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AT USES AND GRATIFICATIONS AND EXPOSURE TO PUBLIC erLvasmm
o j\‘\\'i e L . ADISCREPANCY APPROACH _
N S . .’

\ ¥ A necessary condition for scientific progress in any discipline seems to be
\ R the sﬁbj@s:'ticm of é.ny théf:zry or model, no matter how popular initially, to a

“,'pa’ri.c:é’ cr:sf' rigamus ériticiSm’éf ité theoretical as sumpﬁ@ﬁs ané prédir:tive
Cot \ \Val’idlt’}f Thrpugh this Pprocess the thec:rsr éitherhunde rgoes revisiégxs or is
ulhmately supplanted by a new mudel or thsgry In masgs communication -

: \
\

resgart:h we have; seen the old "hyﬁpf:dermii: needle" model fézplaﬁgd by the
L \ . P . H— 2 b S e e X ] e ) ) o
more congervative but also more sophisticated "limited effécts” model.

!

While the latter rmodel po sits’a more active audience fpllg (é g., through

selective exposure) than its predecessor, it has been a:ritis:ig%ci;far failing
3 | 2 o - ‘ N
to recognize jusltihow active audience members are in selecting media

1

channels and. co ntent. ' { co s

Much afgthe Papularlty Di the burgeoning uses and gratificatmns approach

P
3

» ig due tr;: its erxz\mhams on just th;s sort cnf activity, The basic assumptmn of

this apprgach is thfiit audiegce ;merrlbers are mc-ti‘vated in their éélécti@n of

B

*medxa \cha.nnels arxd cantent types by various social aﬂé psyt:hclagn:al ﬂeeds.

_J.he:: neéd related gratu;,flcatmns derwed from meﬂia Ct:msumptmn thus should

4 \_,.;

fﬂedlate any Qbserved effects, mz:ludmg future expasure patterns. .

~
The uged and gratlflc:am:ns apprc:a ch, hmvever, haa rltself been subg&ated

W oa = .
L'h =

recently to a strong tide of i:riti::ism It has been ccndemﬁed in certa;n quartars

kY

a8 "athearetlcal ' as bel{llg more a research strateg}ﬂv or heuristic Qnentatmu

: thanatheary (Ellmt l‘??@ Weiss, 1976: Swansan. 197?) Swanscn (1977) has

\
&

outlined" ir:\lrf‘sermus conc eptual prablems e’& the apprﬂacli avague «:cmceptual

L
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framework; lack of precision in major concepts; a confused explanatory

atus; and a failure to consider audiences' perceptions of media content.

4 al functional theories (Elliot, 1974)..
- :o : - - f;

These are rather serious indictrﬁ&nts’- of anlppmach adopted with such - .

vor by so many fnedia re—searchérs; however, the true tést of any theory

lies in its ability to explain (and therefore predict) certain phenomena. If -

Es

‘the uses and gratifications approach can be shown to have substantially

increased our understanding of media cansumptiaﬁ Pattér*_gsf. media effects, -
r'the relationships between the media and other social systems, then .
« v . R ] . . . \\\\”’

i

[ erh—aps the criticisms have been somewhat premature, or at least overstated.

[P

aim of uses-and gratifications
s intervening variables in the gtudy of traditional communication =ffects’".
(p. 28?@ Uﬁfartu:;atélv, as Bi/a z, etal. also note, "Despite this injunction,
hardly any substantial empiricalor theoretical effort has been devoted_to

connecting gratifications and effects” (p. 28). More recently, Lometti,
E - N \ '!. ) .

ReeVes, and Bybee (1977) have reviewed a "limited number" of empirical |

i

studies which have sought to maketkig connection. - These studies (Blunfler

and MéCsuail,., 1969; McLeod and Becker,00§74; McLeod, Becker, and Byrnes,
1974; Becker, 1976) have demonstratdd ties between gratifications and

. ' e:{pésur’e; political attitudes, political knowledgp, and perceptions of
' L 2 ‘ ' .

BN -sali’ensis sues. These jnvestigations, though; aide few in number and are

£
5 .::cniglefne_dﬁﬂwith only.one media effects area -- political communication. While
R ‘ = - ) ’ ] V ) i . { ) ) 7,7‘ ) ! :

promising, these studies do not in themselves provide ‘sufficient validation for

T A

Q “-‘ N s ) ‘ N :) \ ) . V /i;.;sa.




,_,J distinguished betweén ''gratifications sought "and" gratification

E . - V' = . - - L 3
any uses and gratifications ''theory.' The majérityl of uses and gratifications

studies still seem directed at assembling ever mo reEsgphisti:—:atec}ftﬁi@lcgie_s

of gratifications, without empirically addressing the crucial qu_ésfti'cr; of the

I

relatinnships betwekn these gratifications and antecedent and consequent

- variables.

Grgj;if;cgﬁ@ﬁs Sought vs. Gratificatiqns Cﬁ_btained'

Such ''relationship"-or ”thearetu:al" studies must mevﬂably :mﬁ'runt still
anather na.ggmg d1ff1::ulty which has beset the uses and gratzfzcatmns a.pprnat:h

AS \:;utlmed by Katz, Blumler, and Gureﬂtch (1973), "In principle, a dlstmg?an

r_na}f be drawn between a) exper:t:atmns about ccntentiﬂrmeé in advande of

exposure and b) satisfactions sybsequently secured from consumption of it.

=

-In practice, however, research workers have indiscrindinately approached

theasgéhén@mena from both-ends. " (p. 25). Greénbe:g (1974) has 4lso

oe Ved, 1

&,

and argues that, with present methodologies, ''one cannot distinguish whether '

the response obtained from the viewer of the medium, or a fan of some speclﬁg '

1

content, is an accurate Staté[;f;leﬁt of what he wanted, or what he thinks he =~ .

got... no approach has so far dealt with the Iiafallél_iSm or éiscfepancy 'betwee‘ﬁ

what was sought and what was obtained" (p. 89). 1 More recently, Lometti,
et al. (1977) also ndte that "the exact relatiqnshipbgtween gratifications

/

¥, V . . : i . ! . . ,E
~ sought ancl actual gratifications has Ei(:t been investigated. Do they become
' *

equwaient through some trial- and -error learmng process, where over time
r:ne kngws what to expect from a given c:bannel and subsequently re:ewas
it? " (p. 337) While such equwaleﬁc:e may be established over the 1c§1g

run, initially the motivations which lead ‘an__individqal to expose himsgelf

Ty



' 2 i ’ r . T ) ° - o : - : .

