterion variable of absence vs presence

of television in the home. It is difficult to make the leap from a

'

finding in that context to a prediction that would hold fer amount of

teievision viewing. It seemed quite clear that when families purchased

television sets movie viewing dropped off. However, after years of

television ownership, it is not so clear that the person with a high

desire for the kind of need fulfillment offered.by both television

and movies will fulfill that need primarily through television.,

u. The frustration generalization: First stated by Maccoby
 

(1951) this generalization States that the more frustrated a Child

is, the more time he will Spend in front of his television set. The

usual indices of frustration have been the degree of the child's

integration within both his family and his peer group social systems.

In a theoretical discussion of the use of mass media as escape, Katz

and Foulkes (1962) point to the impressive evidence supporting the

notion that alienation, deprivation, and frustration leads to increased

exposure.



5. The information void generalization: While more directly
 

related to the quality of a child's viewing rather than the quantity,

this generalization is relevant to some aspects of the present study.

Posited first by Himmelweit (1958), the generalization states that the

conditions under which television content is likely to have an effect

on a child's values and outlooks are: a) if the values and views

recur over and over again in TV content; b) if the ferm of presentation

is dramatic; c) if the contentis linked with the child's needs and

interests; d) if the child is uncritical and attached to the medium;

and e) if the child is not presented through peers or relatives with

a standard against which to assess the views offered on television.

Thus: Himmelweit found that female adolescent television viewers were

more concerned than matched non-viewers with the problems of growing up

and marrying. From this generalization, one might reason that since

television content in the United States tends to be somewhat of the

same ilk, that there should be some relationship between the amount

a child views television and the child's attitudes on topics which

television emphasizes but parents and peers rarely talk about.

The five'generalizations above form a pattern which agrees

with the functionalist's basic view of predicting the child's behavior

within the context of his environment. In essence, the generalizations

say that when predicting the amount a child views television, the

research can account for a certain amount of variance by looking at

the demographic characteristics of the child's parents and at the

parent's media behavior.’ Another portion of the variance can be
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accounted for by looking at the child's own demographic characteristics

and his other media behaviors (which, not surprisingly, are often

a close replica of the media behaviors of his parents). After using these

rather efficient approaches (efficient in the sense that the variables

involved are relatively easy to tap), the further differences between

children must be accounted for by looking at the values and attitudes

of the child and the child's integration within his family unit and

within his peer group.

Classification of variables
 

Researchers in this area increasingly agree that the greatest

explanhtory results are yielded by surveys which seek information on

a‘variety of dimensions of a child's life. Thus, Himmelweit, in

describing television effects, had to time and again "consider the ways

these effects differed according to the ability, maturity, background,

and personality of the children concerned." (1958, p. xiv). Essentially,

there is agreement that a sizeable number of variables are needed

to predict the child's television behavior. With this in mind; the

present study deals with a large number of predictor variables, 62

in all.

With such a large number of predictors, some efficient method

of classifying the variables is necessary. The 62 predictor variables

tapped in this study were grouped into seven categories on the

following criteria:
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1) Agreement with the methods used to group variables in past
 

research. It has been rather standard procedure in past work to group

attributes of the child's media use as a separate category of

variables. Other consistently used categories have included: parent

media use, family integration, community integration, personal ex-

pression (e.g. hobbies), and demography. These are essentially the

categories used for the present study.

2) Facilitation of the formation of hypotheses. A second
 

criterion in the classification of variables used here-is to group

together variables for which predictions form a unified whole. For

example, past literature suggests that predictions about the re-

lationShip of1elevision viewing to family integration may all

edsentially be derived from the frustration hypothesis. When a

0
0roup of variables seemed to easily fall into such a unified category,

this advantage was utilized.

3) Concern for the number of variables within each category.
 

Since one of the purposes of the present study is to utilize a multi-

variate analysis as well as a variable-by-variable prediction method,

an effort was made to keep the number of variables within each

category large enough so that multivariate analysis could be utilized

both within variable categories and then across the entire set of 62

predictors.

Based on the above criteria, the 62 predictors in this study

were organized in seven categories: 1) parent media use; 2) re5pondent

media use; 3) family cohesiveness; 1+) community integration; 5) self

orientation; 6) consumer orientation; and 7) demography. The specific
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rationale for each category is in Chapter II. Throughout this report,

these seven categories are used as a means of organizing the statement

of hypotheses, findings, and implications.



CHAPTER II

H‘IPOTHESES

In review, the purposes of this study are: 1) to replicate much

of the past work on correlates of frequency of child television viewing;

2) to go beyond a replication by including some variables which have

been partly or wholly overlooked in past work; 3) to extend the analysis

to a multivariate method; and it) to Specifically look at the types of

relationships which exist between the criterion variable and its

predictors. Since very little of the available work in this area has

attacked‘purposes 3 and 1+, formal hypotheses will be stated only for

Purp‘ose 1 and 2.

The stage for hypotheses might best be set by a brief review

01‘ the general television behavior of children who are around the

3838 of 13.-11+. Past work suggests that these respondents are at the

peak of their television viewing time -- viewing some 20 or more

hours a week (Schramm 1961, Witty 1963, Himmelweit 1958, Maccoby .1963).

Piu<izings also agree that television is the dominant medium in their

lives (Baxter 1960, Maccoby 1964, Schramm 1961). However, this is

also the age range within which children begin to develop adult media

use patterns. As Schramm put it: this is "the time near the beginning

of the teens when adult patterns begin to replace childish ones and

Spectacular changes in media behavior occur." (1961, p. 117)

16
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Within this context, hypotheses for this study are stated in

terms of the seven variable categories outlined in Chapter I.

Respondent perceptions of parent media use

The first category includes variables tapping the media

behaviors of the reSpondent's parents. An impressive array of past

research shows that one of the strong predictors of the child's own

behavior is the behavior of his' parents (Schramm 1961, Himmelweit 1958,

Maccoby 1961+, Bailyn 1959).

Derivation of hypotheses for this category of variables involves

a combination of both the parental imitation and functional dis-

A prediction mayplacement generalizations outlined in Chapter I.

be deduced directly from the parental imitation generalization that

the amount of a child's viewing will reflect the amount of his

Par-e nt's viewing. When dealing with other media behaviors (e.g. radio,

mOVi es) a two step prediction is involved. First, the displacement

generalization is used to predict how the parents' amount of

tale Vision would relate to other media behaviors of the parents. Then,

if the parental imitation hypothesis holds, one would expect the

child's behavior to again mirror that of his parents.

Amount of parental television viewing. Schramm (1961),

Hil"Xlz‘nelweit (1958) and Maccoby (1961+) all concur that the amount of

parental television viewing is one of the strong predictors of the

E”‘T‘C-‘nlnt of a child's viewing. Hypothesis 1 is:
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H1: Frequency of parental television viewing

will be positively related to frequency of

child television viewing.

Variety of parental television viewing. Few prior studies

have looked at variety of parental viewing as a predictor of amount

of child viewing. However, logic would suggest that greater variety

is, to some degree at least, related to greater quantity. Thus,

hypothesis 2 is:

H2: Variety of parental television viewing will be

positively related to frequency of child

television viewing.

Number of television sets in household. Again, none of the

JMitcrature cited here has included this as a predictor variable but

V

.l<qgic would suggest that the family owning more television sets

I

.p;leaces more emphasis on television as an activity. Thus, hypothesis

3 :Lsn

H3: Number of television sets will be positively

related to frequency of Child television

viewing.

Amount of parental radio listening, None of the past work

reviewed here looked Specifically at the relationship between parental

rec1:10 use and child television behavior. However, the bulk of past

"<>JFJ< agrees that with the introduction of television, radio listening

:3‘1iFiered for both adult and child television viewers (Coffin 1955,

Abrams 1956, Maccoby'1951, Campbell 1962, Schramm 1961, Himmelweit

1958). The relationship of amount of viewing to amount of radio use

iii not quite so clear. Parker (1960) reported a non-significant

'relationship as did Troldahl and Costello (1966). Bailyn (1959)



however, found a small but significant negative correlation between

the two variables. In view of this conflict in evidence, the pre-

diction for this variable is based on a logical inference from both the

functional displacement and parental imitation generalizations outlined

in Chapter I. These generalizations suggest that radio use should be

displaced, to some degree at least, by increasing television usage

and that children Should imitate their parents in these media behaviors.

'Thus hypothesis 4 is:

Amount of parental radio use will be negativelyH9:

related to frequency of child television viewing.

Variety ofgparental radio use. Few past studies have looked

srpecifically at this variable in relation to child television usage.

.113 their comparisons of television vs non-television children, both

ESCiaramm (1961) and Himmelweit (1958) found that radio became a more

SE>cacialized medium in television households. While the leap from the

CijLcehotomous television vs no television situation to actual amount

C>i?' viewing is tenuous, these findings suggest hypothesis 5:

H5: Variety of parental radio use will be negatively

related to frequency of child television viewing.

Number of newSpapers subscribed to. Again, none of the work

clfiLted here has looked at the relationship of parental use of the print

rneedia to child's use of television. However, considerable prior work

flee looked at the relationship of adult print media use to adult

‘television use and child print media use to child television use.

The findings fairly consistently agree that, with the introduction of

television, some aSpects of viewer reading suffered (Belson 1959,
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Coffin 1955, Campbell 1962, Himmelweit 1958, Bailyn 1959, Schramm 1961,

and Parker 1963). The reduction appeared heaviest for books and

magazines but affected some aSpects of newSpaper reading. However,

several trend studies indicated that the difference between television

vs non-television users tended to disappear over time. Fewer studies

have looked Specifically at the relationship between amount of

television viewing and use of the print media. For use of newspapers,

the findings conflict. Westley and Severin (1961;) found a non-

! significant relationship between adult time spent on television and

time Spent on newspapers while Himmelweit (1958) found that television

viewing related negatively to newsPaper reading for their children

respondents. Despite some contradictions, hypothesis 6 is:

I

; H5: The number of newspapers subscribed to by

f parents will be negatively related to

' frequency of child television viewing.

4 Number of magazines parents read. Here again evidence is

uncle ax. Himmelweit (1958) found a tendency for magazine reading

t° suffer with increasing amounts of viewing. The television V5 “5

talevision comparisons (as indicated in support for hypotheSiS 5)

generally agreed that magazine reading decreased with the introduction

0f te levisibn. Thus hypothesis 7 is:

‘ H7: Amount of parental magazine reading will be

negatively related to frequency of child

television viewing.
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Parental sources of news. None of the literature cited here

 

3155 looked at the relationship between parental sources of news and

axxnmt of child television viewing. However, other work in the

germral area of media credibility and media perceptions suggests that

perceptions of major news sources is related positively to amount of

media use (Carter and Greenberg 1965, Westley and Severin 1961+).

Thus, hypothesis 8 is:

H8: Children who perceive their parents' major

source of news as television will be more

frequent television viewers than children

who. perceive their parents' major news source

as a medium other than television.

Number of phonographs owned. None of the television use

studies cited here have looked at phonograph usage as a predictor

Variab 1e. The only support available comes from consumer studies

(Such as Huber 1965, Caplovitz 1963) that indicate that families that

have gone in debt for television sets have very often also done so for

ph(’nogmaphs. On the basis of this slim evidence, hypothesis 9 is:

H9: Number of phonographs owned will be

positively related to frequency of child

television viewing.

Re\Sp°\rldent media use

The second category of variables treated in this study taps the

re . .
SpQT‘Adent'S own media behaViors. Most category schemes developed by

re . .
Searchers have a class of this sort (e.g. Schramm 1961, Himmelweit
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Predictions within this category have been derived mainly from

me functional displacement generalization, stating that other activities

will be sacrificed in lieu of television if they serve the same needs

as television but do so less well.

Amount of respondent radio use. Support for a prediction here

is essentially the same as that offered for hypothesis 1 stated on

page 18. Hypothesis 10 is:

H10: Amount of respondent radio use will be

negatively related to frequency of

television viewing.

Variety of respondent radio use. Again, support is essentially

the same as that offered for hypothesis 2 stated on page 18.

Hypothesis 11 is:

H11: Variety of respondent radio use will be

negatively related to frequency of television

Viewing.

Variety of respondent newspaper use. Most of the prior work

has looked at another dimension of newspaper usage, namely time SPént

on newSpaper reading. The evidence is fairly well summed up in

Support of hypothesis 6 stated on page 20 on parental newspaper use --

newsp aI>er reading suffered with the introduction of television but the

mlat ionship of actual newspaper use to time Of viewing is “01: clear.

Schralnm (1961) further suggests that with junior high school age

childPen, at least, newspaper usage is jUSt beginning to expand 5°

V‘W-t‘

cularlee on the variable is restricted. This evidence suggests

my?Q‘ihesis 12 :
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H12: Variety of reSpondent newspaper use will be

negatively related to frequency of television

viewing.

Number of magazines respondent reads. This variable is also

bunkered by lack of support and conflicting evidence as noted in the

discussion preceding hypothesis 7 stated on page 20 on parental

xnagazine use. DeSpite the conflict, the prediction on respondent

magazine use agrees with that on parent magazine use. Hypothesis 13 is:

H13: Number of magazines the respondent reads will

be negatively related to frequency of

television viewing.

Variety of reSpondent book preferences. As with the other print

media use‘variables, evidence here is unclear. However, in predicting

he rgelationship of book reading to amount of television viewing,r
t

SEVTBInal researchers have found negative relationships between the

Quéuuftzitative dimensions of both variables (Himmelweit 1958, Bailyn 1959)

”hiJLfis others have found non-significant relationships. Parker(1963)

e”(Iii—Eiined the lack of significance in terms of the displacement

gene I‘alization which suggests that television viewing should displace

only certain kinds of book reading, namely fiction which fulfills the

mane: :fantasy gratification function. While the bulk of evidence

Sug‘gests a negative relationship bet-teen amount of book reading and

amo‘nl‘t of television viewing, interestingly the only finding available

for the variable -- variety of respondent book preferences -- suggests

a Positive relationship. Himmelweit(l%8) found (in' her ‘ absence vs

pbe‘S-ence of television viewing situation) that television widened the

heading tastes of viewers. While making the leap from this finding
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to amount of television viewing is, perhaps, tenuous, hypothesis 1% is:

H14: Variety of respondent book preferences will be

positively related to frequency of television

viewing.

Respondent preference for comics. Evidence here is clearer
 

than for the other print media. Parker(1961L Himmelweit(l959l and

Bailyn(1959)all found a positive relationship between amount of comic

book reading and amount of television viewing -- a relationship that

is particularly strong for addict television viewers. Thus,

hypothesis 15 is:

H15: ReSpondent preference for comics will be

positively related to frequency of television

viewing.

' ReSpondent library use. This variable has received attention
 

mainly from Parker (1963) and Bogart (1958). In his absence vs

presence of television analysis, Parker reported that television

displaced library fiction circulation mainly but that library use

did decrease generally. Again, the leap to a prediction for amount

of television viewing is tenuous. However, on the basis of the above

evidence, hypothesis 16 is:

Hl6: Respondent library use will be negatively

related to frequency of television viewing.

Frequency of respondent movie attendance. Most of the evidence

here applies to the absence vs presence of television situation and

generally agrees that movie attendance was hard hit by the introduction

of television (Coffin 1955, Campbell 1962, Belson 1959, Abrams 1956,

Maccoby 1951). However, Himmelweit (1958) emphasized that, for
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teenagers, television should not functionally replace movies as the

movie theater becomes an arena for social interaction at this age.

While that finding might suggest a non-significant relationship

between movie attendance and televisiontviewing, Bailyn (1959) found

a significant positive relationship between the two variables.

Hypothesis 17 is:

H17: Frequency of reSpondent movie attendance

will be positively related to frequency of

television viewing.

‘ Variety of respondent record preferences. Support here is the

same as that offered for hypothesis 8 stated on page 21 on parental

ownership of phonographs. Hypothesis 18 is:

H18: Variety of reSpondent record preferences

will be positively related to frequency

of television viewing.

I

Media respondent would miss most. Hypotheses for respondent

media preference and media credibility ratings must be derived mainly

fnm1studies other than those done on children's television use.

Wanfley and Severin (196R) and Carter and Greenberg (1965) suggest that

gmxceptions of the media are directly related to media use.

Hypothesis 19 is:

H19: ReSpondents who indicate they would miss

television most will be heavier television

Viewers.

3 Respondent media credibility ratings. Based on the support

oflkred for hypothesis 19 above, hypothesis 20 is:
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0 Respondents who indicate that television

is their most believed medium will be

heavier television viewers while those

who indicate television is their least

believed medium will be lighter

television viewers.

Family cohesiveness
 

The third category of variables tapped in this study includes

respondent reports on the character of interaction within his family.

An impressive number of researchers have emphasized the need to look

at the child's media behavior within the context of his family life.

(Freidson 1955, Freedman 1961, Meyersohn 1957, Campbell 1962,

Clark 1965, Riley and Riley 1955).

s

DeSpite agreement on the need to look at the child's family life,

refiitively little work has been done in the area of family relation-

ships and mass media. One recent review of child development re-

search, for example, lists not a single reference in a one-hundred-

plus item bibliography on the relationship of the mass media within

the context of the child's development (Douvan and Gold 1966). .Most

of the support cited for hypotheses below, therefbre, is quite recent

and indicative of an attempt (pointed out by Clarke 1965). to study

the develOpment of media use patterns by looking at parental

socialization techniques.

A growing body of evidence suggests that this is a fruitful

approach but one also fraught with problems. Himmelweit (1958),

Schramm (1961), and other of the major children-television researchers

have emphasized their collective findings that the quality of a

child's home life is a predictor of his preoccupation with television.
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1

Most of their findings may be derived from the frustration

generalization which simply states that the more frustrated a child

is the more he will turn to television as an escape. Freidson (1953)

and Katz andlfimakes(1962) have dampened the clarity of this gen-

eralization however, with their assertion that high exposure to

television may be as much a sign of lack of frustration in a closely

knit family as it is a sign of frustration and resulting efferts to

escape in a disruptive family. Other researchers (e.g. Clausen 1966)

have also begun to stress the need for looking at the structure of a

family as a complex class of variables needing analysis in at least

several dimensions in order to yield clarity. DeSpite these

s

admonitions which point up glaring weaknesses in existing attempts

to look at the mass media within the family life context, the

available work does provide a baseline fer making predictions for the

present study.

Parental‘permissiveness. This variable seems most closely
 

aligned with the variable past researchers have used to test the

frustration hypothesis in the context of family life. Maccoby (1954),

for example, found that highly frustrated middle class children Spent

more time viewing television than children who were not frustrated.

