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ABSTRACT

TELEVISION PREFERENCE AND VIEWING BEHAVIOR

by Robert Richard Monaghan

This thesis determines patterns of preference and

viewing for various types of persons in terms of content and

style facets of television programs. The study focuses on

the dynamics in the relationship between programs and the

viewer's processes in his preference and selection of these

programs.

The question which gave rise to this study came out

of research evidence indicating a low correlation between

what people say they like and what they actually watch.

Given that the purpose of television is to maximize the

satisfaction for the viewer, a high correlation would be ex-

pected between preference and viewing.

Program rating services usually measure audience

size. Audience size represents the viewer's choice from

among alternatives available to him at the time. An assess-

ment of preference is aided by a free choice from among a

wide range of various kinds of programs simultaneously avail-

able. Rather than examining a large number of viewers in

terms of a few programs, this thesis examines a few viewers

in terms of a wide range of programs.
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However, it is not assumed that conditions for a per-

fectly "free" choice are possible. Various forces are as-

sumed to be operating. In order to work toward a full pic-

ture of the viewer's decision—making processes, it is neces-

sary that at least some of these be taken into account. Such

dimensions accounted for in the thesis include:

1. Personal Preference. These are the programs
 

which the viewer finds most enjoyable, and which

he considers most fun and entertaining.

Social Desirability. These are the programs he
 

feels people ”ought" to watch. They are the

kinds of programs which are ”good” for people.

There are others which he feels are not good for

people, and such programs ought not to be watched.

Perceptions of Spouse. He anticipates that his
 

wife (or husband) personally likes or dislikes

these programs more than others.

Familiarity. Expression of preference or actual
 

viewing presumes an awareness of alternatives.

Actual Viewing. The viewer estimates how many
 

times he has seen a program out of the last ten

times it has been provided.

Orientation to Television. The viewer has a
 

general orientation to television beyond his re-

sponses to the content and style in Specific pro—

grams.
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Guttman's facet analysis and Stephenson's Q—methodol-

ogy were used to structure a sample of 50 programs represent-

ing a variety of combinations of elements of content and

style in currently available television programs. The in-

struments were administered to twenty-six persons, the mem-

bers of nine families. The two dimensions under focus of

attention--personal preference and actual viewing--were sep-

arately submitted to factor analysis with persons as varia—

bles and items as observations.

The personal preference factor analysis provided

three types A, B, and C. Type A rejects factual and fantasy

content but strongly clings to fictional—representational

stories. She likes moral issues in her drama, and she de-

cidedly rejects comedy and light entertainment. Type B is

a child's type who likes simple, non-complex, non-moral fan-

tasy and comedy. Type C enjoys factual programs, especially

those with a moral element, but he does not watch many of

the programs he says he enjoys.

The actual viewing dimension also produced three

factors, X, Y, and 2. Type X watches comedy programs with

female role support. She enjoys these very much, she says,

but she can either take television or leave it alone. Type

Y prefers programs depicting realism, but he likes his heroes

to be idealistic. He watches these kindsof programs, plus
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most of his wife's favorite programs. Type Z represents a

thirteen year old boy and two adults. He still likes car—

toons, but feels uneasy about it. He also watches factual

programs, but does not enjoy them as much as simpler pro-

grams.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

Since the beginning of television in this country

conflicts have arisen about the content and style of the pro-

grams, about what programs people want, and about what pro-

grams people ought to want. There has been an almost unin-

terrupted tossing of brickbats between various groups such

as the broadcaster, the FCC, the advertiser, the educator,

the public, and others. The broadcasters have been described

as moneyhungry pagans who appeal to the lowest common denom-

inator of public taste. The public has been described as

dull telewits who slouch slack-jawed in front of their boob-

tubes indolently gaping into a vast wasteland. Some people

have even organized themselves into ”citizen‘s committees,"

attempting to alter the programs, the viewer, or both.

The program preferences of the American television

viewer are a matter of great significance to many people.

Networks and stations compete with each other for the atten—

tion of the viewer. Presumably their success in business

depends largely upon how effectively they can appeal to the

viewer and hold his interest. The advertising agencies, in

their efforts to encourage distribution of consumer products



and services for their clients, try to outdo each other in

keeping the viewer interested. The FCC, guardian of the

public interest, is expected to be aware of what the view-

er's preferences are.

Each of these has a different purpose behind his

concern. The network executive often must show evidence

that he appeals to the largest possible number of persons

when he seeks potential advertising. The Sponsor, too,

usually wants to draw the largest possible audience. He

does not worry about the network's profits as long as he can

sell his products. The director of the advertising agency

concerns himself chiefly with his client's satisfaction with

the writing and production of the commercial and whether he

plans to renew his contact. Their knowledge of what the

viewer likes is crucially important to them. Further, as a

legal matter, the broadcast licensee must operate "in the

public interest." The minimal, bed-rock requirement for

this is "giving-the-public—what—it-wants," which.many broad—

casters purport to do.

The entire system of American television broadcast—

ing has So far managed to function within this general frame-

work of "different" but compatible purposes. There is one

common ground shared by all those who influence the content

and style of television programs: to know what the viewer's

preferences are.

Although many appear concerned about this, relatively



few persons actually make programming decisions. In each

network, for example, there is just one master control-point.

The stations affiliated with that network (even those owned

and operated by the network) seldom control output. They

function largely to re-transmit programs (they are sometimes

called "pumping stations”) sent to them by the center, or by

some program packager or film distributor, or other source.

They rarely exercise more than veto power, if that. Even

when the point of network origination is temporarily placed

locally, such as on some news programs, the decision is made

at the center and is revokable at any time.

The total number of centerS--in proportion to the

total number of stations——is small,* and the number of those

within these centers who could properly be called "key" de-

cision-makers is, of course, also small. In some cases it

might be just one man, such as a board chairman, who exerts

the determining amount of influence.

The key decision-makers must take a great deal into

account. They must coordinate efforts to procure scripts or

materials and get them into productions which will appeal to

the viewer. At the same time these programs must be designed

to serve as vehicles for other purposes (such as advertising)

working through the viewer's preferences. Consequently, it

 

*In fact, the total "size” of broadcasting in this

sense is very small compared to education, medicine, law, etc.



is no small part of their job to find out what these prefer-

ences are so that they can produce the program accordingly.

How much do they know about viewer preferences?

What kind of knowledge is it? Where do they get their in—

formation? How do they know this information is valid?

Most of the available information comes from various

rating services. Some services measure in sample homes

whether the set is on, and to which channel it is tuned,

often with a mechanical device attached to the set. Other

rating agencies record what viewers say they watch through

personal or telephone interviews or self-administered dairies.

These provide the primary data which TV decision-makers use

to infer which television programs appeal, and how much they

appeal, to viewers. How do these kinds of data relate to

what the viewer_”really” likes?

Rating data may be very useful, but one can seriously

question whether they represent all that the people want.

The size of an audience depends, at least in part, upon what

programs are being offered at a particular hour on other

channels and other kinds of competition from other sources.

Size depends, too, on when the program is offered. The same

program at two different times might have two different rat-

ings.

Some programs may be considered as higher in social

prestige than others. For social reasons some persons might

claim to prefer the much—talked about programs. It has been



suggested that on those occasions when cross-sections of the

public have been asked about their preferences the results

have indicated program popularity rather than actual pref-

erence (3). Popularity or prestige could be important fac-

tors where reactions are sought to groups of programs cate-

gorized by labels, such as "western," and "educational.”

Not only are the definitions of these labels sometimes weak

and confusing, but there is the additional possibility of

the social prestige factor.

Large sums of money have been spent on surveys of

television audiences. Those which assessed liking for kinds

of television programs have not provided sharp predictive

indices of viewing behavior. One survey of the research

literature in this area reports:

The extent to which people say they like programs

of a type bears no particular relation to their

actual viewing habits, as measured by the program

rating services (3).

To the degree that this remains the case, those who deter—

mine the nature of programs which shall and shall not be

seen have reason to question the information which is the

basis of their decision—making.

Viewer Decision-Making

In terms of preference it must be emphasized that

the viewer's actual selection of a program represents what

to him; the most favorable alternative at the time from

own possible alternatives. These are limited to thea
P
-

H
.

u
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alternatives of which he is aware at the time. He has a
 

choice between "watching television” and "other alternatives.”

He may anticipate that it would be a more desirable alterna-

tive for him to let the children have their favorite program

than to watch his own favorite on another channel. Or, his

most favorable alternative may be seen as a choice from

among the programs offered at the time. If his past expe-

rience has led him to expect that television is generally a

gratifying and useful pastime compared with other alterna-

tives, and he is free to watch it, his choice will be of the

first order.

In such a case he focuses down to choices from among

the programs offered at the time. Let us suppose there are

three of these, programs A, B, and C. A and B both have

certain qualities, or elements, in terms of content and style

which reflect his preference. Program C has content and

style also, of course, but not the particular elements he

happens to prefer. Since he reSponds more favorably to the

elements in programs A and B, he will make his decision to

watch either program A 23 B, but not C.

Suppose program A portrayed a romantic relationship

between a young couple such that neither sex role was domi-

nant. Our viewer may not object to romance, but let us say

he likes to see a strong, masculine lead. Both programs A

and B have predominately male roles strongly supported in

them. Our viewer also likes lots of aggression, action,



even violence. Let us suppose both programs A and B have

this element, as opposed to the quiet tranquility and calm

of some other programs. It would appear at this point that

it is a toss-up between programs A and B. However, our

viewer happens to like serious programs, as opposed to com—

edy, and program A is serious in nature while program B is

light entertainment. Consequently, he selects program A

over program B. ~‘

Let us postulate that our viewer has a favorite of

all favorite programs. Call it program X. This is the pro-

gram which provides, to him, the best possible combination

of all of the elements which appeal to his own particular

preferences. It cannot be ”known" that X is his ultimate

favorite, of course, for he has not seen all possible pro—

grams. All such programs do not exist. Nevertheless, pro-

gram X, would, if seen, more closely reflect the elements of

what we shall regard as his ”true” preference (36) than any

other program.

Another way of looking at ”true” preference is in

terms of the viewer‘s selective behavior, as though all pos-

sible programs did exist, and were all equally available at

a given time. Given a perfectly free choice (i.e., he can

select any one program from the total at any time) we would

expect that he would select program X first, and there would

be a rank-order selection of specific programs to follow.

If the order of component qualities (i.e., combinations of



elements) in his perceptions were known, we could predict a

pattern for him for each program in the universe of programs.

Since our viewer lives and functions in the natural,

social context of a dynamic society of interdependent mem—

bers,we cannot expect such "ideal" conditions. (We would

want to establish conditions which would estimate ”true"

preference as closely as possible, within the limits of his

social environment, in order that we could use the estimate

for prediction by comparing it with other indices.) The

natural conditions which do exist require us to ask: What

dimensions of influence would we expect to be operating

which would tend to deter him from watching program X?

It is possible that program X could be re—scheduled

at a time convenient for him, but without his knowledge. Or

there could be programs similar to it available. If he is

not familiar with the program schedule, he is likely to miss

them. Some persons watch whatever happens to be on televi-

sion at a given time simply because they feel like watching

television at the moment. It would not even be surprising

to find some watching a less appealing program on one chan—

nel while program X was on the other. Not everyone systemat-

ically plans viewing ahead. Let us assume it is the case

where program X is on, but he knows nothing of it, and in

fact has never heard of it, although he has recently seen

programs A, B, and C. In fact, he happens to remember them

rather vividly. He is then asked by an interviewer to name



his favorite program. What is he likely to say?

Suppose he comes home from a hard day at work and

sits down with the paper just before dinner. The children

are watching a cartoon. Program X is on the other channel.

He finishes the paper. The telephone rings. An interviewer

asks whether the set is on, and what program he is watching.

Such interpersonal relations could strongly influ-

ence much viewing behavior. So can mutual expectations.

Take the conditions where program X is on at the time he is

free to watch, and he is aware that it is on, but so is his

wife's favorite program. He might now anticipate the con-

sequences of watching program X as against the consequences

of leaving the set alone so his wife can watch her favorite

program. This decision will be based, at least in part,

upon how important he thinks her program is to her, as

against how important he feels his program is to himself.

It is assumed that this will depend largely upon how much

he knows about what she likes.

Everything which has been said about him could be

applied to her as well. She has expectations for him, as

he does for her. In both cases they would anticipate the

other's enjoyment of the respective programs. And in both

cases this anticipation would be based upon their knowledge

of the other's preferences. If she is less aware of his

favorites than he is of hers, it would not be surprising to

find that her preferences were more often reflected in actual
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selection than his.

The viewer's behavior is determined by his eXpecta—

tions of subsequent events. These expectations evolve out

of his observations of patterns in past eXperience. He con-

structs a pattern of expectations, which, to him, is meaning-

ful. Behavior based upon these patterns allows him to seek

an extended relationship with his world, and he finds this

useful and gratifying. This decision process applies not

only to television, but in all his relationships, even in

his relationship with himself. He observes patterns of how

one variable affects another, and as he anticipates such

patterns he finds himself less separated from his environ—

ment.

It is assumed here that the processes described

above, although not directly observable, reflect "reality"

for the individual which may be inferred from certain ob-

servable behavior. Such inferences are one way of formulat—

ing a basis for prediction. Such reality remains "real" for

him regardless of how distorted it may appear to the observer.

As he perceives himself in his environment, contin-

uously relating himself by structuring patterns of expecta-

tion, he develops a larger system of anticipations. This

may be called an "ideal self,” or an "ideal self image."

This greater construction represents the kind of person he

would like to be, for he expects that as this ”ideal“ person

he could extend his orientation to the world still further.
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Knowledge of his self image, such as in his general orienta-

tion toward television, might aid in the prediction of his

viewing behavior. For example, if he feels he "ought not”

to watch television as much as he does because his ideal

concept of himself suggests that he, let us say, should

attend the Wednesday evening church services, this might in-

fluence his behavior. It might also influence the way he

answers specific questions about his actual viewing behavior.

Or, it might explain certain attitudes about television, such

as having an "uneasy feeling" about watching it.

We have seen that he has expectations of Specific

kinds of programs, expectations of other‘s preferences, and

expectations of himself. We have also stated that two peo—

ple can share mutual expectations of each other which are

based largely upon their mutual knowledge of each other's

preferences. This has implications which have not been ac;

knowledged. Since he has expectations of her, and she of

him, it would also follow that he has expectations of ESE

expectations of him, and she has expectations of his expecta-

tions of her. Although this series of ”continuous reflec-

tions" could be carried on to maddening excess, it is not

our intention to press this further. The notion is simply

represented in the concept of the "significant other." If

he knows what expectations she has of his preferences, this

may not only influence his actual selections; it might also

be reflected in his expressions of what he says he likes,
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eSpecially if these expressions are made in her presence (or

alone, to the extent that he has her in mind while respond-

ing to questions). The presence of the interviewer should

be considered in much the same way. Answers to questions

might, at least in part, represent what he expects is being

expected of him.

These mutual expectations may be more broadly con-

sidered. The viewer predicts others. They predict him.

And they each anticipate each other's predictions of them-

selves. Since we are concerned with the individual viewer,
 

we will ignore what others might “really" expect of him, and

focus Specifically upon what he perceives to be broadly ex-

pected of himself by others. This might be called what he

perceives to be "socially desirable," and "socially undesir-

able." He may, for example, enjoy reading adventure or de-

tective magazines at home, but avoid carrying one of these

under his arm to church to read while waiting for the chil—

dren to get out of Sunday school. This does not suggest

that he “really” likes these magazines, and hides this fact

from the Sunday school teacher. He behaves differently un—

der different sets of conditions. Previous studies (36,8)

have strongly suggested that a viewer might express some-

thing other than his actual preference by saying he likes

what he thinks he "ought" to say he likes. This is not nec—

essarily a "false" report, or dishonesty in the usual mean-

ing of the word. At the time he says he will watch one kind
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of program, in the presence of an interviewer, he may sin—

cerely mean what he says. He may envision the future situa-

tion as being very different than it turns out to be. His

decisions are based upon outcomes he expects to be gratify-

ing or useful in his orientation to the world.

Confusion may result when we try to pretend that he

is composed of a given number of separate, independent en-

tities--such as a ”socially expressed self” and an "inner

real self"--and that he would fit into a single mold if we

could only find the right one. Each change has, for him,

its own reality, including the various dimensions of influ—

ence imposing themselves upon him as well as his ways of

responding to them. We perceive him in the same way. He is

the swiftly flowing succession of many images, each represent—

ing a different reality, and each superimposing itself upon

the last to form a total composite picture in our perceptions

and in our investigation.



CHAPTER II

NATURE OF THE STUDY

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this thesis is to determine

patterns of viewing and preference for various types of per-

sons in terms of content and style facets of television pro—

grams. The study focuses on the dynamics in the relation-

ship between programs and the viewer's processes in his

preference and selection of these programs. Some of the

difficulties of television program decision-making leading

to this problem have been pointed out. To the extent that

the key decision-makers are not aware of these problems it

is unlikely that maximum satisfaction will be provided to

the viewer. It is assumed here that the purpose of televi-

sion is to provide maximum satisfaction to the consumer or

viewer. It follows that a worthy direction for research is

to attempt to find out what these satisfactions are. One

way of doing this is to find out what elements are most

satisfying from within those programs currently available

for various types of persons. Such information should lead

to improvements in program planning and production. When

the currently available elements of content and style which

appeal to various types of persons can be determined, it is

14
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expected that this may be projected into future programs

and tend to increase viewer satisfaction.

It follows from the problem and this rationale that

this study is seriously concerned with problem—oriented

theory. The task here is the development, rather than the

demonstration, of theory, and the study is exploratory.

While analysis will be guided by theory and implicit hypoth-

eses, no formal a priori hypotheses will be tested.

Method

The problem suggests that we closely examine the

preferences of a few persons rather than to tally the selec-

tions, by program, of large samples from the population.

It would be difficult to explore the dynamics in the rela—

tionship between the individual consumer and the content

and style of television programs by broad correlational elab-

oration. This thesis is not a survey of television audiences,

and no large sample is required. It is not the purpose of

this study to observe the way in which many persons reSpond

to a few programs, but rather to observe how Single types of

persons reSpond to a variety of programs under various condi-

tions of instruction. Stephenson's Q—methodology (51) was

selected to best serve this purpose. Given the assumptions

in Q for developing viewing and preference types, we would

expect to find such types in other samples of the public.

Typologies are developed from factor analysis.
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Factor analysis, as it is used here, is such that when we

have a cluster of persons who are similar, they are repre-

sented as a factor. The particular use of factor analysis

in this study is described more fully in Chapter III. Bas-

ically, it is used here as a method of theory development.

Each factor represents a hypothetical type of person. Per-

sons are asked to behave under various sets of instruction,

and the method is a way of summarizing relationships among

the events of their behavior. Such a summary is not pre-

sumed to exhaust the universe of types. Although the types

reported will be mutually exclusive, they are not necessar—

ily comprehensive.

In this study a modification of Guttman's facet

analysis (18,19) is used to order the content and style of

television programs. This method of analysis is illustrated

in the chapter on methodology. The more Specific use of

this method as it is applied in this study is also described

there. Essentially, it is a form of content analysis. As

in Stephenson's dimensionalities, combinations may be factor-

ially generated. In this case these are program element com-

binations. Enumeration of such combinations from presently

available programs reveals that only a fraction of possible

combinations are available to the viewer.

While these forms of analysis are ways of imposing

orderliness, there are other ways not used in this study.

Populations could be divided up into persons having high and



17

low intelligence, open or closed minds, male or female, rich

or poor. Further divisions could be made, such as rich,

average, and poor. Combinations of demographic characteris—

tics could be used as indices and given the label of "socio-

economic status."

However, this study is not particularly concerned

with such characteristics. It is concerned with individual

types of persons and the way they respond to television un-

der various conditions of instruction. Given different con-

ditions of instruction, we would expect1flunnto behave differ—

ently. As a first step, it is suggested that a reasonable

approximation of the most important influences which may be

Operating on the viewer in his natural decision-making envi-

ronment be estimated. These are outlined generally later in

this chapter, and such dimensions are more fully and opera—

tionally defined in Chapter III.

Scope of Inquiry

Since this is an exploratory study, and not a survey

intended to generalize to a specific population, the persons

interviewed were purposively selected. They might be classi-

fied mainly as middle class. In only one case is the hus-

band's income more than $10,000. Most are high school grad—

uates. Ihnurhave B.A. degrees, and one has legal training in

addition to this. Two of the adults graduated from high

school, and one never attended high school. Twenty—six
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members of nine families are interviewed in all. The inter-

views were individually conducted in the late winter and

early spring of 1963. The time required for each interview

was about four hours per person. There was an attempt to

represent general age, occupational, and socio-economic cat-

egories rather broadly. For example, the husband's occupa-

tions include: a university instructor, a painter, a boy

Scout executive, a factory foreman, a civil service office

worker, a minister, a legal aid attorney, an engineering

executive in a motor factory, and a graduate student. The

ages of the youngest couple are 21 and 26. The oldest

couple are both 53. Husband—wife members of the same fam-

ilies are interviewed in all cases. Children interviewed

were generally between the ages of 17 and 20, although three

were as young as 13 and 11. The primary criteria for selec-

tion were that person interviewed represent family members

in their natural household settings (as compared, for ex-

ample, with a classroom of college sophomores), and that they

have one working television set. The requirements for this

thesis are met by these persons.
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The Dimensions

These persons were interviewed under the following

conditions of instruction: (1) what programs they like,

(2) what programs they feel they should like, (3) what pro-

grams they think their Spouses like, (4) what programs they

are familiar with, (5) what programs they actually watch,

and (6) their general orientation toward television. The

Operations of these instructions are called dimensions, and

have been selected as important forces on a viewer's behav-

ior;

The literature may be seen as Split into two parts.

The first is represented by Specific studies conducted by

MacLean and others (34,37,38). These tend to focus on re-

sponse patterns of persons to content and style in a variety

of mass media, and on the decision—making processes in the

selection of such media. Various researchers in the Depart-

ment of Communications at Michigan State University are work-

ing in areas of responses to advertising, music, pictures,

and photographs. This may be seen as the context for this

study. A team of researchers, of which this investigator

was a part, tackled the problem of predicting television

viewing. This study evolved out of that team effort, and

focuses on behavior in regard to television under the var—

ious conditions mentioned above. The second part of the

literature is represented by studies which, together,



20

consider responses to television very broadly, even though

the individual studies may be highly Specific. These are

found in the section on orientations to television.

The various dimensions may now be described more

fully. The literature is cited primarily to indicate where

other work, which may be considered related to these dimen—

sions, is found. In some cases the literature review also

suggests substantive relevance to this study.

Social Desirability
 

A respondent may say he likes something because he

thinks it is expected of him to say this. The viewer antic—

ipates what others perceive as socially acceptable or social-

ly desirable. This might be expressed as behavior which he

perceives to be generally ”good” for people. Pearlin (45)

discovered that preference for serious programs increases

with social class. Winthrop (60) obtained a positive corre-

lation between rank values for programs according to ”high-

brow" status and scale values of preference. David Riesman

(46) and others have hypothesized that the media present an

accompanying set of social values along with the more explic—

it content. Even the notion of ”television" seems to be per-

ceived as existing within some such ”hierarchy” among differ-

ent kinds of messages. When open—ended questions were pre-

sented to persons in one study (17) some persons perceived

television to be generally associated with social level, and

almost all with "the poor class,” ”ordinary people,” "the
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average working person,” and ”people without too much money.”