% . . . ; - o VE' o ,’ % -é
'to a particular medium or type of content may not always match the
gratifications derived from this exposure. Any differences bhetween

! the two may well determine whether such exposure is continded. As
McG‘uire (E(,??é) has abServedin his es say on the relations between p
% . \ . : -
’psychalcxglcal rnf::tlves and z:c‘:mrnum:atmn grat;imat ons ;
\1 ’ Pecple show c:lsa.r and lc:yal prefeienges among o .
}2 . equally accessible mass cammunmati@ns. Such
characteristic persistence canﬂat be viewed as A e
S mere continuation of a chance habit, if we re- .
LY . -
. member learning theory's fundamental law of .,
effect that repetition does not stamp in a re s;ganse
unless there is reinforcement; w1t.'hx::ut reinforce-
.ment, repeated exposure would have the oppo site
effect Df e;{tingmshmg the habit ( pp. 168 -169). '
The distinction batween grat;ﬂt:atmns sc:mght a,mﬂ z:\bta.med thus emerges as .
»‘Q . = B T
a crucial onein an area of t:axltral concern to the uses and g:ﬂificaﬁeﬂs

e - ] ."‘1& : c. . :
approach--media consumption--and seems no less relevant to questions 7
concerning the effects of such consumption, A model is therefore needed -
which _i;aikzes into account this distinction for both e;:’planat@.ry'and predictive
purposes. One version of such a model is depicted below: ‘ /’fs_ﬂ" R -

. ‘ Ea L
. n R - - ] )
. E= 3 los; - coy
s : !
where: '
) E = .an exposure measure for some medium,
. prggram, content type, ett:. .

- 7 x.(}$iv = . a measure of the e:«itent to WhiCh the ith’ b, v

‘ - -+ .gratification is sought,
GOi = a measure of the extent to which the ith
- - gratification is perceived to be obtained.,
. : . : iy

ja)
i

= the number gratifications under consideration,

-




- . Thd model states that exposure (o canSu@ptign) is a function of the

. a
.

average absolute discrepancy between the g'-'ﬁra‘.-tifi't;atit:zls véhi;;h (the audience

member ig seeking and the extent to which he perceives he is obtainin these
graﬁifiéa;tigasgr Following McGuire's learning theory reasoning we would ,

. ’e.:-;ﬁéct‘tha%tha smaller the average absnl_ute.discvre‘pén‘cy_bétWEéH GS \aﬂd GO,

the higher' the Qb served egpasurei\ Th; absolute value Df the disérepa;;cy is
:-"used’ bee:a%se it is assumed that negative and pasit&%e dvisrc;;epéf;:ieslcérr} -
E ‘k\séq‘lal weight in dete‘rmiﬂiﬁg e;{péﬁsure; The Ve;:a_c:t natié{é}énd nu;mber of

gratifications employed in any given research situation'is, of course, up i
to the researcher. Previous typological studies have yielded a wehlth of
. R B , —
. measures fhm which to choose, although specific situations\may
: _ ° o . e , )

. the developme nt of new ty’pr;légies. . v

, &n essential difficulty, of course, is in developing measures which®

+ succéssiﬂl‘ly differentiate between gratifications sought and I;E;:Ei‘i‘éd- if;
: a:a::: Lc:m_e_tt{, et al. (19;77) suggest, )‘;the itwr;: Becéme.in&pa;-ablegvér tiiﬁe ’Ehén' —
\ | \;p :%hé problem Iﬁa‘y b\e insé%ﬁble in sa;ﬁg instances, One suc}_.lxix;.staﬁce?n_-xa}‘r) be ’
-*wheiﬂ we iaredealtiing‘v%ith a p‘afrt;ic:ular medium in general with Whicél?mﬁst

o

individuals have a long histc;:ry of é}iﬁg sure, such as ”tél’évis;i@p” or '"newspapers"

& . . ) . O
Bu}rt these are precisely the mgd{a which have been of most interest to uses and’

gratification researchers, Is it the c:aié‘:é;;then,f that, i{fhé.t{wc:uld seem to be sn

 important theoretical distinction has no practical value because of ou

\-:

»

to make the same distinction empirically? » -

- Perhaps pakt of the problem is assaciéte:i with the.level of abstractiot

s

S involved. If we attempt to obtain measures of gratifications soug}




L ' . ’ . * . _ T ! T . - 6 !\.\ .
maximiééd,that ;feedback' processes will evenﬁzallv result in a closg mat;:h ) :
-~ * \J ! ‘ — *

. f bEtW én the twd sets of measures; however, by shifting the lEVEI of

7 abstraété1t should be passﬂnle to mbtam meanmgfu:l and usaful dlffe:eht:es. ,

= Tw

P;"a:rticalar newspaper preiﬁér their néwépaper toa cahipéfing gziéby first
%%f_uring/t}r‘é gratific;étiéns which such suﬁsc fibersr seek ‘ffm‘fi néwégaéerﬁ
eral, and then s:n::ﬁzparing these to: 1) :!;he gratifi%étians Whlch they

. pe r:éi_je they are 6béainizig from .theif own :nzeﬁspapé r, 'énd;gZ) the gr(éfviiiiéavtiqns,

= . o = ke . =
. [ .

which Ehe'y* perceive they would abﬁain from the ccmpétiqg ﬁew‘sp%.pgr‘. ,

= A

o

Gratifications sought from a mediunf in general.and thos® obtained from a
'spesifi:: component of that medium would be much less likely to éaﬁVerge

toward isémorphism over time. Just ‘becausejve enjoy reading newspapers
\4,,‘_ A : . ) o . . . ) . . A
does not mean that we must necessarily be satisfied with a particular paper.

- v We are still left, of course, with the problem of obtaining relatively - N
. "pure'' measures of gratifications sought from the general medium of
. d 6' . : i . A ' ~ *
newspapers, Responses to an item such as ''I read newspapers to kgep up
. ' X 1 » "s ) ) -
with current issues and events! undoubtedly contain some mixture of

- gratifications sought and obtained. Isolating the components 5( this mixture
maY m:t be possible wit;h present methodologies; h’a;ﬁevérf it appears ‘Bafe

* . i - . 4

\ Vtcs assume that gfatlilcatlans saught at least pa rtlaily determme re spcn.ses to
’ Lo . A e B

.ar_"suc::h.aa.,n 1temi On the other hand, responses to an item suchas "The . ‘

:'i.aLe:{ing"t@n,Laader helps me tc,gkeep up with current i'ssues and events" .