A major portion of Maccoby's index of frustration was the severity of

punishment and the degree of percental permissiveness. Becker (1964)

 

1Most of the literature has applied this prediction to middle

class reSpondents only. The respondents for the present study are for

the most part middle class, as will be pointed out in Chapter III.
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also notes that restrictive socialization techniques tend to lead

to fearful, dependent, submissive children. The Maccoby finding has

been consistently replicated by Schramm (1961), Bailyn (1959), and

Lyle (1962). Thus, hypothesis 21 is:

H21: Parental permissiveness will be negatively

related to frequency of child television

viewing.

Child-parent communication. None of the literature cited here
 

deals Specifically with the degree to which the child feels able to

talk to his parents. However, several of the major television and

children studies make references to child-parent communication and

child-parent conflicts. Thus, Maccoby (1954) used as one of her

indices of frustration the degree of warmth in the child-parent in-

teraction. Schramm (1961) found that when children saw a conflict

between themselves and their parents they Spent more time with

television. Fine and Maccoby (1962) and Campbell (1962) indicated

in their absence vs presence of television studies that while

television families Spent more time together there was less inter;

personal interaction during that time. The intersection of this

evidence suggests hypothesis 22.

H22: The degree to which the child sees himself

as being able to talk to his parents will be

negatively related to frequency of child

television viewing.

Family togetherness. A variable related to the one above is
 

the number of activities family members share together. Findings from

the absence vs presence of television studies agree that while
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families with television tended to Spend more time in the home, the

time spent on non-television activities was reduced. (Himmelweit

1958, Coffin 1955, Hamilton and Lawless 1956, and Maccoby 1951).

Thus, hypothesis 23 for this study is:

H23: The number of activities in which family

members mutually share will be negatively

related to frequency of child television

viewing.

Parent orientation. None of the literature cited here has
 ——

specifically dealt with the degree to which the child sees one or

both of his parents as having done the most fer them. However, this

variable lOgically seems like another indice of the nature of the

child-parent relationship and is cited (Douvan and.Adelson 1966) in

child develoPment literature (usually labelled as emotional attachment

to parents or its opposite, emotional autonomy). One study

(Campbell 1962) found that television children cited their parents

less frequently as "ego ideals." Since most evidence suggests that

junior high school students are just beginning to broaden their

social contacts to outside family members (Remmers 1957), it would

seem that the child who expresses open separateness from his parents.

is indicating a degree of parent-child conflict. Thus, hypothesis 2#

for this study is:

H2“: Those reSpondents who name neither parent

as "having done the most for them" will

be most likely to be heavy television

viewers; those respondents who name only

one parent will be next most likely; and

those who name both parents will be least

likely to be heavy viewers.
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Parent decision making. Some studies have tapped various behaviors
 

indicating whether the mother or father dominates various household

activities or whether both parents mutually share in authority. One

absence vs presence of TV study indicated that in television families,

both parents tended to mutually share in the settling of program

disagreements and selection of family activities (Hamilton and Lawless 1956).

While sparse, this evidence provides hypothesis 25:

H25: Where parents mutually share authority,

their children will be heavier television

viewers than where one parent holds most

of the authority.

Respondent's home responsibilities. A number of prior studies
 

have tapped as another index of the character of the child's home

life, the degree to which the respondent himself shares in household

responsibilities. Evidence from such child development researchers as

(Hansen (1966) indicates that American children in general share

nunimally in household tasks and that children who have a high involve-

ment in household tasks tend to be more compliant and submissive.

These latter attributes are often applied to children who are heavier

15ers of television (Himmelweit 1958)., Specific findings from the

television and children studies indicate that fer the absence vs

presence of television situation, members of television families

1ended to Spend more time on household chores and share the burden

thousehold tasks (Hamilton and Lawless 1956, Belson 1960). The above
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efidence suggests hypothesis 26:

H26: The number of home reSponsibilities a

child has will be positively related to

frequency of child television viewing.

ReSpondent knowledge of family operation. None of the prior

work reported here has specifically looked at the respondent's

knowledge of such everyday household operation questions as whether

his family has banking accounts, what type of heat is used in the

household, and so on. However, Himmelweit (1958) and others have

hypothesized that television accelerates the impact of adult life,

suggesting that the heavier television user may be more attuned to

such questions. Thus, hypothesis 27 is:

H27: Respondent knowledge of family operation

. will be positively related to frequency

of television viewing.

Parent-child agreement on television program choices. Little

of the prior work has Specifically looked at this. variable. However,

the intersections of evidence provided for several prior hypotheses

suggests that parent-child agreement on television choices should

relate positively to amount of child television viewing. If amount

0f child viewing is posifirely related to amount of parent viewing, then

the child has, in part, at least acquired his viewing habit from

Parental imitation. Further Himmelweit (1958) and others have pointed

out that heavy television users tend to come from families where

television is used as a child distractor and "babysitter" and where

Childreri's choices, implicitly at least, tend to dominate program

" 1 c . o . ~ - o o o

°e-eCtions. This then prOVides ano: “313 on which parent-child



television choices should seem in agreement as amount of TV viewing

Idses. Thus, hypothesis 28 is:

H28: Parent-child agreement on television

program choices will relate positively to

frequency of child television viewing.

Respondent's Perceptions of His Own and His Parents Community Integration
 

The fourth category of variables tapped in this study include

reSpondent perceptions of the degree of his own and his parents

integration within the community. The same researchers who have

stressed the need to study media use patterns within the context of

fndly life have also stressed the need to look at these behaviors

vdthin the context of the individual's integration into peer and

ammuniry groups. Additional support for the emphasis is offered by

research on teenagers which suggests that friendship relations are

a.major problem for adolescents as they begin for the first time to

mkmch outside their families for their contacts (Remmers 1957).

uneman (1961) further suggests that there is increasing evidence

that today actual family relationships have less influence on

behavior as adolescents look more to each other and less to adults

fin~their social rewards.

As with the family cohesiveness class of variables, most pre-

(fictions of the relationship between community integration and amount

cm television viewing are derived from the frustration generalization.

The prediction fer variables which seem to be tapping any type of

alienation would be for a positive relationship between degree of



alienation and amount of exposure. Again, this class of variables

presents a problem in terms of predictions. Much of the literature

suggests that such variables relate to quality of use differences

between reSpondents rather than quantity of use differences (Riley

and Riley 1955). Television may be escape for a low gregarious reSpon-

dent and a method of entertaining friends fer a high gregarious

respondent.

Parent gregariousness. None of the literature cited here has
 

specifically looked at the relationship between parent gregariousness

and frequency of child television viewing. However, the literature

generally shows that the introduction of television led to a reduction

in gregariousness (in terms of interaction with peers informally)

I

for both adults and children (Campbell 1962, Belson 1960, Hamilton

and Lawless 1956). Himmelweit (1958). emphasized that one of the

characteristics of ‘.her "addict" viewers was their less frequent

visiting with friends and their feeling of rejection by peers.

Conflicting evidence, suggesting a non-significant relationship, is

offered by Maccoby (1951) in her television vs no television com-

parison and Troldahl and Costello (1966). Both found no relationship

between time Spent with teenage friends and time Spent viewing.

When gregariousness is Operationalized in terms of participation in

community activities, the bulk of the evidence applies only to the

television vs no television comparison and shows no relationship

(Abrams 1956, Belson 1959, and Himmelweit 1958). Despite the conflict
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in findings, a combination of the parental imitation and frustration

generalizations yields hypothesis 29:

H29: Parental gregariousness will be negatively

related to frequency of child television

viewing.

Respondent gregariousness. On the basis of the evidence cited
 

for hypothesis 29, hypothesis 30 is:

H30: Respondent gregariousness will be

negatively related to frequency of television

viewing.

Outside home orientation. A good deal of the literature has been
 

concerned with the relationship between television behaviors and the
i

family's use of community resources. Most of the evidence comes

i
t
“

I

rem television vs no television comparisons and shows that television

use did relate to a reduction in attendance at outside home events.

Hypothesis 81 is:

H31: The degree of a family's outside home

orientation will be negatively related

to the frequency of child television

viewing.

Length of time in community, Little evidence is available on
 

this variable. However, Himmelweit (1958) noted that one of the

characteristics of -her "addict" viewers was that they were newer to

their neighborhoods. Based on this sparse evidence, hypothesis 32 is:

H32: Length of time in community will be negatively

related to frequency of child television

viewing.
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Frequency of attendance at church. Evidence here conflicts
 

with several researchers finding that the introduction of television

lead to a reduction in church attendance (Hamilton and Lawless 1956,

Campbell 1962); others finding no such reduction (Himmelweit 1958);

and others finding no relationship between time Spent on church

activities and time Spent on television (Westley and Severin 1964).

Bailyn (1959) found, interestingly, that Catholics were more exposed

to her "pictorial media", including television, than non-Catholics

and this variable was one of her four strong predictors of exposure.

Despite the conflict in findings, if church attendance is conceptualized

as a measdre of community integration, hypothesis 33 results:

I H33: Frequency of attendance at church will

be negatively related to frequency of child

television viewing.

Respondent knowledge of local and state_public figures. The one
 

int of evidence available for this variable comes from Schramm (1961)

who found that light television viewer children were more able to,

identify statemen than heavy television viewers. Ordinarily, this

variable is placed in the category of variables dealing with

reSpondent knowledge levels (called the "self-orientation" category

:hxthe present study). However, the variable has been placed in the

community integration category for this study because the respondents

were not actively involved in the study of local and state affairs.

This suggests that their knowledge in the area would more logically

he an index of the degree to which their parents are concerned with

<xmmunity and state issues. Based on the evidence above, hypothesis 3“ is:



HBH: Respondent knowledge of local and state

public figures will be negatively related

to frequency of television viewing.

Self orientation
 

The fifth category of variables in this study is a composite of

'Hmachild's reports of his own knowledge levels and interests with his

perceptions of his parents' interests. Most of the major television and

dmldren studies have generated a category of variables of this type.

Hmdlton and Lawless (1956), for example, termed this general area the

fiersonality" action area of their respondents' orientations. Others,

mmh as Belson (1959), more Simply stated their concern as focused on

we interests: activities, and initiatives of their respondents.

Hypotheses for this class of variables are derived mainly from

we functional displacement and information void generalizations out-

lnmd.in Chapter I. When the focus is more on actual activities, such

ashobbies, the functional displacement generalization applies.

hmever, when the focus is more on knowledge levels, the infermation

vukigeneralization applies.

fisher of respondent hobbies.

Belson (1959), Campbell (1962), Maccoby (1951), and Hamilton

andlawless (1956) all found a reduction in the number of creative hobbies

Empondents had or the range of activities they participated in after

tmaintroduction of television. Himmelweit (1958) described her "addict"

vhaers as being less active and having fewer interests. Thus,

hypothesis 35 is:
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H35: The number of reSpondent hobbies will be

negatively related to frequency of television

viewing.

Number of parent hobbies. By applying the parental imitation
 

generalization to the evidence supporting hypothesis 35 above,

hypothesis 36 becomes:

H36: The number of parent hobbies will be negatively

related to frequency of child television

viewing.

Respondent knowledge levels. The evidence generally suggests
 

that television neither helps nor hurts a child's general information

level (Himmelweit 1958, Schramm 1961), when intelligence is con-

3

trolled for. Intelligence is an important control here for several

researchers agree that intelligence is one of the Single most

important determinants of amount of viewing (Himmelweit 1958,

:fitty 1966, Maccoby 1964, Schramm 1961, Bailyn 1959). When the focus

milearning is changed to Specific classes of infermation, however,

several researchers offer support for predicting significant relation-

ships between knowledge levels and television exposure. Schramm (1961),

fin~example, found that heavy viewers of television were more able

to name bandleaders and pop Singers -- figures often represented on

television. The heavy viewers were less able to name faraway places

anlstatesmen -- places and people represented more often in the other

media. Some evidence is available on knowledge of math (a measure

nere directly related to intelligence). Scott (1958) found heavy
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viewers got lower arithmetic scores than light viewers. This

finding is contradicted by Witty (1966), who feund no difference in

math grades between respondents at different viewing levels. DeSPite

some contradictions in the evidence, hypothesis 37 is:

H37: Information levels on advertising slogans

and television characters will be positively

related to frequency of television viewing

while information levels on math will be

negatively related to frequency of television

viewing.

ReSpondent's outside home employment. None of the literature
 

cited here has looked at the relationship of this variable to amount

of television viewing although legic would suggest that the more a

child parks, the less time he should have for television. Work done

in the child development area adds more substance. Clausen (1966)

indicates that boys (at least) who work outside the home are more

peer-oriented, assertive, and high in drive for recOgnition. These

attributes sound much like those used by Himmelweit (1958) and.others

to describe the child who is less likely to be a heavy television

idewer. Thus, hypothesis 38 is:

H38: The amount of the reSpondent's outside

home employment will be negatively related

to frequency of television viewing.

 

Number of hours reSpondent studies. Most of the evidence here

comes from comparisons of non-television vs television users and has

generally found no relationship between this variable and television

use (Maccoby 1951, Himmelweit 1958, Campbell 1962, Schramm 1961).

lbne of the literature cited here, however, has looked at the



relationship of the variable to amount of television viewing and

logic would suggest that at some high level of viewing there would be

less time available for study. Thus, hypothesis 39 is:

H39: The number of hours reSpondents study will

be negatively related to frequency of

television viewing.

Frequency reSpondent studies in library. Support for a pre-
 

diction on this variable is derived from that offered for hypothesis 39

above and for hypothesis 16 predicting a negative relationship between

general library use and amoxmt of exposure. Hypothesis #0 is:

H40: The frequency with which respondents study

‘in the library will be negatively related

to frequency of television viewing.

I

Consumer Orientation
 

The Sixth category of variables in this study deals with the

reSpondent's family as a consumption unit. Describing American

society as a "consumer" society has almost become a triteism.l Yet,

few of the studies dealing with correlates of amount of television

viewing in children have tapped this dimension of their lives. A

conceptual rationale for tapping this area is provided by discussions

by Schneider and Lysgaard (1953) on deferred gratification patterns

and Schramm (1961) on use of the immediate vs delayed reward

model. For Schneider and Lysgaard, deferred gratification referred

generally to the ability to postpone gratifications or satisfactions.

 

11950 is often used as the baseline date at which consumer

credit began to grow in the 0.8. Huber (1965), for example, states

that since 1950 consumer credit has increased 165% in this country.
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Among the attributes of people who can defer are a wish to save

money for the future and wise expenditure of money in the present.

While they applied their variable mainly to socio-economic class

differences in the early 1950's, it seems lOgical that deferred

gratification may vary widely both within and between socio-economic

class levels. The application of the deferred gratification notion

to media use was first made by Schramm who sees television, in part at

least, as a satisfaction of a need for fantasy on the part of some

children.

In making predictions on consumer variables, a number of the

generalizations outlined in Chapter I seem to be relevant. The

3

frustratiOn generalization, for example, seems applicable if the child

sees his'parents as having a large number of money worries. The

information void generalization might apply to situations in which

the child has picked up an attitude on consumer credit, a topic which

is not usually one which children know about but which television

expounds at great length. The parental imitation hypothesis would

apply, also, in the sense that if the child indicates his parents have

a high consumption orientation this suggests lack of the deferred

gratification pattern and increased television exPosure for both

parents and child.

Number of money worries. In addition to the rationale above,

one study (Huber 1965) indicated that, in comparison with control

C

l anilies, overextended debtor families viewed television much more.
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Thus, hypothesis 41 is:

H41: The number of money worries the child

reports he has and his parents have

will be positively related to frequency

of child television viewing.

Spend—save orientations. In addition to the basic notions on
 

the deferred gratification pattern, Himmelweit (1958) offer evidence

supporting predictions for this variable. She found, in her‘

absence vs presence of television comparison, that viewers became more

materialistic the longer they had television -- i.e. they became more

interested in things they would like to own. Thus, hypothesis 42 is:

H42: Children who report that they would rather

spend-than-save and that their parents

'would rather Spend-than-save will be

heavier television viewers than other

A respondents.

Family use of credit. Using the support offered for hypothesis
 

41, hypothesis 43 is:

H43: Frequency of family use of credit will be

positively related to frequency of child

television viewing.

0

Attitude toward credit. A combination of the rationales used
 

above and the infermation void generalization suggests a prediction

fin~this variable. If one can assume that the use of credit is not a

'umic which young children often talk about either to adults or peers,

'dmn the large amount of consumer credit type advertising which is

presented on television should, via the information void generalization

have some impact. Thus, hypothesis H“ is:
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H44: Respondent attitudes toward credit will be

positively related to frequency of television

viewing.

Variety of respondent Spending. On the basis of the evidence
 

cane (particularly the support for hypothesis 42 on page 41),

impothesis 45 is:

H45: Variety of reSpondent Spending will be positively

' related to frequency of television viewing.

Family shopping orientation. This variable is descriptive of
 

we geographic width of the family's shopping activities as perceived

the respondent. A restricted range has been shown by such

I

creamer researchers as Caplovitz (1963) to be a characteristic of the

humping methods of low-income families. It has also been suggested

and more consumption-oriented families do less comparison shopping.

Ens, hypothesis 46 is:

H46: The range of the family's shopping

orientation will be negatively related to

frequency of child television viewing.

Demography

The seventh and last category of variables include demographic-

tmxacharacteristics of the respondent and his family. White (1964)

andcmhers have often termed the use of this class of variables in

Egflaining mass media exposure as the "social aggregates approach".

hathe early work on television and children, this was the most

Pqndar class of variables and, significantly, was often among the

snxmg predictors of behavior. For example, much evidence supports
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a strong relationship between socio-economic class and various

television behaviors (Schramm, 1961, Bailyn 1959, Samuelson, Carter,

Ruggels 1963, and others). Host researchers have acknowledged, however,

that demography can account for only a certain percentage of the

variance (e.g. Schramm 1961) after which personality, Social, and

Other variables must account for differences. Recent evidence

further suggests that the usual differences in media exposure pre-

dicted by demography may be disappearing (Edelstein 1966). Television,

in particular, has become so ubiquitous that long held assumptions

about the relationship of demographic variables to television usage

need reevaluation. The variables listed below are included in the

t

interest of this reevaluation.

I

Socio-economic status. This variable has been termed by
 

various researchers (e.g. Kahl and Davis 1955) as at best a clumsy

variable, a composite of some social and economic attributes that

tend to cluster together. Income, they said, is a poor measure while

occupational status is the best single index. Their factor analytic

study of nineteen socio-economic class measures yielded two major

factors -- one including occupational and educational measures, the

other including ecological measures (e.g. rental value of property).

