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. : Ih a recent study, Palmgree and Rayburn (17, p. 155) note that,

.

‘"A*aecessary condition for scien lflc progress in any discipline seems
B -~ N

to be the suhjection of any theory or modela no. matter how popular

initially, to a period oﬁ,msgorous criticism of its theoretical assumptions

g

v

and predictive validity;. Through this process the theory either undergoes i‘

revision or is ultlmately supplanted by a new model or theory Such has
~ -

been ‘the casé w1th the uses and gratifications gpproach to the study of

mass communications. Y ' ' C e

'
Qe

Earlier studies of the uses and gratifications*phenomenon fdcused'on

i

! the variocus dimenSIQQS of gratifiéations. Lasswell (10) conceptuaiized

the functions as surveilzghce, correlation, and gocial transmission, ‘to

~

which Wright (24) contrubuted entertainment and the notion of dstunctions.

Subsequent studies have proVided different conceptpalizations, most of

- which are traceable to those of Lasswell and Wright. Some studiés [Katz

and FouLkes, (7): Nordenstreng (16): Rosengren and Windahl (20)% Stephenson _

[

N (21)] have focused on one or another of these gratifications. Other studies

\
te rical schemes for the classification of |

m’ a-nd MCQuail (3), Katz'.unreVitch' and

o

‘Hass (9); Greenberg (6); Palmgreen, Wenner, and Rayburn (19)]. Still

) other studies have addressed communication avoidances which stem from

-

s Wright's dysfunctions [Becker (1); Blumler’ and McQuail (2); McLeod and

° .
EY . -




becker (15); Lewy (ll)]. _ ‘ . ' .

While enjoying this popularity, the approach has notrbeen without

its critics. Carey and Kreiling '(4) and Elliot (5) have condemned it

"as suffering from the problems of functionalism. Elliot (5), Weiss (25),

and Swan‘on (22) have called it atheoretical, and Swanson (22) ‘has noted
7

certain important conceptual problems. }; central criticism, however, has .
been the problem of distinguishing between gratxfications sought by the

audience member and corresponding gratifications ‘pexceived to be obtained.
&
Katz, Blunler, and Gurevitch (8.p 25) noted ‘that, "In principle,‘ P

distinction may be drawn between a) expectations about content formed in

e
advance of exposure and b) satisfaction subsequently secured ‘rom

consumption of it. In practice, however, research workers-have indiscrimin«

.ately-=approached these phenomena-from both ends.” Greenberg- (65 p. 89)
- ’ /\(‘/

has also distinguiéhed\between gratifications sought and gratificateons_
»>

received. He argues that, "one cannot distinguish whether the,response

,\pbtamed from the viewer of .the medium, or a fan of some specific content,
is an accurate statement of what he wanted, or what he thinks he got...'
' no approacg has so far dealt with the parallelism or discrepancy between .

' what’ was sought and whét was obtained. metti, et al.,(lz, P. 337)ﬂalso

*

’ note that "the exact relationship between gratifications sought and actual

gratifications has ‘not been investigated. Do they become equivalent
My \ e : oo

-

“through some tqial-and—hrror learning process, where over_time oné knows "
1 | [3

~ what to expect from a given channel and subsequently receives it?"
Certain recent studiec have sought to address these criticisms.

McLeod, Bybee, Durall, and Siemke (14) and MoLeod, Bybee, and Durall (13)

. . ~

,
.
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) reported gratifications sought 1n v1awing TV'news, and gratifications

. ) st
ut111ty and suéwigilance 1tems loaded together on a 51ng1e Gs factor,

' ~ .

have 1ncorporated the sought vs. obtained conceptualization in the study-

of political communication and as a criterion for mass media evaluation..

.

Palmgreen and Rayburn (17) have used the discrepancy between sought and

i vobtained gratifications to discriminate between v1ewers and nonrv1ewers "

[

‘of public te1ev151on. Palmgreen, Wenner, and Rayburn (18) have used a’

e

discrepancy model based on gratifications obtained to discriminate amOng
. » .
v1ewers of network evening news programs Palmgreen, Wenner, and Rayburn -

..

(19) have also exploreq.tﬁé relationships between gratifications sbught .

and gratifications obtained by differentiating between the dimensions of

.obtained from a respondent's‘favorite netwqu news program~and competing.

b
‘. ¥

- news programs. In this. study it was found that the dimen51ons of .

gratifications sought (GS) and obtained (GO) from telev151on~news, whlle

51mi1ar, nevertheless differed in 1mportant ways. While 1nterpersona1 )

~nc? . ) .