- *,J

“ clearly should be dete rmmed prmmpally by reader ?eréepizmus of gratlflcatmns

E

. abtalﬁed fmm the Leader. We thereforg should be able to make valid _ ‘
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*
z

3

, .. . ijl,—. f‘ ‘. . ‘ ? R ) ,—?

e

. This pnnmple was apphed in this study by c:c:mparmg those: gratific:atmns '

WhinPVIEV{EFS said they were seekmg from teleVlEiOu in g er;eralrwzth thase

=

. thET said they abtamed (or pe Lewed they wauld c:btam) rom wgmng ublic

tele\nsmn. Tl‘le diffe rences béFween tbesE two sets of measures were then
& i

ﬁsad:‘in an attem@t to Pr.edict%ﬁé;;pgisi;re o public tilevision.

.Social Determinants of Exposure
‘ -2:_LXposur ‘

";Bc:;g‘aft (1965) has issugéda'cautiéﬁ to-uses and gratifications A:esear::hérs :
zx‘ = . : . ,. . = .r

. I - : , 6 oy tes . ek
that external circumstances, such as work schedule; availability of certain

) . g i . 5 )
determinant of media exposure than personal motivations. This may be
| - o -

particularly true in the case of television, due.to the often Kighly social nature

television cha\ngls,* and family circumstances, may be a more powerful

of the viewing decision. . Especially in the case of one-set )

‘members must agrrive at often. controversial decisions cam:erning wha watches

4

what at what tirr]g. Lviany are the hﬂusehalds whic:h hav‘e echoed to the sound

useholds, iamilj C |

. and fury accompanying ‘the clirn.c:e between the fourth quarter :::f the Prc‘j fcatball :

#

- ‘playaff game and The Wr:mderful Wc:rld c:f D;sney. Whéthéf the fmal dee:ismti K

L

| is democratic or ét;tha ritarian in nature, D;Eten S‘Dmeané's vigwing needs are -
& : R H .

-ﬁﬁat being fully met. _To the _Ei‘ité%l‘t’ that an individual is denied, or willingly .

.sﬁfrend.ei.rs., hIS fl‘é,t{i:hiée regarding the viewzng decision we would expect

the Iiinpaét of his @Wn'fieeﬁdé and. ;;ughf gfatiﬂ@aticﬁs on his viewing behéviar— to
be céﬁmansu}aﬁgly diminis‘héd. ThIS Etﬁéy 11{vest1gatéd ‘the effects cxf such

A samal c:énstramts on public television mewmg, partlcularly theu impact
i

regar‘ding the role of uses and gratifications on such %iewing_ !

10

i

4



- often they ‘wa.téliea programs ézi""}KET” '(I{épmzky- \Eﬂiuéatiggiatl Télevisi’an; -the = ;

. To be classified as a public television viewer a tespondent had to indicate
‘ : . . . - tw 5 2 . ? ) ” .

_-at least cme publif: teleﬂsmu pmgram "in the last rncmth " and had to ba ‘

. . ..,yi-"‘ B - S 8
THE PRESENT STUDY B

‘- felepbané interviews were thaineé in"Aprii ' 1‘977 ﬁfram.a médified

randam sample of. 526 heads Df hauseﬁnl&s in %e’xmgtc)n, Eentucky. A sex.

quota was 1n:1pasgd to ensui‘e appraxlmtely equal nurnbe 1s C.if malés and

.

. female;—zs. A quata system was a.lsc: dev1 sed to ensure appragimately equal

-E . BN N . [ ;__—_.. .- ’
numbers of interviews from both viewars a:nd"ﬂtsnviewers of ’publi,c:i.televiSiarig A '

K : - s . 7 . . : _ * B i - ) _ e - D
that hé‘- watched publit: telei{isiﬂﬂ at least '"from time to time,'' had watc:héd

L]

'able’ to name that program. - E : Tt

A o T T

T , . Measurement~ ' P R
!.." Ay ) 77 _VV N ) i ;; )

iﬁfi?}ubiig Iglé?iﬁig}’;:ifiéwgﬂgi In addition to classifying respondents as

viewers' or ''nonviewers' as desé¢ribed above, we asked respondents how

local educational and public televi sion network). Response cdtegories were

B ) X = - . : * i = = . | ’
'very often,'' ''often, " "from time to time," ‘hardly ever,' and 'mever,'®

Y =

Use;s{fa;ﬁ&r(f;zjaftiffi::;tignjs,. " _Thégrat;ifica_tign measures used were adéijted '

from G#eeﬁbérg‘sn (1974) staﬂy_csf British childien's television iri:EWitjg._; Items .’

Wefel selected from flVE c{f'Ehe eigiii;rfé;térs isg]fa;fzed in thér fxreénbgrg lfi;:tudajf'f

The wording of the iénﬁs was rsliglhtly_ mcdiﬁéd i;gg; maké thern fﬂ_éare apﬁl,it:aﬁlé )

to ;a;duli‘respéné*en‘ts; .‘t‘;’l‘rzg liter_n _(”I ?vat:lh_iTV tq;:j]:{fev?-_:(»:il’;ﬂ‘é mére i’nfc;rméd a;’bfzgt | ;o
the arts;')vnc:n:t mc:lgded in Gre'éﬂﬁerg‘s_-Léa’rn;iﬁg factc:r '\‘;*as’gaééga-be;éaiise of v

1ts h}fpéthes;izeé i‘élevané‘eﬁ tor pui:tli‘é téievisiéﬁ viewiﬂg; Fmally, cxng\ 1tem Was

added to tap cammumcatary uhhty ("I watch T'V tx: gr’ve me thmgs to talk o 5
about with other chple") The rtems usedfor. bath gratiftcatzuns Smight and ;



i !‘ V 7 ’ K * . !,/ : . ' . ! . 9
» L - . ) — 7 : : : :
obtained are displayed in Table 1.~ R ' . :

"Gi;—atigicaticiﬁs sought' from TV in general were .mea Si;r&;d*in the following
v rﬁa;me-::i "We ar’é (also) interested in why pe@ple watch TV. Here are some

3

~reasons c:ther peaple have glven. As I :ead each reason, please tell me hﬂw

rfuch that reason apphes to you. 1t the reason very défu‘ntel}" EPPLES! give ’1t
a 5; if it dces not app y at all, give it a 1; if it aﬂppliés EC}E‘IQWI?EIE in betWeén,
. give ita ZT, 3, or 4, c}ﬁjependihg on how much it applies.' The respondent then

5

wa 8 ‘readitﬁé list of 11 gratification sought (GS) items _shown in Table 1, B ) .
The Procedure for measuring gratifications obtained varied &egsnding i

- on whether the respondent had previously been classified as a 'viewer' or
""nonviewer" of public television. For viewe rs,“immediately after gratifications
~ - ' . o - B : ) o .

sought had been.measured, re spondents were instructed: "Now we would like

to know to -wbat égtent pragrams on KET Pravide you with Eséme of the thiﬁgs '

we have Just bee.n talkmg about,-when you get a ::ham:e to watch them.' 3

'Respondants then. rephed to the list of GO'items in Tabl—e 1 using the same
? B - ) .