Income loaded on both factors. This account eXplains some of the

nflict in findings on the relationship of various socio-economic

class measures to television use. DeSpite some conflict in the

findings, however, most evidence suggests that socio-economic class

variables relate negatively to amount of television viewing for both



1+4

ahflts and children. With occupational status as the measure, Scott

(1958) and Bailyn (1959) both found negative relationships with

Himmelweit (1958) finding no significant difference. With education

of household adults as the measure, Steiner (1963), Schramm (1961)

F and Samuelson, Carter, and Ruggels (1963) all fbund negative relation-

ships while Westley and Severin (1954) found no significant difference.

with income as a measure, most studies up to 1955 found a negative

; relationship (Coffin 1955) while Westley and Severin (1964) again

found no difference. One researcher (Geiger 1959) used the more

ecological variable, rent, and again found a negative relationship.

Since most of the evidence agrees, hypothesis #7 is:

hs7: Socio-economic status of parents

. will be negatively related to

frequency of child television

viewing.

Family size. The evidence from television studies for this
 

wndable applies mainly to the introduction of television and

huficates that larger families were more eager for the new medium

(Cmflin 1955, Himmelweit, 1958). LOgic, of course, would suggest

thatin.terms of amount of usage, television would more often be

158d as a child distractor in larger families. Child development

researchers (Clausen 1966) also offer evidence that large families

Emnenate more rules for member behavior and provide less parent-

<fiild interaction -— characteristics which various television

researchers have used to describe the families of the "addict"
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television-user child (himnelweit 1958, Naccoby 1954, and others).

Thus, hypothesis 48 is:

H48: Family size will be positively related

to frequency of child television viewing.

Mother's employment status. None of the literature cited
 

here has tapped this variable. However, popular beliefs that maternal

employment provides less opportunity for child-parent interaction and

leads to more anxious and insecure children suggests that a test should

be made of whether the child whose mother works is a heavier television

viewer. Thus, hypothesis 49 is:

H49: The frequency of the mother's employment

‘ will be positively related to frequency

of child television viewing.

I

This hypothesis is offered while acknowledging that recent work on

the correlates of maternal employment shows no relationship to parent

attitudes toward child rearing or quality of parent-child interaction

(Yarrow 1964).

Family type, Whether respondents come from one or two parent
 

families has not been tapped in the literature cited here. With

increasing divorce rates, however, the variable may be more relevant

today than it was 10 to 15 years ago when most television-children

research was done. On the basis of an inference that the child from a

one parent family may, either through social comparison with peers or

through the trauma of separation from one of his parents, be more

anxious and insecure, hypothesis 50 is:
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I O: Fespondents from other than two-parent

amilies will be more frequent television

users than respondents from two-parent

camilies.

Birth order. Whether the respondent is an only child, first
 

Irrn, or later born is another variable which has not been specifically

tapped in television and children studies. The rationale for including

it here is the increasing reference to the variable as having some

significance in communication behaviors (e.g. Bdelstein 1966).

Schachter (1959) introduced the variable as a mediator of both anxiety

and gregariousness. His rationale indicated that as parents have more

children, they devote less attention to the latest child, and become

less permissive, less restrictive, and more consistent in their

interactions with the child. Schachter sees the first born child as

being raised in a manner that would reinforce dependent behavior,

requiring more social approval and support. Here again is a list of

attributes which sound like those such researchers as Himmelweit

(1958) have used to describe their addict television viewers. While

the leap from Schachter's work is, perhaps, tenuous, hypothesis 51 is:

H51: Only and first born children will be more

frequent television users than later-

born children.

ng, The last variable in the demographic category is respondent

sex and is the one variable on which all available evidence agrees

one hundred per cent. No significant difference has been found

between boys and girls on the amount of their television viewing

(Merrill 1961, Baxter 1960, Himmelweit 1958, Schramm 1961).
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Bailyn (1959) did find that boys were significantly more eXposed

to ”the pictorial media” but this difference was accounted for mainly

by attention to comics not television. Thus, sex is included here

in the interests of replicating an often-tested variable but no Specific

hypothesis is formulated .



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This study is drawn from a large set of available data originally

mfllected by the Center for'COnsumer Affairs, the University of

ifisconsin Extension, University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee. Purpose of

the original survey was to collect some eXploratory data on children's

knowledge of consumer and homemaking practices as well as to tap various

aspects f their media use and life styles. The original questionnaire

TES developed in cooperation with Milwaukee area public school home

economics teachers and pre-tested on'a judgmentally selected sample

@650 junior high school students attending public schools in the

bulwaukee metropolitan area.‘ The questionnaire was revised based on

pre-test results and then administered to all the 7th and 8th grade

students in one suburban school system outside the city of Milwaukee.

ihdle analysis of marginals was completed in the summer of 1965, no

prior reports of the survey have been published.

Questionnaire administration

The questionnaire was administered by teachers in the suburban

school system in three phases -- one in October 1964, one in

Emcember 1964, and one in February 1965. During each phase,

approximately 90 students -- half from the 7th grade and half from

the 8th grade -- completed the self-administered questionnaire.

48
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he questionnaire took two 50—minute class periods to complete and

included 212 dif erent items, many containing multiple sections.

'Rm respondents and their community
 

ReSpondents included all the students in the suburban

ammunity's public seventh and eighth grades. Eliminating absences

“mtimated at less than 5%), 270 students completed the original

<mmstionnaire: 122 seventh graders and 148 eighth graders; 143 boys

aw1127 girls. The respondents ranged in age from 11 to 14 years - 4%

vmre 11 years old; 36% were 12; 49% were 13; and 11% were 14.

In 1960, the suburban community in which these respondents

lived was pOpulated (U.S. Bureau of Census figures, 1961) by some

36,000 persons, of whom more than 99% were Caucasian. Median family

hxmme for the four census tracts covered by the community ranged

from $7646 to $12,414 and the median value of a housing unit ranged

from $17,400 to $25,500. The median education obtained by adults in

'nm community ranged from 12.4 to 14.2 years.

Item selection
 

From the original set of 212 items in the Wisconsin survey,

filwere used for the purposes of this study. Since many of the

mfiginal items contained more than one Specific reSponse from each

mspondent, a total of 147 different responses were actually coded

l
—
J
.

tithe first phase of the present study. These 147 responses were

selected to tap the variables for which predictions are made in

Gmpter II. The 147 responses were then coded, punched and verified
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onto IBM cards, and then reduced (with indexing and deletions) to the

final set of 62 variables. Complete details on these Operations

,. a 1 "

IOllOw o

Inmzmeasurement
 

 

 

The original Wisconsin survey included both open and closed items.

About one-quarter of the actual items selected for the present study

involved content analysis of open-ended reSponses. For the rest of

the items, the original survey had detailed reSponse categories from

which codes were easily derived.

In developing a coding scheme for all items, reSponse codes

were cast in a continuous fashion with as extended scales as possible.

4

A few variables are measured as dichotomies on "yes vs no" scales. An

1

e:-:anple of such a variable is the reSpondent's rating of media

credibility which was coded as "checked television vs did not check

television." Most variables may be seen as on the ordinal level of

measurement. An example is parent television viewing for which

response codes were "often, sometimes, once in a while, or never."

Some variables in this study have extended scales that meet interval

level of measurement assumptions. An example is the criterion

variable -- amount of respondent television viewing -- which taps

respondent viewing of up to 26 television programs.

Strictly speaking, the rcplication purpose of this study did not

require the kind of measurement outlined above. Most of the past

television studies have used contingency analysis for their data and

have included many nominal or category-type variables. However, the
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;-esent study intends to go beyond a straight replication to a

multivariate, correlational analysis. In order to meet the assumptions

of a correlational analysis, an attempt was made to cast each variable

in a continuous manner (or, at least, so underlying continuity could

be assumed) and to extend the range of the variable as far as possible.

Item coding
 

Appendix A lists the original wordings and codes for the

humpendent or predictor variables used in this study. Full details

mithe dependent or criterion variable are reported in a later section

ofthis chapter. In Appendix A, variables which required content

amlysis are starred with an asterisk (*). The original coding for

Q

q

dds study was done by a team of four coders, working in pairs. Each

oftme 147 hriginal items was coded.twice, once by each member of a

:nCer pair. Iterjudge coding reliabilities were calculated for all

items across all reSpondents. The measure of reliability used was

'nm percentage agreement index:

Total # of respondents - # of coder disagreements

 

Total # of reSpondents

The formula produces a percentage, for which the a priori

muterion of acceptability was set at .90. Appendix A lists the

percentage agreement indexes for all items used in this study -- both

those that were used alone or those that were collapsed into indexes.
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Rfiiabilities ranged from a low of 89% to a high of 100% with most

ring in the range of 97 to 99%. For most items, the agreement

afiterion was set for agreement on an exact code. For example, in

ommting the total number of television programs a reSpondent said

maviewed regularly, one coder might have calculated 1?, the other 18.

as discrepancy was counted as a coder disagreement. On one variable,

Um criterion was relaxed to agreement within one point. That

vafiable was occupational prestige, measured on a 12 point scale. If

mm coder rated a family's occupational prestige as 8 and the other

mmed it as 9, this was not counted as a disagreement. However,

rmfings of 8 and 10 by two coders was counted as a disagreement. The

mason for relaxing the agreement criterion for this single variable

vasthe high.degree of subjective judgment involved in coding

ocmpational prestige.

ifiuction of items by deletion and indexing_
 

From the set of 147 different reSponses coded in the first

pmme of this study, 103 were finally used in this study. The remaining

M+were deleted for one of two reasons: 1) the item lacked sufficient

vadance for statistical analysis; or 2) the item did not interrelate

widzother items for the purposes of index construction and was deleted.

Complete details on the operations involved in constructing

imhxes for this study are outlined in Appendix B. Briefly, the

omnetions involved first making a priori decision of what items seemed

tobe tapping similar behaviors. This a priori decision was then

tanked by running Pearson product moment correlations between the
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items for each set of potential indexes. Items which were

significantly intercorrelated were then indexed by simply summing

scores across the set. In addition to giving details on the general

indexing procedures, ppendix 3 lists the operations involved for

constructing each of the final 13 indexes and the correlations for

items summed for each index.

After item deletion and indexing, the final 62 predictor

variables used in this study remained. Appendix C lists these variables

with their means, standard deviations, non-reSponse counts, and code

ranges.

Respondent deletion
r 

Before indexes were constructed, 18 reSpondents were deleted

from the original set of 270 respondents who completed the Wisconsin

"rvey. Each of these respondents was excluded because he had a non-

response level above 10% for the original 147 reSponses coded. An

ana-ysis was made of the effect of the deletion of these respondents

on the criterion variable and ten other randomly selected variables.

Results showed that reSponses of the deleted respondents were randomly

distributed -- i.e. they represented fairly equally all levels of

television viewing, both sexes, all levels of socio-economic class,

and so on. The final n for this study, then,lis 252.

Description of the criterion variable
 

The original Wisconsin survey asked reSpondents to check off which

H
1

Mo- 6 different television programs they watched regularly. The 26

different shows represented a total of 26 hours of television viewing
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a week or almost 4 hours a day on the average. The original items were

worded as follows:

”Which of the following TV shows do you watch regularly?"

 

 

Andy Griffith Petticoat Junction

—-—Dick Van Dyke -_—Uack Benny

Ed Sullivan ———Donna Reed

Patty Duke ._—Beverly Hillbillies

__—Danny Thomas -__Lucy Show

'__—Red Skelton __—I've Got a Secret

—__Ny Favorite Martian :::thale's Navy

Lassie Bonanza

"Do you watch any of the following shows?"

Ben Casey Dr. Kildare

—_—Breaking Point -——Richard Boone

——_Fast Side West Side -_—Bob Hope

‘-_—Defenders -__Bleventh Hour

::::Danny Kaye —_-Late movie

I

The first 16 shows listed include the top 16 shows of Fall 1964

vmen the Wisconsin survey was first launched. The second 10 shows

lsted were a judgmental selection of adult drama shows that were

nxeiving considerable attention in the Fall of 1964 but were not in

the top viewing ratings.

While these two lists of television shows are unlike any

erasures of television viewing Specifically used in past studies, they

seem most like the "aided recall" type of measure that Schramm (1961)

naked about in the discussion of measuring exposure time to television.

{bually, of course, aided recall measures list all the television

programs for a specific time period and ask the reSpondent to check

amich ones he watched. Instead the measure available for the present
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study lists a selection of the more popular shows. According to

Schramm (1961), the aided recall method of tapping television viewing

was one of the better measures in terms of its correspondence with

a check of actual time spent viewing.

Original coding of the amount of television viewing measure for

the present study was simply a count of the number of different programs

. . l

checked With codes ranging from O to 26. One major problem was

readily apparent, because the original Wisconsin survey had been

administered over a five month period with one administration in

October 1964, one in December 1964 and one in February 1965. While

the list of shows in the questionnaire checklist remained constant,

actual television programs changed as the television season progressed.

is expecged, a check of the means of respondent scores on the two

television checklists showed a significant difference between the

October, December, and February administration times. Tables 1 and

2 on the fellowing page report the mean scores for the first checklist

(the checklist of the top 16 shows) and the results of the analysis

of variance used to test whether these means were significantly

different. Tables 3 and 4 (on page 57) report the same information

'for the second checklist of 10 adult drama shows.

 

The interjudge coding reliability fer the criterion variable

was 97%. See page 51 of this chapter for an explanation of coding

operations and reliability checks.
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Table 1. Means for respondent scores on the top 16 television

show checklist, reported by questionnaire administration date.

 

October 1964 administration

December 1964 administration

February 1965 administration

Mean

7‘3???

6.68

5.45

 

hmle 2. One-way analysis of variance table testing the difference

between scores on the top 16 television show checklist

by questionnaire administration date

A

V

 

Source of variance df ss ms F p

I

Between 2 238 119.00 9.31 p < .001

Within 262 3347 12.77

Total 2641 3585

 

1

Total n for this test was 265. The test was made befOre the

respondent deletion procedure described earlier in Chapter II. Five

of the original 270 reSpondents did not answer these two television

use items.
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Table 3. Teens for respondent scores on the 10 miscellaneous

adult drama television show checklist, reported by

questionnaire administration date

Mean

October 1964 administration 5.78

December 1964 administration , 5.15

February 1965 administration 4.65

 

Table 4. One-way analysis of variance table testing the difference

between scores on the 10 miscellaneous adult drama

television show checklist by administration date.

 

 

Source of variance df ss ms F p

Between 2 94 47 5.78 p< .01

IEthin 262 2129 8.13

Total ~ 264 2223

 

Results of this analysis show that, for the top 16 show checklist,

neans for the three time periods declined from 7.67 for the first

adunistration to 5.45 for the last administration. The difference

hemmen the three groups is significant (p (2001). For the second
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checklist of 10 adult drama shows, again the means declined from

5.78 in the first adminis ration to 4.65 in the last administration.

The difference between the three administration groups is significant

(p (.01).

To make sure that this difference between administration dates

zesulted only from television prOgramming changes as the year progressed

auiwas not an inherent difference between respondents, analysis of

wniance tests were also made on three additional variables: 1) variety

oerSpondent newspaper reading; 2) frequency of reSpondent radio use;

and 3) frequency of respondent movie attendance. For those three

wriables, the differences between mean scores of reSpondents in the

. I . . ‘ o o o o 0

area administration time groups were not Significant.r
t
-

To compensate for the difference that administration times made

I hirespondent television use scores, the scores (which resulted from

smmung the total number of shows checked on both the checklists described

amve) were standardized within administration groups. A check of

we shapes of the distribution of the television use raw scores

hxucated that these distributions closely approximated normality and,

'dmreby, met the criterion for using standard scores (McNemar 1962).

kmher than use the usual standard z score which involves positive

auinegative values, scores were standardized to distributions with

:eans of 50 and standard deviations of 10. The standard scores ranged

firm 24.2 to 81.4.
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Statistical analyses
 

In review, the basic purposes of the present study are:

1) To replicate much of the past work on correlates of frequency

of child television viewing;

2) To go beyond a replication by including some variables

which have been partly or wholly overlooked in past works;

3) To then extend the analysis to a multivariate method; and

4) To Specifically look at the types of relationships which

exist between the criterion variable and its predictors.

To accommodate these purposes, fOur different types of

statistics are reported in Chapter IV. In analyzing the relationship

I

of any one predictor variable to the criterion variable, three measures

are used: 1) contingency crossbreaks with chi-square values;

2) Pearson product moment correlations; and 3) Eta, the curvilinear

correlation ratio. For the multivariate analysis, one measure is

used: multiple regression or multiple linear correlations. Full

details on the operations, assumptions, and rationales for these

analyses follow. All reported Significance tests are two-tailed.

Chi-square contingency analysis. With rare exceptions, the
 

technique used for analysis in most of the past television and children

studies has been contingency analysis of frequencies. For this

reason, contingency analysis is used here to Study the relationship

between each of the predictor variables and the criterion variable.
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Since most of the variables in this study were measured on as

extended continuous scales as possible, the use of contingency

analysis required that variables be collapsed. In all cases,

variables were collapsed empirically rather than judgmentally -- i.e.

after examining the marginal distributions for each variable,

respondents were divided into groups by a quintile, quartile, tertiary,

<u~median Split. The maximum Split used was one which created five

categories on a variable Since any larger number of categories reduced

cell expecteds to a point where the use of the chi-square distribution

becomes suSpect (McNemar 1962). The criteria used for collapsing

each variable involved two Operations: 1) an attempt to have as large

I

a number of categories (up to 5) as possible; and 2) an attempt to have

r
t

he total‘number of respondents as equally divided among categories

3 possible.m

Special mention should be made of the reduction of the criterion

variable to four categories. The variable in its standard score form

tad scores ranging from 24.2 to 81.4, approximately normally distri-

buted. The variable was collapsed into quartiles, which have been

labelled: 1) low frequency of television viewing; 2) moderately low;

3) moderately high; and 4) high. In the result tables in Chapter IV,

these four levels of viewing will often be referred to by initial as:

L (low); ML (Moderately low); MH (Moderately high); and H (high).

In splitting the criterion varhble, ties at quartile deviation

points were allocated to viewing levels so that n's would be as nearly

equal as possible. The actual split produced the following distribution

A: w-I—aA—r. 57-. ,I -‘ 0 ‘1’... fl 0 - . U ”.-

9- - 3;: Jae-eats: ‘1, do , .-.J, 0", ban-1’ 07, Eric 4., 03 o
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Because the quartile Split on the criterion was done on the

standardized score version of the variable rather than the raw scores,

the resulting levels of viewing are not directly translatable into

number of shows watched regularly. The significant difference in

frequency of viewing times across administration groups makes a precise

translation impossible. As a rough guideline, however, the levels of

viewing correspond roughly with the following number of Shows checked

on a 26 TV program checklist: L, 0-7 shows; ML, 8-10 shows; MH, 11-15 '

shows; and H, 16-26 Shows.