.1nterpersonal utility and'surveillance emerged as separatq GO dimen51ons;

- -

.On the other hand, entertainmenc and parasoc1al 1nteraction were separate ~ui;j'

» . A

dimensions of " gratlfication seekiug, but merged 1nto a sxngle gratification

. In .

: obtained dimension. Palmgreen, et al.,ascribed these dimen51ona1 differences

to sociopsychological me¢hanisms, governing the seeking of TV news gratifica-
} —

:tions, and - structural characteristics of telev151on nNews programs which

. -

1nf1uence the perception of/gratifications obtained. : ' . . L

.

While noting the internal c0n51stency of their findings with

regard to television. netnork news, Palmgreen, et al. (19, pp.‘187—188)

o . . S ’ .
. ) . . L4 o
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4—/éorrectly stress that- ; . R I . . .
The dimensional differences between gratif‘:i.cations .

A

i gratifications sought and obtained fdr 1{iewers‘ of the two dominant,

sought and obtained founqhin this study should be an area
- . for [further investigation anﬁ'teplication. Such-studies
are needéd in order to. understand: the frequency with which -
and under what conditions stich differences emerge. Are there
‘ certain types of programs, audiences, content, and media which
- promote such differences? What are the characteristics of such’
" . programs, etc., which are ‘respondible - for differing patterns of
.‘gratifications sought and obtained? ’ P -

-
- £

The Present Studx

)

L4 .

The f:.ndinge of t.he above study and the questions raised by these

- -~ ~ ]

findings provided the impetus for examining the relationships between

A}

. @ :
-v 1
mornin‘g news shows, ABC's ‘Good Morning America and the NBC x show.

' .

These ){rograms afforded an qpportunity to replicate the Palmgreen, et al.,

approach us:.ng a related but slightly different content genre ("hard" news

.n

vs. news and entertainment format). As ’was the case w:.!th telévisibn news, -

’ . +

Good Morning America ands x afforded a direct comparison between

programS‘ that of fex t’he same : type of content in competing time slots.
s;_)ecifically, we were intereste'd in examining the dimensions of

gratifications sought and obtained from morning news/entertaimpent programs
1 o1
by viewers of Good Mornin ﬂ:‘nerica and dax. We' were particl.larly :Lnterested

g

in any differences which might emerge between the dimensional structures of .-
& .

ngtifications sought and o] ined fgr ttie viewers of each separate p{ogram.

‘»We also werg intere’sted in any between-program differences in gratification
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I ¢+ . METHODOLOGY , S~ L b
1 . i - <
Telephone inteerews were obtained in December, 1980, from 374
“individuals in Lexington, Ky. ﬁkspondents telephone numbers were B}

-
-

. selected through systematic random sampling from the telephone director’. '
‘ " To qualify as a respondent, the individual had to watch at least one (

. program (either Today or Good Morning America) at least twice per week. -

v
.
» _ o N . R N

- . MEasurement : - .. " . .-

. Uses and Gratffications .Fourteen‘items‘from thes Palmgreen, et al. , .
D W3
(19) s*udy plus four other items we'e used\to examine gratifications.1

The fourteen "television news itéms were judged te be apprppriate because

of\the strong television news, component of the moining programs, and because .

27

‘several of these itens were sufficiently general to apply co almost any

»
*

television program.. Four additional items were included to relate to .

~ . . -«

specific content féatures of' both programs I wat~h ’1) to. get information

¢
on consumeraaffairs, ‘(2) to. géu infbrmation about current movies, (3) to get

i - . .

. weather information,‘and (4) becauae I like the interviews with puhlic
officials, movie sta:s and other celebritiea. All jitems appear in Table 1

. and are listed by hypothesized’dimensions. These dimensions were largely
confirmed in theé%almgreen, et al.,tstudy. Of the four items»édded for this

study, one ("information on consumer‘affalrs") was hypothesized togload with -

J.

the political surveillance items, while the remaining three %enerally seemed
- ' )
to ref]ect non-political.surveillance .of the environment., The "like to see

interviews" item might glso be indicative &f a need for parasocial interaction. )

A - . ot s . ) . A -




The questions were asked in the followihg manner: ' ‘e
. 0

We are inperested in why people watch the morning news/
entertainmentoshows like the Today show and Good Morning Americd.
Here are some_reasons.other. people have. given. As I read each
o reason, please ‘tell me how much that reaskn applies to’ you. -
L : If the reason ,very definitely applies, dqve it a 5;,if it doas _. .
' \,not apply“xt all, give it a 1; if it applies somewhere in bet;;eg,

give it a. 2 3, or 4, depending On how much it applies.

