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. - The Hyth.of 'i'el,ey_iaion Netn‘ ) i

1t there is one claim that' pervades tl}. literature co-unicetionlreuarch, T
o it is the deein.ance of television ea & source of. information andlinflutnc.e.in

- the United States., A glance at almost apy issue of s research 'journel in the

‘field reveals one or more atud:[e! of television jultified by its llleged

-—

fisnificance al the -ost inpomnt source of infor-ation fors tvo-thirds of .

.

%

the American public.

-

»

. . v " . 2

) This clAimed power of televigion is oftep also the basis for individuals and

' pent. Efron, for exanple,

ed that thc television s Joaimce

nessitated stricter enfo, cenent of faimss doctrine. ‘%d Sen. William

(\ ‘Pirst, 1'd 1like to ask /you where you usﬁally get most of your nevs about

’ hu rioen,studily fragﬂ\S%z in 1959 to 64% in the 1976 survey, -the htut one

.
‘
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published by the Television Information Office. The full table is reproduced

’ 2 .

as Appendix 1.

L.

L v v . N E
'rhic finding hu been questioned ou severel éroundo, but the point dﬁhfirot

—n

-— comes to- -mind ie_;_het .the queation allovs -uitiple reoponlec. _ Hhiﬁ 2;641 of the

. L

\
respondents -eutioned televieion, half (49%) ‘menttoned nmpepere, eh& one-fifth

(192) mentioned radio. In all, .an average of 1.44 reoponoee “per respondent was

. J .
: given.

. > ) ’ ’ . .
A - s

A second table (Appendix 2) breeke down the mlt‘iple reepo'nnl and suggests .
lover figures for all media. One-third (36%) mentioned o __l television and
one-fifth (ZiZ) listed only newspaper. " About' one reepondent in foyr (232) A
ngmed both televieion and nevopapers. The remaining 202 nentioned other com-
binations of media. If ope 1is concerned vith (:he people if the country who

get news only from. television -—8 ndre reelietic ve’to 1ook at ‘the potential

pover of the medium —- the epptopriete figure is one-thi:;d,' not /tvo-thirde,

]

‘4

.
L3

- S ~ . .
, . , ( . When the study vas replicated with a small

ol 7 sample of respoudents who were directed to sc‘lect only one ‘rooponse, the

relative inportence of television was reduced.; 5 . s

. .
-~ . M ty B !
) . ¢ . e
. . »
- [ " . " A,
. %3
,

' Beyond that, there are conceptuel quutions about the use o N

" . like "get.most of ." Clerke and Ruggelo6 list five possible mean

! phrue, renging fto- frequency of expooure or time dilplac-ent to oeit-:epotted-
\

in‘fluence or psychologial gretification. When they eakod reopondentl to aame

) \
. . tho "best" source for opecific public affairs nevs ‘torieo, the nenpepet vas’

1]

. untioned more frequcntly tha;\ any other source for all typeo of public effeiro

T .

s of the Roper ~

t
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stories, hterngtioul, nat:l._ona_i, statg, coun‘t'y' and city..

.

¢ -

(]
.

Edohtd.ﬂ" has ::ritici:ed the defingtion of "gei: nost of" nevs as t'hc most

b

red&le or influential lource, Qrguing that crﬂ)ﬂity of the source of infor-

) ntion 13 seldon the dasis on which an 1nd1vidual d éidu to use or not to use

the souroe. Proceeding from theloose assumption };hat behavio:." it more a funct:lon

of the 1nd1v1dua1's needs and grgtifications than_ a reSponac to an :nviromeutll
sthulus, Edelstein asserts that media ought to be evaluated in temms of:their

psychologful u‘tﬂity to the individual rather than some atb‘itrary criterion luch

- L

as eredtbility. \He instructs respondcnta to specify vhich ‘source of inforntim{ -

is u;mt u:eful to them in a speqific pituation fdather \than the one they rely on ,

h 3

-

most or find most credibl.e. :

~

} ' - ..
s In a wide range of studies in several parts of the country and overseas, the
situational approach pi'oducesxfindingc :hat. conflict with the Roper studies in )
L ] . - .

two vays.a Pirst, the importance of television tg‘ehtive to newspapers and maga-
P ‘ N

-

. zines is reduced severely ; and second, the bagis ‘on which qui'iduall select

ge'cific media yaries from source to source :and situation to situatiom, but it

~ N

seldom includes source credibility Newqiaperu are often choun for :hcir 1nfor-

’

mation content or the ruder s abilicy to determine the time, placé and manner of

‘Radio is frequently cited for its convcuienco and portabili:y, ugizines
]

reading

for their depth of contcnt nnd, to a leuet exmt their crodibilitya Credi-

bility 13 nentionod mfuquently and tlfcn nore often as a ncgative factor than

positive: people nay avbid a source of inforution because they ‘r.gu‘d it as,

lacking in oredihility, but they uldou seeh out a source because thay consider
. : y

]

e h‘ighly credible.
' s\, (

MY




Edelatain required a respondent to deal with a apocific ai\uation and‘to define

) thoq:riteria hy wvhich he or she evaluatea his or her behavior in ‘that situation.