4 .

' E;ﬁpoint scale employed to measure GS, & ‘

ch;z nviewers were instricted: "Now we would like to know to what extent

P

you think programs on KET might provide you with some of 'i:l!’}e things we have

3

Just been talking about é_ﬁ-yéq had the time to. watch more programs on KET, "
The wording of .the GO items was altered slightly to reflect the hypothetical *

-+ nature of the items (e. g., '"Programs on KET would help me to relax), The .-
- / . ‘ o
item wording for nonviewers is shown in parentheses in Table 1;
It was hypothesized that, {or each gratification item, the mearn absolute -
- . - . . B '

difference between GS and GO would be less for viewers than for ﬂaafie’wefst

Py
o
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Alsa, in terms Gf the d1s crépancy equatlcn (F‘quatlcm l), 1t wa 8 hy’pathes@ed

s

grea.%er the le:j/af expasure to public television,
'I‘he V1ew g Demsmn. Ina attemptfé account for some of the social

Since children often may cc:»nt:aj the television set in the garly evening hours,

the viewing decision was déter:ﬁ ed for two time periods -- 7;}& p fn and

. o . Coz , . e X “w
9211 p.m. Respondents were asked: '"We are also interested in the prcn:ess

" you and atzhers in your household ga through in deéiéiﬂg what pr;jgr,ams to

watch, In the ev enin g b ween 7 p.rn.vand 9 p m., who in your hnusahéld

- usually decides what programs will be watched or; the TV set tha,g}"QU ordinaril

~uses Do you usually decide, dces your wzfe/husbauc] usually de c:‘_ldé o})raﬁr

children usually decide, or who between 7 and 9 p. m. ?"" The person deciding

sole decision maker. Also, ‘where another person made the decision, it was

was recorded, and if someone other than the respondent made the decision,
X B y )

the respondent was asked: "About hc;w often does (‘da') (the deci§i§t; rnaker) -

decide to watch programs on KET durlng thes time period? Respénsé c:ategc:rles
were ''very often, ' "often,'' ""from time to time, ' "hardly ever,’' and "nev’e;; 1

o«

This sequence was repeated for the 9-11 p. m. period.
~In line with t:n,ir previous discussion, it was hypothegized that where someon

other than the respondent was responsible for the viewing decision in either-

(or both) time pe fiod(s), the i'mpar:tﬁc:f ‘g':atificatians sought and obtained on -

expaéu:se to public television would be less than when the respondent was the
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expected that this p:erégn‘sj:qblig television exposure would be the majorg
b o predictdi' of the re spondent's public television vi;:éiwing;

3

Percept ons of Public Television. ' Uses and grutifications measures have

also been criticized for being too ''general' and "abstract" to be predictive.

We therefore de ided to investigate whether more specific perceptions of
. gy, R ’ _ : . . v
ision (particularly of PTV content) might be better predictors of
S, . , _ -

PTV viewing than the gratification rheasures. We therefore asked members

2

of the KET staff' to generate a list of most often heard criticisms of KET.
¢ G t . , .

Eight of thesg were selected for use in a scale of PTV perceptions (see Table 2)

] v

Both viewers and nonviewers responded to each item on a 5-point Likert-type
{ scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree: ‘

( ) Other Measures., Data were also gathered on resporidents' edycational

and iﬂccmé levelfj number of children living at home, and number Qf telewsmn
sets in the household. As traditional predictors of PTV viewing, these meési;re
pra_vided necessary controls as gﬁell as benchmarks ag;}inst Which 't;fla effects

of the gi:atiiicatioﬁ,— decision-making, and‘perception variablgs could be
compared. - »

Results
‘ Gratifications Sought and Obtained. “The findings generally are in line
. :

with the hypothesized smaller mean absolute GS-GO disgreﬁancv for viewers

than for nonviewers. The viewer-nonviewer differences are statistically

significant in the hypothesized direction in 7 of 11 comparisons, and approach

conventional significance levels in an eighth case. For no gratifié:aﬁéﬂ item is

the discrepancy significantly greater for viewerg than for nonviewers. Across

all 11 items the average mean absolute discrepancy was . 969 for viewers,

anc’l 1,170 for nonviewers (difference Eigniﬁcagt'at . 001) In acco7d with
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expectations, then, c@»@pariﬁlg grétif‘igatiﬂﬁs'séught with those éEtginéq o -
does appear to successfully diéc?iminate Betﬁgen*vie‘?ers and ngnviéiﬁéfsi,'
of public televis?an- | .
Table 3 praviEe; an item—by-iteé comparison of gratifications sought
and Qbéiﬂed hy viewers and dgﬁnviewers of public television, - ‘With regard to
gfatificatiang sought from television in general, viewers of PTV-showed
significantly Etg\tinger tendengcies than nonviewers to view telévisiaﬂ to learn
about people, places, and things and to be informed about the arts (Itenjé 2,

4 in Table 3). Nonviewers, on the other hand, displayed a greater tendency

ship (Item 10). lnteréﬂt’iﬂg].y, nonviewers did ﬁ@_i: shcw a gfeater inclination
than viewers o use 'I‘V for "escape" purposes ;(Itemsé,“?), or for entertain-
ment (Item 11). Viewers and nonviewers also manifested equally strong

seeking o1 information about current issue's and events (Item 3). "On four

Té

of the eleven items, thm;gh; significant viewer-nonviewer differences emerged.

More

\l\*" ”

interesting are gampansdus which take into ac‘ca\m\grahﬁcatmns

obtained. For example, although as expected viewers indicated a2 greater

tendency than nonviewers to watch TV to become more "informed about the

arts' (Iltem 4), both viewers and nonviewers indicated they were obtaining

(would obtain) more of this information from PTV than they wanted. The =

GS-GO difference is larger, however, for nonviewers, as revealed by the
raw GS and GO means and a comparison of the mean absolute discrepancies

for viewers and nonviewers, We would expect, therefore, viewers to be

=

Ly

ralatwely more satisfied with PTV content for thlS partlcular grat 1;1tatmn,

Both viewers and nanviewars also; seermed to be fmdmg(felt they would find)more

‘ﬂll
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than they were seeking with regard to learning about people, :places, and

things (Item 2) and communicatory util'i'!:;jf‘ (Item 5). For the former item

the GS-GO discrepancy was once again smaller for viewets than for

nonviewers., The discrepancies, however, for commuhicatory utility were

about the same for viewers and nonviewers.