. }he respondent was. then read the list of 18 s items, randomly ordered.

Gratifications‘obtained were measured 1mmediately after the battery
5 p . . ‘ ‘

- oﬁ,gratifjcationsébought items. bBespondents were instructed: “e
"™s Now we'd like to know to what extent;the-network morning' L .
v programg providé you with some of the things we have just been, . <
*  talking about,‘when you get a chance to watch them...First, I[’ )

want rou to tell me how much tliat statement applies to the morning

progr.m you ordinarily watch the most. Then I want you to tell

me how much you think the% statement would apply to the other
Q 'mornhng prograﬁb if you had time to watch it more often.

f ] . . 'D
» The respondent then replied to the same 18 items (slightly reworded) used

[ B :

to measure GS. , For example, a Good Morning Amsrica viewer'was read the.

- ¢ Ve oo

statement, "Good Morn g America helps me keep up with 1ssues and events._

° -“Then he/she was read? "The Today show would helﬁ’me keap up with issues

and’ events." If respondents .voiced’ difflculty in responding tzfguestions
concerning the other program they ‘were told,‘"Just give me an ‘estimate

: / R e Ty el . -]

o based on’ what you think you know about the program.“ If a respondent still
' t
. 2,3
could not answer, he/she was\asked only about the favorite program.

]

OthermMeasures. Data were also gathered concery -g perceptions'of'

'f\

the regulax personalities on each show, the style or format of each show,

and the overall quality of each program s,news coverage. Certain demographic

“info¥mation was also_collected.

., . Gﬁ_ . : - RN
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' /2/' Four separate factor analyses 'were conducted in order to ex:
- : o ' . N L T
J//// dimensions of gratifications sought by the.viewers,of each“program,‘and

24

the dimensions of gratifications obtained by each set of viewers. In.each

analysis, three factors were retained.4 The percentage of, total variance

accounted for,was as follows: GS for Good Morning America»viewers = 51.1; _

-
.

. o~
Gs for -Today viewers -52.3; ‘GO for Good Morning America viewers ~-60.7;

and GO for & y viewers i 58. 3: Table 2 displays the factor loadings “f

[}

for gratifications sought by both ABC and/NBC viewers. Table 3 displays

- the factor loadings for gratifications obtaihed byhoth ABC and NBC viewers,

a
.

GS tor od Morning America viewers. The factor structure for

«
-7

gratifications sought by ABC viewers indicates three separate dimens1ons

of seeking behavior.‘5~ ‘_ ", . /

The first factor may be characterized as drama/ terpersonal utility..

Two of the three entertainment-drama:items hare high loadings on &his

.

N factor, as do all four interpersoﬁal utility items. 5 The factor structure '

suggests seeking of information which fs dramatic and exc1ting and which

Y -

can be passed on to others. Information on movies may fit these criteria
- L4

for most viewers, and this~may explain why the movie item also loaded on

("ﬁ\ this factor. : C L ] ot . o ‘

The second Factor clearly involves political surveillance, with all
: : VN
s1x items from tha*- hypothesized Zimension displaying strong 1oadings.
In an unforeseen dnvulopment, the “weather information" item also had its

strongest loading on this. factor.

. e .- -~ . -
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" by' Toda ay viewers also indicates three separate dxmenSions of seeking

1

-

."to get-things to talk about,"” atc. The “information‘onvmovies item also.

'loaded on this factor, as it'did on the ABCAQnalvsis.

The third factor indicates a seeking of content and/or structural -

characteristics which are both entertaining and allow parasocial

interactioni Items such ds “I watch thefmorning.programs because they
) § . : . : '

are often entertaining” or "exciting” load with items such as»"newscasters'

give a“hupan quality to the~news“ and "the hosts are liie people I know.""’

» - ! (o : . . | .
The iten c%ncerning "interviews with public officials, movie stars,’ and
[}
other celebrities,“ which,: as stated earlier, may also.refledt a need for

parasocial interaction, iiso loaded,on this_ factor.