In contraat, the Roper approach in the trad'ition of attitude ‘researchy, aaat-es ©

that behavior is conaiotent acrou oituationa, and that the attitude == afi affective

evaluation of an -object across situationa -~ in-some sense deter-inea or inf.luanel
the bebavior. Those of ws qvho have done any research ‘trying to link gemeral .

attitudes -to behavicr know how risky that assumption 1s . Yo

It s possible that the real consistency is not across .situations but acroaa

people dealing vith the aaie oitnation. and that the actual variance ia not anonx »
people but’ anong situations. 1iIn bther uordu, attitude reoearchera often assume

’
that a specific individual.or type of individnal will act, based on some hierarchy

4
1

of attitudea and values, more or leoa consistently across a variety of situations.

,_-

But it may be that hoaﬁ: individuala\or types of individuala reopond ainilarly to

a specific¢ situation on some bdsis other than. attitude. They -ight behave quite ,
di'fferently in a dif,ferent situation.™ " The research built on this fr,a-mrk calls

for the\inveatigator to define the situgtion exglicitly to the reapondent to ensure
that the respondent is dealing ﬁth the specific aitnation defined by the. reuarcher

and to -m certain the researcher knovwe, how the redﬁogdtnt 1s defining the situstiom.

v \

. -
. . .
. . .. . . . .

As noted above, an individual's statenent that he "gets most of" his news‘from .

televioion or the nmpaper or some other oource caﬁ mn’ral thinga. These '

.aeninga may or may dot be related to ao-e generali:od criteria of evaluation and

may .or may not be related~to his or her actnal uae of muss -edia. 1f -cdia use - *
Jero reahted to various criteria of eValuation - uae -oat rely on noat, -oot

credib (1 +etc.1° == the dolinance of\ televiston ought to be reflected in behavioral
. e a ] 't.
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One of the most interesting studies reported hy the Surgeon. Generel'e Se:lent:lfic '
&N } TP
' - Mvieou Comittee on Television and chiel Behavior -- the fenoue etudy,of the ‘]

. effects of television violence on children — invglved an ,exelinabion of the ®,

. e . I L
. o - -4
* -
.

audience of pne of 'I'V'e most violent progrena, the evening netwﬁ nevs. s 11 The

study, vhich received lictle e!tention vhen the full repokt n,pd eupporting volumes
~ ! .
vere re1eeeed, fnvolved an examination of 1969, data from the uﬁhe, nationwide

\
Simmons studies. The etudiee consisted of tvo-week diery a ts' of mt media . A

.behevior by a net‘lonel sample of more then 3, 000 women and 3 000 men. The.

.

enalyaie, based on cmlative expoeure to the early /evening network news over
-‘., _ the tvo-week period, showed that. half of the American public (562 of the vbnen,
; 52%8bf the men) did not vatch a single petvork evening nevs program in the tvo-
" ' week period. Omnly 20 of the men end 172 of the women ‘watched as often as eix
? . times in the full two-veek period. ‘ ,

. ' ! \
' - . . .o

\ L . i .

e Oo-phreble data for 'nevepep’er feederehip vere n:t obtained, but the study did

3
.

ask ebout nevapaper reederihip yeeterdey ashere yeeterdey vas a veekdey. In y

. . c\ontreet to televieion neve v‘fewing newspaper reederehip vas clehed by 902 of
. the r‘eepondente. On the everege weekday, acc’ording to thu etudy, 1eee than one - N

rican adult in fgur cen be found vetching the nétwork evening news while about

s
>

nine out of ten can be found reading a newspaper. '

r . . . , a - . SRR - ’
. PRd 4 - T / - ) * . .
A nationwide eurvey 'of Pedie use by the American Nevepeper Publ:lehere Meocietion

. in 1971 included a'more detailed breekdo‘m of te1ev1uon news v :Le\d.ng 12 con-

sistent with the Simmons etudy, ‘the ANPA eurvey ehoved thjt 27! of the adult pop- o

Lo n;_.\tion watched television news between 5 and 9 p.m., the.time bracket -that . \\
.. 4 g W * .
. ' . \ ! . . LT \
'. Y - " ’ .: . ’ .. ' - .
- r'J e‘ 7 * ) - , )
. . . P




/ | * ) ’ ) ‘ ) ’ —/.
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:'Lneludu the evening "'network news. But in addition,, 252 watched aftLr 9 p.m., ‘

-X
- 4 52 ntched before noon and 7%- ntched betveen noon and 5 p.m.  The proportion of

odultl who vatched TV news nt all "yestorday yu 48% of e nntioml s-ph of .

.

1,71{5. The smdfalso showed that 771 of-!:he total nnple read s naupapl N

LN

— "yutetdq%‘La'fiégre that—1is 'shihr to thosemitq! in.a nul'ber of ft
‘mdiu: ‘ « } . l‘ s . ‘ .
N ? ° Tt ’ )

o { .