Eath_ viewers and nonviewers indicated they were getting (wsulﬁ get)
less than they wanted from PTV with regard to relaxation (Item 1), forgetting

£ .
of problems (Item 6), passing the time (Item 8), and companionship (Item 10).

It is pos éibj'é that PTV content is perceived as too intellectually challenging

" L to adequatély provide these rather ”pa‘ssiv:e“ gratifications. Except for
“forgettiﬁng", though, the match between gratifications séught and Q;;:tained
is once again closer far viewers Ehan for nanviewefsg This is also the case
for 'V'enteifﬁaiﬂment” (Itgﬁ 11). Althcugh“théré‘ was no difference between
viewers and ncnviewerg where the seeking of entertainn;eht from TV in

general is concerned, nonviewers do not appear to find PTV content és

"entertaining as do viewers.

The Viewing Decision. The data in Table 4 make clear that significant

#

(and remarkably similar) percentages-of both viewers and nonviewers do not

‘consider themselves to be the primary decisionmakers concerning which

2

period from 7 P, M. to 9 P, M., when children ofter control the set, 5
Depending on viewer-nonviewer classification and the time period involved,

18.7% to 37. 9% of respondents szid that they ordinarily were not the primary

decisionmaker or were not involved in the viewing decision for a particular

. , ' %
two-hour time slot. In general, more respondents viewed themselves as

a € ~ =

ERIC ig
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" i

gg:iad than in the 7-9 p. n{ slot, ':ﬁa{}nly

i f‘l Oy =.\4
due to the sharp decline in the influente of children after 9 p. m. ‘vhéﬂ data

F

y S . [P

dééisi@ﬁmaﬁ‘!ﬁe rs in the 9-11 _p.im\.g

~ - /ir the two time periods are combined, ;%2.% of Viewers and 43% of m\:ﬁviewers‘

2 . !

. [ : 7 3 ) . . i .
. repoited that someone clse controllied the sclection of television contemnt. dur%ng

either or both periods. It'is ap’pargﬁt‘f‘rim these figures that significant

proportions of the television audience often do not consider themselves t

be

Q.

LY

the primary determinants of theit own viewing behavior. itgma'y’ be inferred |
-/ that many audience members often do not watch the type of content they,

might prefer in the absence of social constraimts, It rémains to be seen
whether the presence of such constraints bringsabout the hypothesized -
‘reduction in the effects of intrapersonal factors (such asises and gratifications)

kY

on PTV viewing behdvior,

M 5 Determinants of PTV Viewing. Multiple regze ssion analysis was used to

absess the relative impact on PTV viewing of the mean absolute discrepancy
measure, the decisionmaker's PTV viewing (where applicable), perceptions
of Kgﬁtuckv Educational Television, edacatién, income, number of TV sets,
and numbe:: of children in the h@usebéld- The standa rdized partial r;egre ssion
coefficients (Beta weights) for these variables are shown in ’I‘ablg(S for the
enfi‘;‘g sample and separately for decisionmakers and nandécisianma%ﬁ?ts;
Decisionmakers were deginéa as fﬁésé who reported they made, or were
:ilj‘v*@l\fad in, the viewing decision during both the 7-9 . m. and 9-11 p. ffl
periods. N@ﬂdecisig‘gmakers were _tfzic’:se who reported someone else mzaking
the decision during atvlea;st ‘onesaf the éziﬁe tirme periods.

In the“total sample, the discrepancy measure {8 = -.14) emezrges as the

sécond strongest predictor of PTV viewing after the '"perceptions of KET"' .

\.1 . C ) i - l 1y
. o . R . ]
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scale (BE -. 35y, However, the n‘iajéfitw’ni'this observed relationship.is

apparently due to the decisionmaker portion of the sample (where B = -\ 16):
A8 hy*péthepsised,; the imgactgf the uses and gratificitions measure is much
weaker among nondecisjonmakers (g = -, 03). Here, ad predicted, the

strongest predictor of ;P'I‘V‘%riewing }s ﬂzdl reported PTV viewing of the actyal
decisionmaker ( 8= ., 39), , ’

R

At least two alternative causal interpretations might account for this

I

latter result, however. TFirst, it may be argued-that the relat,ipﬂxshif fs

spurious; that simila;i\ba::k;g round characteristics such as education, income
’ " 7 ® L Y .
level, farmily size, etc., lead to similar viewing patterns for members of

the same household. The fact that controls for education, income, and

o,

number of chﬁé"ren at 'lj.c::nie were included y’n the regression solution.-would -
seem to mitigate this argument. Second,, it could be contended that a

nondecisionmaking respondent’s estimate of the actual decisionmaker's PTV

viewing is in reality just another measure of the respondent's own bahjﬂ

If Jokp always watches what Mary decides to watch, why shouldn't their

. . H ) i . 5 {,;: . . 7
respective viewing measures correlate highly, since they are in reality the

T :
. 7 ) . 7 _
same thing? In other words, it might be argued that any observed correlation

. is really é‘reliébiiity coefficient. In response it should be noted’that the
? . ! = ’
respondent was asked''.., who usually decides what programs will be
. : S -

S . 1s ,;: iy e = Tass PO S - A Fe. £ f N ) ce nle o i

wat(:he\dg ‘e 1 not S?haxglwglqs.demdes_ It is not anticipated that those
v i : .

clas Sifi\ed here 25 rondecisionmakers have rgligqui;heg total contiol of

their viewing to ancther person during the time periods iavelved, only thaé\ d
the respondent's viewing is influenced ir varying degrees on <ifferent

occasions dy the "_ﬂécis’iénmakéi‘*;”ij@h'\' ously it is likely that this influence
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process is even' rgvgfsed at times; however, to the extent that the respordent

F iN &=

is accurate in his perceptions of the modal nature of the influence process,

* then the causal interpretation involved is fairly clear; i, e,, the viewing _

choices of the ‘.fdecigf@nmakgr”‘mﬂuem;e and partially determine the viewing

o ) ' . B ] ) ) . T
behavior of the ''nondecisionmaker. " This influence is over d above that
" .1 : ,

4

errcis:zd by ﬁictivatians or personal E_ﬂﬂgéﬂt preferences. .