In.this“analysis, y three items had loadings of .40 or better on

‘more than one factor. "Exciting,"’hosts like people I know", and "can

truSt information they give" loaded twice, but the primary loadings were
v o -1
along hypothesized dimensions. '

GS for'Today Viewers. The factor structure for gratifications sought

) o

behaVior. In gengral, the same three dimensions found for ABC viewars

an

"weée found for NBC'viewers. As-a rule, the items that'cluﬂgered on the

3

dimensions for'the ABC viewers also glustered together for the EEC viewers.
’ i
As with the ABC: Viewers, the first factor for the NBC viewers was a

L -

drama/interpersonal utility factor._ Viewers reported viewing because “the

» c

programs were "exciting " "dramatic ¢ "to pass on information to-othersgg

v

The second GS factor for Today viewers was very similar to the

< . third factor for viewers .of Good Morning America. Again, both entertainment ‘

and parasocial interaction'itemS'clustered together, although in this analysis~

AN

the.parasocial interaCtion.itemSAshowed higher loadings than the_entertainment"

20



items, the rrverse of the_Today finﬁings. One interperSQnal utility~

. item ("gives me things to talk about“) and one surveillance item ("can
trust in‘ormation they give me") also had loadings greater than..40
on this factor, although the former item had its primary loading on

. the- drama/interpersonal utility factor. e T ’/,——

~

The- third factor in this analysis was similar to the .second f{actor

' in - the ABC analysis. Here again items nlustered *o form a political .

*
- S

surveillance dimension, although one of’tht six political surveillance ) .

o Ltems, "can trust information they give me," wandered onto the parasociai

interaction/entertainment factor_§§€ discussed previously). Three of

. -

four hypokhesized interpersonal utili ty items had loadings ranging from
b
.39 to .45 ‘on this factor, strong enough to. suggest a e emblance between
e this factor &nd the surveillance/interpersonal utility GS factor reported .

- . ¢ A <

in the Palmgreen, et al., (19) study oi television news. At least to

.

‘0

. \
! some extent viewers of the x program conhect seeking df/information

] ~N U2 .
) about the poritical e:xvironment with disseminating this information to

N

. 'others interpersonally, although clearly, as’ with Aqb Viewers, interpersonal .

[ 4

\.
utility is mare strongly connected with dramatic and_exciting content. .

Govfox Good Mofning America Viewez’. The factor structure for

[ 3

gratifications obtained by viewers of Good Morning America’ varies v

) somewhat from the.sEbking.behavior of these same individuals. The first

factor is doh&nated by hat we have terqu political surveillance items,

Py -

) - -~

‘but these itemS-clust with the four interPErsonal utility items. This -’

.indicates that-viewe s connect finding of political information Wlth

. passing this information-on to others. 1In the GS analysxs, however,"
f . v . - v E Lo
these %emerged as two separate motivations for watching morning programs.  {
‘ ’ i ng I : Y
: )

d '
'
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. . The second factor may be termed.drama/inbarpérsonal utility, and
Cl is therefore ve*y\\imilar to the Gé/factor identified earlier for these
| saue viewers.. All three drama/entertainment items have their highest

loadings on the factor, while three of the four interpersonal‘utility
" 0 itema also exhibit substantial loadings. The movie information item

also loads here, as in the GS analysis. Thus in this area there is a

' close match between what viewere_ "are {eeking from the television

experience and what.they perceive they are finding.
‘ ‘ ) I ' .
. L l\
The third factor is clearly dominated by two itewms from the.

[ . .
hypothesized non-political surveillance dimension- “weathér information, "

o

and "interviews.“ The interpersonal utility item "hosts give a human
R * v - . 1
. qiality to news" has a \secondary'loading on this fac'tor, whi 'the

: political surveillance item "ean trust information they give me" had

! . .

~—~
- its Highest loading ‘here. - The latter item, however, essentially loaded

-

s

. A ,

on all three'factors in this“particular znalysis.
‘ . .
GO for Today Viewers. The pattern of gratificatiors obtained for

y shcw viewers is siwilar to the GO factor structure for Good Morning

\

America viewers, although the similarity across viewer groups is not as .

.
.

/
striking as that observed for gratifications/sought. ’

/

- Here again items cluster to/form a.drama/in erpersonal utility factor
: .v / ' P .

(Factor ,I), indicating/a close matchubetween seeking and obtaining processes.