1 4 : + N Y. ) Te
These two studies indicate thtat the audience for newspapers on I:he average vukday

is conoiderably qore <than the audience for any televicion nevs -- 77% of the public

. V8., 681 -~ and drmtically norL if only the ujor evening netvork nevs;is inclu«fed

- A} i
. -

— 90% ws.. zz-zsz Lo o

\ e [
i N L4

: i ’ ' [

: Niefaon rating data indii-.ate a lfvel of vieving of evihning notwrit progrm v .
moTe consiswnt with the ANPA fi&uru of totaly TV nm viwing. than with the : ¢ i
Simmons study. Afcording to Fhe Isrul and Robiuon study, Nielsen reported
392 of the houaefnolds tuned in utioml telemion nevs duringrthe period ttut the B .
Simmons diary study covered. But‘ ratings -- at least thou obtained by Nielsen's D
'meter ﬁttache; directly to the oe& - seasure only vhen the set i¢ on, mot how i

many people — if anyone at all -‘\ are watching.
] . ‘

: f . ’_ " The. problm of gotting people fto describe their own behavior accurately are well
. knowan to resurchers, and most agrde that mwrei of lpocific, recent beluvior ;-,
4

" e.8., yuterQay s behavior -~ are -bre accurate than generalized statements, such

§

-

' " as ulf—uoumta of what a respaIdcnt "uaually" doea‘., But there is some ' .

\ . quution vhether ve are even capab

le of corractly ducribing vhat vo did yuterday.
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A suall but oignifimt study co‘niooi'oné byt Surgeon General's Committee

- 1

q

dealt with' the 1ssue. 13 Resforchero otudied 20 fnilieo. a total of 93 indi-*

. vi.duall, in the Kansas City area who allowed tefevilion sound cameras to be placed
in their homes for six days to watch. them watch TV, One camera vas ploced over’
\ ’ 3
the TV set fnein{ viewers; the other: was directed at the set from tho oppooite ’

: oide of t.he TOoOm, alloving researchers outoide the hoae to ob,em nembers of hhe

/
L‘ family in front of the set and the set itself at the same ti In addition '

reopondento filled out queationnaires about their iedia use during the six-day -
: b
test period. 'lgo parto of the study are pertinent here. oy
™ ) . \ N ] }

BT . ‘ .. .
* - When’ asked about the amount of televioion they watched over the six-day period
i . . ) .
/ or the amount yesterday, respondents’ overreported viewing by 40-50% compared .

with researchers' observations of the videotapes of *tu,l viewing. Diary r?oru
+ ' . 'y

. ) ) ‘in which respondents indicated their viewing of specific progrm.overestintef:l.

v viewi:g by about*25%. Another useful“analysis éonpnred ‘;the time t.ho set vao; turned
. ' on with the behavior of the members of the Enily. Not ourp'rioing‘ly the set wa; : ‘
N playing to an eapty 1iving room a good deal of the ti-e /hovieo £one of several

categories of program content) -had the largest audienCe in- tho sense thot people

vere vatching 762 of &he time that the set was tuned to that type of progrn. *

-

Connerchlo had the lowest vieverohip -- people watched only 54.8% ‘of the time

-~
7

- they were on — and news did not fare much better. At least one member of the

household watched only 55.2% of the time the set was tuned to nevs. -
| ’ . . "
. .. _ e
) € ‘ . . PR ] i ’ '\/— . 4 «
All of this suggests that estimates of the audience of television news ed og

*Nielsen metered samples or self-reports of viewing yesterday or in general e
- B ‘

‘ may seriously {nflate the wctual audience.

quately take into account the kinds of things peopie do vhilokvotching:

Even diary estimates may not ade-

+

talking,
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-~ #

¢

| ] ) t -8-
.d . . * : ; A
Y ) ) . ' N ) . . » R
reading, leaving the room for short periods, etc. Clearly, watching television
' . . . i . .
neys doeo/not consist of giving one's uninter}‘upted attentisn to the TV: for the
1 * - * . 3 "
L 3
“entire newscast. . o " o ¢

4

. - k4 - M . L3
The notien a\nt telev:l.oionE news viewing 1s a can'ual, passive activity often

4
interrupted by other nctiv*tieo is also supported by a study of the nudiencef for
.

_the inpeachnent henringo. While -ost of the research on the Hntergete and Am=-

penchnent hearings has conc‘entrnted on the bpiniono that wvere ianueneed And the

people who did wntch the televised henrihgo,?‘ft Bfn o i-portant to keep in‘ )

A

nind that a go(:nil many people in the country did not wvatch very much (or at all)

and did not bec+|e peychologicany or phy)cically involved in the drawn-out

- epicode thnt st%rted with the freak-in at the Denocrntic national headguerters ’

in 1972 and end%d finally, with Nixon's reoignation in 1974.

. + A é . *

"\‘.

. A survey in Seeltle (vhich has a-slightly higher level of education thgrthd
country as a whdle) at the time, of Nixon's rea,ignation indiceted that ;lnoot

hnlf (48%) of a omlple of 346 reogonde&n did not watch he House Judiciary
L3 ! -
| Committee henringe at alL and only one in fgur (262> watched more than five >
[ 4

|
t\ours of the 40’ daytine hours brondcnot live or the 40 houro of public television

: q'nepeato in the evening. A neriea of queotiono vhich probed the circumstances

_surrounding viewing indicated that most viewers approached the h’ri‘ngo casually:

.