Systematic studies have discovered an increasing

linear function of the judged socially desirable scale value

of an item (personality trait) and the probability of en-

dorsement. That a person often expresses what he anticipates

to be socially acceptable, rather than what he believes ap-

plicable to himself, is not a new or isolated finding (10).

Independently conducted studies (29,20,59,13) in which per—

sons have individually judged items (such as personality

traits) have shown high correlations between the items and

other characteristics expected to be socially desirable (e.g.,

"well—adjusted," "emotional health”). Danbury and Talbott

(8), in an investigation of television viewer types, found

consensus items very much reminiscent of Allen Edward's

social desirability factor. The data strongly suggest

”. . . that viewers might be agreeing upon what they think

they ought to agree——that such serious programs as 52w

Governments Work deserve attention, and that Local Talent
  

and Wrestling are in poor taste.” The strength of social
 

desirability was demonstrated by Hanley (20). In two sep—

arate experiments, personality trait items were rated by

students on a scale of social desirability, i.e., opinions

on how "people in general” felt about the attitudes expressed

by the items. Social desirability was represented by the

median rating given the items by the judges. Different sam—

ples of judges were used in each of the experiments. A
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comparison of judgments of eleven items common to both

groups was taken as an index of the social desirability

rating stability. The median social desirability rating

for the eleven items common to both sets of judges in the

respective experiments are as follows:

 
  

Item Experiment I Experiment II

1 5.0 4.8

2 7.6 6.5

3 2.6 2.6

4 4.4 4.7

5 3.8 3.3

6 4.0 2.6

7 8.6 8.5

8 8.8 8.8

9 2.5 2.2

10 4.3 4.0

11 1.2 1.1

Generally, the judgments of the items by the two groups

tends to hold quite stable, as can be seen in the figures.

Following the earlier social desirability study (10)

mentioned above, Allen Edwards wanted to know if this factor

operated in the research projects employing Stephenson's Q-

technique (51) as it had in reSponses to personality inven—

tory. He Subsequently administered 135 weighted Q-sort

items to 50 male, and 50 female college students (9). The

main weight assigned to each item was found for each group.

These were then correlated with the social desirability

scale values which had been previously established. The

product—moment correlation for the male group was .84 and

for the female group it was .87.
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In the preliminary analysis of data from which the

present study developed (38) correlations between social

desirability and personal preference ranged from .87 to .43

with a median of .69.

"True" or Expressed Preference
 

"True" preference is a postulate which could be con-

sidered somewhat analogous to other such nOtions, such as

the concept of "ideal" self (48). Although the idea of

"true" preference serves a useful function, the application

of the notion will be in terms of "personal" preference,

since personal satisfaction is emphasized in the instruc-

tions.

Interpersonal Perceptions

Social forces operate in media selection. There is

evidence that organized listening groups, for example, in-

crease actual selection (30), and that primary groups are

likely to share similar attitudes (43). It is not necessary

for the other members of the group to be present to influ—

ence the individual. His views tend to be very like those

persons who are significant to him, quite independently of

whether they watch the programs together or even discuss

them (47).

One area where Q-technique has been used quite exten-

sively in ways similar to the use of this study is in clini-

cal psychology. Carl Rogers, for example, conducted an
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entire program of research which included perceptions of a

client by a therapist, perceptions of therapist by client,

perceptions of the therapist by his supervisor, and so forth.

Prediction of the significant other's television preferences

may be closely compared to some of these uses.

Actualeiewing Conditions
 

Although it may not be necessary for significant

other persons to be present in the room in order to influ-

ence the viewer, they are present about 90 per cent of the

time (38). Any two persons in the viewing situation would

not be expected to share exactly the same preferences. Also,

an individual who enters a room for a Specific purpose, such

as to rest, or read a magazine or book, might find himself

viewing a program someone else had selected. What one gets

out of the program might be influenced accordingly. It has

been pointed out that a person behaves differently in differ-

ent situations because he £3313 different. The immediate

social forces may influence behavior.

Familiarity

Decision implies a knowledge of alternatives. If a

viewer is unaware that a program is available, the likeli-

hood of his selection of the program would be expected to be

reduced. Preliminary analysis for this study--correlations

of various dimensions with actual viewing-~indicated that

familiarity is most highly associated with viewing.
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Orientation toWTelevision

Focused interviews conducted during the early part

of this study suggested that there are a variety of orienta-

tions to television. That is, various persons related them-

selves to television in general very differently. Much of

this orientation could be classified as "uses and gratifica—

tions" derived from television. Joseph Klapper very recently

indicated that research in this area is badly needed. In

fact, he says: "I do not personally know of a single use

and gratification study that focuses on the EEEEE audience”

(27). Some of the focused interviews suggested statements

which were included in a set of Q-items. Other statements

were suggested by various members of the research team men-

tioned earlier. Some of these came indirectly from the lim-

ited literature in this area. These statements may be found

in the appendix. Although this literature is not specifical-

ly related to television, a knowledge of the relationships

between consumers and other mass media may help place this

dimension into a broader theoretical context. This context

may be seen in the three divisions of anxiety-reducing func—

tion, means of escape, and role identification.

One of the early studies focused on the psycholog-

ical effects of not having a neWSpaper (2). Bernard Berelson

conducted 60 intensive interviews of a stratified sample by

rental districts during the 1945 neWSpaper delivery strike

in New York. He found some subjects who used the medium to
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relate themselves to their broader environment, and for

others it provided social prestige. He also developed the

hypothesis that there is a kind of value in reading per se

in American culture, and daily newspapers were most conven—

ient for this purpose. The study suggested that newspapers

serve an anxiety-reducing function. Some persons seemed to

perceive the world as somehow threatening to them, and the

daily ritual or ceremony of newspaper reading was an almost

compulsive way of seeking reassurance. Herta Herzog's early

study (21) seems to suggest a kind of tension~reducing func—

tion of radio serials by those listeners who felt burdened by

their own problems and were relieved to be reminded that

"other people have troubles, too."

The concept of anxiety was taken more centrally into

account in a study which indicates a relationship between

"motivation" and anxiety (24). Findings from thirty—five

questioned reSpondents suggest the greater one's anxiety the

less enjoyment he perceives in news stories, and the less he

reads. It is suggested that persons who repress anxiety

tend to read less, generally, and that highly anxious people

complain most vociferously about sensationalism. A report of

la recent study of the relationship between anxiety and the

media (40) found, among other things, that a large majority

of radio listeners claimed they would not switch off a news

broadcast in order to hear something else they enjoyed in

Spite of the fact that they had already heard the new5cast.
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Although the concept of escape, like the concept of

anxiety and many others, is fuzzy and in need of clarifica—

tion, it must be recognized that something one might call

the escape function exists for some viewers. It has been

suggested (23) that the context within which media exposure

takes place may encourage its use as an escape mechanism,

and that this is not necessarily dysfunctional. It has been

indicated elsewhere (44) that television sometimes functions

to remove the viewer temporarily from whatever stresses might

be imposed upon him. It has been suggested, (11) for example,

that a child who is limited socially and physically can find

escape and vicarious vent for his desire for freedom in a

Hollywood western. The function of escape, however, can be

carried to pathological extremes. A case study (39) reports

a schizophrenic girl who refused to relate to her environ-

ment as most persons do, but instead had completely surren-

dered herself to a fantasy life. Psychiatrists were unable

to communicate with her until an interview in which they

discussed television programs. Clinical purposes with the

girl were aided by this one area of fantasy which provided

a common frame of reference between patient and therapist,

and from which the distinction between social reality and

fantasy addiction could be pointed out.

A third category of these two dimensions may be seen

as role identification and role interest. Early interview

probings have Shown that some persons enjoy a program because
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they identify themselves with a certain personality, or are

attracted to the program because of a characterization which

they find appeals to them. One of the earlier studies (55)

found that female daytime radio serial listeners identify

themselves with various characters in the dramas. These pro-

grams also served as miniature morality plays, reflecting a

model of the idealized behavior and values of the contempo-

rary life style. Another study (32) of children exposed to

motion_pictures found that subjects identified themselves

with leading characters of their own sex. It was also found

that they were most likely to choose those characters whose

social class represented the person's aspiration, or ideal

class, rather than his actual socio—economic status.

An investigation (33) which assumed that males and

females would identify with the respective leads in motion

pictures found that persons tend to focus most of their

attention, as measure by eye-movement, on the character they

perceived as the subject of action in the drama. Males, par-

ticularly, Spent more time watching the male lead. Recently,

a Q—study (28) of role identification with advertising pic-

tures found that persons identify closely to those corre-

Sponding to themselves in terms of sex and age. An interest-

ing finding of this study was that persons tend to identify

their ideal—self concepts more closely when exposure objects

were presented in color.

While some find tension-reducing functions, others
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find gratification by identifying themselves with certain

characters. Still others find more socially-oriented uses

of the media. For example, the media provide some non-con-

troversial, or "safe" topics of conversation, something like

the weather. One study (4) illustrates such uses of news—

paper cartoon strips.

Another article (22) suggests that the media serve

as a substitute for social interaction. The performer,

speaking directly to the camera, creates the illusion of

direct, intimate, and informal interaction. The receiver

reciprocates in much the same way as he does with "real"

people.

There is also good reason to believe that the subject

matter—~that is, what the program is about—~should be consid—

ered important (34) in relating program preference to persons.

This will be dealt with more fully in the next chapter. So

far, many studies concerned with responses to programs have

used broad and poorly-defined categories of programs. Al-

though these have provided some interesting and informal

analyses, research is needed which can clarify the relation

between the way a viewer responds and the content and style

of the programs with more systematic precision.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The relationship between various kinds of television

program content and style and viewer preference and behavior

may be observed in at least two ways. One way is to focus

first upon a viewer's personal preference, and compare obser-

vations of him on other dimensions such as those described

in the last chapter. Another way is to focus first upon his

actual viewing habits and compare the other dimensions, in-

cluding personal preference, with what he actually watches.

In one case we are asking: In what ways are these various

dimensions associated with his personal preference? In the

other case we are asking: In what ways are these dimensions,

including personal preference, aSsociated with his actual

viewing habits? Both ways are used in this study.

First-Stage Interviews

This thesis focuses in the direction of the problem

outlined above. This area of interest grew out of discus-

sions among members of the research team previously mentioned

regarding the problems in predicting viewing behavior. The

team was using Q—technique, which serves as an appropriate

method for this particular kind of study. Q allows

3O
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individual persons to describe their perceptions under

various conditions.

Prior to the systematic Q-interviews focused inter-

views (41) were conducted. There were twenty-five focused

interviews and twenty-six Q—sort interviews.

The focused interviews were conducted in such a way

that the interviewee did not become immediately aware of the

Specific intention of the interviews. During this orienta-

tion period of investigation it was considered desirable to

observe the viewer broadly, following the natural patterns

of his own natural context.

Focused interviews began with descriptions of time

use patterns by persons, starting with the time thay awoke

in the morning. They were told the purpose of the interview

was to study leisure time activities, and daily time use

patterns in general. Usually the persons themselves intro-

duced television into the interviews, and as they did the

particular programs they watched were noted only as though

these were equally important with other activities. AS the

interviewee described his typical day various other condi—

tions were introduced, first by himself, and later re-intro—

duced by the interviewer. For example, a wife might mention

that at a certain time her husband usually returns home from

work after she had previously mentioned that the television

set was turned to a particular program. Later in the inter—

view She was asked about a comparison between television
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program preferences of herself and her husband, particularly

in regard to, let us say, the actual selection subsequent to

his return from work. After the person had completed a des-

cription of, say, the previous day, the interviewer returned

to the Specific programs selected under the various condi-

tions of viewing (i.e., husband home, husband not home) and

compared the program actually watched with the others avail-

able at the time. In fact, such comparisons were made even

more broadly with other activities in general. If the per—

son watched program A instead of programs B or C the inter—

viewer probed into what elements of content and style seemed

to appeal to the person which may have determined the deci—

sion to watch one program over the other two. Other consid-

erations were introduced also, such as probes into what the

person's friends thought of the program, and whether he dis-

cussed it with them. Any area in any way relevant to the

problem which might be mentioned by the interviewee was

picked up by the interviewer for further probing. The early

portions of the interviews were typically factual and casual.

The interviewer attempted to create a permissive, non—judge

mental relationship between himself and the person being

interviewed. The "why” questions behind preferences and

bEhavior were explored as deeply as possible. What is there,

fOr example, about a certain element in program A which makes

it more appealing than a "similar" element available in

another channel?
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The focused interviews usually required between one

and two hours. Persons interviewed were selected in such a

way that there was some range in terms of demographic char-

acteristics, particularly in age, sex, occupation, and educa—

tion. The entire approach at that time-~the late fall of

1962--was very general. Many areas, such as the dimensions

previously described in this paper, were explored. At that

time many quasi-focused interviews were also conducted in

brief meetings with bus drivers, grocers, barbers, and

others. It was a period of broad exploration and orientation.

An Illustration

The focused interview data were extremely useful,

both in terms of substance and method, in developing the

interview schedule and in.constructing the instruments for

subsequent systematic interviews. These early interviews--

and discussions about them among various researchers—-pro—

vided many statements regarding the way in which persons

responded to television in general, and more Specifically

to the content and style of various programs.

The relationship between content and style, includ-

ing responses of various kinds of persons to these, lies at

the heart of the study. To get an understanding of this

relationship it was necessary to infer what elements of

appeal were working within programs which were perceived and

reSponded to by various persons. Combinations of these
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appeal elements were coded and placed on Q cards. Sorting

of these cards into a modified—normal distribution provided

the viewer with much more freedom than usually available to

him under normal viewing conditions where he has only a

choice from among three programs at a given time. It should

be pointed out that the items are not the programs themselves.

Q-technique is useful, however, when one wishes to talk

about the perceptions of one person because it gives him a

broad range of choices. It is especially useful in small-

sample studies. The Q-sorting procedures would be highly

expensive for survey type studies. In order to illustrate

how facet analysis and Q—technique were used, a miniature

example of the procedures is provided.

Let us suppose that on the basis of focused inter-

views we find that some people like noise and violence in

their television shows, while others prefer tranquility and

peace. Some like light entertainment and humor. Others

prefer heavily serious programs. Some prefer a mixture of

interaction between male and female roles, where neither

sex is dominant. Others like a strong, commanding male lead.

There are many elements, but let us illustrate the kind of

procedures used in this study.

Such elements may be substructured by means of facet

techniques similar to those which have been suggested by

Guttman (18,19). In this study we are not arriving at a

single dimension of facet combinations. We are taking the
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complete matrix similar to William Stephenson's approach, as

in his example using Jung's theory, but Stephenson does not

provide the culling procedures which Guttman does.

The elements mentioned above may be reduced to three

facet levels by such procedures with two levels in each, as

follows:

a) Aggressions: A1 Violence, vigorous action, a

lack of concern for others,

n01SY.

A2 Non-violent, calm and quiet,

peaceful.

b) Humor: B1 Programs designated by the in-

vestigator as comedy.

B2 Programs designated by the in-

vestigator as non-comedy.

c) Sex roles: C1 Both male and female roles are

about equally supported, or are

presented in such a way as to

complement each other.

C2 There is a strong, dominant male

role.

By culling out facet elements in this way, a more

parsimonious and systematic structure of the programs is

established. This substructure of programs, as the elements

within them relate to reSponses expressed by viewers who had

been interviewed, may be hypothetically expressed in the

following model:

(A1 high aggressive)

Some Viewers pIEfer (A2 low aggressive )

programs which this

(B1 comedy )

(32 non-comedy) and in WhiChinvestigator has coded as
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(g: $§xgdg sex r0135 are Supported.

We desire to assure ourselves that an equal propor—

tion of each of these elements is represented in our sample

of items. These may then be placed in a factorial design

as follows:

Al A2

C1 AlBlCl A1B2C1 A2B1C1 A232C1

C2 AlBch A132C2 A2B1C2 A2B2C2

Now that the total combinations of the facet elements

are isolated and defined, we can represent each combination

by television programs which are representative of them. We

first examine, let us say, the entire evening program sched—

ule. Since the evening period is generally a period of

leisure for most persons, these are the programs which we

may assume persons have had an Opportunity to select more

uniformly than any other pool of programs. These are the

programs most likely to have been seen by most persons inter-

viewed. We can designate a time period from, say, 6:30 to

11:00 P.M. A group of researchers, who are familiar with

both the facet elements and the program schedule, then code

the programs according to the criteria designated by each

facet element combination. In some cases programs are found

to be so accurately a reflection of the facet element combi-

nations that they serve as definitions of those particular
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Let us suppose that this is done for the eight com-

binations provided out of the factorial illustration above.

This might provide eight television program Q-items as fol—

lows, accepting the parenthetic explanations of facet com-

binations found in verbal form under each.

Item

(1)

(2)

(3)

Facet Elements

AIBIC1

A1B1C2

AlBZCl

Television Program QeItems

Michigan Polka Party (7:00 Saturday)

Polka music and dancing with a polka

dance orchestra.

(Program contains "loud” music and

much physical action; is light-

hearted in nature; supports both

male and female role equally)

Jackie Gleason's American Scene

Magazine (7:30 Saturday)

Mu51c, dance, comedy skits, and

jokes with comedian Jackie Gleason

as performer and master of ceremonies.

(Loudness, sometimes violent Slap-

stick comedy; designated a comedy;

male role dominant)

Dick Powell Theater (9:30 Tuesday)
 

Guest stars are featured in series

of action, adventure, mystery-

suSpense stories, and an occasional

light comedy.

(Although the series contains a

mixture of elements, there is often

physical violence, seriousness, and

Often mixed role support)



Item

(4)

 

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Facet Elements

A1B2C

A B C

A B C

A2BZC

2

2

1
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Television Program grltems

Combat (7:00 Tuesday)

Action-packed war adventure portray-

ing combat soldiers under fire.

(Heavily violent, extremely serious

strongly in support of male role)

Ozzie and Harriet (7:30 Thursday)

The Nelsons portray themselves in

lighthearted family-comedy series.

(Calm and peaceful, light comedy,

mixed sex roles)

PerryfiComo (9:00 Wednesday)

A musical variety program starring

Perry Como, and featuring Peter

Genero dancers, Ray Charles chorus,

and celebrity guests.

(Non-violent and tranquil, light and/

or comedy, support of male star)

Walt Disney (7:30 Sunday)

Walt Disney presents a wide range of

his own productions designed for both

children and adults. Features include

nature films, biographies, classic

young people's literature and cartoons.

(Generally non—violent, mostly serious

productions in series, mixed sex roles,

or at least not strongly supporting

the male role.)

Len Stuttman (7:00 Monday)

Local world-traveler Len Stuttman

interviews guests and shows semi-

documentary film of nature's many

elements and creatures.

(Usually non-violent, serious, gen-

erally supporting the male role)
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Each of these items is then printed on IBM cards

and coded according to the facet element combinations. The

title of the program, the program description, and the time

the program is scheduled are all included to aid subjects in

relating each card item to the Specific program it represents.

The descriptions are also provided to increase the common

frame of reference among subjects, for some subjects may be

expected to have seen some programs more than other subjects.

TheSe Q-items are then handed to a person with in—

structions to sort them into a modified normal distribution.

For this illustration let us suppose the subject is simply

asked to sort the items he likes moSt on the right end of

the distribution, and the items he likes least at the left.

Before him we have placed, in this case, only five ranks.

The number of items to be sorted into each rank is noted on

the pile card. With only eight items to be sorted into five

ranks the distribution might appear as follows:

 

 

Least Like Most Like

Pile i 1 ,;2 3 4 5

NO. Of Items [ l '2 2 2 l
      

Since the instructions and items are identical for

each person, a constant frame of reference is provided in

the event the researcher wants to administer the instrument

to others and compare the sorting of one subject with the

sortings of others. The fixed distribution offers the
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advantage of yielding data for which the means and standard

deviations of all sorts are identical, thus simplifying

correlational procedures a great deal.

Just for the moment, let us suppose we have none of

the methodology just described. All we have is the conglom-

eration of the following eight programs without even a

rationale for the selection of these: The Michigan Polka
 

Party, Jackie Gleason's American Scene Magazine, Dick

Powell Theater, Combat, Ozzie and Harriet, Perry Como, Walt
 

Disney, and Len Stuttman. Given a choice of these, the
 

viewer would place them in a hierarchy of preference. If he

were free to select any one of them first, and then the sec-

ond in order of his preference, and so on through the entire

set of program there would be 81 = 40,320 possible rank

orders of selection. When the total number of all available

programs during the entire program schedule is considered in

view of the tremendous incremental expansions of factorial

multiplication with the introduction of each additional pro—

gram item, the overwhelmingly chaotic conditions for assess-

ing preference may be readily seen. Furthermore, even if

the subject's Specific rank-order of all the available pro-

grams were known, it would be extremely difficult to make

any meaningful systematic inferences about his preference

Without a theory. Such a confused state of affairs clearly

Suggests that some system is required which will reduce the

Problem to a more amenable size.
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Program Analysis
 

Fortunately, such conditions as those described

above do not have to exist. Stephenson's Q-technique of

sample structuring and Guttman's facet analysis-—both having

their roots in Fisher's basic notion Of factorial design—-are

available to help us bring order out Of chaos.

Let us now return to our illustration. Our subject

is handed eight items, each representing the eight television

programs previously described. Before him are the five rank

cards, each representing a portion of the distribution illus-

trated in the previous section. Each of the five piles are

assigned values correSponding to their reSpective numbers.

He is asked to sort the eight items into the five piles,

with the number of items per pile as indicated by the dis-

tribution, according to whether he likes or dislikes the

item. He is asked to place the item he likes most in the

extreme right-hand pile, and the item he likes least in the

extreme left-hand pile. He is asked to continue sorting the

cards into the distribution in this way, working back and

forth toward the middle. The middle pile represents the

items he does not care very strongly about one way or the

other. Our subject sorts the cards into the distribution

in the following way:
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Least Like Most Like

Pile l 2 3 4 5

Items 5 7,3 6,1 8,2 4
       

This distribution of the items represents the ex-

pression of his preference in terms of facet elements as

follows:

AZBlcl A23201 AlBlCl A131C2 A132C2

AlBZCl A2B1C2 A232(32

Looking at facet element C2 it can be seen that it would

have a score of 16, as compared with a score of 8 for ele—

ment C1. Similar scores may be computed not only for other

single elements, but also for various combinations of ele—

ments up to the total number of elements used. For example

we could take the B and C facet combinations enumerated as

Blcl, B2C1, BlCZ’ BZCZ and compute their scores by dividing

the number of facets into the total scores of each respec—

 

tive combination of elements. In this case the scores are:

Bl B2

C1 2 2

C2 3 5 4.5

   

Each single element, or combinations of facets taken n at a

time, will be weighted according to the particular approxima-

tion of the normal distribution used.
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Remembering that B1 and B2 represent comedy and

serious, and C1 and C2 represent mixed and male roles, it is

possible to observe a pattern in our viewer's expression of

preference in terms of facet elements. One might infer, for

example, that his highest preference is a strong, dominant

male role. He not only has the highest positive score on

this element, but the mixed role element is decidedly re-

jected as well. We can observe that the B and C combinations

indicate that his hierarchy of preference is highest for the

male-serious facet element combination, while male-comedy

ranks next, and mixed—comedy and mixed serious are the low-

est of the order. Similar inferences may be made for other

combinations in such a way as to establish his rank—order of

preference more fully in terms of facet elements.