All contingency analyses reported in Chapter IV involve the

pitting of one predictor variable against the criterion variable.

31
And-‘- O

Jnalysefs were done by computer. Significance criterion was

preset at p<’.05; relationships reaching p<‘.10 are also reported.

Tabled n's will vary somewhat because for this aspect of the analysis,

m5pondents with non-responses on the predictor variables were

deleted. The number of non-responses for each variable is in

Appendix C.

Pearson product moment correlations. Since oneof the purposes of

this study is to look at the nature of the relationship between each pre-

dictor variable and the criterion, Pearson product moment correlations

51‘9- reported. These will be analyzed in two ways: 1) in terms of the

direction of the relationships; and 2) in terms of the variance accounted

for in the criterion by the predictor. Variance accounted for

17‘] this linear model will be compared with variance accounted for by a
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curvilinear model (the Eta correlation ratio described below).

Computation of the product moment correlations for the results

section of the present study was done by computer. As noted earlier,

all variables were cast on as continuous and extended scales as

possible in order to meet the measurement assumptions of product

moment correlations. Whenever non-responses occurred on items, the

:ean value of scores for that item was filled in. Appendix C lists

allitems, their means, and the number of'non-responses. USing the r

«>2 transformation test of significance (McNemar 1962), the critical

‘mlue of r at p<(.05 fer an n of 252 is .12. All correlations

:flgnificant at or beyond the .05 level will be noted in the findings

sections. I

Eta curvilinear correlation ratio. Eta or the correlation ratio
 

is a measure which taps degrees of relationships in general, whether they

U
'

9 linear or curvilinear. If a relationship is actually linear, the Eta

auithe product moment correlation will be the same. If the relationship

hsactually curvilinear, the Eta will be larger than the product moment

anrelation. (McNemar 1962).

On the basis of this reasoning, Etas are reported for the

mfletionship of each of the predictor variables to the criterion

vanumle. Since there are two Etas for each relationship, the
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specific Eta reported here is the one which taps the accuracy with

which the criterion variable (Y) can be predicted by the predictor

variable (X).1

One question that might be asked is why use Eta when the

contingency analysis described earlier taps curvilinearity. One

problem with contingency analysis and the use of the chi-square

distribution, however, is the constraint of needing adequate cell us.

This requires collapsing variables, often to such a degree that.

there is not sufficient Spread for tapping curvilinearity. Since Eta

:3 computed from an analysis of variance model, the constraint of

sufficient ns is not as restricting -- i.e. for each value of a

wuiable, a minimum number of reSpondents is needed in order to

enable cabculating a measure of variance. By this logic, Eta is a

:easure more directly comparable to the linear product moment

unmelation which taps all values of each variable in its computations.

The calculation of Etas for this study was done by computer.

h1the process, each variable was standardized and then broken into

muegories, each 1/u standard deviations in width. Purpose of this

grocedrre is to enable the calculation of the one-way analysis of

vafience from which Eta is derived. Ti atzent of non-reSponses for

'fie Eta analysis is like that for the product moment correlations --

amen values for each variable replaced all non-responses. Thus, the

 

l - .
The other Eta taps the accuracy of predicting in the opp031te

ditxmion -- the accuracy with which X may be predicted by Y._
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n for each Eta was 252.1

In order to compare the predictive power of a linear versus

a curvilinear model, the procedures used here was to square the r and

the Eta for the relationship of each predictor to the criterion. The

squaring process produces comparable figures -- percentage of

variance accounted for in the criterion by the predictor. With such a

comparison, the question must be asked: by how much must Eta exceed r

before we reject the notion of linearity and accept the notion of

curvilinearity? McNemar (1962) reports an analysis of variance method

er the significance of the difference between product momentA

5‘)

C
)

'
5

d (
D

U
)

r
f

F
:

correlations and Eta correlation ratios, These tests have not been

performed for the present study and comparisons are made on an intuitive

I

One note of caution must be added. To the extent that Eta is

larger than r, we obtain an indication that a curvilinear model may

better fit the data. However, Eta says nothing about the nature of

the relationship. For the present study, gleanings about the nature

of the relationships may be obtained from the contingency tables.

Multiple correlation. One purpose is to use a multivariate
 

 

1Unlike the computation of r, the computation of Eta does require

some collapsing of the variables involved. The question may be raised

whether the Eta derived from slightly collapsed scores is directly

comparable to the r derived from actual raw scores. (McNemar 1962)

a specific check on this problem was made by comparing r's derived from

raw scores with r's derived from the categories used in the computation

of Eta. In all cases, the two r's were equal.
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technique to determine how much variance the 62 predictors account for

in the criterion variable. The multivariate method used here is the

multiple linear correlation or multiple R. The reason fOr the choice

of this particular method is, first, that it is one of few

multivariate techniques available. Secondly, it is the most efficient

in terms of ease of prediction for it assumes a linear model. While

not all predictor variables will be related in a linear fashion to the

criterion variable, the multiple R analysis delineates which variables

predict ”best" assuming linearity. The loss, of course, is that some

variables with a non-linear but high relationship to the criterion

variable are necessarily deleted in the multiple R analysis. (McNemar 1962)

.

Several multiple R analyses were done for the present study.

First, multiple correlations were run within each variable category

(as outlined in Chapter I and II). This operation answered the

question: which of the variables within each variable category accounts

fbr most of the variance in amount of child television viewing? In

the second phase, the best predictors from each category were analyzed-

to determine which of the category predictors were "best" overall.

The multiple correlation analyses were done by computer. The

procedure involved first computing a multiple R using all the variables

for a particular analysis as predictors of the criterion variable. The

question of which variables are the "best" predictors was then answered by

a least squares deletion routine. In this routine, predictor variables

are deleted one by one according to which of the variables contributes



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

In presenting results, the following format is used. Results

are presented first within variable categories. For each variable

category, the discussion begins with a table presenting the relation-

ships of all variables to the criterion variable. Results are then

discussed in terms of those variables for which hypotheses were

confirmed and those which were not. The report for eadh variable

catesory ends with a comparison of the linear correlations. model
g?

to the curvilinear model and a report on the multiple correlation

.I . .. .
analySis within that category. The chapter ends With a report of the

multivariate analysis between variable categories.

ReSpondent_perceptions of parent media use
 

Table 5 summarizes the results fer individual hypotheses on

the relationship of parent media use variables to frequency of child.

television viewing. The results indicate that of ten variables, four

m re significantly related to frequency of child television viewing --

three in the direction predicted by hypotheses in Chapter II and one

in the opposite direction., The variables which are not significantly

related to child television viewing are: number of television sets,

amount of parental radio listening, number of newspapers: dailies,

number of newspapers: weeklies, number of magazines parents read,

67
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the least to eXplaining variance in the criterion variable. The

process allows variables to remain only if they account for a

significant proportion of the variance in the criterion variable over

that accounted for by the other predictor variables and the mean of

the criterion variable. Every variable which does not contribute to

explanation at p<f.05 is deleted.

In reporting the results of the multiple correlation analyses,

the best predictors for each analysis will be listed along with the

significance level reached by each multiple R. These significance

tests were completed by computer with an analysis of variance for

overall regression technique. ReSpondent ns fer the multiple

correlation analyses is constant at 252. Non-responses on any items

were rc;laced with the mean value of the scores on that item.



In presenting results, the following format is used. Results

are presented first within variable categories. For each variable

category, the discussion begins with a table presenting the relation-

ships of all variables to the criterion variable. Results are then

discussed in terms of those variables for which hypotheSes were

confirmed and those which were not. The report for each variable

category ends with a comparison of the linear correlations. model

!

to the curvilinear model and a report on the multiple correlation

analysis within that category. The chapter ends with a report of the

multivariate analysis between variable categories.

i
f
]

respondent perceptions of parent media use
 

Table 5 summarizes the results for individual hypotheses on

the relationship of parent media use variables to frequency of child .

television viewing. The results indicate that of ten variables, four

are significantly related to frequency of child television viewing --

three in the direction predicted by hypotheses in Chapter II and one

in the opposite direction. The variables which are not significantly

related to child television viewing are: number of television sets,

amount of parental radio listening, number of newspapers: dailies,

number of newspapers: weeklies, number of magazines parents read,

67
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Table 5. Summary of results for individual hypotheses on the

relationship of parent media use variables to frequency

of child television viewing.

 

 

 

Variable Pre- Variance

dic— 2 accounted for

tion X p r. . Eta

P2 Eta2

Amount Of P TV viewing 1' (.05 .153 .30 .02 .09

Variety of P TV viewing + (.05 .10 .33 .01 .lO

Number of TV sets + n.s. .07 .26 .00 .07

Amount of P radio listening - n.s. b-.02 .32 .00 .10

Variety of P radio use ' (.001 .31a .U3 .09 .18

Number of newspapers: dailies - n.s. -.02 .30 .00 .09

Number of newSpapers: weeklies ' n.s. ~03 .28 .00 .08

Number of magazines P read - n.s. .05 .27 .00 .07

Parental sources of news + (.10 .15a .38 .02 .14

Number of phonographs + n.s. .01 .32 .00 .10

I

 

aSignificant at least at p<1.05. Critical values of r's, by r to

transformation test of significance, are: p.(.05 = .12; p‘<.01 = .15;

p (.001 = .19.

DWhile results for this variable are significant, they are in a direction

Opposite to that predicted.

 

and number of phonographs. For each of these variables, neither the

X2 nor the Pearson product moment correlations reached a significance

level of p< .05. Table 7 (starting on page 73 ) presents the contingency

crossbreaks and chi-square results for each of the predictor variables

in this category. Details on the variables which are significantly related

to the criterion variable follow.



a- . I I I 2 0

amount or parental teleViSion Viewing. The X for the contingency
 

table comparing ”mount of parental television viewing against fre-

quency of child viewing is significant at p<1.05, with amount of

parental viewing positively related to frequency of child viewing.

This positive relationship is confirmed by the significant (p<(.01)correlation

of .15. The hypothesis for this variable is confirmed: respondents

who see their parents as viewing TV less than "often" are significantly

more likely to be lighter television viewers than reSpondents who see

their parents as viewing TV "often". I

. 2 .
Variety of parental television viewing. The X for this
 

variable readhes significance at p<:.05. While the r of .10 does not

reach significance at p.;.05, the direction is positive. The positive

direction of the relationship of variety of parental television

viewing to frequency of child television viewing is supported by the

distribution of percentages in the contingenCy table. Respondents

who see their parents as viewing less variety in television are

significantly more likely to be light television viewers than reSpondents

who see their parents as viewing more variety. Thus, the hypothesis

predicting a positive relationship between variety of parental

television viewing and frequency of Child television viewing is

mnfirmed.

Variety of parental radio use. The X2 for this variable is
 

highly significant (p.(.001). The direction of the relationship

between this variable and the criterion is positive as indicated by
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the significant (p4;.001) r of .31. The positive relationship is

supported by the distribution of responses in the contingency cross-

break: higher levels of child television usage are significantly

associated with higher variety of parental radio usage. While results

show a significant positive relationship, the hypothesis for this

variable predicted a negative relationship to frequency of child

television viewing. Two other radio use predictor variables in this

study show significant relationships to the criterion variable in a

direction Opposite to that predicted. A possible rationale for these

unexpected findings is in the next section of this chapter in the

discussion of‘the variable, variety of respondent radio usage.

Parental sources of news. The X2 for the relationship of
 

this variable to the criterion is not significant according to the

a priori p(.05 criterion. However, the X“!2 does reach the p<.10 level

of significance and the r of .15 is significant at p‘(,01. The

crossbreak itself suggests the positive nature of the relationship:

respondents who indicate that TV is their parents' source of news

tend to be heavier television viewers than respondents who indicate

other media are their parents major source of news. On the basis of

the significant r, the hypothesis predicting parental use of television

as a source of news would be positively related to frequency of child

television viewing is confirmed.

Comparison of linear and curvilinear models. The summary table

2 and Eta2 or

 

for this category of variables (Table 5) reports the r

'wndance accounted fOr in the criterion variable by each predictor



variable with a linear versus a curvilinear model. Without ex-

ception, the variance accounted for by Eta, the curvilinear

Oorrelation ratio, is greater than that accounted fer by r. This

discrepancy in variance accounted for ranges from a low of 7% to a

high of 12%. While the linear r's account fer from 0 to 9% of the

variance, the curvilinear Etas account for from 7 to 18% of the

variance.

Multiple linear correlation analysis. While the above would
 

suggest that a linear model might not be the best fer these data,

nevertheless, a linear model still remains the most efficient multi-

variate prediction method. For this reason, a multiple R.was computed

‘

among variables in this category.

a

computation.

Table 6 reports the results of that

 

Table 6. Results of multiple linear correlation analysis for

the parent media use variable category.

 

Value of Multiple Correlation (R) Variables retained after least

squares deletion

 

With all 10 With variables Variable r to DV

variables retained after

included in least squares

eguation deletion

a a b
37 ..3u Amount of parent TV .15

viewing

Variety of parent b

radio use .31

*—

aSignificant at p ( .0005.

b . . . . . . . .
The partial r's for tne relationship of both variables to the criterion

variable equal the r's.
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Assuming a linear model, the 10 parent media use variables in

combination accounted for about l4% of the variance in frequency of

child television viewing. Variables were then deleted from the

multiple R equation by the least squares criterion. At the end of

1

the deleti . process, the resulting multiple R equalled .34, accountingV

for 12% of the variance in the criterion variable. The two variables

retained after the deletion were: amount of parental television viewing

and variety of parent radio use.
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-espondent Media ‘se
 

Table 8 summarizes the resu ts for individual hypotheses on

the relationship of respondent media use variables to frequency of

child television viewing.

 

Table 8. Summary of results for individual hypotheses on the relation-

ship of reSpondent media use variables to frequency of

child television viewing.

 

 

 

Variance

Variable Pre- 2 acgounted fpr»

diction X D r Eta r‘ Eta[_

Anemit of a radio use - an: .1251 .35 .01 .12

Variety of. R radio use - <.01 .25“1 .uo .06 .16

Etriety of R newspaper use - n.s. .ou .32 .00 .10

Number of magazines R reads - n.s. .05 .31 .00 .10

lariety of R book preferences + (305 .18a .41 .03 .17

Eipreference for comics + <,02 .213 .3” .04 .12

R library use , - n.s. -.08 .32 .01 .10

Frequency of R mov1e attendance + n.s. .173 .36 .03 .13

Variety of R record preferences + n.s. .ou .31 .00 .10

redia R would miss most + n.s. .15a .28 .02 .08

2V3 most believed media + n.s. .09 .33 .01 .11

R15 least believed media - n.s. -.08 .3“ .01 .12

 

5Significant at least at p.<.05. Critical values for r's, by r to z

transformation test of significance, are: p.<.05 = .12; p‘<.01 = .15;

p< .001 = .19.

DWhile results for this variable are significant, they are in a

direction opposite to that predicted.
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km results indicate that of 12 variables, six are significantly related

n>frequency of child television viewing. Four of these are significant

mzboth the X2 and r analyses; two have non-significant X25 but

significant rs. The variables which are not significantly related to

ne criterion variable by either statistical analysis are: variety of

impendent newspaper use, number of magazines reSpondent reads,

nepondent library use, variety of respondent record preferences, and

:espondent media credibility ratings (most believe and least believed

India). Table 10 (starting on page an) presents the contingency cross-

meaks and chi-square values for each of the predictor variables in

ads category. Details on the variables which are significantly related

tithe criterion variable follow.

amount of respondent radio use. The X2 for this variable is
 

25.;fnificant at p4 .01. The r of .12 is also significant (pC .05).

Any lationship is positive with frequency of child television

a

’
3

(
b

fiewing rising significantly as amount of reSpondent radio use rises.

Rule the results are significant, the hypothesis for this variable

medicted a negative relationship between amount of reSpondent radio

we and frequency of television viewing. This is the second radio use

uniable (variety of parental radio use in the preceding section is the

onmx0 which has related to frequency of child television viewing in

adirection opposite to that predicted. A possible rationale for

its counter finding is offered below in the discussion on variety of

remxmdent radio use which also relates significantly to the criterion

lfifi‘ble in a direction Opposite to that hypothesized.
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Variety of respondent radio use. The X2 for this variable is

significant at p*<.01 with the distribution of reSponses again showing

a positive relationship. The r Of .25 is significant at pv(.001. In

_general, then, as variety of reSpondent radio use rises there is a

significant tendency for television usage to rise also. As with amount

of reSpondent radio usage, the hypothesis for variety of radio usage

suggested a negative relationship. In fact, the hypotheses fOr all

radio usage predictor variables suggested a negative relationship

between them and child viewing. Yet, three of the fOur radio usage

variables in this study show a positive relationship -- variety of

parental radio use, amount of reSpondent radio use, and variety Of

reSpondent radio use. Amount of parental radio use was non-significantly

related.to the criterion.

An explanation of these counter findings is difficult to draw.

As the review of past research in Chapter II indicated, early

television studies consistently showed that television displaced radio

usage -- i.e. consistently negative relationships were fOund between-

the variables, absence vs presence of television and amount of radio

usage. Variety of radio usage was, itself, seldom tested but the

few available findings also suggested that variety became more

restricted with the introduction of television. These findings, however,

pertain mainly to the early introduction of television and the old-

style dramatic radio. In the intervening years, radio has changed as

a medium to the currently accepted music-news fOrmat. The most

recently reported correlations Of children's radio use and television
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viewing have been non—significant (Parker 1960 and Troldahl and

Costello 1966). One study (Bailyn 1959) found a small but significant

negative correlation between amount of usage for both variables. In

the context of these most recent findings, the results for the present

study seem incongruous. Analysis of the contingency crossbreaks for

the three radio use variables shows that very high and very low levels

of radio usage and radio variety seem to generally go with very high and

very low levels of television usage, reSpectively. This distribution of

reSponses for the three variables may suggest a new kind of "all or none"

principle applying only to electronic media usage.

Variety of respondent book preferences. The X? for this
 

variable is significant at p(.05. The distribution of responses

indicates a generally linear trend with increased variety in book

pre‘erences going with increased television usage. The significant

(p<<.01) r of .18 supports this positive relationship. The hypothesis

predicting a positive relationship between variety of reSpondent book

preferences and frequency of child television viewing is confirmed.

 

Respondent preference for comics. The X2 for this variable is

also significant (p (.02) as is the r of .21 (p(.001). The hypothesis

predicting a positive relationship between preference for comics and

frequency of Child television viewing is confirmed.