}bot'watched only a few times and then for an hour/or less; most were doing

oo-etb.iﬁoe -at Me time; and uny snid they wou}d still be using ..nuo‘

-edia 1f the hearings had not been nvnilnble. ’The authors describe the public
. response to these henringo as ‘l,"caaunl ourveﬂ.lence, ‘glimpses of the hearings as

time and circumstgnces per"nitted, when they.\ permitted at al® 1v io a picture

of history in the making observed by people on the run." 14

’

{ :
- SRS (R
. . » 5 N
. I} . !




In sum, there are two generel objectione p the eeeertion that most of the peopie
An the‘United States ,get most of ‘heir news from television and that television

T 18 the moSt infl'uEntiel source of infornet;ion..‘ First, the credibility or some
other generelized evaluation of a medium is not functionelly releted to the use

of the nedium, Rather, each medium. hee certain charecteri;t;gn_shich make it

;o useful to defe.rent typee of people in different circunetnneee. Aeking which

source of information is the most credible in general is simply asking the wrong "

- “ <o *
- questiomn. . - . /"
-7,?) - v ~

. 4
The other objection té6 the aseegtion of the dominance of television’ erieu from
s 4 [} L ]
various studiee that show that viewing of televieion news is inconeietent with
E 35

E

the claims that two-thir)e of the‘nericen people ’t most of fheir news from -

-thet medium. Both Nielsen retinge and self-reports of viewing indicate that
exposure to television nzve is coneiderebly less perveoive than’ etpoeure to
N t
‘newspapers, and both of these megsures tend to over@timate viewing.  The Si-one

)

. - ' . i3
technique of mieries of media use (which appears to be more accurate) over

‘ Q
a two-week petiod suggests that the sajor television news programs reach only a

'

v . »

.f‘ro’ttion of the people reached by nevepepere. ! ) A

- [
Al

A '3 ' , -
'Even without considering the conceptunl p/ro‘ﬂ/ of deterllining the bases of
1
nedia use and influence, i‘ is cleer thet data on expoeure to various media

ere\ inconeieten( with the assertion of the dolinance of* televieion. It 1s #lso

’

clear that not, enough ie known about the precise levele of expoeur:e to various

t

\\\newe nedie over extended periode of tine. It 1s to this problen thet ve eddrul

~t\-nie paper.
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Ihe cunui}'rsml studied a are useful data bases for the-study of -edia y‘e for

Ry

0 AN

rl
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Study Dea ignj ‘ .

“~

aeveral .r:eaeono.m'rhey use a diary nethod for TV ,uoe vhich" seehs to be the most

“ ") o,

—~..
. eccﬁ W{ They, cover three major nevs nedia - television. ugazinel and

newopapers (although the measurement of newapaper readerohip 18 not as detailed,

-

periods.

or as complete as one woyld like) .

They cover a longer time period, tvo one-week -

And they are baacd on larg: national ianples of about 6, 000 respondents.

-
. ’

’
N

‘e

- With J grant fron the University of North Cardlina Uuiveraity Reaearch Council -

‘'we were able to purchaoe the most recent ‘Simmons otudy availabl'e for publi'c use .

[ . 4

(1974-15) an’a}yze 4t in relatiou to several of the queotiona raised above.

In particular, w® wanted.io update the figurea for exposure t¢ television nevs

3 B .
‘"‘reported by’ Israel and Robimo'nLand, compare television news viewing with nevs-

~

. paper readership.

K="

¢
—

¥
]

~

¢

o

Aol
LY

Data wvere collected over two separate aeven-day perioda in Noveuber. 1‘{0. from
Jv

-

‘-attention paid to each, and the readership of newspapero for two weskdays during

5,621 reaponden;:i who filled ou-t a diary ‘of all netvork. televie,‘ion 'prograns they -

s

watched and indjta ed for each 15-minute aegnent whether they gave the progren

‘

&their "full attention," "some attention. " or whether they were .of the roou

L

The sum'of theoe three measures wao deoignated as "total vieving.

~

., < ‘ * " . ’ . . iy : - : » .
. ¢ - e e o . \ ’
In addition, personal intervievl were carried out during ea;h aeVen-d,ny period

Vot
v

vhich deternined; mong other it.eua, the readerehip of a névu’paper "ye'terday v
R, ~
‘vhere yeaterday was a weekday. 'rhua, for the t\p-veek period,me have” a detailed

lioting of all petwork television prograha watched. including the level of

- N LN



. L '
e e * . \ i '
. . . » . @
» A .. 5 . o AW . j . _ 4 . ; X , C N ]
I 3 . . v [ 2 N ., ; ' .. ) ‘L . . ~
, RO 11~ S C ‘.
4 e S
. ‘ ’ o v * - . + H . .‘ ¢
thet period. <Newa'peper readership vas coded fot the “two deye together as zero e 0 e
Sr onh nmpeper, two, three or more peperl. The euwey‘ eleo included, extmive I 1
. i -
i infomtion about the mdividuel reeyoﬂdent and hig or her houeholdL\ . S e
1 . 'o‘___e_'.
. . .