The facets need a good deal of refinement. There is

evidence that they are ”working," however, and are more prom-

ising than previous methods Of relating program types to

audience reSponse. The facet analytic approach brings sys—

tem and precision toward understanding and predicting this

relationship. There is also the highly interesting possibil-

ity of program development through this technique.
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In this study:

a. The number of facets is larger

b. There are more Q—items representing the combina—

tions of facet elements

c. The size and range of the distribution is ex-

panded

d. The number of persons interviewed is increased.

Six facets were selected which factorially generated

216 combinations. These were used to structure a sample of

fifty television program items which had been selected from

the evening schedule available in the Lansing, Michigan area

during the winter of 1963. A list of these programs, and

their schedule times, is in the appendix. Only a portion of

the facet elements were represented by existing evening pro-

grams. At least one Q~item was included in the sample for

each available program represented by these combinations.

While structuring the sample it was found that some facet

element combinations were represented by as many as twenty

programs. In other words, the factorial combinations gen-

erated out of the actual focused interview data indicate

that there is a great deal of program duplication, and at

the same time there are many ”empty" areas. It is possible

that a wider range of facet element combinations would pro-

vide a greater number of types of reSponses to the programs.
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There were only a fraction Of the facet element com—

binations represented by currently available programs. Be-

cause of the vacuum areas heterogeneity was maximized in the

present study by representing thirty-two of the combinations

available by one program each, and the remainder by more than

one. The remaining eighteen items were replicated from addi-

tional programs on the currently available schedule.

In addition to the six facets mentioned, three new

facets Of two elements each emerged out of preliminary anal-

ysis of the data (38) providing nine facets in all. The

working definitions of facet elements in this study were

established in essentially the same way as was described in

the illustration.

Facet Definitions

A. 'Xalge:

l. Moral. Those programs where moral values are intel-

lectualized--where all is not white or black, but

there are shades of gray. Differing views of moral-

ity are presented in conflict, a resolution is not

necessarily involved. The Defenders is an excellent
 

example of this type of program.

2. Moral-Sentimental. In these programs there are

clearly "good" guys and "bad" guys, and a Singular

"right" that triumphs. It might be called a "cliche

morality," as illustrated by The Loretta Young Show.
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Amoral. In these programs moral issues are not

considered. Password is an example.

Seriousness:
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

  

1. Comedy. These are comedy, light entertainment, and

even musical shows, usually self-designated by the

program format such as The Ed Sullivan Show.

2. Non—Comedy. Serious programs, also indicated by

the format or in the introduction of the show.

Sex Role:

1. Male. These are strong, dominant role support, such

as in Ben Casey, or Have Gun, Will Travel.

2. Mixed. Neither role is dominant over the other, as

on Password and Stump the Stars.

3. Female. Emphasis is on the female role, or it is

supported as in The Nurses.

Complexity:

1. High. Given a flow of circumstances, it is diffi—

cult tO predict Subsequent events or outcomes in a

high complexity program. Alfred Hitchcock, Naked

.9231, The Defenders, and Twilight Zone are examples.

2. Low. The so-called formula programs, such as Lassie,

Dennis the Menace, and Ozzie and Harriet are low.

Reality:

1. Factual. The presentation of events as they actually

are, or were; or persons being presented as them—

selves, such as Jack Parr, Candid Camera, CBS News,
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or Hootenanny.
 

Fictional-Representational. Actors play roles of

characters other than themselves, but portraying

“possible" persons in "possible” circumstances.

Examples are True, Armstrong Circle Theater, and
  

Dr. Kildare.
 

Fictional Non—Representational. These programs may

present improbable, fantastic, or cartoon characters

in ”believable" circumstances; or "believable” char-

acters in unlikely situations; or it may be a combi-

nation of both "unreal" conditions. The Flintstones,

Twilight Zone, and Yogi Bear are examples of this

element.

Aggressive:
 

1. High. Violence, general ”loudness” of the program,

and perhaps a lack of consideration of one party for

 

another. Combat and Danny Thomas are examples.

Low. Non-violent, more "quiet" programs, and per-

haps some expression Of kindness or gentleness. Dr.

Kildare, Perrijomo, and The Lawrence Welk Show are
   

examples. ‘

Scripted:

1. Semi-Scripted. The format is flexible, non-rigid.

Some comedy shows like Red Skelton and Jackie Gleason
  

--and most game shows such as Stump the Stars and
 

Password-~are semi-scripted, or not fully Scripted.
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2. Fully Scripted. The format is rigid, non-flexible.

Cartoons, most dramatic programs, documentaries, and

news programs are generally fully scripted.

H. Gentility:

l. Genteel. Some programs reflect what some consider

"polite," ”proper,” or "genteel” characteristics of

content and style. For example, Father Knows Best
 

depicts "nice” people.

2. Non—Genteel. Other programs reflect behavior which

is to some, considered crude, not ”nice.” IRE

Untouchables, Combat, and Jackie Gleason are examples.

I. Variability:

1. High. There is much variation within a series.

Examples are The Dick Powell Theater, Walt Disney,

Chet Huntley Reporting.

2. Low. There is very little variation of content and

style within a series. Ben Casey and Lassie do not
 

vary greatly within their series of programs.

These are the definitions for the sample available

in the appendix, and serve as codes for the facet elements

for each item.
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Interview Schedule
 

This study began with the focus of attention on

television preference and viewing behavior and the dimen—

sions which may intervene. In the paragraphs below the

' operational definitions of these dimensions, and some ration—

ale for them, will be described. The entire set of instruc-

tions may be found in the appendix.

Familiarity

A five—point Likert type scale was used to assess

familiarity with individual programs. Each person was given

a list of the entire weekly evening program schedule, and

told:

Here is a list of some of the programs avail-

able on Channels 6, 10, and 12 during the evening

hours. I'll go through this list with you, and for

each program I'll ask . . . you to give me an esti—

mate Of how familiar you are with the program. Our

only concern here is whether you know what the pro-

gram is about, not what you think Of it, or whether

you watch it. If you are very familiar with it on

the whole, we'll call it a five. If you are familiar

with it on the whole, we'll call it four. If you are

somewhat familiar with it, we'll call it a three. If

you are only vaguely familiar with it, we'll say it

is two. If you know nothing at all about the program,

we'll call it a one.

The subject was given a card during this portion of

the interview containing the following:
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5—-Very familiar

4—-Familiar on the whole

3——Somewhat familiar

2--Only vaguely familiar

l--Don't know anything about it.

Viewing Habits

The same program schedule used above also contained

a similar scale with values from O to 10. The subject was

then told:

The next thing I'll want to ask you is how

often you have seen the program out of the past

ten times it has been on. If it is a weekly pro~

gram, and you've seen it each week for the past

ten weeks, say ”ten.” If you've seen it only

three times out of the last ten weeks, say "three."

Always consider the number of times you've seen it

out of the total, remembering that some programs

are on daily, some weekly, some twice a month, and

so on. You will have to make rather broad estimates,

of course. We don't expect you to remember exactly.

Just do your best to make your estimate as accurate

as possible.

Social Desirability

The research evidence indicates that a social desir-

ability factor may be strongly operating and the possibility

that some persons perceive TV programs along such a dimen-

sion suggests that respondents be interviewed to find what

they think people are supposed to like. The Q—sort consisted

0f the fifty items of programs to be found in the appendix.
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Each person was given the cards with the following instruc-

tions:

Each of these cards has the title and brief

description of a television program. I want you

to judge each program on how desirable or undesir-

able you think it is for television to present

such a program. Is the program good for people to

watch or not good for them to watch? I want you

for the moment to forget about which programs you

personally enjoy or do not enjoy and which programs

you have or have not the chance to watch. Please

think only of how desirable or undesirable it is

for it to be on television.

Here is a deck of cards. (Cards are handed to

reSpondent.) You can tell me your judgments by

sorting these TV programs from those which are the

most desirable for people to watch to those which

are most undesirable for people to watch.

 

 

Personal Preference

As has been illustrated the notion of ”true” pref-

erence is a hypothetical construct, and is more accurately

considered as ”personal" preference operationally analogous

to notions such as the "ideal" self image. Q-technique has

been employed in a large number of studies which have at-

tempted to reach as closely as possible to similarly hypo—

thetical concepts, such as the "ideal self," the "ordinary

person," the ”remembered self,” and others (48). The tech-

nique has also been used in regard to the "projected self”

(14), "needs" (58), ”mood” (49), and even for descriptions

Of God (42).

Identical items were handed to reSpondents to sort

into the same distribution with the following instructions:
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Each one of us has individual and unique

tastes which are not necessarily similar to any—

one else's likes or dislikes. Certain TV pro-

grams have a Special delight for us, regardless

of what anyone else thinks of them. To us, indi-

vidually, privately, and personally, such programs

are good entertainment, satisfying, just plain fun.

We all enjoy having a good time once in a while,

and these would be the TV programs which we would

find personally satisfying and enjoyable.

Whether or not you have the opportunity to

watch some of the programs on the cards is not im-

portant. The important thing is whether you think

it is the kind of program you would find enjoyable

or satisfying if you could watch it. Base your

estimates on what knowledge you have of the program

and on the brief description of it.

Certain other programs don't provide us with any

fun, enjoyment or similar satisfactions. They may

be depressing, take the fun out of life. They may

be boring or actually annoying or at least they give

you no fun and enjoyment.

Here are the same programs you judged before on

whether they were good or bad for people. Now, I

want you to sort these programs on how much each

one is the kind of TV program which gives ygg per-

sonally fun, enjoyment, excitement, good entertain-

ment, relaxation, a good time.

Perceptions of Significant Other

The notion of the significant other, as it is used

in this paper, has been described in Chapter I. Various

applications of Q-technique in the operations of similar

dimensions have been described in Chapter II. As used in

this study the use of Q is relatively straightforward. The

mezisurement of this dimension is primarily concerned with

A'ES prediction of B's relation to object X, i.e., television
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programs. In this study A and B are interchangeable.

The same distribution as before is used, and the

interviewee is instructed:

While you've been doing this last sort, your

wife has been doing the same thing. That is, she

has been using these same cards to describe the

programs she enjoys most. How do you suppose she

sorted the cards? I'd like you to sort these same

cards again, only this time I'd like you to sort

them as you think your wife would have sorted them.

These same instructions are re-phrased when given to

the wife, Of course.

Orientation to Television

We begin with the notion that a viewer orients him-

self tO his environment by selecting messages which he antic—

ipates will be useful or gratifying, or both. The viewer

has also been described as a person behaving differently

under various conditions and various ways of perceiving the

world. Our way of observing him is much the same. We are

interested in more than just one dimension of him because we

want to approximate a full-blown picture of him.

Although the way he reSponds to content and style of

specific programs under various conditions greatly contrib-

utes toward this picture, it is not enough. We need to ex-

pand our view of him toward his orientations to television

in general. This added dimension may offer greater insight

into him as a whole person.



54

The literature helps us to place this dimension of

him in a broad theoretical context, and some of the findings

regarding anxiety reduction, escape, and role identification

may relate specifically to certain types of viewers. How—

ever, the statements used for this dimension generally came

only indirectly from the literature through the team of re-

searchers previously mentioned. Some of the statements came

directly from the focused interviews, but all came out of

the early discussions during the early exploratory period.

According to Stephenson it is not necessary for a sample of

items to be structured, and these are not.

The basic procedures for this measure are essen-

tially the same as in the previous sorting. The primary

difference is that the person is asked to express his orien—

tation toward television in general rather than to Specific

programs. Persons were instructed to sort the forty-three

item Q-sort of statements (which may be found in the appen-

dix) into the following distributions:

”Least!! "Most”

 

Rank ' l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Number of cards 2 3 4 5 5 7 5 4 4 3 2

 

             

The instructions were as follows:

Here are some new cards you've not seen be-

fore. I'd like you to use them just the way you

did the others. Look at each one, and decide whether

it describes the way you yourself feel. Put the

cards that describe the way you feel in a pile on

the right. Put the ones which describe the way you
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do not feel in a pile on the left. And the ones

which fall into neither category, or that youire

not sure about, in a pile in the middle. Then

pick out the two cards that best describe the way

you feel in the extreme ri ht hand pile, number 11.

Then go to the left hand pile and pick out the two

cards which are the most different from your feel-

ings about television on the extreme left hand pile

card, number 1. And so on, working back and forth,

toward the middle.

Analytic Procedures

Two possible ways of observing the prOblem have been

suggested. One was to focus upon personal preference as the

other dimensions (e.g., social desirability, actual viewing,

et cetera) are associated with it. The other was to focus

upon actual viewing habits as the other dimensions-—includ-

ing personal preference—~are similarly associated. These

data for each of the dimensions described have been collected

by Q-sorts, and the other two ranking procedures. The method

of analysis for these data is factor analysis.

The analytical model indicated the following statis-

tical Operations:

1. Factor analysis of personal preference using

the fifty item Q-sort of television program

items.

2. Factor analysis of actual viewing habit scale.

The variables in each matrix were persons. Distribu-

tion of the items, or responses to the scales, represented

Observations on that dimension for that person. The inter—
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correlations within each matrix were Obtained by correlating

the distribution of each person's responses with the reSponses

of each other person in the sample. The intercorrelational

matrices, which were symmetrical across the diagonal, showed

the correlation of the array of each person with the array

of every other person. From these matrices principal—axes

solutions were calculated. The principal—axes solutions

were submitted to Varimax rotation. These are orthogonal

factors. That is, the procedure produced three separate fac-

tors, Or hypothetical type persons. A factor represented a

cluster, or grouping, around a common pattern of reSponseS.

The selection of the three factor solution was deter—

mined by the principle Of parsimony, as just suggested, by

selecting the solution which best accounts for the variance.

Individual persons on a given dimension were asso-

ciated with a hypothetical type according to the extent to

which they load on one of these factors. Those persons who

were most closely associated with each type were used in the

weighting system for establishing the arrays. The sorting

arrays, and other reSponse patterns, of those persons who

had the highest loadings on a given type were weighted on

that type according to the following formula:

Where r is the loading weight =-I—£——2

- r
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The product of each Of these weights and the scores

of each item were added for all the other persons who loaded

highly on that type. This produced an array of scores

weighted by item, as in the case of Q—sorts and by rank in

the case of scales, for each type. This provided item arrays

for each factor indexed by Z-scores.

Once these arrays were established for personal pref-

erence and for actual viewing the persons who weighted high-

est on each of three types for both dimensions were used as

foci for establishing such arrays on each of the other dimen—

sions. This is a very recently developed method (35) of

analysis and is particularly useful for the purpose of this

study.

The method provided basically two kinds of factor

analytic data. On the first set of data there are three

types each represented according to Z—score indices on the

personal preference dimension. The arrays of those persons

loading highest on each type were used as foci in the weight-

ing, just as described above for producing the types, except

that the arrays of each type are represented on each of the

other dimensions. On the other set of data the procedure is

the same, except the focus was on three types for actual

viewing habits, and the arrays of the other dimensions repre-

sent these three types.

»We have the expression of personal preference for

three types of hypothetical persons represented by Z—score
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arrays. We also have Z—score arrays of these same items,

but on each of the other dimensions, as weighted by these

first three types. The data say: Here are three types of

persons on the dimension of personal preference, and here

are the ways these same types of persons responded to the

other dimensions.

We also have the estimate of actual viewing for three

types of hypothetical persons represented by Z-score arrays.

And we have Z-score arrays of all the other dimensions-~in-

cluding personal preference—-as weighted by these three types.

These data say: Here are the estimated viewing habits of

three hypothetical types of viewers, and here is the way

these same types reSponded to the other dimensions, includ-

ing personal preference.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION: THREE

PERSONAL PREFERENCE TYPES

Introduction

Viewers were given television Q-items with instruc-

tions to sort them according to their own private enjoyment

and personal satisfaction. Factor analysis of these data

provided three factors. Each factor represents a hypothet-

ical type of person. These three types—-identified by the

letters A, B, and C-—are described in this chapter. The fac-

tor arrays Of each personal preference type were weighted by

the persons loading highest on that type to provide additional

arrays for each of the reSpective types as they behaved under

five other conditions Of instruction. Each of these personal

preference types are described as they appear under personal

preference. Each of these same types are also described as

they behave under instructions of the other five dimensions:

social desirability, prediction Of significant other, famil-

iarity, actual viewing habits, and general orientations to

television. This design may be graphically outlined as

follows:

59
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Personal Socially Predict Actual Orientation

Preference Desirable SSA). Familiar Viewigg TO Television

Type A

Type B

Type C
  

There are some programs and some kinds of orienta-

tion upon which there are varying degrees of consensus among

the three types. These are excluded from the individual type

descriptions in order to bring the distinctions between types

into clearer relief. That is, since there are some programs

and some statement items upon which there is consensus among

all three types there is little point in describing these

three times over. The consensus items are those in which

the difference of the Z-scores between types is less than

1.0. This could mean the item was rejected or accepted or

placed in the middle by all three types, but all three types

behaved similarly.

The table presented first for each type represents

the programs that type of viewer personally enjoys most and

least. These tables are presented in the form of the arrays

as distributed by each type. The highest and lowest items

correSpond to the most accepted and rejected items by that

type of viewer. Generally, the cut-Off points of these

arrays are 1.0 standard deviation above or below the mean.
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The Z—scores indicate the strength of acceptance or rejec-

tion in relation to the other items in the array for that

type. There is no need for tests of significance in these

scores, since no hypothesis is being tested. Generally, the

items designated by an asterisk are those which have a score

for that type which is 1.0 standard deviation higher or low-

er than each Of the other two types. That is, it is an item

which distinguishes that type in relation to the other two

types.

The other tables are similarly represented except

that they represent how a given type of viewer with a partic-

ular hierarchical pattern of preference responds under other
 

conditions.

It is not assumed here that a hierarchy of preference

for a type of person represents what he "really” likes, and

that the other conditions of instruction represent some kind

of contamination or distortion of his "true" inner taste.

All six dimensions, or ways of looking at the person, are

considered together with the focus on personal preference.

The three types of persons on personal preference are the

ones which came out of the factor analysis and we are de:

scribing the same three types of persons all through this

chapter. The other five dimensions are considered in rela-

tion to the personal preference type in order to add to the

total view of that type of person. Each type of person is

expected to behave somewhat differently under different
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conditions. Each additional condition of instruction con-

tributes tO the total picture of him. This is why the var—

ious conditions of instruction are called ”dimensions.”

Each represents another way of looking at the behavior

patterns of the same set of persons under different condi-

tions. If all possible dimensions of a given person were

superimposed together, it would provide a total view of that

person. This, of course, is not possible. Here we begin by

focusing upon his personal preference, and observe how the

other dimensions of him relate to this. This is done for all.»

three types of viewers.

Personal Preference Type A

All but one person who loaded high on this factor

were female. Type A tends to strongly prefer serious and

dramatic programs, and rejects comedy. The only preferred

comedy program is Dick Van Dyke, which is not a program which
 

discriminates Type A from the other types. One person said

she liked the Dick Van Dyke program because it depicted light
 

and pleasant domestic relations, and indicated that she

wished the relations within her own family were more like

those in the program.

Although Dick Van Dyke is a comedy program, there

are occasional "flashback" stories of their period of court—

ship which contain at least a suggestion of romantic drama.

All the other programs most enjoyed by Type A are heavily
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dramatic, Often highly emotional, sometimes powerfully so.

Yet they consistently depict possible persons in possible

situations.

One of the most interesting features of this type

of viewer is the preference for strong support of the female

role, such as in The Nurses. The nurses, in The Nurses, are
  

not just supported. They are consistently predominate over

the male roles, even though it is in a hOSpital setting.

The leads in The Nurses tend to be strong and "right” in
 

much the same way Dr. Ben Casey is strong and right on his

program.

Table 1. Personal Preference for Personal Preference Type A:

Array of Most Accepted to Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

1.89 Dick Van Dyke _ -2.08 Fight of the Week

1.68 The Defenders* —2.04 Make that Spare*

1.50 Dick Powell* -l.49 International Show-

l.49 The Nurses* time*

1.41 Combat -l.47 Len Stuttman*

1.24 Route 66* -1.24 Lantern to the Stars

1.21 Naked City* -l.15 Lawrence Welk Show

1.12 Ben Casey* -1.l4 Jackie Gleason

1.08 Armstrong Circle -l.lO Great Composers

Theater -l.09 The Flintstones

1.04 Bonanza -l.OO The Lucy Show*

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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The Nurses is a discriminating item for this type,
 

and it may be seen as unique in the sample. There are two

other programs which support the female role. These are

The Lucy Show and Donna Reed. ”Lucy" plays a clown—like
  

role, and Donna Reed plays the wife and mother. The Lucy

Show is rejected because it is not enjoyable for Type A.

Donna Reed is neither rejected or accepted. The Nurses,
  

which is serious and heavily dramatic, is the only program

of its kind strongly embraced by Type A.

All of the discriminating items accepted as most

personally enjoyable contain both moral-sentimental and

fictional-representational elements. Also, none of the dis-

criminating rejected items, except The Lucy Show, contain
 

either of these two elements.

Type A considers Chet Huntley Reporting to be good
 

for people, or socially desirable, even though it is not one

of her own favorites. Yet She claims to watch it a high pro-

portion of the time. A similar situation exists in her be-

havior toward Close—up, The Defenders, and Armstrong Circle
   

Theater. They are the kinds of programs everybody "should"

watch, but not the ones she actually selects for herself.

The only program this type seems consistently sure about on

the social desirability dimension is Dick Van Dyke, which
 

came out strongly as a discriminating item. It appears that

this is not only an enjoyable program, but also important as

the kind people should watch.
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According to Type A Combat is great fun, but not the

kind of thing other people ought to see. It is possible that

”others" in this case means children. Combat, Bonanza, Route
 

99, and Naked City are all low for this type on the social
 

desirability dimension. The rejected items under the per-

sonal preference and social desirability dimensions for

Type A are somewhat stable. Most of the programs which Type

A dislikes are also not good for other people to watch.

Dobie Gillis is only mildly positive as an enjoyable program,
 

but considered a program which is not really good for people.

Dennis the Menace is not enjoyable for Type A, but even more
 

strongly rejected under social desirability.

Table 2. Social Desirability for Personal Preference Type A:

Array of Most Accepted to Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

m‘

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z~Score Program Z—Score Program

1.95 Chet Huntley -2.18 Fight of the Week

Reporting -l.7l Make That Spare*

1.65 Close-Up* —l.65 Jackie Gleason

1.56 Armstrong Circle -l.6l Stump the Stars

Theater —l.40 The Flintstones

1.53 The Defenders* -l.35 The Lucy Show*

.l.41 Dick Van Dyke* -l.08 Dobie Gillis

1.12 The Nurses* —l.07 Dennis the Menace

.99 Dick Powell

 

* . . . .
Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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Type A predicts many of the same programs most per-

sonally enjoyable as also preferred by the husband. Added

to these are CBS News, Alfred Hitchcock, and Candid Camera.
  

Although Ben Casey is highly enjoyable for Type A, the hus-
 

band is perceived as almost neutral regarding it. The sig—

nificant other is predicted to somewhat enjoy Bonanza,

ArmstronggCircle Theater, and Naked City. The Defenders is
   

predicted as enjoyable for the husband person, but this is

a consensus item described later. The rejected programs

tend to hold considerable consistency on these dimensions.