Closely related te content ﬁreferance is the "perceptions of KET" sx:vale’,

which appears.as a‘rather strong predictor’of PTV viewing for both decision-
. o o0

makers (B = -, 36) and nondecisionmakers ( B=-, 31). This scale is a

considerably stronger predictor in fact, ,than the usés and gratifications measure
- - b .
Again, though, the effect of this 'intrapersonal’ mea_glre is somewhat
weaker tvhen someone else{_usually.makes;the viewing decision. 1
Finally, with the exception of ''number of children" in théde;isianmalcei:

4 - z A K,
L wm . ..
sample, the traditional correl

ates of PTV viewing exhibit weak-and non-

-
Pk . A

significant effects when controls have been introduced for other va riables. 7
Discussion
S f ‘he findings of this study appear to offer support for a discrepancy

' conceptualization of uses and gratifications. Taking into account the

diffe renéé between gratifications sought and gratifications ubtained

successfully discriminate$ between viewars and nonviewers of public
b television, and, in the case of respondents who make their own television
< ‘ ) t ‘ r . 77 )
viewing decisions, provides a statistically significant indication ¢f level

of viewirg., The uses and gratifications measure is, in fact, 2 better

predictor of PTV viewing among de&isigﬁmakgrs than such traditional

)

Q ‘ .
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d&gégz*aphigéarrelates as eﬂueatic_n‘,, income, a.ﬁci numbe:; of %hildren in”i:he
hpusehaid.ilen ghéibthél‘ hangd, the Sis;répancy measureécg}:&:unts for only a
rfladeét amount of va‘r;*ié“in;a: (in ggy absolute sense)iin PTV Viewing levels. This
: 5 N

may be a somewhat ﬂijs&:@&éei:fti%‘lg finding for those seéking'tq xifalidaté 2 uses
and graﬁif%ééti@ns approach to media consumption, P;erhaps c:tk;\er factors

4

4

i ' e , .
are indeed more powerful than personal mqtivéﬁ{;ﬂs in determining such

consumption. , We mentioned previously E‘@ga‘rt?é (1965)9‘,«;autic,;ﬁ,tha—t:é:{tréréall

fa-ctors {e.g,, available ‘deliveri syste;ﬁs‘ze;k fﬁhedulé‘:s‘! =fan*1i>1¥’ E_i-rC\;m_

stances) might-play an overriding role. The finding in this study that social
o Eiﬁ?’%ﬁatién measures
- L

while at the same time playing an Vimp@ftant pfedictive role tends:;to support

.

constraints on the viewing decision reduce the impact.of gra

]

. ; . R
In addition to such external f:’::ii%‘cés, McGuire, (1974) offers two other )
reasons to doubt 'that audignce motivation 3nd gratification fl/l[rm any .great

EY

part of tlie forces which determine media consumption' (p. 1%8). First, it
may be argued that "'the gr;atificatigns offered iayrt:lle media. aré: s0 paltry
compared ta the audiém:e's réal needs-that the motivational factor could

hardly loom large in determining ékpési;}e" (p. 168). Also, ;'Elt is argued
) - s e . .
that even where media gratifications are availa%glé, we would exaggerate the

rat{anality of the audience and the iadexiﬁg of the media to éuppa se that these |
gratifications could be eféigié,ﬂfly found''(p.. 168). '

| While Mcsuirgpﬁaﬁs persuzsive argumeénts aga;ins‘t all three of these

ré_aéagsg the relativélyb ’}ngdest Predictive ability dispiaygd in tiziséiﬁdﬁby

uses and gratifications measizres suége%ts that perhaps we should rgicagsidér

K ¢ i :

the impact of suah'fg:ﬁces; As we mentioned the external factor argument

ar

W
4

z

-y
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is given credence here by the important ralé.gtp;parently.pia'yed by the social
nature of the viewing decision, (v ith regard to the indexing argument, ‘while
McGuirk, (1974, p. 169) §;:ﬁter1d-s! that "péeople do have some reasonable grasp

" of what functions might be served by exposure té.gﬂe.mediﬁfg as ’Egmj::;argtﬂ

to another,' we found that one-third of (79 of 240).respondents clagsified as '
nonviewe i‘;S"inPTV expressed an {nabiiity to A;Pfeﬂ'i;::t what gratifigatians might

be derived from viewing public televigion éc_riteat, To paraphrase the response
of several such individuals, they dori't watch it and don't know anyéhing_aﬁmﬁi
. . v S , Ty T

B
'

it o

Whife many of these respondents may have just beén manifesting a

T

re;luﬁganz:é to express any sterotyped pe rceptimis of PTV the may, have .
. a i "s‘ﬁ‘ . .

likely that many were giving an accurate a ssessinent of the

*held, it 3

P

“u

situation; i. é},- they simply lacked Knowledge about the kincs of gontent

avai‘laig:le; on PTV, and thus knowledge about the kinds of specific gratifications
v which ruiglit be derived from such content. : g
\) ' il\?r@m a policy standpoint thisfsﬁggests one major educational failure of

"educational television, ' From a theoretical perspective thisgdoes not in

"itself eliminate the possibility that motivational considerations influence such.

individuals' decisions not to watch public television. To the contrary it may
_ ., : X

® B
e ¥

be precisely this lack of infar;ﬁatian c@neeming%ératiﬁs:é.ticns offered by

— -

PTV which leads such persons to slti_ck, to known sources of gratification

. attzinment. Cur research design, however, did not directly address this

phssibility.
There also appéars %e: be some support in the data for the criticism that

uses and gratifications Mmeasures are too abstract to provide meaningful



{
5

util

,5

in this study by- th%mannet‘ in which the ap‘pféa’gh was; QP_ -ation:

the predictiv

H &

.to account for PTV e;;pjésu're, For e—:s:an?ple,

of the uses ar gratifit;atians; approach has n?ted. that the social meaning
' T . i

given to the .consumption of different types of media content may be a strong

‘dete rminant of such copsumption. According to Flliot, involvement in a \

partlt:ular type of rﬂed;a Dutput: becomes af imiﬁ:ﬂ rtant part c;xf an individual's

)

echelons. This would appear especially relevant to public television, which

T e

many audience members may view to enhance or maintain their Eélf images

(both private and public) as relatively sophisticated connoisfeurs of more

- T3
tintellectual’ media fare than the commercial networks provide. This

& =

social meaning concept seems amenable to a uses and gratifications

formulation, in that the maintenance of one's self-image is ce rtainly an

important kind of gratification which most of us seek. Future inve stigations

might do well to attempt to ope rationalize this caneﬁapﬁ in uses and gratification
terms. The coneept of ""self-image", however, is also rather abstract, and
it is difficult to visualize just how gratifications of this nature, or of any

pnature, for that miatter, can be made more specific without Ienderiﬂgfﬁerﬁ’



.FQI e?s;ample, X ”I watch TV to see p:‘c: fc:utball garngs" is very gpemﬁc s

" but oi lg'ttle gene ral e;-:planatary value: ‘ o _ : L ‘
*"”‘; ] All af\t:he abave ez-;plana%mns or the predn:twé val;dzty‘ problem are