"

The two majcr parasocial interaction items. also load strongly on this item,

however. .As such, this factor may be viewed as a merger of the-dgama/
interpersonal utility and parasocial interaction/entergainment factors

3
which emerged in the &S analysislfor this.viewer subgroup. It should be ’

~ : S ' <. - - o -
noted that one parafocial interaction item ("hosts are like people I.know“f/‘




°

| S y . ’ ’ -
. A ) B

//;;/}\loaded on the comparable GO factor 1n the Good Morning America

. analysis. Thus the. structural GO connectlon between dramatlc—entertalnlng
elements and parasoc1a1 1nteractlon elements obsexved in the Palmgreen,

1

et al., (19) telev151on news study emerges here in a somewhat altered -
K ‘ . .- - . »
format Also, partlcularly for daz vleWers, the juxtaposition ©¢ these

- e \ . -

. | . . 13
elements in the pattern\ gratifications“obtained corresponds to the

%eeking ‘behavior for these gratiflcations.

The second factor/ls characterlzed by a11 six of the polltlcal

)

survelllance items and ‘three of the four 1nterperaona1 ut111ty items,
maklng it a close match to the polltlcal survezllance/lnterpersonal

utllity faqtor d1scovered 1n‘the GO analysis for ABC v1ewers.. Agaxn,

Vthen, viewers connect. flndlng of polltlcal 1nformat10n Wlth passlng\\/

‘vlt on through polltlcal d1scusslon. It should .be remembered that

-,

there was also ev1dence of this cohnection for gratlflcatlons sought .

bY x v1ewers. t ;.' -‘”;“K\\\;' '

\\;_\

N The thlrd factor consists of all three hypotheslzed\ngn:?olitlcal

.
S~

'survelllance 1tems ("mov1es," "weather," and Minterviews"), and~Eﬁus\

- 8 . . S~

B
is slmilar to the® thlrd GO factor for ABC v1ewers. The factor also

S

1nc1uded two polltlcal survelllance 1tems ("consumer affairs" and

-~ -

-1ssues affectlng_people llke me"). These 1tems, however, also double

- Yoad on the political survelllance 1nterpersonal utlllty factor..

o
v

N
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'J~;~content. The programs themselves certainly

" content closely linked with perceived inter rsonal utility of that

%

"such content in-abundance. Language, paralanguage, and various audio-.:m

3 DISCUSSION

- The findings of this study are best discussed within the context of

) e e

the Palmgreen et al. (19) study of evening- teleVision news, since similar

- I

methodologies were employed to provide comparative data. Such comparison

.

reveals that the dimensional structures of both gratifications sought and

obtained from norning'news/entertainment programs are very different from \&

. ’ N
their evening television news counterparts. This dissimilarity may be'

due to differences in audience membérs or differing content/structural " "

<

characteristics, or both. - \

’ o Gratifications Sought L . o ‘ m

 The Palugreen, et ai.,study found three' major dimensions of gratifications7

sought from network evening news: interpersonal utility/surveiliance (poligaca;),_

entertainment, and paraSOCial interaction. For Viewers of morning programs

én this study the factors were drama/interpersonal \tility, political o o

surveillance, and entertainment/paraSQCial interaction..” . }'“;7_f~“_ -
-~ . : . - ~

o Drama/Interpersonal Utility, Political Survelliance. The drama/

internersonal utility oimension indicates seeking éf dramatic, exciting i

n

I

e strL otured to }prov:t.de S

) ’ v
. N o

Visual techniques of the teleVision produbtion craft are manipulated

“to’ imbue a health segment on acne With the drama of a presidential debate.

This is in contrast'u% the evening news GS findings, where interpersonal
utility was linked With political surveillance information. This distinction :

seems consistent Wlth tL Narying purp05es, emphases, and content of the

.-{l

two kinds of program.f_On the other‘hand, there;was some tendency“for L ;




v -

N

~

®

' catidn sought dimensions of entertainment and parasoCial interaction‘led

"3

. . -
s J
. . - -

! oo T vy f-) * /
v/ -

interpersonal utility items to load with political surveillan#e items

for Today show viewers:—™ This may indicate a greater news orientation
A

N - .
v

of those viewers compared to the audience of Good Morni g America. -,

/

Even here, though, the factor structure indiéates that the social

value of information is most closely assoCiated/with its dramatic

characterrstics, particularly for ABC viewers, Program Sontent (news or -
- ' " ) : ‘ ' ) L] .

otherwise) must be dramatic and ‘exciting to befof greatest interpersonal

use to the morning'audience.