Prediction of Spouse Type A
 

Table 3. Prediction of Significant Other (Spouse or Parent)

fOr Personal Preference Type A: Array of Most

Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus Programs

 

 

 

 

 

Excluded)

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z—Score Program

1.87 Dick Powell —2.08 Make That Spare

1.61 Dick Van Dyke -1.85 Fight of the Week*

1.16 CBS News -l.3l Lassie*

1.10 Alfred Hitchcock -l.26 Len Stuttman

1.09 The Nurses* -l.l8 Great Composers

1.08 Combat —l.Ol International Show-

l.06 Candid Camera time

.99 -Route 66

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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Familiarity Type A
 

Table 4. Familiarity for Personal Preference Type A: Array

of Most Accepted and Most Rejected by Z-Score

(Consensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

1.17 Dick Van Dyke* -2.27 Make That Spare

.89 The Nurses —l.88 True

.89 Perry Mason -l.52 Fight of the Week

.86 Combat —l.47 Jazz Casual

.83 Yogi Bear -l.29 Stump the Stars*

.69 Dick Powell -l.l9 Len Stuttman

.68 Perry Como Show —l.l3 International Show—

time*

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Actual Viewing Type A
 

Table 5. Actual Viewing for Personal Preference Type A:

Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Con-

sensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

M

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score g Program Z—Score Program

2.74 Dick Van Dyke*' —l.25 Ozzie and Harriet

2.29 Combat —l.25 Lawrence Welk Show

1.73 Route 66* -l.21 Fight of the Week

1.62 Dick Powell* -l.05 Jack Benny

1.49 The Nurses* —l.05 Perry Como Show

1.28 Candid Camera —l.03 The Flintstones

1.23 The Andy Griffith - .99 Jackie Gleason

Show

1.01 Chet Huntley Reporting*

.00 Perry MasonI
"

 

*Programswhich discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.



68

Most of the programs which offer the most personal

satisfaction are also viewed by this type. Candid Camera
 

is added to the list of actually viewed programs, and this

is predicted as enjoyable for her husband.

Yogi Bear is rejected rather strongly on the personal
 

enjoyment dimension, and yet it is fairly high on familiarity.

It would appear that the children select it, and mother is

quite familiar with it for this reason. She is also slightly

familiar with Perry Mason, and she watches Perry Mason. She
  

predicted her husband as enjoying this Show at 1.68. In

general, she is familiar with the programs she prefers, and

these are the ones she watches, to a large extent.

Orientation to Television

of Type A

 

 

Type A's orientation to television indicates that

it is seen as most desirable to visit with friends, attend

a theater presentation of some kind, or a movie than stay

home and watch television. Type A appears to be the kind of

person who wants to get out of the house more often. The

arrays of items also suggest a tendency to watch more televi-

sion than intended, and then feel uneasy about it. There is

also a strong expression of dislike for television commer-

cials. She appears to neither strongly embrace nor reject

television in general.
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Table 6. Orientations to Television for Personal Preference

Type A: Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Statements Excluded)

Accepts

Z-Score Statement

1.66. I would rather visit with friends than watch TV.

1.48 I sometimes feel uneasy about watching television

when I know there are other things I should be

doing.

1.30 I'm generally pretty easy—going about television

programs. I'll usually watch whatever the rest

of the family likes.

1.30 I find many programs on TV stimulating and highly

enjoyable.

1.27 *I think lectures, concerts, plays, and other

things like these are much more enjoyable than

TV shows.

 

 

 

 

1.14 *I'd rather go out to a movie than to watch televi-

sion.

1.13 I can and often do other things while watching

television.

1.12 Once I start watching television I find it hard to

turn it off. Sometimes I watch it longer than I

really want to.

Rejects

Z-Score Statement

-l.76 *I enjoy watching most TV commercials.

-l.7l I'm afraid too much television could cause a per—

son to become involved in the play—acting world

and lose touch with reality.

-l.60 Television helps us to have a closer and more

satisfying family life.

-l.31 It bothers me a lot when I have to miss my favor-

ite TV program.

-l.22 Watching television is what I best like to do in

my leisure time.

*Statements which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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The facet element means and standard deviations in-

dicate that Type A is more entertained by fictional-repre-

sentational programs than by any other single element.

Type A not only enjoys this element, but strongly rejects

both factual and fictional—non-representational, eSpecially

factual. The only element Type A rejects more decidedly as

personally unsatisfying is non-scripted found in many of the

rejected items on all dimensions. Type A likes fully

scripted programs like Route 66, The Nurses, and the Dick
  

Powell Theater. Within the value facet there is an order of
 

preference for Type A which follows moral, moral-sentimental,

and amoral. Amoral is sharply rejected more than either of

the other two types, although they also reject it somewhat.

Type A also rejects comedy consistently. Serious shows are

more enjoyed, more socially desirable, and more often viewed

than are comedy shows. Finally, Type A enjoys programs

which support the female role, as long as this support ide-

alizes it, and does not use it for humor.

Summary

Type A prefers programs which are seriously dramatic,

fully scripted, and contain a moral or moral-sentimental

quality. She does not enjoy programs which are non-scripted,

factual, and amoral. She wants heavy drama, and this is

what she watches more than anything else. Although she

tends to watch her own favorite programs, she sees herself
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as being flexible and adaptable to the preferences of others

in the family. She is not a strong critic of television,

but neither is she a strong supporter of it. Television is

not considered dangerous or harmful, but she often starts

watching a program and becomes involved in it, and then

feels uneasy about watching it as.much as she does. Being

confined to the home more than she prefers limits her alter-

natives, and television viewing is one of these. She would

prefer to get out of the house more than she does: She does

not regret missing even her favorite program for an Opportun—

ity to engage in social activities with friends, or attend a

play or a movie with her husband.

Personal Preference Type B

Type B most enjoys Simple comedy shows. He rejects

serious, highly complex programs, or programs which attempt

to struggle with moral problems. His own preference pro-

grams suggest that he likes to watch television just for the

fun of it, although it is not quite that simple. It would

appear from the most enjoyed list of programs that this

might be a children's type, and this is largely the case.

Most of those who loaded highest on this factor are children,

but not all. Perhaps there is a bit of child-likeness in

many adults. One woman of thirty-four, the mother Of four,

placed Yogi Bear as the highest ranking of all the fifty
 



72

programs as most enjoyable and entertaining. She is an

ardent bridge player and a fairly heavy reader. When probed

regarding this choice she said:

It gives me a pure release from my everyday prob—

lems. The program is light and amusing, and the

characters are appealing.

Table 7. Personal Preference for Personal Preference Type B:

Array Of Most Accepted to Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

1.95 The Flintstones* —l.70 Alfred Hitchcock*

1.64 Yogi Bear* -l.64 Fight of the Week

1.56 Candid Camera -l.52 Armstrong Circle

1.48 Beverly Hillbillies* Theater*

1.26 Jack Benny -1.40 Great Composers

1.25 Combat —I.37 The Defenders*

1.22 Red Skelton* -l.3l Naked City

1.07 Danny Thomas -1.21 Lantern to the Stars

-l.17 Jazz Casual

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Regardless of who loaded high and who did not, how-

ever, this type best represents a child-like array of pref-

erences. All of the programs except Combat are presented in

fun and are defined as comedy. None of the rejected programs

contain this element. Perhaps the lightest of the rejected

programs is Jazz Casual, and this is the least strongly re-
 

jected of all in terms of personal satisfaction.
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Table 8. Social Desirability for Personal Preference Type B:

Most Accepted to Most Rejected (Consensus Programs

 

 

 

 

 

Excluded)

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

1.79 Len Stuttman* —2.00 Fight of the Week

1.50 The Andy Griffith -l.9l Alfred Hitchcock

Show -l.82 Naked City

1.41 Ozzie and Harriet* -l.69 Jazz Casual

1.27 True -l.44 Twilight Zone

1.24 Candid Camera* —l.30 Jack Parr

1.20 Beverly Hillbillies* -l.1O Armstrong Circle

1.13 Jack Benny* . Theater*

1.08 Password*

1.02 Yogi Bear*

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Type B not only prefers simple, low complexity pro—

grams as the most entertaining, he also strongly rejects high

complexity programs which have unpredictable outcomes.

Although he clearly enjoys the Beverly Hillbillies

he does not watch it as much as his preference score might

indicate. This may be accounted for by the fact that he pre-

dicts the significant other (one of his parents) as rejecting

it decidedly. Perry Como, which was predicted as highly en—
 

joyable for the parent, was scheduled opposite the Beverly

Hillbillies. He also enjoys Red Skelton a great deal, but
 

 

seldom watches it. This program is quite neutral for this

typeof person on the social desirability dimension, and is

also quite neutral in his predictions for the significant
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other. Danny Thomas has a low score on the social desirabil—

ity dimension, and an almost neutral prediction for the par—

ent, and Type B rarely watches the program.

Table 9. Prediction of Significant Other (Spouse or Parent)

for Personal Preference Type B: Array of Most

Accepted to Most Rejected (Consensus Programs

 

 

 

Excluded)

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

1.77 Alfred Hitchcock —l.77 Michigan Polka Party*

1.77 CBS News —l.77 Lawrence Welk Show*

1.77 True* -l.77 Dobbie Gillis

1.41 Combat -l.4l The Nurses*

1.41 Dick Powell —l.41 Dick Van Dyke*

1.06 Close-Up* —1.4l Candid Camera*

1.06 Jack Benny -l.4l Beverly Hillbillies

1.06 Jack Parr* -l.06 Perry Como Show*

1.06 Stump the Stars*

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

In general the programs considered to be socially

desirable by Type B contain much less fantasy than those he

prefers. He sticks to his humor and light entertainment

when asked to express the program he considers good for peo—

ple, but the programs he considers socially desirable are

more factual than those he enjoys.

As Type B predicts the programs most enjoyed by his

parent the level of complexity increases above his own pref—

erence, and he also sees his parent as enjoying more serious
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programs. It is interesting that his own most rejected pro-

gram, in terms of personal satisfaction, is Alfred Hitchcock
 

because this is also one of the highest programs predicted

for the parent's entertainment. He happens to consider it

bad for people, also. However, this Situation apparently

does not force him to watch the program. His actual viewing

and familiarity for Alfred Hitchcock are both low.
 

Table 10. Familiarity for Personal Preference Type B:

Array of MoSt Accepted to Most Rejected (Consen-

sus Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts ‘ Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

1.62 The Flintstones* -2.24 Jazz Casual

1.46 Yogi Bear —2.08 Make That Spare

1.29 Combat -l.69 Voice of Firestone

1.21 Bonanza —l.69 Fight of the Week

1.07 Walt Disney -1.36 Perry Como Show

1.04 Len Stuttman

 

* . .

Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

He likes The Flintstones, Yogi Bear, and Combat,
 

and he gets to watch these programs. He appears to be in-

fluenced to watch certain other programs which are less

enjoyable to him, but none of his strongly rejected programs

seem to be forced upon him. He apparently gets his own way

at least part of the time. The strongest forces operating

on his actual viewing of Password and True are social
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desirability and the preferences of his parents.

Table 11. Actual Viewing for Personal Preference Type B:

Array Of Most Accepted (Consensus Programs

 

 

 

 

 

Excluded)

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

3.29 Candid Camera* —.85 The Ed Sullivan Show

3.05 The Flintstones* —.85 Perry Como Show

1.94 Yogi Bear ‘ -.85 Michigan Polka Party

1.63 Combat —.85 Jackie Gleason

1.34 Password* -.85 Fight of the Week

1.34 True* —.85 Dick Powell

1.32 Len Stuttman* —.85 Dennis the Menace

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Walt Disney is high on the familiarity dimension,
 

and this would also be represented as a discriminating item

on actual viewing, except that it is a consensus program,

and was excluded. Type B actually views this program a

great deal more than either A or C. Type B actually views

it about as often as he wishes.

I It was mentioned earlier that Type B seems to like

to watch his programs just for the fun of it, but that it

is not quite as simple as this. The highest general orienta—

tion statement, and a discriminating one for this type, ex—

presses an uneasiness about watching television. Perhaps he

feels he should be doing his homework instead of watching TV.
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Table 12. Orientation to Television for Personal Preference

Type B: Array of’Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Items Excluded)

 

L

’-'

 

 

Accepts

Z—Score Statement

2.11 *I sometimes feel uneasy about watching television

when I know there are other things I should be

doing.

2.02 *Sometimes I like to just drift away into the fan—

tasy world Of a television program for a while

and forget all about my own concerns and the

things around me.

1.88 *Sometimes when I feel worried about something or

I'm tense, I watch television to help me forget

my problems.

1.41 I Sometimes feel uneasy about watching television

as much as I do. There are other things I

really want to do more.

1.41 I can and Often do other things while watching

television.

1.36 NO matter what I do in my Spare time, I like to

plan how I'll spend it ahead of time.

 

 

 

Rejects

Z—Score Statement

-l.40 Television helps us to have a closer and more

satisfying family life.

-l.36 *I think lectures, concerts, plays, and other

things like these are much more enjoyable than

TV shows.

-1.29 *I consider television a real friend and companion.

—l.17 Watching television is what I best like to do in

my leisure time.

-1.16 Sometimes I like to have the set on, even though I

may not be watching, just to have the feeling

that someone is around.

-l.15 I'm afraid too much television could cause a per-

son to become involved in the play-acting world

and lose touch with reality.

 

*Statements which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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The third statement suggests that television programs have

some use or gratification as a kind of escape device, and

the second statement strongly supports the gratification

notion suggested for fantasy under personal preference. All

three Of these statements are very high, and the fourth

statement re-affirms the guilt, or uneasy feelings. When

these general orientations are placed in juxtaposition to

Type B's own preference, it seems to suggest that his favor-

ite programs are not, to him, as simple and carefree as they

might appear to others. There also seems to be an interest-

ing paradox here. Type B feels uneasy about watching televi-

sion, and yet uses it as a means of drifting away from ten-

sion associated with the problems he sees in the world about

him. He also rejects the notion that television serves as a

form of companionship, yet likes to have the set on just for

the feeling that someone is around.

Summary

Type B very strongly rejects high complexity programs,

and has a high personal preference for very simple, low com-

plexity programs. He finds gratification in fantasy. Fic—

tional-non-representational not only ranks high on B's own

hierarchy of preference in terms of facet elements, but he

is also the distinct embracer of this element when compared

to the other two types. He also stands out in clear relief

as one who graSps just about all the comedy he can get, and
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seems to exert sufficient influence over actual selection to

get it at least part of the time. Although he misses some

Of his favorite programs, he does not watch many programs

which he actually dislikes. The two influences which appear

to deter him from watching his favorite programs are other

members Of the family who may "outrank" him, and his own con—

cept of what he should watch. In addition to having a pref—

erence for low complexity within the content and style of a

given program, he alSO tends to enjoy those which have low

variability. That is, he likes programs which follow sim-

ilar format patterns week after week.

Personal Preference Type C

This type of person likes to see nice people on good

clean factual shows. He enjoys programs like The Perry Como

Show, Lawrence Welk, and Dick Van Dyke. There is seldom any-
 

  

thing crude or improper about these programs.

He rejects programs like Jack Parr, where a question-
 

able joke may be heard; The Beverly Hillbillies, where the

characters fail to observe certain prim proprieties; and

Danny Thomas and Ben Casey where the leads are often Obstrep-
  

erous. He accepts Perry Mason, which depicts some undesir—
 

able elements, but Perry Mason himself is a nice gentleman.



80

Table 13. Personal Preference for Personal Preference Type C:

Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

2.02 CBS News* -2.23 Twilight Zone*

1.69 Perry Mason -l.73 Jack Parr*

1.62 The Ed Sullivan -l.50 Combat*

Show* -l.16 Stump the Stars

1.60 Perry Como Show* —l.15 Danny Thomas*

1.60 Lawrence Welk Show* -1.10 The Flintstones

1.55 Chet Huntley —l.07 Ben Casey

Reporting*

1.34 Dick Van Dyke

1.14 The Lucy Show

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

He enjoys factual programs, and rejects fantasy

strongly. He wants to see CBS News and Chet Huntley Report-
 

ing, where the facts are reported. He also enjoys The Ed

Sullivan Show and Lawrence Welk, where what one sees is
  

”real." He rejects Twilight Zone which presents real per-
 

sons in unreal situations, and he rejects The Flintstones
 

which presents cartoon characters in reasonably real situa-

tions.

The programs he considers socially desirable are

even ”cleaner" than those he enjoys in some instances.

Lassie, The Andy Griffith Show, Lawrence Welk, Walt Disney,
   

Perry Como, and The Voice of Firestone all. usually present

nice people in nice situations. The programs he considers
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bad for peOple to watch are very like his own personal re-

jections.

Table 14. Social Desirability for Personal Preference Type C:

Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

1.65 Lassie -2.05 Twilight Zone

1.55 The Andy Griffith -l.9l Combat*

Show -l.7l Naked City

1.46 Lawrence Welk Show* -l.48 Jack Parr

1.44 'Chet Huntley -l.44 Stump the Stars

Reporting -l.33 Jazz Casual

1.42 Armstrong Circle -l.02 Fight of the Week

Theater -l.Ol Ozzie and Harriet*

1.36 Walt Disney -l.00 Beverly Hillbillies

1.30 The Ed Sullivan Show*

1.25 Perry Como Show*

1.21 Voice of Firestone

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Although CBS News is very high as his own personal

favorite, he does not watch it. The actual viewing score is

very low, and his familiarity with it is even lower. This

is in sharp contrast to his own preference score. He also

places it as a very strong program on social desirability;

he places it higher than do either of the other two types

and all three types place it high.
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Table 15. Prediction of Significant Other (Spouse) for

Personal Preference Type C: Array of Most Accepted

and Most Rejected (Consensus Programs Excluded)

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

1.88 The Ed Sullivan Show* —2.00 Jack Parr*

1.70 The Andy Griffith Show -l.57 Combat*

1.69 Candid Camera -l.53 Dobie Gillis

1.51 Jackie Gleason* —l.29 Beverly Hillbillies

1.51 The Lucy Show* -l.27 Yogi Bear

1.45 Perry Mason

1.45 Perry Como Show

1.21 Jack Benny

1.20 Lawrence Welk Show*

1.16 Dick Van Dyke

1.09 Red Skelton Show

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

 

 

 

 

 

Table 16. Familiarity for Personal Preference Type C: Array

of Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

1.34 The Defenders —2.49 Jazz Casual

1.34 Perry Mason -2.49 Hootenanny*

-l.89 Donna Reed*

—l.30 Walt Disney*

-l.3O True

-l.30 Len Stuttman

-l.O9 CBS News

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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An explanation for this situation is offered in his

prediction of his wife's enjoyment of the program. She re-

jects it. A similar situation exists in regard to Chet

Huntley Reporting. His own preference for the program is
 

very strong, and his social desirability rating of the pro-

gram is almost as high. Yet he does not watch it. His per-

ceptions of his wife's enjoyment of the program is that she

is not at all impressed by this program.

Table 17. Actual Viewing for Personal Preference Type C:

Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Con-

sensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

2.77 Perry Mason* -l.15 Walt Disney

1.76 The Andy Griffith -l.l4 Ozzie and Harriet

Show -l.07 Michigan Polka Party

1.70 The Defenders* —1.03 Len Stuttman

1.69 The Lucy Show* — .99 Combat*

1.45 Lassie*

1.34 The Ed Sullivan Show*

1.33 Jackie Gleason

1.20 Dick Van Dyke

1.03 Stump the Stars

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

His own satisfaction with The Defenders is somewhat
 

mild, and he considers it only weakly as the kind of program

which is good for people. Yet it is third from the highest

on his actual viewing, and he is very familiar with it. It
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would appear that he is more familiar with The Defenders
 

than he wants to be, although he does like moral programs in

general. His predictions of his wife's preference for the

program is decidedly strong.

Jackie Gleason is not the kind of Show this person
 

would like. Jackie Gleason does not fit the gentleman role.

Some of his jokes and skits are crude. Jackie Gleason is

often noisy much in the manner of Danny Thomas who is
 

strongly rejected as not enjoyable. So it is not surpris—

ing that his own preference score for Jackie Gleason is
 

neutral or low. Nor does he consider the Show very good

for people. The social desirability score for Jackie Gleason
 

is quite low. Again, however, it is one of his most fre-

quently viewed programs; and again we find his prediction of

his Spouse's preference very high for this program.

Stump the Stars is very strongly rejected by Type C
 

as a decidedly unenjoyable program. Yet we find it among

those he most often watches. In this case it is not per-

ceived as enjoyable to his wife, but it is possible that

someone else in the home does like it. His second highest

orientation to television statement tends to agree with this

pattern of viewing behavior. He sees himself as generally

yielding to the preferences of others. He places social

intercourse with friends higher in his general preference

hierarchy than watching television, but he reverses the

order when the choice is altered from just watching
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television to watching a specific favorite.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 18. Orientations to Television for Personal Preference

Type C: Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Programs Excluded)

-1 _ Accepts

Z—Score Statement

1.84 I find many programs on TV stimulating and highly

enjoyable.

1.70 I'm generally pretty easy—going about television

programs. I'll usually watch whatever the rest

of the family likes.

1.32 I would rather visit with friends than watch TV.

Rejects

Z-Score Statement

-l.68 I actually resent television because it often

interferes with more important things.

-l.3l *When I am with friends, and I know my favorite

television program is coming on soon, I'm

tempted to suggest that we all watch it.

—1.09‘ I sometimes feel uneasy about watching television

as much as I do. There are other things I really

want to do more.

—l.09 It bothers me a lot when I have to miss my favorite

TV program.

 

*Statements which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Summary

It appears that Type C's favorites are important to

him, but that there are significant others who influence his

actual viewing behavior very strongly. He emerges more

strongly as a person who appreciates factual programs more
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than either of the other two types, and he rejects fantasy

more than any other element within his own hierarchy of

preference.

Both A and C decidedly reject fictional-non-repre-

sentational in contrast to B. While A rejects comedy and B

heartily enjoys it and uses it, C seems not particularly

affected by it one way or the other. Type C also likes the

facts. This is in contrast to A, who enjoys fictional-rep—

resentational. It alSo contrasts with B who loves fantasy.

C also enjoys moral shows, rejects amoral, and to a lesser

extent rejects moral-sentimental. Type C also prefers pro—

grams which portray "nice" people, or genteel situations.

Type A seems to get her own way in regard to actual selec-

tion a good deal of the time. Type B appears influenced

by others who may be older, and perhaps physically stronger,

but he manages fairly well. Type C, it appears, is just

influenced by others.

Consensus Items
 

Personal Preference

When persons were given the fifty television items

with instructions to sort them on the basis of personal pref-

erence and enjoyment,only two items——one high and one low-—

clearly emerged among all three types. There were other

items all three types shared relatively weak feelings about.
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For their own personal enjoyment all three types PREFER--

Mean Z-Score Item
 

 

1.46 3. The Andy Griffith Show
 

DO NOT Prefer—-

—l.01 27. Jazz Casual
 

And are UNSURE about——

 

 

 

.83 4. Walt Disney

.16 44. 232g

.10 36. Ozzie and Harriet

-.52 9. Close-Up

-.88 33. Michigan Polka Party
 

It will be noticed that The Andy Griffith Show is

particularly high. It is in very clear relief above the

items which fall beneath it in the hierarchy of preference.