2

Frequency of respondent movie attendance. While the X for
 

this relationship is not significant, the r of .17 is (p<§.01). The



discrepancy between the two statistics is probably accounted for by

the extensive collapsing required for the contingency analysis. While

the crossbreak is not significant, the distribution of reSponses does

show the hypothesized positive trend supported by the r -- i.e. higher

levels of child viewing go with higher frequency of movie attendance.

Nedia respondent would miss most.' Again, this is a variable
 

for which the X2 is not significant but the r of .15 is (p 4,01).

The distribution of reSponses is the crossbreak suggests the source

of the positive correlation. While reSpondents indicating television

as their most missed medium are slightly more likely to be heavier

television viewers, respondents who indicate another medium as their

most missed are slightly less likely to be heavier viewers. Given

the significant r, the hypothesis predicting a positive relationship

between reSpondent reports of television as their most missed medium

nd

H

I
”
)

f —requency of television viewing is considered confirmed.

Comparison of linear and curvilinear models. The summary table

2

 

for this category of variables (Table 8) reports the r2 and Eta

or variance accounted for in the criterion by the predictor with a

linear versus curvilinear model. As with the parent media use

category of variables, respondent media use variables account for more

variance in the criterion with the curvilinear model. The discrepancy

in variance accounted for ranges from a low of 6% to a high of 14%.

While the linear r's account for from O to 6% of the variance in the

criterion variable, the curvilinear Etas account for from 8 to 17%

of the variance.
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Eultiple linear correlation analysis. DeSpite indications that
 

a curvilinear model better fit the present data, the multiple linear

correlation analysis was applied to reSpondent media use variables.

r1“ 5' ‘ '

Tile 1111(111". 8 below, then, apply to a linear prediction.

Table 9 reports the results of the multiple R analysis within

this variable category.

 

Table 9. Results of multiple linear correlation analysis for the

reSpondent media use variable category.

 

Value of Multiple Correlation (R) Variables retained after_

' least sqpares deletion
 

 

With all 12 With variables

variables retained after Variable r to DV

included in least squares

equation deletion

.423 .39a Freougncv R movie .17b

atten an'ce

Amount R radio

listening .12b

Variety R radio

b
use .25

Media missed most .15b

Variety R book b

preferences .18

 

aSignificant at p ( .0005.

b

The partial r's for these variables all approximately equal the r's.

The largest discrepancy between an r and a partial r is .03.
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Assuming a linear model, the 12 respondent_media use variables in

combination, account for approximately 18% of the variance in frequency

of child television viewing. At the end of the least squares deletion

process, the resulting Multiple R equalled .39, accounting for 15% of the

v riance in the dependent variable. The variables retained after the{
U

deletion process included: frequency of respondent movie attendance,

amount of reSpondent radio use, variety of reSpondent radio use,

media missed most, and variety of respondent book preferences.
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Family Cohesiveness
 

Table 11 summarizes the results for individual hypotheses on

the relationship of family cohesiveness variables to frequency of child

television viewing. The results indicate that of 10 variables, none

 

Table 11. Summary of results for individual hypotheses on the relation-

ship of family cohesiveness variables to frequency of child

television viewing.

 

Variable Pre- é Variance

diction X p r Eta accounted for

2

P Eta

 

Parental permissiveness:

Knowledge R whereabouts - n.s. .02 .30 .00 .09

Parental permissiveness:

Restriction on hours - n.s. .06 .32 .00 .10

Child-parent communication - n.s. .11 .34 .01 .12

Family togetherness - n.s. .07 .26 .00 .07

Parent orientation - (.10 .11 .29 .01 .08

Parent decision making:

The pays bills + n.s. .06 .32 .00 .10

Parent decision making:

Who pays allowance + n.s. .06 .26 .00 .07

R home responsibilities + n.s. .09 .32 .01 .10

R knowledge family Operation + n.s. -.07 .31 .00 -.10

P-R agreement on TV programs + n.s. -.02 .24 .00 .06

 

are significantly related to frequency of child television viewing.

Table 12 (starting on pagesu.) presents the contingency crossbreaks

and chi-square values for each of the 10 predictor variables in this

category.
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Comparison of linear and curvilinear models. The summary table

2 2

 

oror this category of variables (Table 11) reports the r and EtaH
I

variance accounted for in the criterion by each predictor, using a

'near versus curvilinear model. As with the two preceding categories

of variables, again we find that a curvilinear model seems to have a

better fit with the data. The discrepancy in variance accounted for

ranges from a low of 6% to a high of 11%. While the linear r's

account for from 0 to 1% of the variance in the criterion, the

curvilinear Etas account for from 6 to 12%.

Multiple linear correlation analysis. As would be expected
 

from the non—significant results of the individual hypothesis tests for

J

(
J

Iables in this category, the multiple R within the category is not

significant (R = .22). Assuming a linear model, the 10 family

cohesiveness variables either alone in in combination show no pre-

dictive power for the criterion variable.
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Table 13 summarizes the results for individual hypotheses on

the relationship of community integration variables to frequency of

czhild television viewing. The results indicate that of seven variables,

 

Table 13. Summary of results for individual hypotheses on the relation-

ship of community integration variables to frequency of

child television viewing.

 

 

Variance

Variable 2 accounted for

diction X p r Eta r2 Eta2

gregariousness n.s. -.Ol .31 .00 .10

R gregariousness:

organizations 4 .02b .11 . 30 .01 .09

R gre ga.riousness: peers n.s. .04 .30 .00 .09

duts ide home orientation n.s. .03 .30 .00 .09

Lent1 of time in community n.s. -.07 .23 .00 .05

Ficquency of attendance at

church (.10b .12a .31. .01 .12

R ..c,-ace local 8 state

figures (.10 -.04 .22 .00 .05

 

aSignificant at p<f.05, by r to z transformation test of significance.

b".. .. . . . . . . .
unile results for this var1able are 51gn1f1cant or near $1gn1f1cant,

they are in a direction opposite to that predicted.
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llive do not reach the criterion level of significance of p( .05 in

either the X2 or correlational analysis. These five variables are:

parent gregariousness, reSpondent gregariousness (peers), outside

home orientation, length of time in community, and reSpondent knowledge

of local and state public figures. The latter variable nears

significance in the X2 analysis but the distribution of reSponses is

so unclear that no trend conclusions may be drawn. Table 1“ (starting

on page 99) presents the contingency crossbreaks and chi-square values

for each of the 7 predictor variables in this category. Details on

the two variables which are significant follow.

. . . 2
Respondent gregariousness: organizations. The X for this
 

‘Jariablesis significant at p<<.02 and the r.of .11 is near significant

at p<:.lO. The correlation suggests the direction of the relationship

which is generally positive with higher levels of gregariousness

associated with high levels of television usage. However, analysis of

the contingency crossbreak indicates that the relationship is not as

clear cut as a linear prediction would indicate. The direction of

the results is contrary to the hypothesis which suggested that

reSpondent gregariousness would be negatively related to frequency of

child television viewing.

As the review of past literature in Chapter II indicated,

evidence on the relationship of gregariousness to television viewing is

contradictory. Early work suggested that the introduction of television

reduced the informal gregariousness of reSpondents but not the formal
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*regariousness or participation in organizations. More recent work

0
1
1
‘

(
I
)

0
)

found only non-significant relationships between gregariousness

d TV 'iewing. This history makes the present finding even more in-

congruous. Unfortunately, an analysis of the distribution of responses

in the contingency cross-break (Table l“) is not very helpful. Most

of the cell contribution to the significant X2 comes from only four

cells in the 12 cell table, Moderate gregarious reSpondents are more

likely to be very light viewers while high gregarious respondents are

more likely to be moderately light viewers. Otherwise, both moderate

and high gregarious respondents seem equally likely to be moderately

high and high viewers. And, low gregarious reSpondents are equally

likely to fall in any of the four viewing levels.
1

2 . . .

Precuency of attendance at church. The X for th1s variable 13r

 

near-significant at p(.lO and the r of .12 is significant at p (.05.

Again we have a result that runs counter to the hypothesis. While

the prediction was that increased attendance at church should go

with decreased viewing, the results show the opposite. Greater

frequency of church attendance generally goes with greater frequency

of television viewing. An explanation of this counter-finding is

also difficult to draw. The early television research produced

negative and non-significant relationships between absence-presence

of television and church attendance. The most recent work has resulted

in entirely non-significant findings between church going and amount

of viewing. Of course, the significant r is so low (a r of .12 accounts
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for only 1% of tn variance in the criterion) that an elaborate attempt(
7
)

to rationalize this counter-finding lacks merit.

Comparison of linear and curvilinear models. The summary table

- .. . . 2 2
:or this category of variables (Table 13) reports the r and Eta

 

or variance accounted for in the criterion by the predictor, using a

linear versus curvilinear model. As with preceding categories of

variables, we again find that a curvilinear model better fits the data.

The discrepancy in variance accounted for ranges from a low of 5% to

a high of 11%. While the linear r's account for from 0 to 1% of the

variance in the criterion, the curvilinear Etas account for from S to

f
-
J

I
J
'

O

‘

I
,
_
I

Multiple linear correlation analysis. With all 7 community
 

integration variables included in the Multiple R equation, the resulting

R equals .18 and is not-significant. Thus, assuming a linear model,

the variables in this category do not show significant predictive power

for the criterion variable.
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Table 15 summarizes the results for individual hypotheses on

the relation of self orientation variables to frequency of child

television viewing. The results indicate that of eight variables,

 

Table 15. Summary of results for individual hypotheses on the relation-

ship of self orientation variables to frequency of child

television viewing.

 

 

Variance

Variable Pre- 2 accounted for

diction X p r Eta r2 Eta2

hunber R hobbies - n.s. -.05 .36 .00 .13

Number P hobbies - n.s. -.10 .25 .01 .06

R.knowledge: ad slogans + n.s. -.08 .30 .01 .09

Eiknowledge: TV characters + n.s. .10 .30 .01 .09

Eiknowledge: math - n.s. -.12a .23 .01 .05

ZRcutside home employment - (.01b .19a .37 .04 .14

Zmnber hours R studies - n.s. .01 .27 .00 .07

Frequency R studies in

library - n.s. -.02 .30 .00 .09

 

hfignificant at least at p<.05, by r to z transformation test of

significance. Critical values for r's are: p (.05 = .12; p<.Ol = .15;.

p<.001 = .19.

DNhile results of this variable are significant, they are in a

direction opposite to that predicted.

 

six do not reach the criterion level of significance of p‘(.05 in

.,_ , 2 . .
Either tne X or r analyses. These 31x variables are: number of

respondent hobbies, number of parent hobbies, respondent knowledge of
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ad slogans, reSpondent knowledge of TV Characters, number of hours

respondent studies, and frequency respondent studies in library.

Table 17 (starting on page 107) presents the contingency crossbreaks

and chi—square values for each of the 8 predictor variables in this

category. Details on the two variables which reach significance

follow.

Respondent knowledge levels: math. While the X2 for this
 

variable is not significant, the r of -.12 is at p (.05. If the con—

tingency table for the variable is collapsed to a 4 x 2 (four levels

of math knowledge x two levels -- light and heavy -- of viewing),

the resulting X2 is significant at p< .05 (X2 = 9.3#, df = 3). The

distribution of reSponses in the crossbreak as well as the negative

correlation concur that generally lower math knowledge levels go with

higher television usage. The hypothesis predicting a negative relation-

Lip between these two variables is confirmed.

Respondent's outside home emplgyment. Both the X2 and the r

of .19 for this variable are significant -- the X2 at P<~01: the r

at p<§001. The direction of the relationship indicates that more

frequent employment generally goes with more frequent television

viewing. This finding runs counter to the hypothesis which suggested

a negative relationship.

Since none of the past television work cited here has looked

Specifically at this variable it is difficult to place this counter-

finding within a context. Child development literature (as noted in

Chapter II) has suggested that the child who works outside his home
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prediction was made. It is possible to conjecture, however, that

outside home employment for a child goes with such attributes only up

to a point. At some high level of outside work, the child may be too

lausy to make peer contacts and is burdened with reSponsibilities so

that television then becomes a solace. The distribution of reSponses

in the crossbreak for this variable (Table 17) supports this kind of

curvilinear relationship. Respondents who don't work at all seem to

be higher vie*ers than respondents who work "when work is available"

or occasionally. The reSpondent who has a steady job, however, is

b

“he most likely to be a heavy viewer.

Comparison of linear and curvilinear models. The summary table

for this category of variables (Table 15) reports both the r2 and

Eta2 or variance accounted for in the criterion by the predictor,

using a linear versus curvilinear model. Again we find that a

urvilinear model fits the data better. The discrepancy in variance

accounted for ranges from a low of H% to a high of 12%. While the

linear r's account for from 0 to u% of the variance in the criterion,

the curvilinear Etas account for from 5 to 13%.

Multiple linear correlation analysis. Table 16 on-the next page

reports the results of the multiple R analysis within this variable

category.



 

 

 

Table 15. Results of rultiple linear correlation analysis for the

self orientation variable category

Value of Multiple Correlation (R) Variables retained after least

squares deletion

With all 8 With variables

variables retained after

included in least squares

equation deletion Variable r to DV

29a a ' t '

. v .23 Ch1ld s out51de

home employment .19

. Knowledge level: b

a"The R of .28 is significant at p =(.009; the R of .23 is significant

at p =<2001.

The partial r's for these variables are: .20 for child's outside

home employment and -.13 for knowledge level: math.

 

Assuming a linear model, the eight self orientation variables

in combination account for approximately 8% of the variance in frequency

of child television viewing. Variables were then deleted from the

multiple R equation by the least squares deletion criterion. At the

end of the deletion process, the resulting Multiple R equalled .23,

accounting for 5% of the variance in the dependent variable.



'red after the deletion process included:

-‘oyment and knowledge level: math. Theseclilu's outSice here enpl

:nen are the ”nest” self-orientation predictor variables of frequency

of child television viewing, assuming a linear model.
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Table 18 summarizes the results for individual hypotheses on the

relation of consumer orientation variables to frequency of child

television viewing. The results indicate that of eight variables, four

 

 

 

Table 18. Summary of results for individual hypotheses on the relation-

ship of consumer orientation variables to frequency of ch 1d

teleVision viewing.

Variance

Variable Pre- accounted for

diction X2 p r Eta r2 Eta2

L

NLNoer of P money worries + (.05 .14a ,33 .02 .11

Hurler oi R money worries + n.s. .11 .32 .01 .10

P Spend-save orientation - n.s.-.13a .33 .02 .11

I spend-save orientation - n.s.-.04 .27 .00 .07

Faiily use of credit + n.s. .08 .26 .01 .07

R attitude toward credit + n.s. .15a .27 .02 .07

Variety of R Spending + .<.05 .16a .32 .03 .10

Family shopping orientation — n.s.-.09 .25 .01 .06

 

aSignificant at least at p<.05, by r to z transbrmation test of significance.

Critical values for r's are: p(.05 = .12, p4.01 = .15, p<.001 = .19.

 

do not reach the criterion level of significance of p(.05 in either the

X2 or r analyses. These four variables are: number of reSpondent money

worries, reSpondent Spend—save orientation, family use of credit, and

family shopping orientation. Table 20 (starting on page 115) presents



112

4.1‘ 1

the contingency crossbreaks and chi-square values for each of the

8 redictor variables in this category. Details on the four variables

'
{
“
1

which reach significance follow.

. . 2 . .
Number of parent money worries. Both the X for this variable
 

and the r of .14 are significant at p(.05. The direction of the re-

lationship is positive with more parental money worries being associated

with more frequent child television viewing. The hypothesis predicting

a positive relationship is confirmed.

Parent spend-save orientation. While the X2 for this variable is
 

not significant, the r of -.13 is significant at p<.05. The dis-

crepancy between the two statistics is best accounted for by the extensive

collapsihg necessary fer the contingency analysis. DeSpite the

discrepancy, the contingency crossbreak does show a distribution of

reSponses indicative of a negative relationship. There is a tendency

for reSpondents who indicate their parents would "Spend" or "Spend and

save” a windfall of money to be heavier television viewers. On the

basis of the significant r, the hypothesis predicting a negative

correlation between parental spend-save orientation and frequency of

child television viewing is considered confirmed.

Attitude toward credit. 'Again, the X2 for this variable is not
 

significant but the r of .15 is at p(.Ol. Despite the lack of

2
significance for the X , the contingency table of responses does show

a trend toward a positive relationship -- a more favorable attitude toward
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credit goes with heavier use of television by reSpondents. Given the

Significant correlation, the hypothesis predicting a positive relation-

ship between attitude toward credit and frequency of child television

viewing is considered confirmed.

Variety of reSpondent Spending. The X2 for this variable is
 

significant at p<.05 and the r of .16 is significant at p(.Ol. The

direction of the relationship is positive, as predicted, with greater

variety of respondent Spending being associated with more frequent

television viewing. The hypothesis for this variable is, therefore,

confirmed.

'

Comparison of linear and curvilinear models. The summary table
 

for this tategory of variables (Table 18) reports both the r2 and

31a‘4 or 'ariance accounted for in the criterion by the predictor,

using a linear versus curvilinear model. Again we find a curvilinear

model fits better. The discrepancy in variance accounted for by the

linear versus curvilinear models ranges from a low of 5% to a high

of 9%. While the linear r's accounted for from 0 to 3% of the

variance in the criterion, the curvilinear Etas account for from 6 to

11%.

Multiple linear correlation analysis. Table 19 reports the

results of the multiple R analysis within this variable category.

Assuming a linear model, the 8 consumer orientation variables in

combination account for about 8% of the variance in the criterion
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Table 19. Results of multiple linear correlation analysis for the

consumer orientation variable category.

 

Value of Multiple Correlation (R) Variables retained after least

' squares deletion

 

 

With all 8 With variables

variohles retained after

includes in least squares Variable r to DV

equation deletion

.28a .21a Variety of b

respondent spending .16

Attitude toward credit .le

I

The a. of .23 is significant at p =(.009; the R of .21 is significant

at p =(.003.

b,1

:ne -art'al rs for he two vari'
(
J

1 ables are .16 (variety of respondent

Spending) and .l# (attitude on credit).

 

variable. Variables were then deleted from the multiple R equation by

the least squares deletion criterion. At the end of the deletion

gnecess, the resulting multiple R accounted for H% of the variance in

'de dependent variable.

The variables retained in the final R equation were variety of

napondent Spending and reSpondent attitude on credit.
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The final category of predictor variables in this study include

the demographic characteristics of the child and his family. Table 21

s‘mmarizes the results of individual hypotheses on the relation of

chamcgraphic variables to frequency of child television viewing.

 

Table 21. Summary of results for individual hypotheses on the relation-

ship of demographic variables to frequency of child television

 

 

viewing.