! .- « - . . ' .
. . . -

. . N

~ ‘. ~ " : Lad ‘

, For putpoeet of th'is anelysis, ve drev an intervnl eanple qf 20! oi the total,

data set, producing a vorking a-an/pie of 1 122 reepondentt repre'ie'nt;tive of the
. '} . '

Anerieen adult pop'ulation.

~ K ' ¥ - ) .'./‘ “
. . . - . .Results’" . R . ,
1 - \ ) . A - L v 5 P , . . . .
”I‘eble 1 q\ows thé ‘totel‘ nmnber of evening network 'televteion.'progrm vetched LT i

(o ' N "
* over the two-week pe'riod end the total nun&r to which, reepondente gave their N

\fun attention. it should be rloted that the ffguree rqfer to the nunber of - . .
- ¢
i L - ; — : . * !: ; - _“_: ‘ $ ‘
U e Table 1 ‘about here ‘*’ R s
-y R . R ) . ’ N _‘ B - ¢ - - .
“ ' 4
S progfm watched, not\tq the mnber' of day’ on which evenlng netvork nevé' prograu’ : ‘
s wet‘se viewed. Reapquente who watched tw&network newlcuta on one day would ‘be 1
. - ‘ . ’ oo, . . . . .. 4
A - »_c:redited' with watching- T progrun!. : s ¢ . te ’ . / i
- ~ ! - '-. et
" “The results of this recént juti&nwide survey are.dramatic enough to warrant th& BEERY
: . - .
x‘: . . ' - - , . 3 , ’. .. . N ~~ - o ’.
\S b .euphaeie\. L. ; - B N ' o . P 3 e 8! 5.
- a * . . B ~- ; T
two-week period half (49%) of the mriun..l'i»: fon did nof watch & -
4 singlo. evening network televtuon nevs 3ro ram; in thet riod, only o I-ericen
0 -’ . . . .. . -

nore than foui' t\iork news
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hat geriod. onlx pne Anericau edult g seven- (}_.61) gave their full et;Ltiun to

4

-o;e than four emi_gg netvork nevs grogrm A
"\4“# . A S

we do no: have conpnrablz ‘data for" newspaper readersh:lp, but the data aveilable' )

c

are hufficient to provide drmtic contrasts. Over eny tvo’ veehdayc in that same"

-
period one agult in ?our (211) read ‘one ‘or no newspaper, two out of fj.ve adu]?:

v

L > ’

(4R%), rud two nmpapers, and three oit of ten adults (291) read three or more
Y. L S / .
‘,nenpapere. a ot : . S~
, .

«!

7 ’

It :;s poesihle Co calculate a model of television and nivapaper use on an "average

' veekday by adding a11 of the re.pondente 'who watched TV news' 14 or more times,

half of those who;w\atched seven ti-es, etc., end by perforuming a ehﬂar cal-

culation for newcpeper reiderahip‘z From this model, we.can eetiute that on the

'y
average weekday, less tﬁn one adult in five (192) vatched netvork televinion

- . . s-::f————~ Y
- mews_while four out of five (802)_‘ read a newspaper. . I

-

Iu Table 2, ve see both total vieving and full attention to netvork nevs by

aelecteq denographiceg. The 1eve1 of viewing ie colhpeed into three categoriu’

none at all, one to feur prograns and fiye Or. mOTeé Programs, NN 4

«

”
L4

In both measures of exposure to television network news, the patterns are similar.

Viewi:\xg is unrelated to sex or race; county size and region of the country are

Table 2'about here )
£

4

~ -

nod'eltiy related; age, e:iﬁcation and oééupetion are si icantly related to
exposure to network news. People who watch the network on television tend

to be elderly —- this is the factor which most clearly iden,tifiee the network
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, TN
news viewer —- less educated and not wotking. Viewing is hedviest \u,non-urben g
counties end in the South. smnr petteﬁl are apparent vhen.ve look at full .
\ittentton to v:lewing although differences in county -e:lze end region of the country

diuppeer 1;1 this analysis.

De-ogrerh:lc charecter:llttce of ruderm newspapers are shown in Tab].e 3 A11
of tlHe de-ograph:lc and geogreph:lc chgecterd.at:lce are e:lgn:lficantl& relateql to
pmpeper readership. The heaviest feadere tend to bé men, people of middle ege.'

£
L4

]

Table 3 about here

\vell educated wh:lte, in pmfeee:lonel and. unager:lal occnp\et:lm, 1:lving :ln urban -

L)

areas and in the East. : \ ‘ ) | - e

Y

- - -

~
The users of television as a eource of um tend to be older and at the lower end

of the eoc:lal and educational epe}tm, vh:lle the users of newspapers are the
opposite: well-educated, nidd?é‘%ged cosmopolities. But, these variables i.{terect '
in cdﬁplex vays, and the date-elso {ndicate thet?v:leving :of telev;teion?nevt;f on

the vhole, is nodestly but polit:lvely related to readership of ndlpeperl. People

who watch network news also tend to read n%wepapere. This reht:lonehip is ehﬁm

» £

-~

Table 4 about here

5

"

] ‘1n ‘l‘eble 4. Of pert:lcuiar niterelt ereL:“he people at the extremes of this bi-

variaté analysis, t:hoee who .pay atteation fo neither nd:lul and those who pay

AN
\

‘ttent:lon to both. Selected de-ogreph s are showvn fn Table 5.

v
N Y

5

s

= 0f t!xe' four ;reriebiee included in this anal;e:le. the on-e‘charecter:let:lc which
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{’l, , ‘. »e I , .\k N "

Lo ~

!