It stands out boldly alone by a wide margin. Some of the

probe data, comments made by persons interviewed, might be

interesting and enlightening in terms of the facets elements.

The low aggression, moral-sentimental, comedy, and sex role

elements appear particularly reflected. The first two of

these seem to be Operating in the following comment by a

female reSpondent:

It's slow-paced, and I like that because I was

raised on a farm where the pace of life was slow,

like that. It makes me feel at home, and it's

clean morally. He's down-tO—earth, solid,

dependable.
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Although the sex-role appears to be operating strongly in

.the following woman's comment, it seems to suggest a slight

distinction between nondominance and mixed which was not

part of our definition. Perhaps the other elements——such

as moral-sentimental—-are Operating in close mixture with

sex role:

Andy Griffith has an innate intelligence. You

can feel strength in the man . . . and I like

the family relations he has with the boy and his

aunt. He has depth. He's lost his wife. He's

quiet, and moral, and strong. He's devoted to

his family, and wholesome. He's like a father

ought to be, even when the boy comes into his

office. '

Another subject almost defined some of our facets, and more.

concisely than we did,-in the following comment:

It's light, true-tO—life . . . full of happy

situations, relaxing. No problems are ever

left unsolved.

An interesting comment by a male subject, a factory

foreman, points out the comedy element. It also suggests

other feelings which may be associated with comedy for

future study. He said:

I like the little deputy. He tries to give

everybody the impression that he knows what's

going on, but everybody else really knows, ex-

cept him. He seems true-to-life. That's the

way some people are. He's like some people in

Small towns. He thinks he's something, but he's

just a hick cop.

It almost suggests that the "clown” or ”fool” had to be

perceived as somehow inferior in order to be funny.
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Social Desirability

The strongest consensus of all came out on this dimen-

sion. Although all three types agree that Andy Griffith is

most enjoyable, it is not necessarily the kind of program

one ought to watch. This distinction is most predominantly

reserved for two programs.

All three types consider socially DESIRABLE--

  

Mean Z-Score Item

2.15 7. CBS News

1.51 47. Walt Disney
 

All three types consider socially UNDESIRABLE--

None

All three types are UNSURE about—-

 

 

.39 21. Great Composers

-.29 11. Danny Thomas

-.85 33. Michigan Polka Party
 

The probe data regarding CBS News tended toward the

theme of man's orientation to the world quite consistently.

Two fairly typical comments are:

It provides basic information on what's going

on in the world; our lives are affected by

these events.
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Everybody should keep up on news because we have

to live in this world and we should know what's

going on in it so we can be prepared to meet

problems such as epidemics and serve weather

warnings.

The other item to share the social desirability

status by all three types was Walt Disney. Although some
 

of the comments reflect the fictional-representational ele-

ment, the probes suggest that the nearer the program gets on

this Spectrum toward factual the more socially desirable it

becomes. The cartoons, for example, were considered the

least desirable by one person; This suggestion would also

be supported by the comments regarding the highest social

desirability program.

Perhaps the most interesting aSpect of consensus on

this dimension is the fact that no programs were considered

strongly undesirable by all three types. Apparently none of

the programs, even the worst, are perceived as dangerous or

harmful by all types. One probe comment by a male respond-

ent includes the following observations about Walt Disney:
 

it doesn't offend anyone . . . none of the

programs in the series are really good for people,

but (the socially undesirable programs) could not

change the morals of the public.

Another comment regarding the program which comes the closest

to being socially undesirable-—the Michigan Polka Party--was
 

commented upon by a subject who expressed Similar feelings

that the program was not a potential danger. Even though it

was a strongly rejected item, he said: ”It's not really
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undesirable, it just doesn't contribute anything."

Perceptions of Significant Other

All three types predicted Significant other would PREFER--

 
 

 

Mean Z—Score Item

1.56 12. The Defenders

1.52 39. Perry Mason
 

All three types predicted significant other would NOT

prefer——

-1.28 27. Jazz Casual

Both of these highest two programs were defined as

moral, serious, masculine, and highly complex. In a search

of the data for possible explanation for these particular

programs being placed highest by all three types it was

Observed that in every case the predictor was female, and

the significant other was male. In most cases wives were

predicting their husbands. However, even in those instances

where children predicted their parents it was the daughters

who predicted these programs for their fathers. No such

evidence was found in the reverse. Furthermore, only two

males expressed either of these two programs as their own

personal preference, and one of these is a legal aid lawyer.

Jazz Casual is amoral, non-complex, serious, and
 

supports both sex roles.
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Viewing Habits

All three types estimated that they DID view-—

Mean Z—Score Item
  

1.11 4. Beverly Hillbillies

All three types estimated they did NOT view-—

 

 

 

-l.l7 28. Lantern to the Stars

—l.07 27. Jazz Casual

—l.OO 18. Donna Reed

Familiarity

All three types are FAMILIAR with—-

Mean Z-Score Item
 

1.00 6. Candid Camera
 

All three types are NOT familiar with-—

 

—2.54 28. Lantern to the Stars

-l.90 9. Close—Up

—l.63 33. Michigan Polka Party
 

Orientations and Summary

It will be noticed that the single consensus item

indexed by all three types on the actual viewing dimension

is Beverly Hillbillies. It is now possible to observe some

differences—~particularly in terms of complexity, value, and
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reality facets—~along the various dimensions for all three

types. The sharpest distinctions appear between social

desirability and perceptions of significant others on one

hand, and personal preference and actual viewing on the

other.

An examination Of the general orientations to tele-

vision array for all three types suggests a pattern which

appear relative to the reSponses of all subjects under the

various conditions of instruction. The highest item indi—

cates that all three types consider themselves justified in

watching television. They seem to feel they have earned it,

and they seem to feel it keeps them informed and up—to-date,

to some extent. It is possible that these two highest items

suggest their rationale for actually watching the Beverly

Hillbillies more than any other program. That is, perhaps
 

the Beverly Hillbillies does not keep them up-to—date, but
 

it appears that there are other programs which do. At least

television in general is perceived as somewhat useful in this

regard, even if such programs are not the ones which they

watch most of the time.

Following on down the order of Z-scores a further

pattern may be Observed. Although the items are not individ—

ually strong they are positive, and they are quite consistent

on at least one point: There are a good many "better" things

all three types would rather do than Sit in front of a televi—

sion set, primarily social activities. The very next item
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mildly suggests at one possible explanation. Perhaps it is

just easier to watch television.

There is very high agreement among all three types

that television is not considered domestically or personally

harmful. This appears highly consistent with the absence of

any consensus programs which are ”bad for peOple." These

three types all seem to feel that there is nothing partic-

ularly "bad” about television-~it is generally embraced—-

but that it is not considered a particularly desirable alter-

native either, even though they watch it instead of engaging

in whatever social activities they might enjoy more.

Summary of Personal

Preference Types

Type A represents a woman who enjoys fictional—

representational, serious, and heavily dramatic programs,

and she tends to watch what she likes. Her high preferences

for fully scripted programs may be Seen as closely associated

with this. Also intimately related to these is her strong

attraction for moral, and moral—sentiment facet elements,

and her rejection of amoral. She also enjoys the support of

the female role.

Type B is a children's type who enjoys simple fan-

tasy programs in which he can lose himself and forget his

daily problems. Fictional-non—representational is not only

his own favorite, but he is distinctly clear on this element in
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Table 19. General Orientations to Television Consensus

Items of Types A, B, and C

 

 

 

Mean

Z-Score Statement

1.23 After I've had a hard day and I'm tired, I find

watching TV is one of the best ways to relax.

.90 I find that I'm a better person, more informed

and up-to-date on things, because of televi-

Sion.

.55 I can think of lots of things I'd rather do than

watch television.

.47 When I have free time, I don't like to hang

around the house and watch TV. I much prefer

to do things that take me out of the house

where I can be around people.

.42 I'd much rather be active in the clubs or organ-

izations I belong to than to watch much TV.

.32 Television requires too much sitting around,

doing nothing. I'd rather do more active

.things.

.22 In my leisure time, I don't plan very far ahead.

I like to do things on the Spur of the moment.

.16 I don't like to have the TV set on unless I can

give it my full attention.

-.25 When company drops in unexpectedly while I'm

watching television, I usually want them to

sit down and share the program with me.

—.74 Most TV programs bore me. I much prefer to do

things that are more challenging and stimulat-

ing to the mind.

-.80 I get more relaxation and enjoyment from the

radio or a record player than I do from tele-

vision.

-.92 Television actually dictates too much of what

I do with my time.

-l.20 My life is usually pretty dull and uneventful.

Television helps me to pass the time.

-1.36 Television is too noisy and it makes me nervous

to have it on very much.

-2.4l TV is just about the worst thing that ever hap-

pened to our family.
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comparison to the other two types. He likes his fantasy

light, gay, and funny. He watches all the comedy he can get.

The strongest forces which appear to deter him from watching

more of these kinds of programs than he does are his predic-

tions of a parental preference and his concept of social

desirability. For a child it may not be easy to make a

clear distinction between what is good for a person to watch,

and what one's parent wants to watch.

Type C enjoys factual programs with a moral very

much, but his preferences are not always a predictor of his

actual viewing. In fact, he watches some programs which he

clearly and strongly dislikes, but which he predicts as

enjoyable for his Spouse.

The consensus items may be seen to be operating

somewhat in all three types, but in some more than in others

as has been observed.



CHAPTER V

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION: THREE

ACTUAL VIEWING TYPES

Introduction

The last chapter presented three hypothetical types

of persons based on factor analysis of Q-sort data under

instructions which emphasized enjoyment, fun, entertainment

and personal satisfaction. The factor arrays of the persons

loading highest on each factor were used in the weighting

procedure for determining the arrays of the same types under

the five other conditions of instruction.

One of these five conditions is actual viewing.

Individuals were asked to estimate how many times they had

seen television program out of the last ten times it was

available. Factor analysis of these data provide three fac-

tors. Again, each factor represents a hypothetical type of

person. The factor arrays of those persons most representa—

tive of each type were used to determine how these same

types of persons behaved under the remaining five conditions

of instruction. Altogether there are six conditions of in-

- struction, or dimensions, of each type. In the last chapter

the focus was on three types which emerged from factor anal-

ysis Of personal preference instructions. In this chapter

97
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the focus is on three types which emerged from factor anal—

ysis of actual viewing instructions. These three types—-

identified by the letters X, Y, and Z—-are described in this

chapter. The factor arrays of each actual viewing type were

weighted by the persons loading highest on that type in

order to provide additional arrays for each of the reSpec-

tive types as they behaved under the other five conditions

of instruction, including personal preference. The proce-

dure is the same as in the last chapter except that the

focus is on actual viewing types instead of personal prefer-

ence types. The design of this chapter may be graphically

outlined as follows:

Actual Personal Socially Predict Orientation

Viewing Preference Desirgple SEX). Familiar To Television

Type X
  

Type Y
 
 

Type 2
  

Actual Viewing Type X

Viewer Type X is a woman's type. All those persons

loading highest on this factor, and who represent this type

from the weighting procedures, are female. Most of the pro—

grams she watches are comedy and light entertainment, and

most of the programs she rejects are heavily serious and

dramatic. Her most frequently viewed program is The Lucy
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Show. This is very high, and it is also a program which

distinguishes her from the other two actual viewing types.

Table 20. Actual Viewing for Actual Viewing Type X: Array

OffiMOSt Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z—Score Program

2.34 The Lucy Show* -l.10 Ozzie and Harriet

2.24 Beverly Hillbillies -l.05 Dick Powell

1.90 The Andy Griffith Show — .95 Ben Casey

1.86 Perry Mason - .87 Bonanza

1.55 The Ed Sullivan Show* — .82 Combat

1.51 Dick Van Dyke

1.16 Danny Thomas

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Her actual viewing is almost a mirror—image of her

own preferences. She has a very high preference for comedy

and light entertainment, and She enjoys support of the female

role. At the same time she tends to reject serious drama in

her preference dimension just as she does in her actual view-

ing. Her preference level of complexity is very low, yet she

does not necessarily reject high complexity programs. She

also finds :fictional-representational programs entertaining,

but not fantasy or factual. She rejects factual more decid-

edly than fantasy. She also enjoys high aggression programs,

and rejects low aggression. Type X's strongest personal

preferences are for comedy, and for female role support.
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Table 21. Personal Preference for Actual Viewing Type X:

Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Con-

sensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts' Rejects

Z-Score Program Z—Score Program

1.80 Perry Mason* —2.15 JJack Parr*

1.78 Dick Van Dyke -2.09 Combat*

1.43 The Defenders -l.62 Ben Casey*

1.42 The Lucy Show* ~l.38 Naked City*

1.29 Beverly Hillbillies -l.l7 Bonanza*

1.13 The Ed Sullivan Show*

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Type X watches what she likes. The only program in

the personal preference table which is not in her actual

viewing table is The Defenders, and this would be in the
 

table were it not a consensus item among all three actual

viewing types. There is one program-~The Andy Griffith Show
 

--which she watches, but is not listed as a preference. This

is also a consensus item. There is only one program which

she watches often, but does not enjoy very much. In spite of

her high preference for comedy this is Danny Thomas, a comedy
 

program. This program is only mildly favored as personally

satisfying. However, she also enjoys a strong female lead.

Marjorie Lord, who plays the wife of Danny Thomas, did not

have a strong part in the program at the time of the inter—

views. Danny Thomas has the Spotlight on this Show, and her

function is to support him as the lead and male comedian.
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The domination of Danny Thomas over Marjorie Lord on the

Danny Thomas Show stands out in sharp contrast to Lucy on

The Lucy Show, Mary Tyler Moore on Dick Van Dyke, or Granny
 

of the Bevgrly Hillbillies.
 

The programs she does not enjoy tend to be serious

and heavy drama containing a great amount of violence.

Combat, Naked City, and Bonanza are among them. Although
  

she enjoys aggression in the form of lively action and move-

ment within a program, she dislikes physical violence in the

form of human destruction.

These are essentially the same programs she considers

socially undesirable. Jack Parr is a comedy program which is
 

very strongly rejected by Type X. It is not fun to watch,

and it is also high on the list of programs she considers bad

for people. One woman who loaded high on this factor com-

mented that Jack Parr's jokes are too often ”off-color."

This type Of person considers Chet Huntley Reportipg as the
 

kind of program people ought to watch, but is mild in her

own enjoyment of it. CBS News, on the other hand, is enjoyed

very much, and is extremely good for people, and is not often

actually seen. Her predictions of her husband's enjoyment of

the program is low, close to neutral. Other programs people

ought to watch are more factual in nature. ArmstronggCircle
 

Theater's documentaries, and the direct coverage of the Voice
 

of Firestone and The Ed Sullivan Show tend toward this. Al-
 

though the kinds of programs which people ought to watch do
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not contain the amount of comedy that personal preference

programs do, it appears that some light entertainment is

good for people.

Table 22. Social Desirability for Actual Viewing Type X:

Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consen-

sus Programs Excluded)

 

 ,. _Vv ,—

er

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z—Score Program

1.64 Chet Huntley Report— -2.37 Combat

ing -l.99 Jack Parr

1.43 Armstrong Circle —l.67 Naked City

Theater -l.47 Twilight Zone

1.19 Voice of Firestone -l.05 Bonanza

1.15 Lassie*

1.14 The Ed Sullivan Show*

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Type X predicts as enjoyable for her husband essen-

tially the same programs which she herself prefers. Candid

Camera would appear on her own enjoyment list as well as on

actual viewing, but it is a conSensus program on this dimen-

sion. The relationship between her own preference and actual

viewing of Alfred Hitchcock are both relatively low, and
 

about the same. She watches it almost as often as she wishes.

Her social desirability rating of the program is slightly neg—

ative. However, she sees that her husband enjoys the program

very much, and it is a discriminating item for this type. It
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appears that his preference has little influence on her

viewing Of this program. Since her familiarity with the

program is slightly higher than her enjoyment or actual

viewing it is possible that he watches it while she is busy

with something else. The program was scheduled at 6:30 P.M.

Saturday, and perhaps she is occupied with other activities

during that time.

Table 23. Prediction of Significant Other (Spouse or Parent)

fOr Actual Viewing Type X: Array of Most Accepted

and Most Rejected (Consensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z—Score Program

1.82 The Ed Sullivan Show* -l.92 Jack Parr*

1.79 Candid Camera* -1.61 Combat*

1.58 Alfred Hitchcock* -l.33 Yogi Bear

1.52 The Lucy Show* -l.l7 Naked City*

1.30 Dick Van Dyke

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

While Type A prefers The Nurses and rejects The Lucy

Show, Type X does almost the opposite with these two programs.

The Lucy Show is very high as a personally satisfying program,
 

and The Nurses is neutral. The Lucy Show is also very famil—
 
 

iar and frequently viewed by Type X.
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Table 24. Familiarity for Actual Viewing Type X: Array of

Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus Pro-

grams Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

1.07 The Lucy Show —l.6O Hootenanny*

.93 Jack Benny —l.l6 Voice of Firestone

-l.05 Naked City

-l.03 Combat*

- .97 Walt Disney

- .90 Dick Powell*

- .80 Donna Reed

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Summary

It appears that Type X simply watches what she likes

and enjoys it when she has the opportunity and inclination.

She seems to enjoy her favorite programs without any partic-

ular tension or uneasiness associated with them. She is

most likely a mother, since most of those loading on this

factor are, and she likely has other things to do besides

watch television. The small number of programs she is famil-

iar with might tend to support the suggestion that she is not

a strong embracer of television. Nor does she appear partic-

ularly critical of it. She seems to take what she enjoys of

it and leaves the rest alone. She does not see herself

'qhooked," or particularly dependent on it. It would appear
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Table 25. Orientation to Television for Actual Viewing Type

X: Array of Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Statements Excluded)

Accepts

Z—Score Statement

1.85 *I'd much rather be active in the clubs or organ—

izations I belong to than to watch much TV.

1.80 *I'm so busy with other things I have little time

to watch television.

1.51 I'm generally pretty easy-going about television

programs. I'll usually watch whatever the rest

of the family likes to watch.

1.25 I think lectures, concerts, plays, and other things

like these are much more enjoyable than TV shows.

Rejects

Z-Score Statement

-l.93 My life is usually pretty dull and uneventful.

Television helps me to pass the time.

—1.68 Television actually dictates too much of what I do

with my time.

-1.68 TV is just about the worst thing that ever happened

to our family.

-l.58 It bothers me a lot when I have to miss my favorite

TV program.

-l.59 There are so many good TV programs offered that I'm

glad to give up some other things to watch them.

-l.06 When I am with friends, and I know my favorite

television program is coming on soon, I'm tempted

to suggest that we all watch it.

 

*Statements which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.



106

that she is the kind of person who has established a natural

pattern of orderliness which fits her role in life, and

television fits into this pattern along with other alterna-

tive forms of behavior. She may even have established such

a pattern beyond her own realization. She considers herself

easy-going and flexible in regard to the preferences of

others in the household. Yet it seems quite apparent that

she watches the programs she prefers, and the stability of

the relationship between her own favorites and programs

actually viewed is not particularly upset by what She per-

ceives that her husband prefers.

Actual Viewing Type Y

The programs Selected by Type Y strongly tend toward

fictional-representational, moral and moral-sentimental,

either masculine or feminine role support, aggressive, and

a
n
.
.
.

‘
”
I
“
.

fully scripted. His rejected programs, also in terms of

facet elements, further attest to the strength Of these

tendencies.

Type Y selects highly stylized kinds of moralistic

 
programs which are tightly written, easy to follow, and

believable. His strongest facet element is moral, and his

next strongest is fictional-representational. He watches

moral-sentimental, but not amoral. He rejects factual and

fantasy.
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Table 26. Actual Viewing for Actual Viewing Type Y: Arrays

of the Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

   r

‘-  

 

 

Accept Reject

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

.41 Dick Powell* -l.03 Ozzie and Harriet

.21 Dick Van Dyke - .96 True*

.08 Combat* - .92 Password

.88 Route 66* - .92 Lassie

.47 Ben Casey - .91 The Lucy Show

.40 The Nurses

.35 Dr. Kildare*

.26 Perry Mason

.14 Bonanza* '

.14 Naked City*

.09 Candid Camerah
t
h
‘
h
‘
H
F
d
F
‘
H
D
O
B
J
N

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each Of the

other types.

His satisfaction with Ben Casey, Bonanza, Naked
  

City, Combat, Route 66, and The Defenders suggests a pref-
 
 

erence for the stylized pattern of outcome. In these pro-

grams the hero usually emerges with a decided victory over

his antagonist, who falls to a thunderous and sometimes

violent defeat.

The programs he does not enjoy generally fail to

contain these qualities. These programs do not tell an

engrossing story in a believable way. They are not heavily

dramatic, and they are comedy or light entertainment. He

watches serious drama. film this reSpect he is similar to

Type A. There are about an equal number of males and females
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representing Type Y, while A consisted chiefly of women.

The stories he watches contain more than just

predictable outcomes. The dramatic events tend to be neatly

revealed throughout. The body of his stories tend to syn-

chronize smoothly through patterns of successive events

within the program toward the final outcome. The good guy

always wins; the bad guy always loses; and the expected out—

comes are Often associated with blatant appeals to the emo—

tions with almost stereotyped consistency.

Table 27. Personal Preference for Actual Viewing Type Y:

Arrays of Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Programs Excluded)

'm

 

 

Accepts ., Rejects

Z-Score Programs Z-Score Programs

2.14 Dick Van Dyke -l.67 Michigan Polka Party

1.68 The Defenders -l.44 Lassie*

1.58 Dick Powell* —l.ll Dennis the Menace

1.53 Ben Casey* -l.09 Yogi Bear

1.46 Bonanza —l.07 The Lucy Show

1.39 Naked City* - .99 Beverly Hillbillies

1.31 Combat — .93 The Flintstones*

1.20 Route 66*

1.12 Armstrong Circle

Theater

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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Table 28. Social Desirability for Actual Viewing Type Y:

Arrays of Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Programs Z-Score Programs

2.17 Chet Huntley -1.57 Beverly Billbillies*

Reporting* -l.51 Dennis the Menace*

1.93 Close-Up** —1.48 Dobie Gillis*

1.86 Voice of Firestone -l.24 The Lucy Show*

1.05 Naked City* -l.O7 International Show-

time

-l.00 The Flintstones

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

**Program which discriminates between types within

.95 standard deviation higher than each of the other types.

The programs he rejects as not good for people to

watch are very similar to those which fail to Offer him

these satisfactions. Some of the programs he considers good

for people reflect his own tastes. The others tend toward

the factual, tfimanon—aggressive, and the genteel.

SO far other types—-particularly the woman's Type A

--have indicated preference for aggression. Type Y, however,

seems to have a very high preference for this facet. His

most watched programs are not only associated with heavily

conclusive and emotionally-packed endings, but also with a

great deal of action and adventure. The action is moving

and Often violent. It is at times sensational. Combat, an
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action-packed war drama provides abundant blasts of fire

power. Route 66 portrays two rugged young men traveling

the western highways in a high-powered Sports car in delib-

erate search for adventure. The dynamic Dr. Ben Casey is

high for this type.

This type watches most programs depicting realism.