Variable Pre- Variance

diction X2 p r Eta Accounted for

P2 Eta2

3:: status: occupation - (.01 -.21a . 34 .ou .12

83 st: ts: possessions - (.05 -.O2 .28 .OO .08

Family size + n.s. -.09 .36 .01 .13

Father's employment + n.s. .03 .35 .00 .12

Family type - n.s. -.06 .34 .00 .12

Birth order - n.s. -.07 .26 .00 .07

Sex none n.s. .14a .27 .02 .07

 

aSignificant at least at p{.05, by r to z transfermation test of .

significance. Critical values of r's are: p(.05 = .12, p(,01 = .15;

p{.001 = .19

 

The results indicate that of seven variables, four do not reach

the criterion level of significance of p(.05 in either the X2 or

correlation analyses. These four variables are: family size, mother's

employment, family type, and birth order. Table 23 (starting on page 123)

presents the contingency crossbreaks and chi-square values for each
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of the seven predictor variables in this category. Details on the

three variables which reach significance follow.

. . . . 2
SOCio-economic status: occupational prestige. Both the X
 

for this variable and the 4 of -.21 are significant at p<.Ol. As

predicted, the direction of the relationship is negative with lower

levels of status being associated with more frequent child viewing.

The hypothesis predicting a negative relationship is confirmed.

O I O O 2 .

Boeio-economic status; posseSSions index. The X for this
 

variable is significant at p(.05 but the r of -.02 is insignificant.

Analyses of the contingency crossbreak for the variable suggests the

reason for'the discrepancy between the two statistics. The dis-

tribution of reSponses shows marked curvilinearity. Low levels of

status seem to go with higher levels of viewing; moderate levels of

status go with lower viewing; and high levels of status go with higher

viewing. The hypothesis predicting a negative relationship between

this measure of status and frequency of child television viewing is not

confirmed. The review of literature in Chapter II provides some basis

for explaining the discrepancy in relationship to the criterion

variable between this possession index of socio—economic status and

occupational prestige which shows a significant negative relationship.

A possession index of status logically seems more like an income or

ecological measure which past work has shown does not tap the same kind

of status as occupational prestige. While the discrepancy in results

between the two socio-economic status measures can be partially
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explained, the reason for the curvilinear relationship of the possession

index to frequency of child viewing is not clear at all. One might

conjecture that reSpondents at the high possession level are more

likely to have their own television sets and therefOre have more

opportunity to view TV. Or, in line with the rationale offered for

the consumer orientation category of variables, one might conjecture

that a possession index of socio-economie status is a measure which

confounds both a family's purely economic buying ability and a family's

tendency toward satisfaction of immediate reward needs. This rationale

would eXplain the higher viewing at higher possession levels.

231: While the X2 is not significant, the distribution of responses

in the contingency crossbreak supports the positive relationship

suggested by the r of .14 (p<L05). Boys are more likely to be heavy

television viewers than girls. This is an unanticipated finding.

No hypothesis was formulated for this variable because prior work has

<:onsistently shown non—significant relationships between sex and child

viewing (see Chapter II for literature review). The only prior study

showing any sex difference was Bailyn (1959). She feund boys

significantly more exposed to the pictorial media (movies, comics,

television) than girls but attributed the difference mainly to greater

exposure to comics.

Comparison of linear and curvilinear models. The summary table
 

‘ 2

for this category is variables (Table 21) reports both the r and

2 o o o o q 0

Sta or variance accounted fer in the criterion by tne predictors
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using a linear versus a curvilinear model. Again we find the

curvilinear model provides a better fit. The discrepancy in variance

antes from a low of % to a high of 12%. While them (
J

O Q h r
t

0
)

0 F
1
,

0 *
3

"
5

(
H

u CI

“r ‘or
t

Q
;

H
)

O '
5

H
1

8 B 0 d 0e of the variance in the criterion,

the curvilinear Etas accounted for from 7 to 12% of the variance.

Hultiple linear correlation analysis. Table 22 reports the
 

results of the multiple R analysis within this variable category.

 

Table 22. Results of multiple linear correlation analysis fer the

demographic variablecategory.

 

Value of Multiple Correlation (R) Variables retained after least

squares deletion

 

With all 7 With variables

variaeles retained after Variable r to DV

included in least squares

equation deletion

.25a .21a Socio-economic status: -.21

occupational prestige

 

aThe R of 25 is significant at p =(.O25; the R of .21 is significant

 

Assuming a linear model, the seven demographic variables in

combination account for about 6% of the variance in the criterion

variable. Variables were then deleted from the R equation by the

least squares deletion criterion. At the end of the deletion process,



c
the resulting multiple R accounted for 4o of the variance in the

criterion variable. The one variable remaining at the end of the

deletion process was the occupational prestige index of socio-economic

status.
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COX ARISON OF MULTIPLE LINEAR CORRELATIONS WITHIN CATEGORIES'
U

 

Table 24 summarizes the results of the within category multiple

linear correlation analyses in terms of variance accounted for by each

category of variables.

 

Table 24. Summary of within variable category multiple linear

correlation analyses

 

Variable category Variance accounted for

By R with all variables By R.with variables

 

within a category retained after least

included in equation squares deletion

Parent media use .14 .12

Respondent media use .18 .15

Family cohesiveness .05 .00

Community integration .03 .00

Self orientation .08 .05

Consumer orientation .08 .04

Demographic .06 .04

 

From the table above, we find that the two strong classes of pre-

dictors are respondent media use and parent media use. Not as

strong but still contributing some predictive power are variables in

the self orientation, consumer orientation, and demographic categories.

Two categories -- family cohesiveness and community integration --

contribute very little to variance accounted for.
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RESULTS OF MULTIPLE LIICE.";R CORRELATION [ANALYSIS ACROSS VARIABLE CATEGORIES

Two multiple R analyses were done across variable categories.

The first took the ”best” predictors from each variable category and

included them in one multiple R equation. The second multiple R was

computed on all 62 predictor varuables regardless of category.

Multiple R of "best" within category'predictors. Each of the
 

12 variables retained from the within category multiple correlations

was included in one multiple R equation. The resulting multiple R

equals .50, accounting for 25% of the variance in the criterion

variable. ITable 25 reports the results of this "best" predictor

an-lysis. Variables were then deleted from the equation by the

snares deletion criterion fully explained in Chapter III. At

the end of the deletion process, the resulting multiple R equalled

.48, accounting for 23% of the variance in the criterion variable.

Of the original 12 "best" predictors, 8 remained. The feur which

were deleted include: frequency of reSpondent radio listening,

variety of respondent book preferences, reSpondent knowledge level:

math, and variety of respondent Spending. The variables retained

in the deletion process are listed in Table 25.
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predictor var
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bles, regardless of category, were included in oneF
J
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J

Multiple R equation, the resulting R equalled-.65, accounting for 42%

of tne varience in the criterion variable. (See Table 26 on the

next page). When variables were deleted by the least squares criterion

described in Chapter III, 11 variables remained. The resulting

multiple R equalled .54, accounting for 29% of the variance in the

criterion variable.

A comparison of this overall multiple R with the analysis of the

”best" within category predictors shows a great similarity between

them. The differences between the two analyses are most apparent in

terms of the size of the multiple R before the least squares deletion

I

fprocess. The 12 ”best" predictors from the within category analyses account

1
'
1

for 25% of the variance in the criterion while the entire set of 62

predictors regardless of category account for 42% of the variance.

A-ter the deletion process, however, the "best" predictor R accounts

of the variance while the "overall" R accounts for 23%.

So, in terms of the least squares criterion, the predictive power

resulting from either analysis is somewhat comparable.

The other difference between the two analyses is the larger

number of variables retained after the least squares deletion in the

overall analysis. For the "best" predictors analysis, 8,0f the

original 12 variables were retained. For the "overall" analysis, 11

£‘.he original 62 variables were retained. Seven of the variables

retained in both analysis are identical. These variables are

1

Susscripted in Table 26 with a small "a."
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Mi-

- he fact that beth analyses retain seven ”common” variables suggests

that the logical categorization of variables utilized for this study

has some empirical merit.

 

frequency of church attendance -- were not among the "best" predictors as

determined by the within category multiple Rs. The other -- frequency

of reSpondent radio use -- was among the "best" predictors but was

deleted from the final "best predictors" R.

bThis multiple R put all 62 predictor variables into a multiple R

equation regardless of their variable categories.

CSignificant at p (.0005.

 





CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

Of the 62 predictor variables in this study, 21 were significantly

related to the criterion variable -- frequency of child television

viewing. These 21 variables, listed by variable category, were:

Parent media use: The best1 predictors were amount of parental
 

television viewing and variety of parental radio use. Other significant

correlates were variety of parental television viewing and parental

News sources. All four variables were positively related to the

n . l .

nesnoneent media use: The best predictors were amount of
 

respondent radio use, variety of respondent radio use, variety of

reSpondent book preferences, frequency of respondent movie attendance,

and media reSpondent would miss most. One additional variable --

reSpondent preference for comics -- was a significant correlate. All

six variables were positively related to the criterion.

Family cohesiveness: None of the variables in this category
 

were significantly related to the criterion.

 

Community integration: Significant correlates were respondent

gregariousness: organizations and frequency of family church attendance.

1These variables are "best” predictors within categories as de—

termined by the multiple R analyses. See later section of this summary

for explanation.
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Both variables were positively related to the criterion. This

a. I" ”2 '

category had no ‘bcst predictors.

. . , 2 .
Self-orientation: The best predictors were reSpondent knowledge
 

level: math and reSpondent outside home employment. These two variables

were also the only significant correlates in this variable category.

The knowledge level variable was negatively related to the criterion;

respondent outside home employment was positively related.

0 O 2 O 0

Consumer orientation: The best predictors were respondent attitude
 

on credit and variety of respondent Spending. Other significant

correlates were number of parental money worries and parent Spend-save

orientation. Parent spend-save orientation was negatively related to

as criterion variable; the other three variables were positively

1 2 O I .

emography: Tne best predictor was SOCio-economic status:
 

occupational prestige. Other significant correlates were socio-economic

status: possessions index and sex. The best predictor was negatively

related to the criterion and the possessions index was curvilinearly

related. On the third variable (sex), boys were significantly heavier

viewers than girls.

Two statistical measures were used to tap the relationship of

each predictor to the criterion variable -- chi-squares and Pearson

product moment correlations. Reasons for using both measures were

detailed in Chapter II. The variables listed above are those that

 

2These variables are ”best” predictors within categories as de-

termined.by the multiple R analyses. See later section of this summary

for €Xample .
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were significant on one or both of the statistical analyses. The two

r
t

analyses agreed that ll of he variables were significantly related

to the criterion. Of the remaining 10 variables, 3 were significant

only in he chi—square analyses and 7 were significant only in the r

analyses. Discrepancies between the two analyses were for the most

part small. Thus, if a variable was significantly related in one

analysis, the trend was clearly evident in the other analysis. The

reasons for the discrepancies between the two analyses were: 1) extensive

collapsing, particularly on the criterion variable, for the chi-square

lyse , depressing the chi-squares; 2) restriction of range andO
J

{
J

i
n

0
)

skewed distributions on predictor variables, depressing the rs; and 3)

curvilinear relationships between predictors and the criterion,

depressing the rs.

In Chapter II, 51 different hypotheses were formulated. The

results confirmed 13 of these and showed significant findings in a

direction Opposite to that predicted for 6 hypotheses. The variables

involved in the 6 counter-findings were:

1) variety of parental radio use;

2) amount of reSpondent radio use;

3) variety of reSpondent radio use;

u) reSpondent gregariousness: organizations;

5) frequency of family attendance at church; and

6) respondent outside home employment.

For all six, hypotheses predicted negative relationships to the criterion

variable while findings indicated positive relationships. The hy-

pothesis for one additional variable -- socio-economic status: possessions

index -- predicted a negative relationship while findings indicated a

:significant curvilinear relationship.
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tudy was to analyze the nature of the

relationships existing between the predictor variables and the criterion.

For this, correlation ratios or Etas were computed. Variance accounted

‘

or in the criterion by tne ‘ta curvilinear correlation was compared to[
'
1

ccounted for by the linear r. While significance tests4 m ’
5

i
t

,
g 0 (
D

m

were not computed to test the significance of the difference in variance

accounted for, inSpection of the results shows clearly the Etas account

for more variance than the rs. While the linear rs accounted for

from O to 9% of the variance in the criterion, the curvilinear Etas

accounted for from 5 to 18% of the variance. The discrepancy in

variance accounted for by the two meaSures ranged from H% to 14%. As

targetive conclusion, then, the predictor variables in this study(
I
)

explain more of the variance in the criterion variable with a curvilinear

model than a linear model.

Despite the indications of curvilinearity noted above, one purpose

of the present study was to do a multivariate prediction of frequency

of child television viewing. Since the easiest multivariate method

available is the linear multiple regression, multiple Rs were run .

both within and.between variable categories. Results showed that the

respondent media use category of variables accounted for the most
 

variance in the criterion (18% with an R of .42). Parent media use

variables accounted for the second greatest amount of variance (14%

with an R of .37), followed by self-orientation variables and consumer
 

for 8% of the variance with Rs of
Aw:.':a"*-fb: '5 rewi-k‘v q) -r~."‘ - "a“:‘n
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.28). Demographic variables accounted for 6% of the variance (with an
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R of .25). The multiple R3 for both family cohesiveness and
 

community orientation variables were not significant.
 

When the least squares deletion criterion was applied to each

of the multiple Rs within categories, the variance accounted for was

reduced a maximum of 49. Of the 21 variables significantly related to the

criterion by the X2 and r analyses, 12 remained as "best" predictors

within categories after the least squares deletion process. These 12

variables were then included in one multiple R equation. The resulting

multiple R equalled .50, accounting for 25% of the variance in the

criterion. The least squares criterion was also applied to this

multiple R. After the deletion process, the resulting multiple R

I

equalled .48, accounting for 23% of the variance in the criterion. Of

the 12 ”best" predictor variables included in the equation, 8 remained

after the deletion process. These variables were:

1) amount of parental television viewing;

2) variety of parental radio use;

3) variety of reSpondent radio use;

4) frequency of respondent movie attendance; -

5) media respondent misses most;

6) respondent outside home employment;

7) reSpondent attitude toward credit; and

8) socio-economic status: occupational prestige.

Conclusions
 

The four purposes of this study were: 1) to replicate much of

the past work on correlates of frequency of child television viewing;

2) to go beyond a replication by including some variables which have

been partly or wholly overlooked in past work; 3) to extend the analysis

to a multivariate method; and 4) to Specifically look at the types of
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0"Lips which exist between the criterion variable and its

this study will be discussed in terms of these four

pixrpcses. First, in terms of the replication function, results here

semen much like results from the host of prior studies done in the area.

at the collective results of the many television—children

'es, several researchers (e.g. Meyersohn 1957, Schramm 1961, Himmelweit

=958) termed the overall picture somewhat confusing and inconclusive.

Considering the impact that television is popularly thought to have,

researcn re sults generally show relatively few significant relationships

V

Jeen predictor variables and television use. The present study

I

.3ea:s to be no exception. Of 62 predictor variables, 21 are significantly

And, as has been the case in past work, the

vari”nce explained by any one predictor is small. Given the best

offered by the curvilinear correlation ratio,

Eta) the most variance any one predictor variable accounts for in the

criterion is 18%. Since the size of an Eta only indicates variance

potentially explainable and says nothing of the nature of the relation-

ship, knowing that 18% of the variance in the criterion may be accounted

for by a predictor is not a great deal of information. Some complex

, of curve-fitting operation would be needed to fully use this pre-

dictive power. With 82% of the variance still unaccounted for, a

complex curve fitting procedure doesn't seem to have merit. Given a

linear prediction model, the situation is even worse. The best single

predictor accounts for only 9% of the variance in the criterion by the

ranalysis.
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Such results really are logical, if not encouraging statistically.

Television viewing is obviously a complex behavior and one that can

only be viewed within the context of the respondent's total life

situation. As researcher after researcher has noted, complex behaviors

do not have simple or single causes (e.g. Schramm 1961). One should

not expect that any one variable will account for an overwhelming amount

of variance in television behavior.

If the problem were just one of low predictive power, the

:atuation might be clearer than it is. But, as one looks at past

:findings, several confounding trends emerge. First, there are a great

0

many contradictory findings in the literature.th A review of the

~ ‘ O O

hypotheses stated in Chapter II shows that only one-third of the 51

otheses were based on clear-cut evidence -- e.g. evidence(
J
) -~ 13 ‘* v“

tatc \A .11“. k)

agreed on the direction a variable would relate to frequency-

of child television viewing. For another third of the variables,

evidence was contradictory with past work showing a complex of

signif'cant and non-significant findings and, in some cases, significant

indings in two different directions. For another third of theH
1

hypotheses, evidence from past research was Sparse or not available.

he present study does little to clarify the total picture.

For example, only Six of the 21 significant results in the present

study agree completely with past work. Thus, this study found these

variables related to child television viewing in the same direction as

ts from prior studies: amount of parental television viewing,”1’3 _
‘93
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ile past work agreed that such variables as parental per-

:nissiveness, fcnily togetherness, respondent library use, reSpondent

tuobbies, and reSpondent knowledge levels Should be Significantly related

‘to amount of child television viewing, the present results were all

Iion—significant. Clouding the picture even more are the contradictory

‘results obtained in the present study. Most notable of these are the

tiesults for radio uSe variables. The present results Show amount and

variety cf respondent radio use and variety of parent radio use

v related to frequency of child viewing. Yet, past work

points to either negative or (according to the most recent findings)

non-significant relationships. The current study also finds reSpondent

_ gregariousness: organizations, and family church attendance positively

related to the criterion while past work suggests either negative or

non-significant relationships.

Another trend from the past research is the emergence in recent

studies of non-Significant relationships for variables which in earlier

studies were reasonably good correlates of television uSage.‘ AS an

example, we find that recent studies agree that the relationship among

various aspects of media usage are tending to be non—Significant

(Edelstein 1966). Results from the present study generally agree.

In addition, the present Study Showed nothing but non-Significant

relationships for two major classes of variables -- family cohesiveness
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community integration -— which had, in the past, been somewhat fruit-(
1
)

'
1
'
]

’
4

’
1
'
!

predictors 0 television viewing.

Of course, confounding all predictions is the problem of the leap

frxrn he many television versus no television studies to correlates of

anxaunt of television viewing. Relatively few findings are available

trust eXplicitly looked at correlates of amount of viewing. Even

framer findings are available from data collected in the mid-sixties

witji'television at almost 100 percent saturation.

The probable impact of the changing media environment is seen

znost clearly in terms of a review of the five generalizations derived

from east resedrch (outlined in Chapter I). AS a brief review, these

rive generalizations were:

l. :he parental imitation generalization: children tend to do
 

r
t
‘

what heir parents do, all other things being equal.