Entertainment /Parasocial Interaction. Palmgreen, et. al (19) argued
g . L 2
’
that various\structural features of television news — e. g.; use of videotape

of people in the news, availability of Various audio-visual nonverbal
' cues-resulted in the merger of entertainment-drama and parasocial interaction "

items on a single gratification obtained dimension. In other words, these

I3
. -

; structural features have entertainment value, while simultaneously promoting
the ability of the viewer to interact Wlth news personnae as if they are :q -

-

"like people I know w At ‘the same time, “their finding of separate gratifi-'

-

B them to conclude that “the seeking of entertainment and parasocial interaction f

are governed by different sOCio-psychological mechanisms (19, p. 187), and

This apparently is not the case for Viewers of Todax_and Gbo Mortiing -

America, where entertainment and parasocial items gmerged on the s[me' GS -
L \ _ ﬁ,,\ o

dimension. This merger may be due to the much greater entertainment emphaSis

of norning news/entertainment programs compared to evening news'programs

The hosab themselves reflect this lighter tone with banter s1milar to the

tom i; <
47 . N

»
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L *~"happy talk" format ofulocal news programs;. ‘At the same time, this casual, . ‘:f_,‘



conversational approach renders the morning hosts more '"human," and thus
ea\‘r to interact with parasocially. These characteriotics may aturact

the sort of viewer who seeks parasocial interaction with warm,_outgoing

television personalities in the context of entertainment and drama.

Gratifications Obtained
The dimensions'of gratifications obtaﬁ:ed from evening evision
news found by Palugreen, et al., (19) were interpersonal lity, surveillance,

and entertainmont/parasocial interaction. Iun this study, although some .

.

- between—program differences existed, ‘we found that the gratifications

'

viewers perceived they obtained from morning ptograms could he‘described

PR Y 3

generally in terms of three factors.J drama/interparsonal utility/parasocial _

interagtion, political surveillance/interpersonal utility, and non—political
zlfsurveillance. The latter facto ensisted of items specifically related to

vmorning programs, and thu% cannot be discussed from a comparative perspective.

°

Drama/Inter ersonal Utilit /Parasocial Interaction. We have already

' ]

discussed the reasons why drama may be connected with interpersonal utility,

~

and why drama (entertainment) may be linked with parasbcial interaction in

ke

{ nnrning programs. The emergence of ‘hese three kinds of gratification iteus _; _
~on a‘single dimension supports the thesis that a particular content type may
serve multiple functions for audience members. While drama/interpersonal .
'-futility and entertai nt/parasocial ifteraction may be sought separately

: by viewers of morning programs, the interaction of content and’ perceptual

:
3

hprocesses causes them to be obtained togethera The association of entertainment

~
T

and parasocial interaction,on this dimension parallels the finding of the

o evening.news_study.

g . - . a
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Politica; Surveillance/Interpersonal Utility. Palmgreen, et al.,

(19, p. 187) state that "the flnding of separate GO dinensions of ,/f
surveillance ‘and interpersonal utility indicates that v1ewers olstinguish fﬁ

two types of TV news - information-%one kind valuable for making decisions,f

12

and informed politacal participation, and another whose value is chiefly

social.” Social information, they say “may involve essentially non~-issue-

e

related elements,-such as information about accidents, natural diasters,

popular non liticdl figures, the personal lives of politicians, and so on"

@
(P. 187). Much of this sotial information 1" dramatic and entertaining S

~

- in nature,;and may partially account for the GO connection between drama -

and 1nterpersonal utility found for nnrning programs. Political surveillance

e

1nformation alsd\has social value, howevBr, for the viewers of morning

/ programs.? Because this kind of information Ps basr&hily the same in- both '

;é, ~norning and evening news programs, the discrepancy in the GO structure here

N\ ..
. may " be dhe to, differences-hethen the audiences for the two types of . ;h;_//
‘ programs The findings point "to.a more scc1ally oriented audience fgr & . -

/ 'i the morning news/entertainment programs, with both.political and/;-,r i ; ,_--h:vj;.
’ dramatic information serv1ng a need for social exchange..'; 3 ..; ) E ?-T ﬂ.;

t . ! - 3 - C . . . e

Conclus1ons Lo P . ol .

L
-

w?