The persons portrayed on his most viewed programs have a

disposition to think and act in some degree of conformity to

the expected patterns Of ”real life.” At the same time the

hero is idealistic. At least two of the males loading high

on this factor commented that they use the hero as a model

by which they tend to pattern their own life styles.. While

this type prefers fictional—representational, his heroes

Often border very close to what some might call exaggerated

emotionalism, or theatrics. This is the kind of behavior

which might be considered inappropriate in real life. The

person who loaded highest on this factor actually views four

programs which were not in the sample, but are interesting

comparisons. These are Have Gun, Will Travel, Gunsmoke,

Stoney Burke, and McHale's Nayy. He considers Paladin a
  

model man. In an earlier focused interview this same person

cited six characteristics which he admired about Paladin, and

said: "This is the.kind of guy I would like to be.”
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Table 29. Prediction of Significant Other (Spouse or Parent)

for Actual Viewing Type Y: Arrays of the Most

Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus Programs

 

 

 

 

Excluded)

Accepts '1 - . Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

1.95 Dick Powell —l.83 Make That Spare

1.76 Bonanza* -l.26 Len Stuttman

1.75 Dick Van Dyke -l.l8 The Lucy Show

1.72 Naked City* -l.15 Lassie

1.54 Route 66* -l.ll Ozzie and Harriet

1.14 Ben Casey* -l.03 International Show-

time

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

ArmstrongCircle Theater is high on Type Y's per-
 

sonal preference, but his actual viewing of it is only in-

frequent. This program happened to be scheduled opposite

Naked City at the time of the interviews, and Naked City
  

Offers more of the elements of content and style discussed

above than does Armstrong Circle Theater. However, if the
 

two programs were not in direct competition, it would not be

surprising for this type to select Armstrong Circle Theater.
 

His personal preferences are largely reflected in his actual

viewing.

They are also reflected in his perceptions of his

wife's favorite programs to a large extent. In fact, every

one of the highest programs predicted as her favorite are on
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the list of programs he most enjoys. This suggests another

similarity between this type and the woman's Type A. He

usually watches the programs he wants to watch. He predicts

closely the same programs for his wife. They are serious,

heavily dramatic programs. He tends to use the programs for

some purpose other than what one might call immediate enter—

tainment. Finally, he considers himself quite flexible

about adapting to the preferences of the other members of

the family, and there are at least two general orientation

items which suggest feelings of uneasiness about watching

television.

However, Type Y watches more programs than he pre—

fers. His preference for The Nurses is weakly favorable,
 

and he watches it a great deal. His perception of his

wife's enjoyment of the program does not correSpond in in—

tensity with his of viewing, but it is high, and consider—

ably higher than his own enjoyment of the same program. His

own satisfaction with Perry Mason is weakly favorable, and

his wife‘s enjoyment of this consensus program is predicted

to be very high. It is frequently viewed by him. These do

not appear to be program selections pre-empted by his wife's

preferences, but rather programs which he watches in addition

to his own favorites.

His familiarity with these programs indicates that he

does in fact view them, and supports the suggestions above.

Also, his own favorites and his perceptions of the programs
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his wife considers most entertaining tend to blend together

into a composite picture in the familiarity pattern which is

somewhat similar to that suggested in his actual viewing.

In general, Type Y's rejected programs follow a some-

what similar pattern on all dimensions. In fact, some of the

identical programs, such as Len Stuttman, The Lucy Show, and
 

others are represented repeatedly in his rejected arrays.

These are generally comedy and light entertainment, and the

opposites of the other elements often represented on the

acceptance arrays.

Table 30. Familiarity for Actual Viewing Type Y: Arrays of

the Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

 

m

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

1.04 Dick Powell* -2.7O True*

1.04 Naked City* —l.86 Make That Spare

.93 Bonanza ~1.50 Len Stuttman*

.93 Dr. Kildare -1.45 Stump the Stars*

.84 Armstrong Circle -l.ll Fight of the Week

Theater - .85 Voice of Firestone

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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Summary

Type Y appears to have a problem in regard to his

television viewing. He follows a consistent pattern in his

preference, and he watches the programs he enjoys most. He

also watches some programs which his wife apparently enjoys.

Generally her favorites do not conflict with the kinds of

programs one might expect him to like. The Nurses, for
 

example, is opposite Andy Williams and Alcoa Premiere. Yet
  

he seems highly uneasy about watching television. His orien-

tation to television statements seem to indicate that he

watches television more than he feels that he should. If he

watches all the programs he likes, plus a sufficient number

of others that his wife likes, it is understandable that he

might feel this way.

Unlike Type B he does not drift off into a ready-

made dream world of fantasy created by television, and unlike

Type A he does appear to be "hooked” from one program to the

next. The statements might be considered to suggest that he

recognizes a choice available to himself, but which he does

not take. The only alternative suggested in the statements

are ”lectures, concerts, plays, and other things like these,”

and the persons loading highest on this type simply do not

engage in any such activities very much. Type Y seems to

find gratifications in his own programs. He gets a high

level of emotional stimulation with a minimal energy expendi-

ture. He gets lively, absorbing heavily dramatic programs
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which seems to provide him with adventure, excitement, and

sensation.

Table 31. Orientation to Television for Actual Viewing Type

Y: Arrays of the Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

Accepts

Z-Score Statement

1.78 I sometimes feel uneasy about watching television

when I know there are other things I should be

doing.

1.67 I'm generally pretty easy—going about television

programs. I'll usually watch whatever the rest

of the family likes.

1.34 I find that I'm a better person, more informed

and up-to—date on things because of television.

1.06 I think lectures, concerts, plays, and other

things like these are much more enjoyable than

TV shows.

1.05 I sometimes feel uneasy about watching television

as much as I do. There are other things I

really want to do more.

 

 

 

Rejects

Z-Score Statement

—2.24 TV is just about the worst thing that ever hap-

pened to our family.

—l.52 Television helps us to have a closer and more

satisfying family life.

—l.34 It bothers me a lot when I have to miss my favor—

ite TV program.

—l.32 I'm afraid too much television could cause a per-

son to become involved in the play-acting world

and lose touch with reality.

-l.27 I'm so busy with other things I have little time

to watch television.

-l.27 There are so many good TV programs offered that

I'm glad to give up some other things to watch

them.
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Most of those representing this type are college

graduates, one is a full—time college teacher. These per—

sons do not read books, generally. Their magazine subscrip-

tion list consists of typically two or three from the follow—

ing: Time, Look, Saturday Evening Post, Sports Illustrated,

Field and Stream, TV Guide, and Ladies Home Journal. The

person who loaded highest on this type is a college grad—

uate who enrolled in a correSpondence course over six months

ago and has not returned the first lesson yet. The college

teacher who represents this factor had not read a single

book or journal in the past six months. When asked if he

had attended any lectures during the previous six month

period he replied, ”Just my own." The person loading third

highest on this factor is the wife of a university graduate

student. She said she had read three books during the past

six months. One was Call Girl, and she could not remember
 

the other two.

It appears that this type represents the kind of per-

son who is more highly educated than some, and realizes he

has potential for extending himself further than he does,

but he does not.
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Actual Viewing Type Z
 

Type Z watches programs which contain a great deal

of fantasy, comedy, and low complexity elements. He partic-

ularly rejects high complexity programs in his viewing

habits. In the main, he does not watch moral or amoral pro-

grams. Although this may be considered a children's type,

there is only one teen—age boy who highly loaded on this

factor. The others are adults. In addition to reflecting

children's taste, it is possible that some adults are rep—

resented on this type who watch these programs because the

children select them. This suggestion may be seen in dimen—

sions other than just actual viewing.

Some of these same combinations of ”children's” and

"adult's" programs may be seen in the personal preference

arrays of Type Z. It is possible that certain child-like

joys have not vanished in all adults. It is also possible

that the parents tend to perceive the personal preference

dimension as a choice from among a given number of programs

designed for children. This rationale might apply to the

extent that the children in the home monopolized the set and

influenced program selection. The arrays may be seen as a

compromise, also, between what could be considered child and

adult preference. Although the programs most enjoyed are

primarily simple and playful, Jack Benny, The Flintstones,
 

The Beverly Hillbillies, and True could hardly be considered
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children's programs in the same sense as Yogi Bear. As
 

might be expected from this type, the programs which are

not enjoyable are generally serious, heavy drama.

Table 32. Actual Viewing for Actual Viewing Type Z: Array

of the Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

 

 Ii

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

3.22 Candid Camera* —1.00 Dick Powell

2.32 Password* — .93 Alfred Hitchcock

2.10 The Andy Griffith — .90 The Ed Sullivan Show

Show - .85 Lassie

1.92 True* — .84 Jackie Gleason

1.53 Beverly Hillbillies — .80 Route 66

1.24 The Flintstones*

1.23 Yogi Bear*

1.21 Jack Benny*

1.00 Combat

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

An interesting comparison may be made along these

lines between Walt Disney and The Flintstones. Walt Disney
   

features nature films, low complexity biographies, children's

literature, and cartoons. Although the intended audience may

not be limited to children, Walt Disney‘s productions are

often perceived as such. The Flintstones is a cartoon pre—
 

sentation of adult family relationships featuring two pre-

historic, cavemen-type couples who become involved in situa-

tions which are exaggeratedly typical of modern-day suburbia.
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Table 33. Personal Preference for Actual Viewing Type Z:

Array of the Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z-Score Program

1.62 Walt Disney —l.92 Michigan Polka Party

1.42 Jack Benny* -l.57 Great Composers

1.35 Yogi Bear* —l.23 Alfred Hitchcock*

1.34 The Flintstones* - .95 Route 66

1.22 Beverly Hillbillies

1.13 True*

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

Table 34. Social Desirability for Actual Viewing Type Z:

Array of the Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Programs Excluded)

1

J

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z-Score Program Z—Score Program

1.44 Len Stuttman -1.61 Alfred Hitchcock*

1.32 True —l.56 Twilight Zone

1.10 Chet Huntley -1.56 Naked City

Reporting -l.53 Jackie Gleason

1.07 Jack Benny -l.41 Jack Parr

—l.39 Route 66*

-l.25 The Ed Sullivan Show

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.
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The visual presentation is cartoon fantasy, but the situa—

tions might be considered comical facsimile of some couples

in American culture. So among the preferences of Type Z

there are at least two programs which might be considered

to have mixed appeal between children and adults.

Most of the factual emphasis begins to emerge for

Type Z on the social desirability dimension. Also, the

highest three programs are of a more serious nature on this

dimension for Type 2 than they were under personal enjoyment

conditions of instruction. While the factual programs begin

to emerge on the array of programs which are considered good

for people, more programs on the rejected arrays contain

light entertainment and comedy elements when sorted in terms

of social desirability than under own preference conditions.

The highly fictional-non—representational programs, such as

Alfred Hitchcock and Twilight Zone begin to emerge more
  

strongly rejected on this dimension. This could be inter—

preted as endorsement of factual kinds of programs as being

socially desirable to Type 2. Chet Huntley Reporting seems
 

to particularly emphasize this facet element, since this

series usually deals with issues of social importance.

It is interesting that the two programs previously

suggested as having cross-appeal between children and adults

—-Walt Disney and The Flintstones--are found in the predic-
 

tion of the significant other‘s preference array. In this

case significant other represents a combination of predictions
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between child and parent, since both are represented on

Type 2. The fact that they are found here might suggest

that they represent an area of shared interest for both

child and parent.

Table 35. Prediction of Significant Other for Actual Viewing

Type Z: Array of the Most Accepted and Most

Rejected (Consensus Programs Excluded)

 

 

 

 

 

Accepts Rejects

Z—Score Program Z-Score Program

1.62 True* -1.52 Donna Reed

1.41 Walt Disney -l.42 Twilight Zone*

1.10 The Flintstones* —l.39 The Nurses*

1.09 Combat -l.19 Hootenanny

1.06 Dick Powell -l.O8 Jackie Gleason

-l.08 Make That Spare

 

*Programs which discriminate between types by more

than 1.0 standard deviation higher or lower than each of the

other types.

The number of programs on the familiarity arrays is

small. Only one program-—Jack Benny——is strongly high, and
 

only two are clearly unfamiliar. Jack Benny, somewhat in
 

the manner of Walt Disney and The Flintstones, is a program
  

which could reach both children and adults. Also, Jack

Benny has been on the air many more years than any of the

other programs actually viewed, and this program may be famil-

iar for this reason. The small number of programs on the

familiarity arrays, when compared to the relatively large

number of programs actually viewed, further suggests a
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compromise in program selections by various members of the

household. It might indicate that the combination of pref-

erences within a household expand the range of programs

actually viewed, but that these programs are viewed with

less regularity than where similarity preferences are oper-

ating harmoniously. If all the members of the household had

highly similar preferences, it might be expected that the

familiarity arrays would more closely resemble the actual

viewing arrays. This is not the case for Type Z.

Table 36. Familiarity for Actual Viewing Type Z: Array of

the Most Accepted and Most Rejected (Consensus

Programs Excluded)

W

 

 

Accepts _ Rejects

Z-Score Program» Z-Score Program

1.19 Jack Benny —2.29 Make That Spare

.97 Password -2.13 Voice of Firestone*

.89 Combat

 

*Program which discriminates between types by more

than .95 standard deviation than each of the other types.

Summary

The three orientation statements suggest some ave—

nues of insight into Type Z. The first statement, which is

a discriminating item, indicates that this type of person

uses television to distract him from his problems. The

second statement, viewed in the context of the programs he
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actually Watches, might even suggest one possible source of

such problems.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 37. Orientation to Television for Actual Viewing

Type 2: Array of—Most Accepted and Most Rejected

(Consensus Statements Excluded)

Accepts

Z-Score Statement

1.42 *Sometimes when I feel worried about something or

I'm tense, I watch television to help me forget

my problems.

1.37 I find that I'm a better person, more informed

and up-to—date on things, because of television.

1.19 I sometimes feel uneasy about watching television

when I know there are other things I should be

doing.

Rejects

Z-Score Statement

-2.8O TV is just about the worst thing that ever hap-

pened to our family. '

-1.86 I'm afraid too much television could cause a per-

son to become involved in the play-acting world

and lose touch with reality.

—l.36 I get more relaxation and enjoyment from the ra-

dio or a record player than I do from televi-

sion.

-l.Ol My life is usually pretty dull and uneventful.

Television helps me to pass the time.

 

*Statement which discriminates between types by .95

standard deviation than each of the other types.
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It is possible that an adult might have difficulty justify-

ing to himself just how the programs he actually views make

him a better person, and helps keep him informed and up-to-

date. To the extent that Type Z represents a compromise

between what might be considered child and adult preferences,

this is understandable. Such a compromise situation might,

also be exemplified in the statement reflecting uneasiness

about watching television when other tasks are perceived to

need attention. Such a statement could apply to an adult

who is watching television he considers beneath his intel-

lectual level, or it could apply to a school boy who enjoys

watching Yogi Bear but has not finished his homework.
 

These results suggest that members of a family watch

each other's favorite programs, and perhaps even come to

like them. They emphasize that a "type” of person is not

necessarily limited to demographic characteristics, such as

age. They suggest that conflict and compromise are Operat-

ing in the decision-making process of program selection; and

they further indicate that intra-family influence does not

flow just one—way from the parent to the child, but that the

child (or children) exert influence upon the adults as well.

In spite of possible interpersonal influences operating in

the decision-making process Type Z generally watches the pro-

grams he enjoys most. In fact, he watches all except one,

plus others he does not enjoy as much.
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Consensus Items
 

Actual Viewing
 

All three actual viewing types estimated that they DID view—-

Mean Z-Ssore Item
 

 

1.22 The Defenders
 

All three types estimated that they did NOT view—-

-1.09 Lantern to the Stars
 

-1.03 Jazz Casual
 

The Defenders is defined as a moral, serious, mascu-
 

line role support, high complexity, fictional-representation-

al, low aggression, fully scripted, genteel, and low varia-

bility program. This series usually dramatizes conflict

situations between two or more sides of a moral question

which has social implications.

Lantern to the Stars is a documentary style educa—
 

tional program on the history of film. Although it is Spiced

with film clips of historical popular movies, it begins in

lecture format which includes discussions of the history of

motion pictures. Jazz Casual is somewhat similar in format.
 

The program begins with interviews of various jazz music

performers, and subsequently points in the interview are

demonstrated by live presentations of jazz combo groups.

The two programs offered opposite Lantern to the Stars are
 

Combat and Ripcord. Opposite Jazz Casual is Michigan Out-
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doors (a hunting and fishing program) and Huckleberry Hound.
 

Personal Preference

The consensus items for the personal preference

dimension of the three actual viewing types emerge more

clearly than the consensus programs for this dimension in

the previous chapter. The consensus results are stronger.

The single item of consensus which stands out overall, how-

ever, is still the same here as on the three personal pref-

erence types.

For their own personal enjoyment all three viewing types

  

 

PREFER—-

MeanfiZ~Score Item

1.76. The Andy Griffith Show

.89 Candid Camera
 

For their own personal enjoyment all three types REJECT--

 

 

 

—2.08 Fight of the Week

-1.59 Jazz Casual

-l.38 Make That Spare

—l.Ol Lantern to the Stars
 

The probe comments regarding Candid Camera suggest
 

that it offers curiosity satisfaction regarding human reac-

tions under various conditions, and it offers comedy.
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Typical comments from various persons include the following:

I enjoy seeing people react. . . . I like to

watch it for the same reason I go down town in

the car and watch people. I wonder how I would

react. . . . It is funny. It shows people in

different situations and their reactions.

It is hilarious the way it catches people off

guard. . . . I love to watch pe0p1e.

A number of comments also include the appeal of children on

the program. They are described in such terms as "fun to

watch," and ”delightful."

Comments regarding the most rejected item varied.

They seem closely related to concepts of right and wrong,

and social desirability. For example, one person said:

I used to like the fights, but I don't think

there are any good fights anymore. I wonder "

about the nature of the fight game.

Jazz Casual is disliked apparently because of the

music, although some commented on the appearance and demean—

or of jazz performers in general. A fairly typical comment

about the program is:

I just don't like jazz. It's not music. You

can't pick out a tune from that. Me, I like

tunes. I like popular tunes with good tunes.

Social Desirability

The first twp programs on this dimension for all

three actual viewing types are the same as for-all three

personal preference types. CBS News and Walt Disney are
  

considered more highly socially desirable by more types of
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persons than any other of the sample of programs.

All three types consider social DESIRABLE--

 

 

 

 

Mean Z:Score Item

2.34 CBS News

1.51 Walt Disney

1.29 The Andy Griffith Show

1.17 The Defenders
 

All three types consider socially UNDESIRABLE-—

 

 

 

-1.93 Fight of the Week

-l.31 Michigan Polka Party

-1.16 Jazz Casual

-1.04 Stump the Stars
 

Comments concerning the most rejected item on this

dimension-~television boxing-~tend to be based upon some

kind of moral ground. One person described this program as

"sadistic," and therefore wrong. One woman said:

To harm the body is wrong. It says in the Bible

"Thou shalt not kill,” and I believe this. The

body is a temple, and should not be damaged.

Perceptions of Significant Other

All three types predicted significant other would PREFER——
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Mean Z-Score Item

2.05 The Defenders

1.65 Perry Mason

1.45 The Andy Griffith Show
 

All three types predicted significant other would NOT

 

 

 

prefer—-

—l.86 Jazz Casual

-1.55 Michigan Polka Party

-1.22 Lantern to the Stars

-l.22 Fight of the Week
 

The two highest programs were defined as moral,

serious, masculine, and highly complex. Although most of

the predictors were females describing their perceptions

of a husband's or father's favorite program, this is not as

consistent as in the three personal preference types. The

two highest programs remain the same for these actual view-

ing types, and are predicted in the same order. The

Defenders is a considerably higher consensus program for
 

these three types than it is for the other three types.

One daughter who predicted her mother's preference for The

Defenders said:

She gets a great thrill out of the problems pre-

sented. She tries to figure out the answers, and

she likes the personalities of the leads. She

likes some sort of mystery, and the courtroom,

and the battle of wits.
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A woman who predicted her husband's preference for Perry

Mason said:

He likes suspense and mystery, the who-done-it

element. He likes to have me read mystery

stories to him on vacations. I think it takes

him out of his world, and he likes that.

A relatively young husband predicted his wife would enjoy

The Andy Griffith Show because:

It's funny. Maybe because there's a little kid

in there. It's an escape, and yet it's like

real.

Familiarity

All three types are FAMILIAR with--

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mean ZtScore Item

1.08 The Andy Griffith Show

1.06 The Ed Sullivan Show

.99 The Defenders F

All three types are NOT familiar with-— .

-2.43 Lantern to the Stars

—2.35 Jazz Casual I

—2.04 Close-Up i

-1.85 Michigan Polka Party
 

All three types tend to consider the most often

viewed and most familiar programs as socially desirable and

enjoyed by other members of the household. Also, programs

with which they are not familiar-—such as Jazz Casual—-tend
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to score very low on social desirability, as well as the

other dimensions. It is interesting that a program which

is not familiar can be so decidedly judged as bad for people

to watch.

All three types DO feel-—

  

Mean Z-Score Statement

1.76 I would rather visit with

friends than watch TV.

1.26 I can and often do other

things while watching tele-

vision.

l.21 After I've had a hard day and

I'm tired, I find watching TV

is one of the best ways to

relax.

1.04 I can think of lots of things

I'd rather do than watch tele-

vision.

All three types do NOT feel—-

-l.19 I actually resent television

because it often interferes

with more important things.

-1.1O Television is too noisy and it

makes me nervous to have it on

very much.

—1.04 I enjoy watching most TV com—

mercials.

-l.OO Watching television is what I

best like to do in my leisure

time.
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All three types appear to accept television as a

secondary alternative to other choices. If the previous

arrays had not indicated strong preference for certain pro-

grams, these statements would suggest that television is

unimportant to all three types. One interpretation of this

is that television in general is perceived as unimportant,

but only certain programs are highly enjoyed. The feeling

that one can and often does other things while watching tele-

vision suggests that in general it requires insufficient at-

tention to fully distract the viewer from other activities.

It appears that television is not highly regarded as

a leisure time activity, but is watched anyway. Since it is

not considered a favorite activity in general, but is watched,

it is understandable that some uneasy feelings might be asso-

ciated with this combination. At least all three types find

it necessary to justify their viewing on the grounds that

they have earned an opportunity to "relax,” even though it is

not an esteemed form of relaxation.

The rejected statements indicate that television is

not perceived as imposing itself upon the viewer, or in con-

trol of his life style. Since there are strong accepted and

rejected programs on all dimensions by all three types, this

might further explain the attempt to justify television view—

ing.. The viewer who watches various programs with relative

frequency and a high degree of preference, but who also re-

gards watching television as a secondary kind of behavior,
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might feel it necessary to attempt to justify his behavior.

He might feel it even more necessary to justify his tendency

to watch and enjoy certain programs when he expresses a re-

jection of the notion that television interferes with more

important activities.

Summary of Actual Viewing Types

Type X generally watches what she enjoys, and seems

to select her favorites somewhat casually. She seems to

gracefully accept television, but does not see herself as

dependent on it. Her perceptions may be accurate. She is

most likely a busy mother, and may select her favorites when

she has the Opportunity, but perhaps has come to ignore it

when her daily life pattern requires that she engage herself

in other activities. When she does have the Opportunity to

watch television, her preferences are highly reflected in

her actual viewing. It appears that she influences the

selection decisions with her own preferences a great deal.

These tend to be strongly comedy or light entertainment, and

fictional-representational. She also enjoys support of the

female role, and much more than any of the other three types.