R = = - I =

.rafther closely tied to th{gretn:al consﬂeraﬁuns. Of a more purely metha-

iagical natare 15 the quesﬁmn caf rehablhtv. The Spearrnan Brown ¥
N o, St s A=
o] 'cgéfflcieﬂt fDI f:he llsLtem mean al{tzlute discrepancy rﬂeasuré was a rather

R
R ATt 9
ML/ s rm:u‘iest 58 It is. pgssfnle ‘that relrablllty ceuld be mer{:Vsé by the standard
/ : pra:edure nf addmg more 1i:ems and the vafic:us typalagzcal studies prawdg

l a wealth of 1ta—ms from whic;h to ::hgc: se, It should be noted, though, that the

/ | SpearmansB own cneffu:-iem‘: for the 8- iterh EET pe r:::ept;mn scale was . 61

essentially t,e safﬂg as that for. the éisc répanr:y measure. Relative reiiability;

¥

therefore, does not 'e:{pléia the rather large observed differences in the '
predictive abilities of the two variables. ’

This discussion of predictive shortcomings, however, should not obscure
! the considerable evidence on the positive side of the ledger, We should
- 7 . . . . B . . =

e!mpba size that the uses and gratifi:fatiéné measure was a better predictor of

PTV viewing among decisionmakers than a number of traditional derographic

correlates, We should also recall that when the eleven gratification items were

considered indiéiéualiy, the mean absclute éis:répancy between gra‘tifaii:atians
: g
saught and obtainad wa 8§ mgmhﬂanﬂy smaller* for viewers than for nonviewers

in most cases, and in.no case was ‘the di;;IEPaEEY smaller for nonvie}versi

This item by 1terfr1 ability tﬁ; discriminate betﬁgén viewer% énd nonviewers is °
perhaps the most i&ipreséi%e valid'ati@ﬁal support éffejred by.ﬂze data for the
uses and Agratific:at—it:l;;s apprc{ac‘h, paréic:ula rly for an appfaacﬁ which considers
both gratifit:atiaﬁ‘s sought and obtained. Apparently viewers and naﬁ%?ie%vérs

/

Q S R
o _ . 20
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do have diffe ring perceptions of the extent to which the gratifications they
| S * , N
. . are ééeking@raﬁﬂ television in‘general are (would be) provided by public
- R 5 R ‘ _ . - - = rﬂ, : . TR ¥
—television in particular. In the functional logic of the uses and- gratifications

perspective we may* assume that this difference in perception is one factor
leading to diffarent levels of cénsumptibn. There are, of course, other
o i ’
b - - 3 . # B - .
determinants, a hummber of which we have discussed. Perhaps the most

accurate conclusion that might be drawn from this study is that it offergja

certain afm:un}: of validational support for the.uses and gratifications approach,

not as an alte rnative explanatory apparatus for media consumption patterns,
: ,

but a8 complementary to a host of othér determining factors such as media -
availability, work schedmles, and social constraints. The major task facing

media researchers is not to develop a "'uses and gratifications theory, "
and other factors

1

per se, but to integrate the roles played by gratifications

into a general theory of media consumption.

£

. s
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‘. NOTES . o
One recent study :cnsxdered the thsirepant:y betwéen gratlfu‘:atmns
sought and thamed. MecLeod, Bybee, Durall, and Ziemke (1977)
measured both the gfatlfICatLQﬂS respandents said they were seeking ~
from the 1976, Presidential debates and "debate helpfulness'! in ’
prnvuﬂmg the se gratlfn:atmns. The discrepancies thys obtained were
used in a descriptive manner, hf::wever an& were. ﬂDt tied directly

= i

to theoretical :anc:erns. _ St L, oy 7
Data were also gathered on ‘the number of hours per ‘month respandents
mgwed KET. This measure.hmwever prnved unrellable.

E

=

The wording, "when you get a chance ta watt:h them" was ac‘]ded in an
attempt to reduce aﬁy’ tendency for respondents to answer in’ ter:’ns of
how frequently they watched KET. ’ ) .

See Bower (1973), énﬂ "A fresh look at the PTV viewer," Corporation |,
for Public Broadcasting's Focus on Research, Feb. 2, 1976, Farr
(1976), however, has cr1t1mzed certain. methﬁdalcgical aspects of the
latter study.

‘For married respondents (who canstltuted approximately 74% of both

viewers and nonviewers), the figures for children were substantially
higher than those shown in Ta'ble 4 for the entire sample. 21.4% of
married viewers and 23, 4% of married nonviewers said that.children

controlled the set between 7 P. M. and 9 P, M, In general, figures
-‘are not presemté{ separately far married and unmarrigd respondents

since the focus here is on the total proportions of viéwers and non-

viewers who peTgeive that someone else in the hausehald is ‘responsible

for vzewmg demsmns during prlrne time., -

Beta wéights are negative since the PTV perception scale was.
nega.twely weighted, High scale scores indicated negative perceptions
of PTV, i :

-3

The results of the/ regression,analysis were corroborated for the most
part by the results of a discriminant analysis which attempted to classify -
respohdents as viewers or nonviewers. The discriminant analysis, ©
employing the same independent variables as the regression analysis,

-successfally classified 69% of the decisionmakers and 68% of non-

decisionmakers. As in the regression analysls, the uses and
gratifications measure was a ‘significant predictor only for decision-

-makers, The KET perception scale was the strongest precﬂu:tar for
) b@t}l decisionma kets and nondecisionmalke rs, ali:hcugh for nondecisgion=

makers the reported decisignmaker's PTV viewing was close behind.
Unlike the regression analysls, .education and income werg significant

Kn
use;

. perception scale, the decisionmakers' viewing measure or the
and gratifications index. - ‘

‘pre’zlctnrs in the discriminant analysis, although not as strong as the



RTINS " TABLE |
Itemna €~ araurications Sought (GS) and Gratifications Obtained (GO)*
] 2L Al AR a
- Relaxation | : Co |
1. Gs. © I watch TV beéause it helps me to relax. _
GO, Pragrams on KET (would) healp me to relax.
Learnmg About Things @ ) o
2. .GS. I'watch TV to learn abcut people, places, and things.
. GQ PIQgra.ms on KF‘I“Qﬁguld) help me to learn abﬂut _people, -
e e S ﬁlaces, “and thu;lgs.
N . ’ ) = f t i - g ‘ = N = .
3. @GS, o I watch TV to keep up with current issues and events. -
- Go. ¢t Programs on KET (would) help me to kecp up W’ith
o : current issues and events. -
7 _ ) . .
4. G5, I watch TV to become more informed %baut the arts,
GO. Programs on KET (would) h;*lp me to bécéme mo re
informed about the arés. ’
: Ggmmumtatﬁry Utility : A
5. GsS. v, Lwatch TV to give: ‘me things to talk about with other people.
X GO, Programs 6 KET (would) gwe ‘me thlngs to talk about with
-other pEGple. .
To Forget A |
6. Gs, I watch TV because it helps me forget my problems.
GO. Programs on KET (would) help me forget my problems.
"
7. GS, I watch TV when I want to get away from things.
GO, Ercgrams on KET (would) help me to get away from thmgs
To Pags Time | |
8. 3S. I watch TV because it helps pass the time.
GO. '  Programs on KET (would) help pass the tithe.
9. GS.  Iwatch TV when I'm bored.
GO, . Programs on KET (would) help to relieve boredom, -
Companionship :
10, GS. I watch TV because it makes me feel less lonely when no one
C else is around.
Go., - Programs on KET (would help) make me feel less lonely
when no one slse is around, .
F‘ntartamrnent
11. GS. I watch TV to be entertam;d.