A comparison of the Palmgreen, et al.,(19) study of television news
. v - . . i 5 Ty
_ w1th this - study reveals clear differences between evening news programs o

and morning news/entertainment programs regarding the dlmenPions of R Y
'y - . ; o
gratifications sought and obtained. rhis contrast may be attributed to '-e//e' .,

)
-

A © oy

both program and audiencj;differences. What is- also striking is the

internal consistency of the findings of the two studies. While Palmgreen, S -

6 -

et al., report the Gs faqtor structure for,only oneﬁgroup (all v1ewers),




a

< . ' E . -a

'they report five GO factor-structures'which are remarkably similar-to one -

another (while clearly differing from the GS pattern). In this study we

found very similar GS factor structures foxr both Viewers of Tcday 51d e

l
Good Morning America, a. moderately good fit between the two Gd factor

structures, and. once again clear di?ferences in the 95 vs. Go comparisons.

The internal consistency of the two studies is’ evidence for the -

. -~ «

-

reliability of the reported findings. On the other hand’ the difﬁ‘rence
. N\

Cin© ‘GS vs. G0 dimensions observed in. both studies offers further support

]
. -

for the sought’vs. obtained conceptualization. ‘The evidence to date-
-4

iﬁdicates that gratiﬁications sought and- obtained are both concéptually

and-empiricélly distinct, and that- this distinction can advance our - "j
. \ . .
';urderstanding of mass commuﬂtéation processes. -.”'a . R
- b q". - ’ -
- . ! " .
¥ ® - K
) 3 [
° g . . ) . “ "~' . . ..
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"\, ome item from the Palmgreen, et-al., study,t“I,ﬁatch°so won't be
' surprised by higher prices and things 1ike that," was omitted because
of its failure in that:-study to load. in any consistent pattern on the

fadtors identified. ' IR
. - * ) / ‘ ‘. -
Of. the 374 respondents, fewer than 4% could not give gratifications
obtained responses for both programs. . ' P
In a separate reliability study involving 15 of the items used here o

[réported in Palmgreen, Wenner, and Rayburn (17)1, the average .test- ‘
' retest correlation for the GO items was .7l. The mean for the GS items
- was .65.° .. . . : o . L
e 4 - . o ‘ . o : d c \ . e ) . ’..-

A principal comporients factoring method with iterdition and commundlity . .
vestimates used in the diagonal of the correlation matrix was used with -
varimax rctation.. A minimum eigenvalue of 1.0 was the criterion for |
factoring. This yiqlde&ié‘thee—factor solution in one case and a -

four-factor solution in the other three caseS. HIn'each-of‘the‘;hreég.m R
. cases, ‘there was only one. item that had its highest loading on the" SR
-fourth factor'(which ‘only accounted for slightly more than 1Z of total -
~ variance). Because of. the doubt about qhé.megning.of these fourth factors,
. a three factor solution was substituted. = @ « o N
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'TABLEl ' . " o

* ) o I )
Gratiflcatlons Sought Items L1sted by Hypotheslzed D1mens10ns

L.

. . TR . N — ~
Polltlcal Surveillance , - o " .
- # o .
l.. I watch the morning programs to” keep up with current issues and events.
2. . I watch the morning programs to find out whit k1nd aof Job our government
- officials are doing. .
3. I watch to get 1nformat10n on consumer affairs. S LY

v_4. I watch to help me make up my mind about 1mportant 1ssues.'

&

3. I watch because I get 1nformat10n I can trust.’ R R '«f,

6. I watﬁgTTRT find out about Issues gffectlng people 1ike myself, 5
Non-Polltlcal ‘Surveillance C L S

1. I watch to get 1nformation about currant” movies. o b«r ST

2.- . '1 Watch to get weather Information. , _ . . . .

. ) » =
: 33.“' I watch because I nge the 1nterv1ews w1th pub11c off1c1a1s, movie stars, %
-f; and other celebrltles. I : ., _ o g T =
Entertainment/Drama g PR

T e L L. » K i " : B I . ‘
1. - ‘I watch the*ﬁg-Kang programs because they are often enteftamnlng. _ T
'2..5: I Watch the mornlng programs because they are often dramatlo. CU S
13.-; I watch the mornlngQgiograms because they are often exc1t1ng. .
Interpersonal Ut111ty ST e .,: ?.' . T SR _

. a o " . o ,’_‘/

14 I watch to. glve e 1nformat10n to support my own: v1ewp01nts to other people.
w2, * I watch so that I can- pass the lnfogmatlon on to -other people.. . 5
.3.,«- I watch to compare my own 1deas to what thé’hosts and- others on: the program say.~)
:i.m_~iI watch to give mk 1nterest1ng thlngs o talk about.\' * _;",’ .
Parasoclal Interact ?V? o '.'“ o R 'u»"-~{ . T ij v'; Ce