She appears to be the kind of person who establishes orderli—

ness in her own household, and can appreciate the feminine

strength she may find in Granny of The Beverly Hillbillies,
 

or Laura on the Dick Van Dyke show. Even though some of
 

her highest programs on personal preference support the male
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role according to facet element definitions, the support is

not the same as it is on programs like Ben Casey, which she
 

rejects very strongly. The male supported roles on her

favorite programs tend to either reSpect womanhood, or recog-

nize femininity as having strength in its weakness. At the

same time she can highly enjoy the exaggerated portrayal of

the unsophisticated feminine role as it is presented on The

LucyfiShow.
 

Type Y most frequently selects programs which are

serious in nature, and they are higher in complexity than

the programs selected by either X or 2. Yet they appear to

be lower in complexity than Y might consider desirable, or

as high as he feels he should watch. While X accepts televi—

sion quite naturally and gracefully--or leaves it alone with

equal ease-~Y seems to have some inner conflicts regarding it.

His highest item on the orientation dimension indicates un—

easiness regarding his television viewing. The programs he

selects are very like those his wife likes, and very like

his own preferences. It appears that he watches what he

likes, but he also watches what his wife likes. He likes

his programs highly stylized morally, and he prefers fiction—

al-representational presentations. Although his viewing re-

flects higher complexity than the other two types, he enjoys

programs whiCh are quite predictable in their outcomes. He

enjoys seeing the good guy win and the bad guy lose. He has
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some notions of what programs are good for people, but these

are not strongly reflected in either his own viewing or his

own preference. His role as a television viewer may be

further complicated by the fact that he is generally more

highly educated than the other two types. At least he has

attended school longer. He appears to be a heavy viewer,

and his programs might be considered beneath his educational

level. Perhaps this accounts for some of his discomfort re-

garding his relation to television.

Type 2 watches a great deal of fantasy, comedy, and

low complexity programs. Although it is basically a chil—

dren's type, the factor is also represented by adults who may

watch the children's programs and come to enjoy them. Type Z

might be seen as a mid—way type, or combination, of a child

and an adult. The teen age boy who loaded highest on this

type commented that he still likes some of the children's

programs which some of his friends consider he should have

outgrown. At the same time he watches and enjoys programs

which his mother selects, and which might be considered

adult in nature. Type Z may also be seen as an adult who

is influenced by young preferences still operating in the

home. The influences appear to flow both ways, and Type Z

represents a combination of these two viewpoints. Regard-

less of whether one observes the type as a child becomes an

adult in his preference, or an adult still clinging to some
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child-like joys, it is the same type. Type Z shows evidence

of inner conflict regarding television viewing, which is not

surprising. Type 2 is at a mid-way point between two funda-

mental orientations in terms of taste. He is like a child

who is still too small to fit comfortably in an adult world,

and like an adult who is too large to fit comfortably in the

world of a child. He is somewhere in between these two

orientations at a mid—way point of evolving from one point

of orientation to another.



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS

The typical rating service measures audience size.

The service is concerned with whether the set is on, or

whether anyone is watching. If a member of the household

is watching television, it indicates that he considers

watching that particular program the best choice available

at the time. His choice should be considered within the

context of other programs available.

If there are, let us say, three programs on at the

same time, he might prefer program A over program B, and

program B over program C. He detects certain elements with-

in the content and style of one program which he does not

find in others. For example, he might enjoy aggression or

noisy action. Given that programs A and B were very similar,

except for the fact that program A provided aggression and

program B did not, we would expect him to prefer program A.

If he were perfectly free to watch any of a large number of

programs, he would have a first choice, a second choice, and

so on and could place them in a hierarchical order according

to his preference for such elements within the program.

The relationships between facet elements and content

and style of programs, and viewer preference and viewing,

137
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have been observed in basically two ways. One observation

was focused on the reSpondent's personal preference, and this

was compared to his behavior along the other dimensions.

Another observation was focused on his actual viewing habits,

and this was compared to the other dimensions, including per-

sonal preference. The dimensions were: personal preference,

social desirability, prediction of the significant other,

program familiarity, actual viewing habits, and general ori-

entations to television.

The two dimensions under focus of attention--persona1

preference and actual viewing-~were separately submitted to

factor analysis with persons as variables and items as obser-

vations. There were three factors for each dimension, each

representing a hypothetical type of person. For each dimen—

sion, the scores of those persons loading highest on each

factor were used to estimate the descriptive arrays.

Each of the three personal preference types and each

of the three actual viewing types have been described also

in terms of program familiarity, program desirability, per-

ception of Spouse's preference and orientation to television

viewing. The descriptions have focused on the relationships

between actual viewing and personal preference for each type.

Three different ways of direct comparison between

viewing and preference will now be presented. The first of

these consists of correlations of personal preference and
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actual viewing among types. The second is a scatter plot

of persons according to which factor of viewing and prefer—

ence on which they loaded highest. The third consists of

the correlation between actual viewing and personal prefer—

ence separately and individually for each person.

The correlations among types indicate that they are

generally separate and distinct from each other. The rela-

tionships between all types may be seen in the following

three tables.

Intercorrelations of Personal Preference

Types A, B, and C

PerSonal Preference
 

 

 

A B C

A 1.0000

Personal

Preference B .0734 1.0000

C .0390 -.0466 1.0000

'Intercorrelations of Actual Viewing

Types X, Y, and 2

Actual Viewing
 

X Y Z

X 1.0000

Actual

V1ewing Y .1619 1.0000

2 .3513 .0986 1.0000
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Intercorrelations of Personal Preference

Types A, B, C, and Actual Viewing

Types X, Y, Z

Personal Preference
 

A B C

X .2422 .2089 .3836

Actual

View1ng Y .8207 -.0547 .0142

Z .2242 .5941 .0484

The highest coefficient of correlation between pref-

erence and viewing types was personal preference Type A and

actual viewing Type Y. Type A is the woman's type who

enjoys and apparently watches serious, heavily dramatic,

fully-scripted programs which contain moral or moral-senti—

mental elements. The Type A preference array correlated

.8207 with the Type Y viewing array. Both these types indi-

cate some uneasiness about their viewing of television. The

next highest correlation was .5941 between personal prefer—

ence Type B and viewing Type Z. Both watch and enjoy comedy

and light entertainment and reject high complexity programs.

The third highest correlation is between personal preference

Type C and actual viewing Type X, which is positive, but not

high.

To the extent that a household contained persons

representing Types A and Y, a minimum of conflict might be

expected in the decision-making processes which go into tele-

vision program selection. On the other hand, differences
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would probably be emphasized where there are low or essen—

tially zero correlations such as those between Types B and

Y, and Y and C. It can also be seen that some types have

more difficulty watching favorite programs than do others.

Type B, for example, has been previously described as a

youngster who likes fun and fantasy, but who has some dif-

ficulty watching his favorite programs.

The second way of examining the relation between

personal preference and viewing is to cross-index individual

persons according to their locations on one of the three

reSpective factors for each of the two dimensions. Twenty-

six persons were interviewed on the personal preference

dimension. Each person is at least somewhat more highly

loaded on one of the three factors than he is on either of

the other two. In many cases the strength of such loading

is very slight. Regardless of how slight the loading of

each individual on one factor over the other two, he is

represented as that type in the table below. There were

twenty-five persons in the factor analysis of actual viewing

(reSpondent number 8, a young girl, was not interviewed for

actual viewing). The individual persons may be graphically

cross-indexed according to their loadings on one of the

three factors for each of the two dimensions in the follow-

ing way (numbers in the cells represent total number of per-

sons):
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A B C

X 1 l 6

I

Viewing '

Z 2 5 l

     

It was pointed out in Chapter II that the overall

correlation between viewing and preference was lower than

the correlations between viewing and other dimensions. The

range in the correlation between actual viewing and personal

preference was reported between .75 and .25 and the median

was reported at .54.

A third way of following the relation between per—

sonal preference and actual viewing is to observe the cor-

relations of these two dimensions for each individual person

separately. These correlations represent this relationship

for each person interviewed:
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Mrs. A .691 Mrs. P .752

Mr. A .751 Mr. F .488

Mrs. B .751 Mrs. G .470

Mr. B .575 Mr. G .395

Mrs. C .657 Girl G .700 (17)

Mr. C .646 Girl G .537 (20)

Son C .606 Mrs. H .248

Mrs. D .376 Mr. H .540

Mr. D .476 Girl H .447

Mrs. E .560 Mrs. I .536

Mr. E .472 Mr. I .620

Son E .518 Girl I .278 (17)

Girl I .425 (20)

While these correlations are all positive, and some

are high, they are not perfect. As was observed in the last

two chapters, there are various forces influencing persons

to avoid programs they enjoy and to watch programs they do

not particularly care about. In some cases, as my be seen

above, such forces appear to be operating very strongly.

The nature of the dynamics of preference has been

examined in terms of the method described. Factor analysis

of Q-sort interviews and factorial-type design of content

and style in television programs has led to certain kinds of

data with regard to preference. Three personal preference

types and three actual viewing types were found in strength
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among the twenty—six persons who were interviewed. A study

with a considerably expanded sample of persons would un-

doubtedly pick up other important types. How many, or what

kind, cannot be determined from the data here. But given

the nature of Q we can be reasonably certain the types we

found here would be found in an expanded sample. This means

that until the enlarged study is conducted the present re-

sults can be of value practically and theoretically (if one

wishes to treat these differently), but that they should

not be treated as comprehensive.

Implications for Further Research

This study began with a problem, Specifically with

regard to television, about the confusion between audience

size measurements and viewer preference. It is expected

that the results of this study will also be useful in other

public media. That is, since there are certain elements of

content and style which appeal to various types of persons

in one medium, it is expected that similar elements will

appeal to these same types persons through other media as

well. If our viewer likes serious and strongly active mas-

culine leads in his television programs, for example, he

might also enjoy books, movies, and magazines along these

lines. Greater insight into the relation between preference

and selection in television should lead generally toward

maximization of consumer satisfaction. 5
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However, much work remains to be done Specifically

in television. More should be known about the program deci-

sion-makers themselves if results of studies such as this

one are to be applied toward maximizing the satisfaction of

the viewer. The theoretical implications of this study into

broader populations also needs to be extended.

The Decision-Maker

Even if the decision-maker were provided with further

information about why certain programs appeal to certain

types of persons, however, difficulties in providing such

programs would still remain. Just as the viewer is not

free, in the sense that he does not function in a vacuum,

neither is the producer. There are many pressures exerted

upon him to behave in ways which might be called expedient,

as compared to his own ideal concept of public service. It

would provide insight into his decision—making processes to

know kinds of pressures he is sensitive to. He could, for

example, be given a set of Q—items somewhat similar to those

used in this study and asked to describe:

1. The "ideal” array of programs in terms of what

he himself feels is of public service or public

interest. These are the programs which he feels

he "should" provide.

2. The array of programs which he thinks his "most

important" Sponsors want him to schedule.
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3. The array of programs which he thinks the "most

powerful" Special interest groups want him to

schedule.

4. The array of programs he feels best represents

the preferences of viewers "who count."

5. The array of programs he feels the FCC wants

him to schedule.

6. His own general orientations toward television.

Does he see it as a profit-making enterprise, a

social information agency, a source of personal

power, or what?

7. His own personal preferences.

8. His wife's personal preferences.

Such arrays could be compared to his actual program

schedule, and might provide an index of which influences,

or combinations of forces, are operating most strongly on

his decision—making. Such indices might even serve as

assessments of his effectiveness as a licensee. _All this

investigation would, of course, be in terms of facet elements.

Extension of this Study

Another natural investigation evolving out of this

thesis is an extended Search for other possible types of

persons in terms of their respective reSponses to elements

of content and style, and refinement of the facets. Given
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a wider range of facet element combinations we would expect

additional factors to emerge, each representing a type of

person. In this study the three factor solutions are most

parsimonious. They were selected because they best account

for the variance with the fewest possible factors. A wider

range of facets would provide more combinations, and more

combinations should lead to additional types of persons.

Such expansion could perhaps be factorially developed from

content and style elements from another culture, or perhaps

from other media in this culture. This would expand the

number of choices, and expansion of the number of choices

would allow further distinctions among preference types.

Suppose a larger number of persons were interviewed,

using refined facet elements. Given a larger number of per-

sons we would expect many to load on some of the factors

described in this thesis, Perhaps some would even represent

these types more strongly than those described here. Still

others might cluster into new types. In either case such

persons could be identified as individuals and indexed ac-

cording to type. Meanwhile, various pilot television pro-

grams (or some other media) could be written and produced

to contain combinations of facet elements such that each

presentation represented controlled amounts of the facet

elements under study. Prior to exposure, individual persons

could be predicted according to various dimensions. Follow—

ing exposure, such persons could be systematically interviewed
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so that we could observe the relative success or failure of

the predictions. Clusters of persons representing types

might be similarly predicted. Such persons and types of per-

sons could even be predicted under various conditions of

instruction, and such predictions could then be compared to

actual viewing behavior followed over a period of time in

the natural setting of their homes.

There are a number of possible implications of such

a study. For example, it appears that there are a number of

programs upon which there is considerable consensus. Per-

haps such programs could be scheduled at times when most

viewers are free to view television. Then there are perhaps

smaller numbers of types of persons who might enjoy an en-

tirely different set of facet elements. Program promotions

might be useful to notify such types of persons of the time

their favorite programs are scheduled.

Clusters of persons who represent types might

ultimately be identified more conveniently. It might be

found, for example, that a certain type of person tends to

subscribe to certain magazines, or engage in certain kinds

of work, or hobbies. If such types were identified more

directly it might be possible for a Sponsor to buy advertis-

ing less broadly, and focus his sales message on the Specific

type of person he desires to reach. He would also know more

about how to appeal to such a type, given that he knew more
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about preferences regarding content and style.

Present practices in deciding strategies for reach-

ing audiences seem to be relatively casual and informal.

Decisions are based, among other things, on trial and error.

That is, a program is often produced and Sent over the air,

and then the producer waits to see what the rating services

have to say about the program. If the rating is high com-

pared to the other programs offered at that time, the pro—

gram is likely to remain on the air. This approach has some

limitations. Even a single program is very expensive to pro-

duce. Although a pilot film may be used as a trial-run pre-

liminary to a series, it is not unusual for new programs to

be scheduled for thirteen weeks. Some are scheduled for

even longer. The total cost of Such productions is consider-

able, especially when it is considered as largely a Specula—

tive investment to determine whether the program will gain a

'
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high rating. If it should have a low rating, it is assumed

that this damages the subsequent programs on the schedule,

and this increases the costs even more. Even if the Series
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is successful by these standardS——and, of course, many are-- I

 
the producer has little information regarding why the program

does what he wants it to do. Insight into this question

might not only improve strategies for reaching audiences for

the decision-makers and advertisers, but might also increase

consumer satisfaction through the development of new programs.
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Program Writing and Production

Procedures previously described for developing the

sample of items indicated that the total possible number of

programs which could be factorially generated out of the

original facet elements were not represented on the air.

This study has further indicated that certain types of per-

sons reSpond to certain combinations of facet elements favor—

ably, and to others unfavorably. The actual range of avail—

able programs—-in terms of elements which we have reason to

suSpect would appeal to some members of the audience--is

dwarfed by the total potential range of possible programs.

This opens another possible direction for further research

and suggests an application for such research.

It leads toward the possibility of employing meth—

odological techniques in the development of new programs.

Evidence of the kind provided in this thesis, and which

could be refined in future studies as suggested, could lead

to Specific suggestions to the writers and producers and

others who design the programs and determine whether they

shall be available to the public. On the basis of such

suggestions it might be possible to provide programs which

appeal more fully to various types of persons by creating

programs which do not now exist. That is, knowledge provided

by such studies may be useful to creative persons as they

develop the content and style of new programs. Application
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of such methods might aid the creative persons and the key

decision-makers to provide such programs, making them more

effective in their reSpective functions, and could perhaps

also increase the value of the program product to the con—

sumer.

Such knowledge might also be applied for longer-;

ranged purposes than just for immediate consumer satisfac-

tion. For example, to the extent that we know what kinds

of elements appeal to various types of persons it might be

possible for producers to package information, let us say,

in educational television programs, in such a way that each

type of person reaches his optimum learning and enjoyment

capacity simultaneously. This indicates some systematic

ways of being creative, and suggests application of such

systems. Such knowledge would have direct relation to audi-

ence preference, and should serve the most constructive pur-

poses for all concerned.
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PART II

Description of General Orientation Factor Array Data

for Personal Preference Typesz, B, C

 

 

Statement A

 

I sometimes feel uneasy about watching

television when I know there are other

things I should be doing. . .

TV is just about the worst thing that ever

happened to our family. . . . .

I sometimes feel uneasy about watching

television as much as I do. There are

other things I really want to do more

I find many programs on TV stimulating

and highly enjoyable.

When I have free time, I don't like to

hang around the house and watch TV. I

much prefer to do things that take me

out of the house where I can be around

people. . . . . . . . . . . .

Sometimes I like to have the set on. even

though I may not be watching, just to

have the feeling that someone is around.

Television helps to have a closer and

more satisfying family life..

I can think of lots of things I'd rather

do than watch television . . .

I'm afraid too much television could cause

a person to become involved in the play-

-2.60

.70

.38

.26

.79

acting world and lose touch with reality —1.7l

Once I start watching television I find it

hard to turn it off. Sometimes I watch

it longer than I really want to..

.11

.41

.05

.82

.26

.47

.09

.84

.20

.20

.88

.42

.18

.65
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PART II. Continued
 

 

 L7 .3

Statement

After I've had a hard day and I'm tired,-

I find watching TV is one of the best

ways to relax.. . . . . . . . . .

Television actually dictates too much

what I do with my time. . . .

I consider myself to be a discriminating

viewer. I choose carefully the pro-

grams I watch . . . . . . . . . .

Too many people are too eager to crit-

icize television. I think it is

actually very good. .

When I'm watching a television program,

I prefer not to be disturbed or dis-

tracted from it

Watching television is what I best like

to do in my leisure time

Most TV programs bore me; I much prefer '

to do things that are more challeng—

ing and stimulating to the mind

Sometimes when I feel worried about

something or I‘m tense, I watch tele—

vision to help me forget my problems.

In my leisure time, I don't plan very

far ahead. I like to do things on

the Spur of the moment. . . .

I'm generally pretty easy—going about

television programs. I'll usually

watch whatever the rest of the fam—

ily likes to watch.

Television is too noisy and it makes me

nervous to have it on very much

Television-requires too much sitting

around, doing nothing, I'd rather

do more active things

.27

.51

.36

.35

.30

.44

.30

.19

.30

.52

.65

.07

.75

.67

.53

.97

.17

.76

.88

.44

.67

.88

.58

.34

.50

.21

.52

.83

.30

.98

.04

.70

.69

.28
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PART II. Continued
 

 

 

Statement

My life is usually pretty dull and un-

eventful. Television helps me to

pass the time

I get more relaxation and enjoyment

from the radio or a record player

than I do from television .

I enjoy watching most TV commercials

When company drOps in unexpectedly

while I'm watching television, I

usually want them to sit down and

share the program with me

I think lectures, concerts, plays, and

other things like these are much

more enjoyable than TV shows

I'm so busy with other things I have

little time to watch television

No matter what I do in my spare time,

I like to plan how I'll Spend it

ahead of time . . . . . .

I can and often do other things while

watching television

I consider television a real friend and

companion

I actually resent television because it

often interferes with more important

things

When I am with friends, and I know my

favorite television program is coming

on soon, I'm tempted to suggest that

we all watch it . . . . . .

It bothers me a lot when I have to miss

my favorite TV program

.04

.51

.76

.45

.27

.27

.06

.13

.14

.85

.08

.31

-1. 16

.14

.07

.21

.36

.51

.36

.41

.29

.26

.56

.07

-1.40

.76

.52

.51

.13

.87

.71

.35

.04

.68

.31
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PART II. Continued
 

 

 

Statement

 

I don't like to have the TV set on

unless I can give it my full

attention

I'd much rather be active in the clubs

or organizations I belong to than

to watch much TV.

Sometimes I like to just drift away into

the fantasy world of a television pro-

gram for a while and forget all about

my own concerns and the things around

me. . . . . .

I'd rather go out to a movie than to

watch television.

I find that I'm a better person, more

informed and up-to—date on things,

because of television

I'd much rather read a magazine or a

book than watch TV.

I find myself too busy doing things '

around the house to watch much TV

I would rather visit with friends than

watch TV

There are so many good TV programs

offered that I'm glad to give up

some other things to watch them

.16

.01

.08

.14

.80

.55

.OO

.66

.89

.11

.63

.02

.37

.63

.46

.32

.36

.21

.51

.65

.01

.10

.26

.10

.75

.32

.13
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PART II

Description of General Orientation Factor Array Data

for Actual Viewing Types X, Y, Z

 I

1

Statement

 

 

 

I sometimes feel uneasy about watch-

ing television when I know there

are other things I should be doing

TV is just about the worst thing that

ever happened to our family

I sometimes feel uneasy about watching

television as much as I do. There are

other things I really want to do more

I find many programs on TV stimulating

and highly enjoyable

When I have free time, I don't like to

hang around the house and watch TV.

much prefer to do things that take me

out of the house where I can be around

people.

Sometimes I like to have the set on, even

though I may not be watching, just to

have the feeling that someone is around

Television helps us to have a closer and

more satisfying family life

I can think of lots of things I'd rather

do than watch television

I'm afraid too much television could

cause a person to become involved in

the play-acting world and lose touch

with reality. . . . . . . .

Once I start watching television I find

it hard to turn it off. Sometimes I

watch it longer than I really want to
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PART II. Continued
 

 

Statement

 

After I've had a hard day and I'm

tired, I find watching TV is one

of the best ways to relax

Television actually dictates too

much of what I do with my time.

I consider myself to be a discriminat-

ing viewer. I choose carefully the

programs I watch

Too many pe0ple are too eager to crit-

icize television. I think it is

actually very good. . . . . .

When I'm watching a television program,

I prefer not to be disturbed or dis-

tracted from it

Watching television is what I best like

to do in my leisure time

Most TV programs bore me. I much pre-

fer to do things that are more chal—

lenging and stimulating to the mind

Sometimes when I feel worried about

something or I'm tense, I watch

television to help me forget my

problems.

In my leisure time, I don't plan very

far ahead. I like to do things on

the Spur of the moment. . .

Ifim generally pretty easy—going about

television programs. I'll usually

watch whatever the rest of the fam-

ily likes to watch.

Television is too noisy and it makes

me nervous to have it on very much
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PART II. Continued
 

 

 

Statement

 

Television requires too much sitting

around, doing nothing. I'd rather

do more active things

My life is usually pretty dull and

uneventful. Television helps me

to pass the time.

get more relaxation and enjoyment

from the radio or a record player

than I do from television

I enjoy watching most TV commercials

When company drops in unexpectedly while

I'm watching television, I usually

want them to sit down and share the

program with me . . . . .

think lectures, concerts, plays, and

other things like these are much more

enjoyable than TV shows . . . . .

I'm so busy with other things I have

little time to watch television

No matter what I do in my Spare time,

I like to plan how I‘ll Spend it

ahead of time . . . . . .

can and often do other things while

watching television

consider television a real friend

and companion

actually resent television because

it often interferes with more im—

portant things . . . . .