This-group allo 1nc1udu.'_ s éléher proportion o'f ’

gr;d u than the total p'opula'tion. The heavy

’

L . _ ,
* . .
- . N

I’ ’ ) N . .-

_ / LANRCE . Dilcunion .o

. /« . ; Lo
. ~ N . -
e

It can be arg{led* that newspaper readers are the couopolitu vhile vimrs of

Ky

television news {requently live outsido the eutetn urban centers and are c].our
e
“to the 1ower end of the social, educatioml and econolic opectra. 'rhu il true

L

to some degree, but these différences -are already vo11 known and do not by
th-elvés account for the startling d:hcropancy betwoen the Roper unrtionl

and thﬂ actual media behavior of t‘he An.ricu( p}xbuc.

* k4 1 /
. - ! 5}
k

~ 4

Media uaé seems’ to”‘be partly s fmction oHin and cognit:lve ‘knh. Aga s tho

_._-—-—»‘r

factog wh‘.lch mat clearly 1dent1f1u .the frequont viewer' of ulcviuon nm. lnd,

‘
% elderfy,of courae, have -the -ost ti.-e avaihble ;‘o vatch televilioh. .The—.

»

¥ -

oo

h’&erly also tend on' the whole to be less. educated Mre likely to have phy.icul

hpaimntl, both fa‘torl which make ruding diffi 1t e

L]
Voo, ¢ . N
- 1
. |

s' ' Y 1




. . to'set in and ruding. beco-eol;ooro rdensome.

N
Al . ' 3 . —15— B 4 ’ R b :1A_,___._‘-
. [ *

oourco‘ of intomtion for :].ndividuaﬁ vith: the cognitive skills to read then

< . quickly, effici&ntly aqu ulcctively. These skills, once acquired, ‘stay with an

q
i ~

ind:l,vidual at least until lator Iif vhgn physical and mental &otorj:oration begins *

we -

.

. - e, -
. . h J, .,

. 2 . ‘
Age md educat:ion talr.en together can accouut for a hrgc part of the ‘ffetﬂléel é

~ + id nedia use by various so,gnents of, the Anerican population. Differmcu in

the avaihbility of nedia bued on gcography and urbaniution .are alao important." :

-

But whnt MOrs do not account for is the dragatic dioparitr between the
Roper assertions and tho levels of actual vieying 03.

‘elevision. news..
- T ? - ‘ - d

- ) . R .

. Part of the problem iﬁ‘biguouo uthodology. ' Part’ of. the ptob].-

is a conplex interaction of poychological and lociological ‘factors which :lnfl,uence

media use. Clearly, we do not co-plotcly undorotand __1 pooph use the udia

\they do. But :ne thing is clur. The data on oxpoouro tb tolgvision nm “do qot
sup rt the claim of televiaion 8 do-inance. And as vo continue teugrch :oﬂ\iurn
more a‘bout why poople use the mdin they do, ve do not aid our outch %{adzo’bins
uncritically the Roper claim that two-thirdo of the mrim pooplo get most . )

of their news from television. We should not perpetuste 'this myth of tolcvi.lion