2. The demographic attributes of the child generalization: certain
 

demographic attributes of the reSpondent predict his television usage.

3. The functional displacement generalization: the child
 

will sacrifice in lieu of television those activities which satisfy

the same needs as television but do so less effectively.

4. The frustration generalization: the more frustrated a child
 

is, the more time he will Spend in front of his television set.

5. The information void generalization: television iS likely
 

to have an effect on a child's values and outlooks if a) the values and

views recur over and over again in TV content; b) the content is linked

to the child's needs and interests; c) the form of presentation is
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tiranatic; and d) the child is not presented through peers or relatives

Iiith a standard against which to assess the views offered on television.

nesults from this study generally support the parental imitation

ggcneralization with amount of parental television viewing and parental

:socio-economic being two of th ”best” predictors. In this reSpect,

the present findings are in agreement with the major studies of the

Ipast (e.g. Schramm 1961, Bailyn 1959, Himmelweit 1958).

While generalization #2 —- the demographic attributes of the

child generalization -- applies more to television usage changes through-

che childhood years, the present study offers some support. The

V

one variable closest to a measure of intelligence —- reSpondent

knowledgc‘lcvel: math -- is one of the strong predictors, in agreement

witn past work (Himmelweit 1958, Bailyn 1959). In addition, sex was

significantly related to viewing in the current study while all past

work found non-significant relationships.

The two generalizations which are least supported by the current

study are the functional displacement and frustration generalizations.'

While the functional displacement generalization should predict results

for most of the reSpondent media use variables, as well as some of the

H
)

amily cohesiveness, community integration, and self orientation

variables, we find little support for the generalization in the present

study. Past work would suggest that use of such media as radio would

be displaced by increased television usage. The present study finds

the Opposite -- a positive relationship. Past work would suggest that

family activity levels and family use of outside home entertainment

 





Should.be displaced by increased television usage. The present study

inds non-significant relationships for these variables.

These results bring the whole question of what is "functional” to

“fine fore. It appears as if activities which once were "functional"

equivalents to television usage may not be any longer. This is most clear

with radio usage since radio itself has undergone major changes as a medium

since the introduction of tievision. Within the teenage culture in which

pepular music is a major focus of concern, there seems no reason to

expect that amount of radio use would be diSplaced by increasing television

q

ularly since popular music is the only radio content fort

u '
L
‘
}

L
:

9 r
t

’
4

O

"Lny stations. various researchers (e.g. Himmelweit 1958, Katz and

have warned that inferences about "functional equivalents"

can not be safely made without some empirical support. What may be

functionally equivalent for one group of reSpondents may not be for

another.

The frustration generalization receives even less support from the

present study. As a predictive tool, it should apply to most of the

variables measuring family cohesiveness and community integration in

this study. Yet, the results show that not a single family cohesiveness

variable is significantly related to the criterion. Further, the two

significant community integration variables -- respondent gregariousness:

Orgenizations, and frequency of family church attendance -- are related

positively to frequency of child television viewing while the frustration

generalization predicts a negative relationship.

The present results for these two classes of variables are not

geatly different from those in past research. In general, variables

nuthese two classes have not yielded a great deal of
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predictive power and have resulted in conflicting findings.l

ticularly in the most recent work, we find warnings that the very

behaviors may be indicative of both frustration and lack of

fmstration. Katz and Foulkes (l962) emphasize the point. The child

up is in conflict with his parents may escape to television; the child

:fiw has a harmonious relationship with his parents may watch more

nflevision in order to be with his parents. The child with few friends

my escape to tievision; the child with many friends may use television

{
u ssa means of relating to them. As with the diSplacement generalization,

itseems erroneous to make inferences about underlying reasons for

vafious television'behaviors just from the behaviors themselves.

Interestingly, the relationships to the criterion of some of the

uniables in the consumer orientation category may also be predicted

inaxtne =rustration hypothesis. For example, to the extent that the

rapcndent sees his parents as worried about money problems, the

fnmtration hypothesis would suggest television viewing would increase.

he problem of whether level of parent money worries is an indicant of

fmstration still remains. Consumer variables, in general, turned out

tdbe among the better predictors in the present study. An equally

gum.rationale based on deferred vs immediate gratification patterns may

Jacrrived to explain results. Again, some sort of explicit check of

‘h—

1

LvVO

simmelweit (1962) noted the lack of order in results from studies

taxing the relationship of various family variables to frequency of

dfildtelevision viewing. She suggested that television may act as a

gnanst showing up the characteristic mode of relationships within the

Ififily. She concluded, however, that the unclear results in the area

Stanin part from lack of adequate measures of family variables. Currently

mednmasures seem too superficial to be related to the "core of family

life.“



inferences about underlying behaviors is called for.

Tne final ”information void" generalization is really tangentially

related to the present study. The one variable which seems most

clearly related to it -- reSpondent attitudes on credit -- was significantly

-elated to the criterion variable in the positive direction predicted.

Again, however, any inference that the reSpondent's attitude toward

credit is related to an "information void" on credit in his family or

peer group might be erroneous. Attitudes toward credit may simply be

another indicant of a basic immediate vs deferred gratification pattern.

In sum, the 'iscussion above suggests a major theoretical obstacle

nets to explain and predict frequency of child usage. Support for

the gancralibations seems hampered by lack of clarity on the "meaning"

cf television viewing to the reSpondent. More will be said about the

question of the ”meaning" of television at the end of this chapter.

Despite the confusion indicated by the individual hypothesis

tests, one encouraging consequent of the present study was the results

on some of the "new" variables which were added to it in addition to

the variables included mainly for replication purposes. All the

xeriables in the "consumer orientation" category were "new". Four of

them were among the 21 variables significantly related to the criterion

and one was among the "best" predictors from the overall multiple regression

analysis. Another "new" variable which turned up among the strong predictors

in this study was reSpondent outside home employment. These results

suggest fruitful areas of eXpansion. The consumer dimension of the

family’s behavior, in particular, seems a lucrative area of focus because
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U atterns to both consumption behaviors and media behaviors.

Another encouraging result of this study was the fact that the

:nultivariate analysis isolated in its group of "strong predictors"

the two predictor variables most often found in past work -- amount

of parent television viewing and family socio-economic status

(occupational prestige). To this extent, then, the present analysis

agrees with past work.

S
-
‘
I

n general, of course, the "strong" predictors in the multiple R

analyses a:e those predictors which were most highly related to the

ion variable in the individual hypothesis tests. Thus, comments

I

made earlier on the results to the individual hypothesis tests apply

Another encouraging aspect of the multiple R analyses is the

amount of variance that can be accounted for in the criterion given the

restrictions of a linear model. The eight "best" predictors account for

23% of the variance. This cerainly is not overwhelming but is a sizable

increase over the 9% accounted for by the one single variable with the

highest correlation (r) to the criterion.

In terms of full explanation of television viewing, however, the

restriction of a linear model appears to be a serious one. The analyses

of the Eta curvilinear correlation ratios showed that the relationships

between the predictors and the criterion are accounted for more fully

by a curvilinear than a linear function. As suggested earlier, however,

the amount of variance accounted for even with a curvilinear function



is; at no point remarkable. The best variable accounts fer 18% of the

*vardance in terms of Eta. Thus, any extended foray into plotting curves

for~the relationships of each predictor to the criterion is certainly

not suggested.

However, these results do suggest potential for the use of a

nuiltivariate technique that makes no assumptions about the nature of

the functional relationship between predictors and the criterion. The

size of the Etas obtained suggests that no one variableoffers great

3predictive power but that some complex combination of predictors might.

ssentially, this is the kind of question which the multiple R analysis

aspts to answer. But, the multiple R assumes linear functions and

what is needed is a multivariate technique that makes no such assumption.

Tne possible technique would be a configurational approach, such as the

Automatic Interaction Detection (AID) method developed.by Sonquist and

Morgan (1964).

All the discussion above has suggested different analytic

techniques and inclusion of new variables in the attempt to explain

and predict the frequency of a child's television viewing. Throughout

the discussion an underlying difficulty has been the problem of what

’generalizations or inferences may be made about the results of a

correlational analysis of frequency of child viewing.

The results of this study as well as the more recent discussions

by researchers in the area suggest that inferences about the "meaning"

of television viewing need to be explicitly checked.‘ As noted earlier,

two of the more often cited generalizations on television behavior
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require the researcher to make inferences about frustration states in

respondents and about functionally equivalent activities. These

'nferences require that assumptions be made about the "meaning" of}
_
l

(
’
1
’

elevision as an activity to reSpondents. Is television an escape from

real world frustration, such as having too few friends? Is television

a means of entertaining friends? Is television a substitute for missing

communication with parents? Or, is television a means of sharing an

activity with parents?

A major difficulty seems to be that, in today's ubiquitous

television environment, the very same "end" behavior -- frequency of

television viewing -- may have very different meanings for different

respondents. This author does not intend to suggest that frequency

is not an important or relevant variable. Rather, looking at television

viewing as an end unto itself seems incongruous when one considers that

television is one artifact in an environment filled with artifacts.

Television usage might more lOgically be seen as a type of intervening

variable in the reSpondent's life. This idea is certainly not new as

such researchers as Meyersohn (1957), Himmelweit (1962), Bauer (196u),

Schramm (1961), and Troldahl (1965) have all called for an explicit

attempt to look at the "meaning" of television exPosure. This study

seems to make the need even more pressing.

The question would become more complex than what are the correlates

of amount of television viewing. Rather, the question would become

what are the correlates of various needs of the reSpondent and how does

television (as well as other environmental artifacts) intervene in

these relationships.
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This approach would require that previously made assumptions

about th (
I
)

nderlying reasons for behaviors be checked. For example,

it would not be assumed that reduced child-parent communication leads

to frustration on the part of the child. Either some measure of anxiety

would be used or reSpondent introspections would be collected. These

data would allow the develOpment of various typologies of the relation-

ship of child-parent communication to anxiety. Television usage would

then be analyzed within the context of these typologies. As another

example: varying levels of child gregariousness could be related to

varying levels of reSpondent reports of need for affiliation. Television

e could then be seen within the context of the relationship of actual

ariouénass to need for affiliation.

Once these relationships have been established between various

reSpondent and family attributes and resulting needs or states,

television usage may be analyzed as it "intervenes" in these relation-

ships.

Frequency of television viewing would still be a meaningful

measure. However, given that the very same end behavior -- frequency

of viewing - may serve different functions-for different respondents,

an attempt to tap the "meaning" of television in the child's life

would need to go beyond pure quantity measures. Other possible

measures include:

1) Respondent intrOSpections on why television is wanted. This
 

ap_roadh -- simply asking reSpondents why they like television in

general and why they like certain shows —- has been suggested by Schramm

(1961). Troldahl (1965), and others.
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2) Quality of espondent viewing. Some work has been done
 

andlyzin*r the content of child viewing. Such a content orientation

would be crucial to understanding how the same amount of exposure may

serve different purposes for different respondents.

3) Respondent perceptions of TV content. Not only might the same
 

amount of exposure have different meaning for reSpondents but the same

content of exposure might have different meaning. Various researchers

(e.g. Schramm 1961, Bailyn 1959) have suggested that two different

children viewing the same program will select content which suits their

own particular needs.

important aspect of the search for the "meaning" of televisionE
;

would be 118 emphasis on the medium as one of many artifacts in the

environment. As Katz and Foulkes (1962) have pointed out, if a child

has a need to escape a certain kind of frustration, there are many

alternative routes for doing so. Analyzing television as one of many

intervening artifacts or activities in the childs life seems like one

way in which the problem of "functional equivalency" can be attacked.

To the extent that different media continually serve as "intervening

variables" in the same way, they may well be "functionally equivalent."

Before concluding this chapter, a few cautions must be applied.

Conclusions based on the present study face several serious limitations.

The most constraining are: l) the uncertainty of just how the questionnaire

was administered to the reSpondents; 2) the form of measurement of

*mndables in the original questionnaire; and 3) the fact that reSpondents

mere all students in one rather homogeneous suburban school system.
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In conclusion, the major directions suggested for future research

ave included::
3
4

discussed in this chapter

1. The need to include classes of variables (e.g. consumer

behavior) previously ignored in attempts to predict child television

viewing;

2. The need to use multivariate techniques to predict television

3. The need to use statistical techniques which make no assumptions

about the nature of the functional relationships between predictors

and the criterion;

Q

a. [he need to look at television viewing as an "intervening

behavi r” whibh mediates various respondent and family attributes and

-eSpondent needs; and

5. The need to look at aspects of television usage otherithan

quantity -- content of exPosure, reSpondent perceptions of content,

and respondent introspections on why they watch television.
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INDEXING PROCEDURES
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IXDSXING PROCEDURES

 

From the original Wisconsin questionnaire of 212 items, 90 were

originally tapped for the purposes of the present study. These 90

items were coded into 145 different initial variables potentially use-

ful to test the hypotheses outlined in chapter II. An a priori

decision was made to group items into indexes where such a procedure

was warranted. Of the 62 final variables in this study, 13 were

indexes reated by summing one or more of the original items. The

indexing procedure generally involved two steps: 1) first a logical

decision was made on what items seemed to be tapping the same behaviors;

and 2) the logical decision was tested by computing Pearson product

9

men at correlation matrixes for each set of items that might form an

index. Keahs, standard deviations and code ranges of the original

items were also examined so that constructed indexes would be based

on items having roughly the same variance and contributing roughly

the same weight to the final index.

The correlation matrixes for this index construction Operation

were computed by deleting all respondents with non-responses on one

or both of the items involved in each individual correlation. To

establish a criterion for significance a conservative baseline n of

200 was selected to compensate for the varying n's for items. .Actual

n's for the items used in indexes varied between 229 and 252. At an

n of 200, the critical value of r at p1(.05, using the r to z trans-

f rmation test of significance, is .14 (NeNemar 1962). All tables of

correlation matrixes which follow use this criterion for significance.

AJDQndiX C reports the code ranges, means, standard deviations, and non-

reasonses counts for all final indexes.

177



 

the five items are listed in Appendix A. Table 28 below reports the

original code ranges, means, standard deviations, and non-response

counts for the five items. Table 29 reports the Pearson product moment

correlations between the five items.

 

Table 28: Code Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, and Non-response

Counts For The Five Items Used To Create Two Indexes Of

Permissiveness

 

Item Code range Meana s.d. Non-responses

 

 

Hoa-s on reekdays 0 - 8 “.18 2.09 23

hence on wéexends . o - 8 n.94 ‘ 2.28 22

Tell where are after

school 1 - 2 1.16 .37 O

Toll *here are in

evening 1 - 2 1.06 .23 1

Tell where are on

z'ee.}:nda 1 - 2 1.13 .33 l

a For all five items, the means, medians, and modes were equal.

 

Table 29: Matrix Of Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between

The Five Items Used To Create Two Indexes 0f Permissiveness

 

(1) (2) (3) (u) (5)

(1) Hours on weekdays -

(2) Hours on weekends .53 —

(3) Tell where are after school .11 .1u -

(a) Tell where are in evening .09 .06 .27 -

(5) Tell where are on weekends .11‘ .09 .MS .32 -

 

Since the correlations for the five items clustered into two major

groups, two separate indexes of parental permissiveness were computed.
A
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respondent hours -- was created by summing

original scores for items 1 and 2 with any respondent with a non-r
l
'

.’
J
"

(
D

rcsaonse on one or both items being recorded as a non-response on the

new index. The second index -- parent knowledge of respondent whereabouts --

1'53. 0
'
)

created by summing the original scores for items 3, 4,.and 5 with

any respondent with a non-response on two or more of the items being

ecorded as a non-response on the new index. A respondent with a non—

response on only one item had the original mean for that item plugged

in for the computation of his final index score.

'ee items.in the original questionnaire seemed to tap various

of child-parent communication. The original wording and codes
‘ .1

)

(
J

(
I
.

0
)

f
1
}

(
1

’
(
1

ion the three items are listed in Appendix A. Table 30 below reports

tne original code ranges, means, standard deviations, and non-response

counts for the three items. Table 31 reports the Pearson product moment

correlations between the three items.

 

Table 30: Code Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, And Non-response

Counts For The Three Items Used To Create An Index Of

Child-Parent Communication

 

 

Item Code Range Meana s.d. ' Non-responses

Talk to parents on problems 1 - 3 2.57 .60 0

Parents ask R.opinion 1 - 3 2.54 .67 0

Parent reaction if R comes

in late 1 - 3 2.1a .82 6

 

2? all three items, the means and medians were equal but the

m Igginal distributions were skewed with a discrepant mode.

 



’
4

C
’
)

O

 

. son Product Moment Correlations Between The

ems Used To Create .n Index of Child-Parent

 

(1) (2) (3)

(1) Talk to parents on problems -

(2) Parents ask R opinion .29 -

(3) Parent reaction if R comes in late .22 .13 -

 

To create the child-parent interaction index, scores on the three

items were summed. Any respondent with a non-response on only one of

the th.ae items had the rounded off mean value for that item plugged

into his final index scores. Respondents with non-responses on two

or more of the original items received a non-response on the final index.

9

lscheriess index
 

no itéms in the original questionnaire seemed to tap the degree

of family group activity or family togetherness. The original wording

and codes for the items are listed in Appendix A. Table 32 below reports

the original code ranges, means, standard deviations, and non-response

counts for the items. The Pearson product moment correlation between

the two items was.43.

 

Table 32: Code Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, and Non-response

Counts For The Two Items Used To Create An Index Of Family

Togetherness

 

Item Code ranges Meana s.d. Non-responses

 

9
r
]

-anily participation in

0 activities 01 - 10 6.1% 1.83

ily works on group projects 1 - 3 1.92 .68 5

(
D1

a.

'1'"
4....1”

'
1

 

a For both items, the means, medians and modes were equal.



(xx which activities ”is family did together. The second item came

.etimes-often” response to whether his family worked

.er. In order not to give the work on projects

an undue eight in the final index, the item was converted to a

”yes-no" basis by recoding an original response of "sometimes" or

”often" as "yes" and (code 1) and an original response of "never"

as "r0" (code 0). The original scores on item 1 and the recoded

scores on item 2 were then summed to create the.family togetherness

index. Any respondents with a non-response on one or both items was

recorded as a non-response on the new index.

3 Reno responnsibilities index

Fourteen items coded from the original questionnaire asked the

raspondent the frequency with which he handled various home"

rcsponsibilities such as housekeeping and yard care.. The original

wording and codes for the items are listed in Appendix A. Table 33

below reports the original code ranges, means, standard deviations,

and non-response counts for the 1H items. Table 3a reports the.‘

correlation matrix for the set of items.