GO. Programs on I{ET entertain me (would be Erltertal‘nﬂg)

“Wording of GO items for nggyigxfjgivs shown in pa ret}theses.




KET programs are dull.

TABLE2 _ -

. Perceptions of Public ?glgﬁéién:’ _Scale Items - |

KET programs are too iﬂteiléctuai;
KET p'rég rams are to0 @ducational .

Some KET programs are hard to fc;lvlawr.

¥

- KET-is-a-waste of taxpayers' mo ney.

"KET is a good alternative to commercial television.

The programs on KET generally are not as well made as

commercial network programs.’ S

KET features too many foreign films.
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ABL E 3

_ Mean Gratlfn:atmns Scsught (GS) and Dbtamed (GC)) and Mean Abs&lute
-,Dlscrepanﬂes 7 Viewers Vs, Naﬁvlewers of Public Telewsmn * -

i o ' © Y wiewers o . Nénviewérs :
Aratification ) (n=276) © o (n=141)%%
- L helps to relax GS: 3,23 (n.s.) 3,21
e g (001) B (. 002)
. 2,83 . (n.s.) T2
) 1.12 ( <04) o L34
2. learnabout ~  GS: - 3.72 (.005) 3,33
people, etc. e - (.001) - - (vo01) -
| - - GO:T 4,41 (+005) 4,09
. meahn abs, Disc: - _..98° (.02 ) - 1.25
o
3. Keep up with GS: - 4,12 (n.s.) 4,20
current issues (.01 . i . (n.s.
. ' GO: 3.93 (n.s.) 4,03 e
mean abs, Disc: o LT (n.s.) ‘ 1T

4, Informed about GS:

the arts
GO: =

5, things to talk GS: 2.16 (n.s.) . 2.08
about™ , : (.o01) - (.001)

’ : GO: 3.30 (.05 ) 3,02

mean abs. Disc: 1,46 (n. s.) 1.47

*Significance levels (by t-test) for differences between means shown.

in parentheses between means being compared (n.s.: p >.10). 3811

tests are two-tailed, except those involving mean absolute discre- _
pancies, where directional prgr{ctmns made one-tailed tests appropriate.

¢ The n for nonviewers was reduced to 141 because 79 nonviewers said
they simply did not know enaugh about F’TV prﬂgrams to answer the
- gratifications Dbtamed items.



S

o ' " S V’ieﬁ?ef_s LY _ _‘NéﬂVieWe;l‘_E _

. Gratifi-catian e -'(!‘1=275,)" Co E  ,':- o [(n=141)

4 ! ° i 1
C 6 forgetmy . as: 1,95 fousa)os o 2,140
o .- . problems . .. U 04) e T e
_ : TGO, L 179 o (ness). o o .1.94

"riiéan abs, Disc: - 17 (n.ss) . .68 .

» 7. get away fmm . . GS: l : 2.;,04 . An.s.) ,s 1,96
“things .. .. - (.o8) (. 02)

9. Relieve boredom GS: 2.70 . (n. s.) 2.77 .
_GO: 2.70 © (n.s.) 2.70
mean abs, Disc: . 1,04 (.01 ) 1.33

10. Feel less lonely ~ GS: 2,37 (. 003) . 2.85

GO: o - 1.97 (. Of
mean abs. Disc: =18 (.05 =99

Jll. to be entertained GS: . 4,07 (n.s.) .

5 GO: - 4,14 (or) - ,
mean abs, Disc: - .85 (. 003) L7 -

Do
e




'TABLE 4
Tiﬁg}x{ing Decision During Prime Tu'ne '
for Viewers and Nonviewers.of PTV .
i - T o Lﬁ.ﬁ_bg_ff N

T

|, . VIEWERS ___NONVIEWERS .

Decisionmaker __ 7-9 B.M. G P.M. _ 7-9P.M. _ 9-ILP.M. =

Respondent . . . . .39,3% - . 52.2% - . 43.0% .  55.3% .
Joint decision 22.8% - 29.1% -  21.5% = 16.8%
involving R - s 3

: g : . : , . o ‘ o
‘Spouse 18.2% - -16.2% 15.2% ©  19.5%
Children A 15.8% 1.1% O 17.3% . 4.9%

Joint decision - 1.8% O 0.0% 1.3% Co.8% - S
excluding R ' : S, : C )

. @ther - _ ‘ . . i 27-7717':713 _ ) l' 4"76 — 1@ 77& I S 1-7%
, ' - 100.0% -~ 100.0% = - 100.0% 100, 0%
(33285)3? (n=278)* B - (n=237)* . (n=226)%

*Sample sizes for diffelrent‘ time periods differ slightly due to- |
missing data,

o
Lo,
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. . TABLES. .

Beta Weights for Various Predictors of PTV Vi;wing: for ‘Igi;ali o

'+ -Sample and for Decisionmakers and Nondecisionmakers

L L Total 1 Decision- Nat_;dgcisién—_
_ Variable "~ -~ Sample (n=391) ° - makers (n=220)° ~‘makers{n=171) " -

.. Average Mean Abs. . -.la®x . 6wk . -,03: ol
Disc. (All Items) DA ‘ T , A o

PTV Viewingof A L L39F .
. other Decisionmaker S o e - : Ca ' '

| Percepﬁiané of KET -, 35%% ' ) -..36%% : 5;31##
'Education ?  7 .09 RS § S .06
CImeome . G - o0 < .02 L .06

' Number of Children  -,09% _ N 2
in Household- o

Number of TV gets _~ .01 .02 ) 7

*p <, 05

1 | | |
Total sa;nple size was reduced because 79 nonviewers said they could not
.. answer the’gratifications obtained items, and 65 nonviewers said they
- could not respond to the scale dealing with perceptions of KET.

L
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