t

. ! L . . «l
- news. , e T g
J—

. . - v
. ‘ “ s
. N . vy
« .
. . € .
‘ "‘ ’ * ! ° ) '
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-
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X Table '1:, Total ‘Viewing add "l'ull Atteation” v Viewing of Netvork vtn, ) .
dumber of natwork-nevs . 'Total Viewing "Pull mmum& .
e programs watched over - (n-uzg) s . (neld22) 0 . . -
.. tvo-ﬂukpctiod S L ' - - y )!
., L L ¢ ( - . ,‘0 . ) - i
., ! D . . - \' . . 48.82 . t 58-9’ 5 ’ j’ i
. - 1-2 L 1.3 16.0 . . 17 8 ‘ N ‘
. ¥4 . 10.5 EIEIRE A R
. 56 ~ . 8. - 6.7 .
. 8. . e 6.6 K N7 .
, 9-10 = . 5.8 3.8 R &
e / 278 . 103 - .l 2> W
13‘14 0.; 004 ‘ ! v e -
15‘* ; 4 1.0 : t DO 8 . . o = °
* e ». P ) L '
:—- " . [ » , < ‘ ! s )
.. N - 7‘ ' . \ . i} . ) )
o v ) .
Table 3 Charactetutic: of. v:levers of 'rd.ev:uion 'Cetworit Nevf 'Y -
" . 'Total viewing ‘of:: ’ None' ‘One-l'our . Five + Progrm -
; vy . LT v
Total (1122)% . - 492 272 .. 25% )
— ) < . n\ ] ‘;‘” ‘, ' ‘ Ny !
- Sex’ 5 . ‘o v, T )
r’" . Male (565) - 48 - 28 " 25 . .
 Female (557) " g o °50 - 25 P25 pmGam -
" Under, 30 years '(264) . 638, ‘23 o :
30-44 years (353) LY 58 27, 4 ~ 16
. 45-59 yéars (291) " a2 v 29 30 : :
. 60+ years (214 26 i 28 - . 46 p=.00 .
. Education " T s
- _Grade school *(102) ' ‘ N
High school (560) ;‘; b §§ . \ '32 . v
' | College’(460) . sl 7. .t a3 p-‘.02j »
4 FRace g SR , ’ ' - 4,
, ~ White (1039) | . 49 27 - .25 T
. Minority (83) . 52, ‘24 24 p=. 87 -
Occupaticn ' . . . ~ '
Proféssional, nanaget‘ (238) L 29 27 ' - }
. White collar (223) - 55 ST T T ,
Blue ‘coller’ (262) 7t 52 31 ¢ Vo118 -
Not working (399) \ 46 26 30 - p=.00
i M ° hd t
4 .m ; = L] P Y
. \ q " / -.' ‘
' /:( y PN “. )7 ~ g
. . . y - Y ‘;
. AL ! ¢ ‘ N » +
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v )
.. Total (1122)

v

v

I3

v

Table 2: Charactaristics of Vievers of Televisidh Network liévs «(Cont.).
RS . - | 3 -
Total vi'wing of: - ¢

County Size o -
25 largest metros (598) *

* 150,000+ €306) "t
35.0004' (118) ‘
Below 35,000 (100) -

Region

v Northeast (3000,

Centul 316) -
South (286) P
West’ (220), . .

Full atteation to:

Sex . :
Mal&(S_ﬁS) )
, _Pémale (__5,57)

Age . - ) ,
Under 30 years (264) "
30~-44 years (353) . ‘
45-59 years (291) L,
.t years (214) .

Education ’ .
Grade school (102) .
High school (560) -

College (460) . -

.R?ce
White (1039) .
u@ority (83Y. S

Occupation
Professional, mngor (238)
White gollar (223)
Blue ‘collaz ( .

+ Not working (39

Coutrity size
_ 25 largest metros (598)
150, 000+ (306) .
35,000+ (118) N
Below 35,000 (100) .

sS4’
42

51
48

43

2 None

592

a2

.,M"

One-Four

25

29
29
27

oy b

< 27
30
27

- 20

P

' One~-Four

- 282

22
C, 26

’

- 12

21

28,
29
31

Pive+ Programs

.

p~.01

A g




Ta.ble 2; "Charqctotiiticl of 'vi'evcrl of TcleviTsion Network l!c‘vs (Cont.).

wt

; Full "attention to: . Nene . One-Four Pivet Programs
|. ¢ \\ Iy , . e .
- Region o . . T
Northeast: (300) 60 27 13
_ Central (316) - 59 29 12
South (286') 57 T 28 15
" Vest (220) 56 8 . c 16 pr8l
Mm‘ in pirenthuu refer to number of respondents in each’ group.
: #*gignificance levels are based on chi square test.
c ’ ' [
N )
. DU ., :
. - > Y
) i 4
* ol .
o e
. Ty -
T _ .
'ﬁ..' . x - «.'
ﬁ . | ' )
. e L. )
- T t .x - ’
e IR - ’
Te—" '
[ ,
- .'*
' . ' X ‘o :

- \’ﬁ‘ .,
""? v
~~ 2 ¢ k
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Table 3: Chu'actcri:sti.cs of Hmpaper Bladers. )
‘luﬂaer of newspapers . 2 . :
read in two days: L None or Ome Two Three or more
Total (1122)%/ : 275 Cwx, ot om
ex ’ - » i h
Male (565) ] 25 42 > 33
Pemale (557) : A 46 25 p=.01**
. i
Age / '
Under 30 ypars (264) . 40 : 42 . 18
30-44 years (353) 2% 47 ’ 30
45-59 years -(291) ‘20 ’ 42 38-
60+ years (214) . 27 43 ) 29 p=.00
Education | “ .
Grade school (102) ) &6 38 ' " 16 ¥ .
High school (560)= © 25 47 - 28
College (460) 25 .. &2 - 32‘5 P=.
Race p . ¥ . . -
White (1039) . R \es. . 30
Hinority (83) 49 29 22 p=.00
Occupation - .
Professional,” manager (238) 19 39 42
. White collar (223) - 23, 45 32
-Blue collar (262) N 32 - 43 T 23
Yot working (399) 31 47 + . 22 p=.00 \
Cmmty ’ L L L
1429 1 ut metros (598) , 26 40 L 34
550 000+ (306) 27 48 A . \25 .
35,000+, (118) 28 53 B *
_ Below 35,000 (100) , 3, 43 ) W - pe.00
J 1&810“ ) . ) . - )
Northeast (300) - 24 42 . 34
Central (316)" 24 45 . k) S
South (286) . —Bh 43 23 ’
West (220) 2 ) & « 25 pe. 02’
#Numbers in parentheses refer to nulbet of respondents in each group.
*Significence levels are_ bued on chi ‘square test. _ - o
e -7
. L y ) _
. b =a
) ] - =
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!;able 4:

5

Newapapei‘n read: '

S

~ [ ) LR * ° ‘ ’
phic Profile of Viewers of Tglevision News and Readers of ewspapers.