 

 

 

chile 33~ Code Ranges. Means, Standard Deviations, And Non-Response

Counts For Tne 14 Items Used To Create And Index Of

Respondent ioue Responsibilities.

Itena Code range Meana s.d. Non-responses

(1) hop for Food 1 - 3 1.06 .55 O

(2) Take care younger children " .96 .88 l

(3) Clean own room " 1.72 .48 0

(4) Help clean whole house ” 1.19 .64 4

(5) Wash family's clothes " .36 .56 4

(6) Wash own clothes " .50 .65 3

(7) Iron family's clothes " .54 .64 4

(8) Iron own clothes " .88 .78 3

(a) Do yard work " 1.43b .70 1

(10) Cook meals " .88 .59 3

(11) Wash the car " 1.07 .67 l

(12) Wash the windows " .84 .68 2

{13) Take out garbage " 1.38b .75 1

'5+) Shovel snow " 1.60 ‘ .64 1

A.

D
I

All but three of these items had equal means, medians, and modes.. The

rest marktd with a subscript "b") had roughly equal means and medians

but disc epant modes.

Table 34: Matrix Of Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between The 14

Items Used To Create An Index Of Respondent Home Responsibilities

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (ll) (12) (13) (14)

3
D
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r

.07 .07

.27 -.02 .39 -

-.O4 .21 .34 - '

.19 .05 .18 .28 .73 -

.13 .08 .23 .38 .46 .44 -

.18 .27 .33 .36 .53 .69 -

.00 —.01 —.14 -.11 -.14 -.23 -.24 -
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s
q'-g-type tasks and one set of highly interrelated

'ardwork and heavier-type tasks. Approximately seven items fit into

seven into the second. SinCe it seems logical

that girls would score more on the first type of task and

:oys more on the second, it was decided not to separate the 14 items

Lnto two separate indexes but to sum across all 14 items. Any respondent

dth non-reSponses on-three or less of the original items had the

non ~-

. x. at;ded off mean values for those items added to his final index

:-;.-. Tezpcndents with four or more non-responses were recorded as

c -reoponses on the final index.

’. o 0

eTf33537f knowlacce of family Operation

 

Eight items in the original questionnaire tapped the respondent's

about his family's household Operation. A typical item

Zed ”do you know how your home is heated?" and was coded simply as

5.- uJ answer" or "don't know". For the four items that were used

1this index, the original wording and codes are listed in Appendix A.

tie 35 below reports the original code ranges, means, standard

=mations, and non-response counts.‘ Table 36 reports the correlation

a. 3‘

'2-‘39K o



 

 

 

 

-‘:le 35. Code Ran,rs, Loans, Standard Deviations, and Non-response

Counts For Tze Four Items Used To Create An Index Of

Respcntcnt (nonlcuge of Family Operation

2:3; Code range Meana s.d. Non-responses

Pa-e:t note; worries O - l .40 .49 5

it:il' use of crecit O - 1 .35 , .48 O

Parcnt debts 0 - 1 .33 .47 17

Futily health insurance 0 - 1 .35 .47 2

n For all four items the means medians and modes were equal.

 

Table 36: Matrix Of Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between The

Four Items Used To Create An Index Of Respondent Knowledge

Of Family Operation

 

(1) (2) (3) (4)

1) Pzrert nony worries -

;l} Fanily use of credit .17 -

{1) Parent de-ts .18 .29 -

;e) Family health insurance .17 .28 .37 -

To compute the index of respondent knowledge of family operation,

Leores on the four items in table 35 were summed. Any respondent with

non-reSponse on only one of the original items had the rounded off{
U

:ean value for that item added to his final index score. Any respondent

vuth more than one non—response was recorded as a non-response on the

final index.
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-tems in the originrl questionnaire tapped aspects of

'
3 I

we original wording and codes for these

fixms are lisced in p~anulx A. able 37 below reports the original

are ranges, means, standard deViations, and non—response counts for

flmse items. The two items were correlated.17.

 

fible 37: Code Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, And Non-response

Counts For The Two Items Used ToCreate An Index Of

Parent Gregariousness

 

 

Etas Code range Meana s.d. Non-responses

Participation in community.

activities . 1 - 4 2.57 .87 6

1E-iti:g friend: and '

relatives 1 - 2 2.52 .55 3

r
.
)

or both items, means, medians, and modes were equal.

To create this index, scores on the two items were summed with any

nape?dent having a non-response on one or both of the Original items

:ecorded as a non-reSponse on the final index.

‘fiSendent cr-~*riousness index

Five items in the original questionnaire tapped various aspects

he respondent's gregariousness.' One of the original items 5- a

~£sure of whether the respondent felt he has a close friend -- showed

Luxie variance and was deleted. The original wording and codes for

tfiiremaining four items is listed in Appendix A. Table 38 below
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sports the code ranses, means, standard deviations, and non-response

counts for the four items. Table 39 below reports the correlation matrix.

 

 

 

 

 

 

T:ble 33. Code angcs, heans, Standard Deviaations, And Non-response

Counts For The Four Items Tappingr" Respondent Gregariousness

‘Item Code range Meana s.d. Non-responses

IIve a bunch of friends 1 - 2 1.69 .ue 3

Visit at friends ho...es 1 — 3 2.58 .53 5

Friendssstay at R home 1 - 3 2 O2 .63 3

Organizatioons belong to 1 - 7 2.08 1.37 7

a . .

For all four items, means, medians, and modes were equal

Te.le 30: hatrix Of Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between The

Four Items Tapping Respondent Gregariousness

O

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) Have a bun:h of friends -

(2) Visit at f1iends homes .21 -

(3} Friends stay at R home .18 .42 -

(4) Organizations belong to .28 .12 .1u -

 

ecause the item measuring the number of organizations to which

the respondent belong was not significantly related to one (and related

only barely to another) of the other three items tapping more informal

behaviors, the organization measure was excluded from this index.

However, it was left in the final analysis for this study and is

!
.
l

’
1
:

sted in Appendix A as-version 1 of the variable, respondent gregarious-

T}

.ess. Verson 2 of this variable is the index that resulted from sum-

Ding scores: on the three remaining items in Table 39. In computing
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this index, any respondents with non-responses on only one of the

three original items had the rounded off mean value for that item

added to his final index score. Any respondent with non-responses

1‘"

.u two or more of the items was recorded as a non-responses on the

Outside Home orient tion index{
J

Bight items drawn from the original questionnaire tapped the

degree to which the respondent's family uses outside home resources

elaxation, enterta nment, and education. One of the original

—- frequency of attendance at taverns -- lacked variance and| l d

SlitCCi. The seven remaining items are listed with their original

‘~fitgs and odes in Appendix A. Table 40 below reports the.

aria ranyes, means, standard deviations, and non—response counts for

f'l ‘

the seven items. Table 41 reports the.correlation matrix.

 

Table 40: Code Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, and Non-response

Counts For The Seven Items Used To Create The Outside Home

Orientation Index.

Ltcm Code ranges Meana ‘s.d. Non—responses

GO .ut driving 1 - 3 2.13" .63 4

Go to plays 1 - 3 1.69 .61 5

CF to concerts 1 - 3 1.64 . .64 2

&>out to dinner 1 - 3 2.24 .57 2

{b to sport events 1 - 3 2.06 .68 6

‘25 ‘50 lectures 1 " 3 1.41 .57 7

CC. 0.1". picnics 1 - 2 1.66 .47 8

 

 

{
U

For all seven items, means, medians, and modes were equal.



 

  

V

Table, : :. :1 : i.;;'7.';‘iil Cf Pea so; Product E-Zomen“ Correlations For The Seven

Items Used To Create The Outside Home Orientation Index

\

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

(1) «3:; out dri'rirg -

('2) (3:; 1:5 plays .05 --

(3) -3 1:0 concerts .04 .46 -

(4%) Go out to dinner .23 .27 .17 -

(5) Go to sport events .18 .12 .05 .29 -

(6) Go -0 lectures .08 .37 .51 .16 .08 -

(7) Go or: picnics .31 .02 .20 .19 .14 .14 -

 

 

To create the outside home orientation index, scores on the seven

.4’3w‘ o ‘items teem-re summed. ny respondent Wl'th non-responses on one or two of

3 had the rounded off mean values for those items added to his

fine? ifi ~ i -
- --.—:1 x score. Any respondents with three or more non—responses

C 22;". ed as a non-response on the final index.(5
:

~~\;‘:'~“ _ci-‘ attendance at church index

ms drawn from the original questionnaire tapped the frequency

Q ~fi, o o I Q

-L anily's attendance at church. The original wordings and codes

for t1 - e
7e *‘Cems are listed in Appendix A. Table 42 below reports the

03439 I“: “ _ ,

‘ ‘Nz; Q S , means, standard deviations, and non-response counts for the

3:130:13. ,.___‘ ‘-

-L me two items were correlated .53.

 

= Code Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, And Non-response

Counts For The Two Items Used To Create The Frequency Of

\\\Church Attendance Index

Item
 

Code range Meana s.d. Non-response

 

irequm Q

Sethaby attend church to-

Klbch regularly 1 - 2 1.64 .49 8

$
1
:

/

 

bo:>th items, means, medians, and modes were equal.



To create this index, scores on the two items were summed with

respcndehts ::ith non- esponses on one or both it recorded as non-

 

Rine items drawn from the original questionnaire required the

respondent to use his knowledge of math. Two of these items were

deleted because the items were too difficult and variance was low. Two

additional items were deleted because they did not relate significantly

either to each other or the remaining five items. The wording and

codes for the remaining five items are listed in Appendix A. Table 43

below lists the code ranges, means, standard deviations, and non-

response counts'for these items. Table 44 reports the correlation matrix.

Table 43: Code Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, And Non-response

Counts For The Five Items Used To Create The Math

Knowledge Level Index.

 

 

Item Code range Meana s.d. Non-response

Percentage problem 0 - 1 .30 .46 12

Principle problem 0 - 1 .28 .45 12

Interest rate problem 0 - 1 .43 .49 12

Finance charge problem 0 - 1 .10 .31 12

Late payment problem 0 - 1 .71 .46 18

 

For all five items, means, medians, and modes were equal.
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‘son Product Moment Correlations Between The

iv: Items Used To Create The Math Knowledge Level Index

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) Percentage problem -

(2) Principle problem .26 -

(3) Interest rate problem .23 .61 -

(4) Finance charge problem .50 .48 .37 -

(5) Late ,ayment problem .26 .14 .17 .16 -

 

To create the math index, scores on the five items were summed.

Any respondent with a non-response on any of the five items was recorded

as a non-response on the final index. Mean values were not filled

in for any items on this index because the original coding operation

eliminated many "blank" answers which ordinarily would have been coded
-I

it net—respondes. Thus, in the original coding, coders were instructed

r
1

(
J

r
t

"
5

(
D

(
a

1
+

{
u

C
)

'i-correct" any blank answers fer respondents who had

obviously asttempted to complete the entire math section.

Family snooping orientation index

Two items drawn from the original questionnaire tapped the degree

0

to which the family utilized a greater number of shepping areas in the

wankee area. Original wording and codes for the items are listed

in Appendix A. Table 45 below lists the code ranges, means,'

standard deviations, and non—response counts for the items. The

correlation between the two items was .24.
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Table 45 Code Ranges, leans, Standard Deviations, And Non-response

Coun‘" For The Two Itcrs been To Crcetc The Family Shopping

Cl‘ien Lu.ti0og Index

Item _ Code range Meana s.d. Non-response

General shopping preference 1 - 3 1.76 91 6

Preference for clothinng stores 1 - 3 1.73 71 2

 

For both items, means, medians, and modes were equal.

To create this index, scores on the two items were summed with any

resspoondents having non-responses on one or both. items recorded as non-

restcnscs on the final index.

Eadie-economic status: possession index
 

-
4

o
)
‘

P
.

H (
I

r
r
~

he original survey asked respondents to estimate their

family income, few of the respondents were able to do so. Thus,

this index was created in an attempt to tap a more ecologically and

economically based measure of socio-economic status than is provided

by measures of occupational status (although a measure of occupational

status is part of the final analysis in the present.study). Six items

from the original survey asked respondents for indications of the

size of their homes, age of their newest car, and so on. Two of the'

original measures (kind of dwelling and frequency of maid service)

were deleted because of the lack of variance. The wordings and

codes for the remaining feur items are listed in Appendix A. Table

46 below reperts the code ranges, means, standard deviations, and

non-response counts for these four items. Table 47 reports the

q

correlation matrix.



 

 

 

Table A5 Code Ranges, Means, And Standard Deviations For The Four

Items Used To Create The Socio—Economic Status Index Of

Possessions

Item Code range Meana s.d. Non—response

# of rooms in household 03 - 17 9.17 2.57 1

# of phones in household 00 - 08 2.29 1.27 n

# cars in family 00 - 04 1.50 1.65 0

age of newest car 00 - 12 8.83 2.80 8

 

 

 

a For all four items, means, medians, and modes were equal.

Table 47: Matrix Of Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between The

Four Items Used In Creating The Socio-economic Status Index

Of Possessions

(1) (2) (3) (u)
I

(1) 7 of rooms -

{2} of pho.es .47

(3) a of cars .25 .36 —

(9) age rewest car .27 .29 .46 -

 

Because of the varying code ranges of the four items involved,

each item was recoded to provide comparable ranges. To accomplish this,

a median split was made on the four items and low values were recoded

to 0, high values to 1.

summed to compute the final index.

These recoded values of each item were then

Respondents with a non-response on

one item had the mean value for that item (recoded per the median split)

added to his final index score.

response were reCorded as non-responses on the final index.

Respondents with more than one non-



APPENDIX C

CODE RAISES, MEANS, STANDARD

DEVIATIONS, AND NON-RESPONSE CO TITS LISTED

BY VARIABLE CATEGORY AND VARIABLE NAME.



 

 

 

 

 

 

. ,Ls as cede lJTfiCS, means, standard deVi ations, and non—response counts,

listed by variable category and variable name.

Code Number of

Variable category and name Range MeanC s.d. non-responses

Parent talia use

Amount of parent television viewing 0- 3 2 0.8 0

Variety of parent teevision viewing 0- 8 3 1.5 2

Number of TV sets in household 0- 2 2a 0.5 3

Amount ofparent radio listening 0- 3 2b 0.8 0

Variety of pamr tradio use 0- 6 2 1.3 u

Number of newsprers subscribed to ---- --- --- ----

Version 1: weeklies 0- 5 l 0.7 0

Version 2: dailies 0- 4 l 0.7 0

Xu.ber of magazines parents read 0- 8 3 1.6 5

Parental sources of news 1- 2 l .5 1

Number of phonographs owned 0- 8 2 1.2 2

F"‘“*”“* “ad‘s Use

.‘uLTC cf,t pendent radio use 0- H 2b 1.1 u

Variety of respondent radio use 0— 5 1a 0.9 6

Vaflvfy of resmpondent newspaper use 0- 8 5 1.7 l

_ “fer of magazines respondent reads 0- 8 2 1.6 8

Variety of respondent book preferences l-ll 4 1.9 l

Pesjezi;:nt nreference for comics l- 2 l 0.5 l

Respone nt library use 0- 2 l 0.6 5

Fresno:cy respondent movie going 0- u 2b 0.9 2

Variety respondent record preferences 0- 7 3 l.” l

Nadia respondent would miss most l- 2 2 0.5

Rspoondent media credibility ratings —--- --- --- ---—

Version 1: Most believed media 1- 2 2 0.5 2

Version 2: Least believed media l- 2 l 0.3 2

Family Cohesiveness

Parental permissiveness ---- --- --- ----

Index 1: restriction on hours l-l6 9 3.5 33

Index 2: knowledge R whereabouts 3- 6 3 0.7 l

Child-parent communication index l- 7 6b 1.2 0

Fa:ily togetherness index l-ll 7 1.9 13

Parent orientation 0- 2 l 0.9 17

Parent domination ---- --- --- ----

Version 1: who pays bills 0- 2 l 0.5 3

Version 2: who pays allowance 0- 2 l 0.6 12

Respendent' 3 home responsibilities

index 0—26 1” u.o 3

Respondent's knnowledge of family

Operation index 0- H l 1.2 0

Iarent-child agreement on TV shows 0- 4 lb 0.9 4

 

Jhile all variables are measured continuouslv. the astronriate measure 0F



 

 

 

 

 

 

Code Number of

:ri:.le Clfie‘o‘j and name Range Mean s.d. Non-responses

Ce"me; 1' '"t‘tnacie‘

Parent gregarious.css index 2- 7 5b 1.1 9

Respondent gro~eii usncss --—- --- --— -—--

Vexsion 1: or;anizations 1- 7 2 1.3 7

Version 2: peer index 3- 8 6 1.2 3

Outs ideehome orientation index 7—19 13 2.3 4

Length of time in community 0-14 7b 4.6 13

Frequency of attendance at church index 2- 5 5a 1.0 13

Respondent knowledge local 8 state

figures 0- 8 4 1.9 2

Self Orientation

barber ofrespondent hobbies 0- 6 2b 1.u 5

Number of paarent hobbies 0- 6 lb 0.9 29

Respondent knowledge level 5 ---- --- --- ----

Version 1: TV characters 1- 2 l 0.5 2

Version 2: Ad slogans 0-10 7a 1.9 2

Veruibn 3: Math index 0- 5 2b 1.“ 18

Respondent's outside home employment 1- 3 2b 0.7 2

In so“ of hours respondent studies 0- 8 3 1.9 18

Freqtercz respondent studies in library 0- 4 l 1.1 2

Sen: “or Or_entetion

”ether or money worries ---- --- --- ----

Version 1: parents 0- 5 1 0.9 7

Vchion 2: respondent 0— 8 l 1.5 u

Spend-save orientations ---- --- —-- ----

Version 1: parents 1- 3 2 0.9 7

Version 2: respondent 1- 3 3a 0.7 10

Family use of credit 0- 3 lb 1.1 8

Attitude toward credit 1- 3 2 0.6 u

Variiety of respondent spending 0-15 7b 3.1 l

Pam y shopping orientation index 2- 6 3b 1.3 8

central tendency depends, of course, on the shape of the distribution of

r: pentes. Those “mean” values follosed by a subscript "a” actually represent

:h mole; and median value. Those "mean" values followed by a subscript

J represent the

”
I

3

mean and median value.

edians, and modes were the same.

For all other variables,



 

Code

Range Mean s.d.

Number of

Non-reSponses

 

 
rehearse v

Socio-economic status

Version 1:

Version 2:

Family Size

Hother's employment status

F‘nily Type

Birth orcer

Sex

 

occupational prestige

possession index 0- u

24.2-81.4

M
o
o
n

50 9.8
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