When I am with friends, and I know my

favorite television program is com—

ing on soon, I'm tempted to suggest

that we all watch it.
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PART II. Continued
 

Statement
 

It bothers me a lot when I have to

miss my favorite TV program

I don't like to have the TV set on

unless I can give it my full

attention

I'd much rather be active in the clubs

or organizations I belong to than to

watch much TV

Sometimes I like to just drift away into

the fantasy world of a television pro~

gram for a while and forget all about

my own concerns and the things around

me. . .

I'd rather go out to a movie than to

watch television. . . . .

I find that I'm a better person, more

informed and up-to-date on things,

because of television

I'd much rather read a magazine or a

book than watch TV. . . . . . .

I find myself too busy doing things

around the house to watch much TV

I would rather visit with friends than

watch TV.

There are so many good TV programs

offered that I'm glad to give up

some other things to watch them
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Correlation Matrix from which Factor Analysis was Derived

for Personal Preference Types A, B, C
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+385 +280 +350 +490 +247 +288 +007 ~037 -050 +025 +440 -058

+490 +190 +448 +565 +050 +293 -040 -075 ~163 +045 +408 ~197

+155 -035 +223 +217 +017 —092 +138 +097 +302 +294 +155 +200

+117 -130 -148 -027 +125 +257 -007 ~113 +228 +314 +293 +337

+338 +012 +612 +428 +058 +028 +123 +067 +085 +187 +388 +087

+185 ~112 +250 +365 +138 +070 +018 +093 +343 +299 +348 +117

+118 ~002 ~175 ~037 +173 +258 +008 -077 +360 +309 +010 -002

+045 -075 +030 -010 +088 +220 -123 +075 +333 +426 +072 -012

—420 —207 -523 —440 +220 +232 +218 +140 +392 +149 -143 +175

+105 -093 +178 +130 -120 +150 —085 ~052 +093 +105 +210 -093

+213 +105 +333 +345 +085 +312 -085 -007 +012 +092 +283 -193

+415 +149 +605 +535 +189 +269 —015 ~027 -095 -005 +440 -147

+233 -065 +473 +410 +115 +135 +148 +010 -062 -065 +358 +005
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Correlation Matrix from which Factor Analysis was Derived

for Actual Viewing Types X, Y, Z

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25-

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12

+754 ....

+314 +244 ....

+445 +283 +710 ....

—057 -058 —273 -245 ....

-036 +047 —106 —133 +679 ....

-065 -037 +045 +048 +146 +137 ....

+002 +073 +020 +123 —027 +059 +085 ....

+025 +116 —000 +167 +080 +157 +139 +167 ....

+140 +141 —074 -003 +352 +420 +123 +240 +508 ..

+037 +095 +042 +105 +350 +169 +254 +151 +148 +500 ....

-054 -023 -137 +023 +263 +255 +247 +114 +659 +628 +483 ....

+566 +650 +383 +521 —201 -030 -016 +043 +171 +126 +287 +066

+554 +512 +500 +520 —269 -153 +088 +005 +333 +221 +191 +219

-062 +006 +009 +168 +257 -106 -134 +235 +171 +164 +369 +061

-020 +121 +150 +193 +140 +043 —185 +273 +093 +213 +421 +083

+068 +053 +335 +419 +216 +142 -027 +137 +293 +326 +381 +374

+006 +012 +150 +288 +275 +137 -050 +245 +397 +339 +245 +341

+031 +152 +112 +138 +283 +212 -168 +415 4037 +146 +259 +020

+011 +134 +141 +177 ~004 +034 -279 +399 +249 +098 +062 +030

-308 -020 +051 —013 —056 +004 +286 +325 +039 ~095 +219 +088

+216 +361 +458 +440 -007 +209 ~045 +248 +344 +372 +326 +262

+237 +245 +432 +336 -175 +128 +169 +164 +112 +091 -035 +107

+220 +174 +117 +158 +027 +049 +172 +095 +267 +381 +316 +418

-058 —022 +247 +260 +216 -185 +145 +308 +137 +204 +248 +189
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SOCIAL DESIRABILITY

Conditions of instruction used for the social desir—

ability dimension Q-sort consisting of the fifty-item televi-

sion program sample:

Each of these cards had the title and brief descrip-

tion of a television program. I want you to judge each pro-

gram on how desirable or undesirable you think it is for

television to present such a program. Is the program good

for people to watch or not good for them to watch? I want

you for the moment to forget about which programs you per—

sonally enjoy or do not enjoy and which programs you have or

have not the chance to watch. Please think only of how desir-

able or undesirable it is for it to be on television.

Here is a deck of cards. (HAND RESPONDENT THE Q

DECK WITH THE YELLOW BASE CARDS) You can tell me your

judgments by sorting these TV programs from those which are

the most desirable for people to watch to those which are

most undesirable for people to watch. Initially, sort the

cards into three piles.

 

 

Into a pile on the right, please put the TV programs

which you think are desirable for others to watch, the ones

you approve of watching, the ones it would be good for people

to watch, the ones people should watch, for their own good.

Into a pile on the left, please put the TV programs

which you think are undesirable for others to watch, the ones ,3-

you disapprove of people watching, the ones it would be bad 1’ ‘

for people to watch, the ones people should not watch.

h
“
.
-

‘.
I
.
“
I
n

‘

Into a pile in the middle, put the programs which

fall in between or ones that you are not sure about.

(PICK UP RIGHT HAND PILE AND HAND TO SUBJECT) Fine!

Now, from these cards I'd like you to pick out the three

programs which are the most desirable for people to watch. .

Put these three cards on top of the yellow card over here on

the right, number 11.

 

(AFTER SUBJECT HAS DONE THIS, PICK UP LEFT HAND PILE

AND HAND TO SUBJECT) Very good! Now, I'd like you to select

from these cards the three programs which are most undesirable

for people to watch. Put these on the card at the left, num—

ber 1.
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(AFTER SUBJECT HAS FINISHED WITH THIS) That's fine!

Now, I'd like you to go back to the right hand pile and pick

out the four programs which would be the next most desirable

for peOple to watch, and put those four cards on number 10.

(AFTER SUBJECT HAS FINISHED WITH THIS) Good! Now

I‘d like you to do the same thing with the left hand pile,

picking out the four programs which you feel are next most

undesirable for people to watch. Put them on card 2.

(AFTER SUBJECT HAS FINISHED WITH THIS) That's good!

Now you see how it works. You just keep working on one end,

and then the other end, working toward the middle, putting

the correct number of cards as indicated here (POINT TO THE

BASE CARD) as you have been doing.

(AFTER SUBJECT HAS COMPLETED SORTING ALL OF THE CARDS,

SPREAD OUT THE CARDS SO HE CAN LOOK AT THE WAY HE HAS SORTED

THE ENTIRE DECK) Fine! Now that you are through, take one

final look at the way you have sorted the TV programs. These

over here are the ones you feel are best for people. On this

other end are those programs you feel are the worst—-or at

least not so good--for people.

Q-Sort Distribution

”least" _ "most"

 

Rank 1 2 3 4, 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
 

Number of cards 3 4 4 5 - 5 8 5 5 4 4 3
            
 

Total number of cards = 50

'
-
‘
“
u
-
3
1
.
-
.
5
4
5
;
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PERSONAL PREFERENCE

Conditions of instruction used for the personal pref—

erence dimension Q—sort consisting of the fifty-item televi—

sion program sample:

Each one of us has individual and unique tastes

which are not necessarily similar to anyone else's likes

or dislikes. Certain TV programs have a Special delight

for us, regardless of what anyone else thinks of them. To

us, individually, privately, and personally, such programs

are good entertainment, satisfying, just plain fun. We all

enjoy having a good time once in a while, and these would

be the TV programs which we would find personally satisfying

and enjoyable.

Whether or not you have the opportunity to watch

some of the programs on the cards is not important. The

important thing is whether you think it is the kind of pro—

gram you would find enjoyable or satisfying if you could

watch it. Base your estimates on what knowledge you have

of the program and on the brief description of it.

Certain other TV programs don't provide us with any

fun, enjoyment or similar satisfactions. They may be depress-

ing, take the fun out of life. They may be boring or actually

annoying or at least they give you no fun and enjoyment.

Here are the same programs you judged before on

whether they were good or bad for people. Now, I want you

to sort these programs on how much each one is the kind of

TV program which gives you personally fun, enjoyment, ex-

citement, good entertainment, relaxation, a good time.

First, I want you to sort the cards into three piles.

In a pile on the right, please put the TV programs which you

yourself consider to be the most enjoyable programs, the

ones most fun to watch, the ones most personally satisfying,

or the most entertaining TV programs for just you.

In a pile on the left, put the programs which you

yourself consider to be the least enjoyable TV programs, the

ones least fun to watch, the ones least personally satisfy-

ing, the TV programs that bore or annoy you.
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(AFTER SUBJECT HAS DONE THIS, SPREAD OUT BLUE RANK

Very good! Now, from these cards (HAND RIGHT-HAND

PILE TO SUBJECT) I'd like you to pick out the three pro-

grams which are the kind most satisfying for you yourself.

(AFTER SUBJECT HAS DONE THIS).

PILE TO SUBJECT)

Excellent! (HAND LEFT-HAND

Now, I'd like you to pick out the three

programs from this pile that are least satisfying to you

personally. (AFTER SUBJECT HAS DONE THUS) Fine! Now, I'd

like you‘to go back to the right-hand pile and pick out the

next four cards that represent programs you would most enjoy

watching personally, and just wanted to have a good time.

(AFTER SUBJECT IS FINISHED) Good! Now, I'd like you to

return to the left-hand pile and pick out the four that are

the

for

DONE WITH INSTRUCTIONS THUS FAR)

how

one

you

fun

Number of cards 3 4 4 5 5 8 5 5 4 4 3

least enjoyable to you personally, or that you dislike

your own personal entertainment. (AFTER SUBJECT IS

Very good! Now you see

it goes, just as before, you just keep working first

end, and then the other end, toward the middle. Remember,

are Selecting these programs only on the basis of how much

or satisfaction they give you.

Q+Sort Distribution

"least"“ "most"

 

Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 

             

Total number of cards = 50
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PERCEPTIONS OF SIGNIFICANT OTHER

(Follows personal preference on schedule)

Conditions of instruction used for the perception of

significant other Q—Sort consisting of the fifty—item tele-

vision program sample:

While you've been doing this last sort, your wife

has been doing the same thing. That is, she has been using

these same cards to describe the programs she enjoys most.

How do you suppose she sorted the cards? I'd like you to

sort these same cards again, only this time I'd like you to

sortthem as you think you wife would have sorted them.

Q-Sort Distribution

"least" ' "most"

Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8' 9 10 11

Number of cards 3 4 4 5 5 8 5 5 4 4 3

.3
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Total number of cards = 50
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ORIENTATION TO TELEVISION

Conditions of instruction used for the orientation

to television dimension Q—sort consisting of the forty-three

item statement sample:

You've been doing very well with the interview ques—

tions and card sorting, and we're now coming toward the end.

This will be the last card sorting we will ask you to do,

and you'll find it very easy.

Here are some new cards you've not seen before. I'd

like you to use them just the way you did the others. Look at

each one, and decide whether it describes the way you yourself

feel. Put the cards that describe the way you feel in a pile

on the ri ht. Put the ones which describe the way you do not

feel in a pile on the left. And the ones which fall into

neither category, or that you're not sure about, in a pile

in the middle. Then pick out the TWO cards that best describe

the way you feel in the extreme right hand pile, number 11.

Then go to the left hand pile and pick out the TWO cards

which are the most different from your feelings about televi—

sion on the extreme left hand pile card, number 1. And so on,

working back and forth, toward the middle. (HAND CARDS TO

SUBJECT).

'
J
h
‘
»

.
L
L

1
1
.
1
5
1

P

”
-
1

(
I
-

Q-Sort Distribution

 ”least” ”most”

Rank 1 2 3 4 i 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Number of cards 723 3 4 5 ‘ 5 7 5 4 4 3 w2

 

 

            
 

Total number of cards = 43
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Q SAMPLE OF TV PROGRAMS

. Alfred Hitchcock 8.
 

322121221 (6:30 Sat.)

SuSpense-filled, tongue-

in cheek murder mysteries.

. Armstrong Circle Theater

122122221 (10:00 Weds.)

Dramatized documentaries

on such timely subjects 9.

as juvenile delinquency,

divorce, drinking, adop—

tion, etc.

. Andy Griffith Show

212222222 (9:30 Mon.)

A situation comedy of 10.

the life of a small-

town sheriff with

Andy Griffith and Don

Knotts.

. Beverly Hillbillies 11.
 

312221222 (9:00 Weds.)

An Ozark family found oil,

sold their homestead, and

moved to a mansion in

Beverly Hills, where their

folkways help create comedylZ.

episodes.

. Bonanza

221221222 (9:00 Sun.)

Western with paw Cart—

wright, his three sons,

and their Sprawling

ranch.

. Candid Camera
 

212211121 (10:00 Sun.)

Hidden movies of unsuSpect-13.

ing people reacting to un—

conventional situations.

. CBS News

121112211 (6:45 wk. days)

A daily round—up of world

and national news with

Walter Cronkite.

Chet Huntley Reporting

121112211 (10:30 Tues.)

Chet Huntley's commentary

dealing with matters of

social importance and

human interest. Documen-

tary.

Close-U

122112211 (10:30 Tues.)

Documentary coverage and

conversation regarding im-

portant social issues of

our time.

 

Combat

22T22I222 (7:00 Tues.)

Action-packed war adven-

tures portraying combat

soldiers under fire.

Dann Thomas

mmzoo Mon.)
Show business father in a

variety of comic family

situations.

The Defenders

121122211 (8:30 Sat.)

Robert Reed and E.G. Mar+.

shall as a father—son law

partnership involved in

courtroom dramas about

moral and ethical problems

usually related to support

of the law and an earnest

attempt to defend their

client.

Dennis the Menace

212221222 (7:30 Sun.)

Episodes of a small boy

prone to pranks and

accidents.

 



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
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Q Sample of TV Programs Continued

Dick Powell 19.

22222I221”(9:30 Tues.)

Guest stars are featured

in Series of light comedy,

mystery—SuSpense, and

action—adventure stories. 20.

Dick Van D ke

212221212 (9:30 Wed.)

The professional and domes-

tic comedy situations of a

TV writer and his friends.

Dobie Gillis 21.
 

311221222 (7:00 Weds.)

The wacky misfortunes of a

young college student.

Comic situations usually

revolve around his beatnik

friend, Maynard, and rich

snob, Chatsworth Osborne,

Jr., or one of many girls

(Dobie's romantic experi— 22.

ences usually backfire be-

fore they begin).

Dr. Kildare

221222212 (8:30 Thurs.)

Young Dr. Kildare, who

is interning at Blair

HOSpital under the firm, 23.

but kindly supervision of

hospital director, Dr.

GilliSpie, finds himself in

a variety of dramatic situa-

tions.

Donna Reed
 

213222212 (8:00 Thurs.) 24.

Episodes in the daily life

of a doctor's family

featuring Donna Reed as

the mother.

 

Fight of the Week

321211122 (10:00 Sat.)

Boxing match, from various

locations each week.

 

The Flintstones

212231222 (8:30 Fri.)

Cartoon featuring two

caveman couples, Fred and

Wilma, Barney and Betty,

and in a prehistoric-

modern atmOSphere.

 

Great Composers

322112112

Associate professor of

music at Michigan State,

Henry Harris, presents

piano recitals of music

by the world's great

composers.

 

Hootenann

3 12 (8:30 Sat.)

Jack Linkletter M.C.'s

programs presented by

leading folk singing

groups before college

campuses.

International Showtime
 

312212121 (7:30 Fri.)

Don Ameche presents ”on-

location" coverage of

world circus acts and

other entertainment from

foreign countries.

Jack Benn

1 222122 (9:30 Tues.)

Long-time comedian Jack

Benny and his cast with

Rochester, Don Wilson,

Dennis Day, and frequent

guest stars with sketches

around Jack in his usual

pansy, tight-wad role.
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

192

Q Sample of TV Programs Continued

Jackie Gleason's American

Scene Magazine

311221122 (7:30 Sat.)

Music, dance, comedy,

skits and jokes with

comedian Jackie Gleason

as performer and master

of ceremonies.

 

Jack Parr.

221212121 (10:00 Fri.)

Personality Jack Parr

hosts celebrities, in—

cluding Show business

stars, who perform and

engage in lively conver-

sational banter.

 

Jazz Casual

321211121 (7:00 Thurs.)

Small jazz groups play

and discuss jazz music

with Ralph J. Gleason.

Lantern to the Stars

321112112 (7 00 Tues.)

Series on film as a public

art, fully illustrated by

movie excerpts from the

historical era or new

movie style under discus—

sion.

Lassie

222222212 (7:00 Sun.)

Domestic farm series of a

boy hero, his wise and

loyal collie dog, and

their mutual adventures.

Lawrence Welk Show

222212112 (9:00 Sat.)

Live features of American

popular and novelty music

presented in the Lawrence

Welk style with various

regular vocalists.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Len Stuttman

321212121 (7:00 Mon.)

Local world-traveler

Len Stuttman interviews

guests and shows semi-

documentary film of

nature's many elements

and creatures.

 

The Lucy Show

213221222 (8:30 Mon.)

Lucille Ball is featured

and becomes involved in

comedy situation series.

 

Michigan Polka Party

312211122 (7 00 Sat.)

Polka music and dancing

with a polka dance

orchestra.

 

Naked Cit

2 11 1 22 (10:00 Weds.)

Highly dramatic stories of

human problems encountered

by police force in a large

city.

The Nurses

223222222 (10:00 Thurs.)

Dramatic series about

romance and adventure of

nurses in city hOSpital.

Ozzie and Harriet

212222212 (7:30 Thurs.)

The Nelsons portray them-

selves in lighthearted,

family-comedy series.

Password

312212112 (10:00 Mon.)

Show business guest stars

play word-guessing game

with audience volunteers.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.
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Q Sample of TV Programs Continued

Perry Como Show 44

221212112 (9:00 Weds.)

A musical variety program

starring Perry Como, and

featuring Peter Genero

dancers, Ray Charles

chorus, and celebrity 45

guests.

Perr Mason

22II2I212 (8:00 Thurs.)

Master criminal lawyer un-

 

folds intricate murder mys— 45.

teries in defense of his

falsely-accused clients.

Red Skelton Show

312221122 (8:30 Tues.) 47

Comedian Red Skelton in

monologue, pantomime, and

guest star skits plays one

of his many role charac-

ters each week. Also

dance and musical presen-

tations.

 

Route 66

221221222 (8:30 Fri.)

Two young adventurers 48.

roam the country in a

souped-up Sports car in

search of jobs, action,

and girls.

Stump the Stars

312211122 (10:30 Mon.)

Panel-quiz Show featuring

well—known stars.

 

49.

The Ed Sullivan Show

312212121 (8:00 Sun.)

Variety show features

guest stars, circus acts,

novelties, comics, music 50.

and dance, international

talent, and athletes in

the news presented by

Ed Sullivan.

 

. True

221221221 (9:30 Sun.)

Realistic dramatic adven-

tures based upon actual

events and situations.

. Twilight Zone
 

321131221

Fantasy and science fic-

tion stories with unpre—

dictable outcomes.

Voice of Firestone

322112212 (8:30 Fri.)

Full chorus semi-popular

and light opera music.

 

. Walt Disney
 

222221211 (7:30 Sun.)

Walt Disney presents a

wide range of his own pro—

ductions designed for both

children and adults. Fea—

tures include nature films,

biographies, classic young

people's literature, and

cartoons.

Yogi Bear

211231222 (7 00 Mon.)

Talking cartoon bear's

escapades in Jellystone

Park. Yogi Bear is often

chased by park ranger for

disobeying park rules against

such things as theft of

visitor‘s picnic baskets.

Make That Spare 321212122

(10:45 Sat.) The nation's

leading bowlers competing

for cash prizes.

 

Ben Casey 221221222 (10:00 Mon.)

Dr. Casey, a resident in

neurosurgery at a big City

hospital, vigorously asserts

his rugged individualism.
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GENERAL ORIENTATIONS OF TELEVISION

I sometimes feel uneasy

about watching television

when I know there are other

things I should be doing.

. TV is just about the worst

thing that ever happened

to our family.

I sometimes feel uneasy

about watching television

as much as I do. There

are other things I really

want to do more.

I find many programs on TV

stimulating and highly

enjoyable.

. When I have free time, I

don‘t like to hang around

the house and watch TV. I

much prefer to do things

that take me out of the

house where I can be

around people.

Sometimes I like to have

the Set on, even though

I may not be watching,

just to have the feeling

that someone's around.

. Television helps us to

have a closer and more

satisfying family life.

I can think of lots of

things I'd rather do than

watch television.

I'm afraid too much televi-

sion could cause a person

to become involved in the

play-acting world and lose

touch with reality.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Once I start watching tele-

vision I find it hard to

turn it off. Sometimes I

watch it longer than I

really want to.

After I've had a hard day

and I'm tired, I find watch—

ing TV is one of the best

ways to relax.

Television actually dictates

too much of what I do with

my time.

I consider myself to be a

discriminating viewer. I

choose carefully the programs

I watch.

Too many people are too

eager to criticize televi—

sion. I think it is actual-

ly very good.

When I'm watching a televi—

sion program, I prefer not

to be disturbed or dis-

tracted from it.

Watching television is what

I best like to do in my

leisure time.

Most TV programs bore me.

I much prefer to do things

that are more challenging

and stimulating to the mind.

Sometimes when I feel

worried about something or

I’m tense, I watch televi-

sion to help me forget my

problems.

 

 



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
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General Orientations of Television Continued

In my leisure time, I

don't plan very far ahead.

I like to do things on the

Spur of the moment.

I'm generally pretty easy-

going about television

programs. I'll usually

watch whatever the rest

of the family likes to

watch.

Television is too noisy

and it makes me nervous

to have it on very much.

Television requires too

much sitting around, do—

ing nothing. I'd rather

do more active things.

My life is usually pretty

dull and uneventful.

Television helps me to

pass the time.

I get more relaxation and

enjoyment from the radio

or a record player than I

do from television.

I enjoy watching most TV

commercials.

When company drops in

unexpectedly while I'm

watching television, I

usually want them to

sit down and share the

program with me.

I think lectures, con—

certs, plays, and other

things like these are

much more enjoyable

than TV shows.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

 

I'm so busy with other

things I have little time

to watch television.

No matter what I do in my

Spare time, I like to plan

how I‘ll Spend it ahead of

time.

I can and often do other

things while watching

television.

I consider television a

real friend and companion.

I actually resent televi-

sion because it often

interferes with more

important things.

When I am with friends,

and I know my favorite

television program is

coming on soon, I‘m

tempted to suggest that

we all watch it.

It bothers me a lot when

I have to miss my favorite

TV program.

I don't like to have the TV

set on unless I can give it

my full attention.

I'd much rather be active in

the Clubs or organizations

I belong to than to watch

much TV.

Sometimes I like to just

drift away into the fantasy

world of a television pro—

gram for a while and forget

all about my own concerns

and the things around me.

 

 



38.

39.

40.
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General Orientations of Television Continued

I'd rather go out to a 41. I find myself too busy

movie than to watch doing things around the

television. house to watch much TV.

I find that I'm a better 42. I would rather visit with

person, more informed friends than watch TV.

and up-to-date on things,

because of television. 43. There are so many good TV

programs offered that I'm

glad to give up some other

things to watch them.

I‘d much rather read a

magazine or a book than

watch TV.
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