Table 5:

AR

Demogra

»

iﬂmpapers“read: ,

T¢ nevscasts viewed:

. ; -22= "

Y

ane or One

. S
¢
P

€

s > - 152

52

r

. .

¢ .1 AEG_)

v newscasta/v’iewed: ’

None,

One to four

=\
\

Five or more

A

&

!lminpers read:.

Undet 30

30-45 yrs.
46-59 yrs.
60+ yrs. .

Sex

. LI » b

. Wone or one

3

TV newscasts viewed:

None
One to four

Ffve or more

AR Y

Male
Fenale .

432
57

502
50

47%

'53\

24

*
-

Two

202 "

127
122

.

Twe

o
42
19
10

207

N 32

18

137
24
28"
35

Il]ﬁ.

Viewing of Television lews by Readership of Newspapers.

n=1122, p-toz

T

» Three or more

Three or more

'

,

Three or more

157

41
29

11

112
34
33
22

92
15
43
3

» 58%
42

.. S2%
48

63%
38

.

~

4

L4

+

#

!

'

™




Table 5: Quographic Profile of Viewers of Television

COnt.) ‘.

L)

Newspapers read:

' TV newscasts viewed:

»

Race

Nome or one

R ¥hite 887
None - Minority "13
. Ope to four : N 852
. . ‘ / 15

* Five or more 86%
14

Education

»

Newspapers read:

v newsc'as ts ”vuved:

' Grade schéol
Kone ', High school
College
One to four
N, “'
\\
N
¢
Five or more ) - ‘/
[} P [*3
.25

None or ome

- 142

52
33

152
&4
41

192

.33

47 .

d ’/ ‘ L g ' "‘
. .
CA .
News and Readers ‘of Newspapers
+ . s Py
Two . '!‘hro; or pptcT . o -
953 T S |
5 . 6 - T :
7
963. 97% %
4 K i
. i
95% 932 |
5 7 ‘ 3
¥
. ‘1.‘vo‘ Three of more
32 3z
o5 . 53
46 ‘ 45
102" s1. .
56 » 37 Y. .
34 . 58 TN
]
142 97 -
53 51
33 40
]
L] ' )
/
P i =




A > ¢ » > ~ ¥
a" 4 ’\ . . , 1 .
= : . 5 . s |
{ t ‘, . ‘ . . K ®
' S e b o S R
s : N ) “ ' ’ -24- . v : ;
: ' S - - . |
.Appendix 1: Sources of News from Roper Surveys. N j
.e N / . R ' .
"rirné, 1'd 11ke to uk you where you usually gct mnost of your news "about what 8 . .
.going on in the worlgd tdday ~- from the newspapers or .radip or television or .
lh;uinu or talking to podp‘lc >or§vhoro?" as
L . K J "o
Source of 12/59° 11/61° 11/63 11/64 1/@7 11/68 -1/71 11"72 11/74 11/ 76 ’
most nevs: 2 2 S A r S & z Z R N -
» M — :$. ; '-’,, > »
‘Television 51 52-°°55 58 6h.. 59 60 64  65. 64 .
Newspapers ¥ 57 ST 53 .56 55 49 48 50 .47, .49
N e ]
- Radio 34 W 2 26 2802 23 A &A1 T
Magazines . 8 % 6 . 8 1 1 s 6 4 1
" People "4 S & S <k S & 4 & . 5 .
All Mentions . 156 ~ 157 147 153 158 145 140 145 . 142 144
Non't_know/ 1 3 3 3 2 3' 1 1 -, - ‘
no answer T . ° . : . .o, .- . 4
Appendix 2: Analysia of Multiple Resyonsu. ‘ ‘ﬁ,ﬁ )
12/59 . 11]61 11/63 11/64 1/67 11/68 1/71 11/72 11'/715 76
3 : T .z T 2 S
~ " - Y -
— . A -
TV only 19 18 23 - 23 25 29 31T 33 36 3
J \". . ) \ ] )
N'perstonly - 22 19 2 20 181 1% 2, 1 13 -2a
] et e - ! o
Both N'pers and . : . _ ’ . N 9 .
TV (with or w/o 26 27 2 28 30 25 22 ° 26 23 23 .
other media) o - L ¢
N'pers and 10 U1 8 8 7 6-. 5 S & 4
other media but ' ) . Y ) .
not TV . . ’ . ) P
TV and other. * 6 . 7 8 —— 6. 48 5 7 5 6 5
media but not . Lo ., < ;
d'pers | ; ’ - A "
Media other 17 15 13 12 10 13 13 12, 12. 1
than TV or n'pers : o .
DK/NA 1 3 - 3 "3 2 3 1 e -t
5, = . . ' =