‘ . Tt u ) . L : .a
. I watch because the . hosts . and other persona11t1es on the show glve a. human e

i quallty to ‘the newgrand events of the day. N - . o o -

2, I watch:because the thts are llke people I know. S S
‘w: . . e . . PR
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: : \ : A, .
Factor Matrices’ for Gratifications Sought from aABC's:
) . Good Morning America and NBC 's Today Show

. . Q. ‘ '

’ GS-ABC \ , GS-NBC -

K? _ o ¢ . i

I IT- IIX . I  1II III-

L en . L § . . .' ’ . . |
eep up with current issues & events - 12 - 51 06 ' =03 04 .46
3 { . . N - . k . w-_-
. ind dut about government officials .~ 14 63 -03 -\ 27 26 49

'V hformation on. consumer affairs/ 27 45 21 : 17 21 45
. ) ‘ A o . . “ ~\ . .
\a\ce up mind about important issues 7 .33 46 09 _ . -"'30 -15 5%,
B Lo e e . Ty : . “ '
1 .trust information they g:we o + ,40% 41,35 . - 34 47 29 -
; . . . © —— . \, .-—— . B

I.Bd issues affeoting peopla like me . 24 T56 31 - L 1% 33 ,;‘:-55"'.'
s ; e N S ‘ g
1forination about movies oo 54 02 -32. . T, 45 "15. 04

. attier“nformation © . .. 418 s 17 L lort.:37 32
< ike'to'see interviews '  ° . 10 26 58 . 15 .57 ‘29
. cograms are oftenentertaining .. | 25 . 0L :60 . 32 47 05

..

cograms are often diématic' e 79 10609  'e0. 33 07

v
B

.rograms ate, often exciting ¢, . 6l* =03 64 . . - 770 ' 42* 07
apport viewpoints to others . -39 33 14 ' 59
“ass information to other peOple ce ' 54 28 23 - _ 13 39,

N ompare own ideas to hosts' ' 48 .24 21 37 35 45’

]

+ ives me things to talk about © ¢ 48 25 36 . 59 S
o | ‘25 60 16 a

o a‘st} are like people I know N P o41% -18 - 47 s . 35 56 22
< W T ) . .} R ., . . ;’2 5‘_'

o
>

" sts- giwe human quality to news < 16 =737
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. -Primary loading - e . . ' n = ’1'6?:: e ‘n = 1-34
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. - R . ‘ TABLE 3 . Co E
L . . , }
. E‘actor Matrices for Gratifications Obfaa.ned ‘from NBC
T G *Good ‘Morning America and NEC's Today Show

B ) L S «co-hasc .. |Go-NBC

i o I 1T 11 . .I__IT__IIT
. Keep up with current issies & events 69 06 ' 25 - 07 57 09
‘Pind out about government officials. 62 15 19 " 22w 50 23
Information on consumer affairs . 63 “23 26. T 24 4ax. 50 -
Lg e . !

s up mird about important issuss - s¢ 3 15 27 "es 20 .

Can truat information they give ) 39 37 43 © 43% 48 ‘32

» ‘ . Find issues af\feeting peonle.ljlke me . 66 30 37 © 24 . 47 4ar
,?.Infor'ma‘tilo'n 'aibo_ut moviee PR 19 52 23 ) 95 12 45
‘ .-weather?infonnatien S ]‘ .29 25 _6_5'3_ . : A 14 gll.'\t-
) Li.ke to see interviews S .- ‘ ""31' 'f_ 26 - 67 - - 26 15: | :lg. .
) Programs are often entertaining ; . 16 56. . 38 - ﬁi 16 16 T

B ...A 4 ) . ‘_-‘.. e _— . '»-‘_. '. . "“_;_"l. “ .- \.'
© . Programs are often dramatic o ©TFT 14 Jea 09 . 69 - 23 22

A A . —— X ) . ] . ‘/’
programs are often excitug o, 1L 12 260 12 28 23 -
Support viewpoints to others- R so*h 57 07 . 48*. §§- 20 7. .

| "'Pass informat;.on to ‘other peOple_ S 52 ".'52°. 20 : - 41% 59 17

c,&mpareqwgiaeastohosts. B .. .e4. 30 1. 56 31, 38

Gives me things to talk about ' ..t 4l* s8 32 . .. -55% 62 16

o . Hosts give human quality té news . . = © 48 34 4a* ° 58 32 23

b, Hosts are | Llike people T know o 35 :47. . 58 28

- eprimary loadtng - © amass Y n = 184 -
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