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., familjes* educational use of home,te]ev1sTon,~ In general, it was found that -

| in families with young ch11dren, parents VTewed television with their children '

o>

CABSTRACT | , -
. - . ' . ‘ N
. , : : )// _ .
- American children spend more of their waking’hours watching te1evision\\ ‘

than in any other act1v1ty TeTevision viewing is the predominant family

- actjvity. A Targe number of studies have generated ev1dence ‘that ch11dren '

‘Tearn -and mis-Tearn much from te1ev1s1on Television has become one of the

prime educational resources. In contro11ed stud1es. the evidence 1nd1cates, e

that parents inviTvement in the1r children's te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng is the

_cr1t1ca1 e1ement determ1n1ng the eduoat1on benef1ts of ch11dren S te1ev1s1on ”.l,«4f;

viewing experlences However Tittle is known about fam11y television v1ew1ng

“*bEhauiors in the home. VTrtua11y a11 of the available data were acqu1red

through self- report stud1es S1ncn most te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng behav1ors are out

of awareness, se1f-report data are suspect and often have been found to be

'contrad1ctory A new te1ephone observat1on methodo]ogy was deve1oped that .

perm1tted reasonab1y accurate observat1on of te1ev1s1on viewing behav1ors 1n
the home at a low cost and which .is compath1e w1th soph1st1cated sampijh

techn1ques.

~at home or refusing to'partfcipate, 1,298 households provided information in

the study. A.total of 490 households were families with school-age children
at home, |

" A total of 2,922 household phones were called. Ekc]uding households not - .
The study proVided important insights into'how'families use home tele-

vision, parenta1 1nvo1vement 1n their ch11dren S te1ev1s10n viewing, a and

about half of the tTme during’ evening hours. However, family conversat1ons'

about the television program occurred only about 10% of the time. Further,

o




on]y about 8% of fam111es w1th young children watched.a television program

" for educat1ona1 purposes, and more than half of the parents did not th1nk
thoir ch11dren 1earn from te1ev1s1on programs. |

| It was hypothes1zed that fam11y parameters would 1nf1uence family use ©of

te]ev1s1on A]though there may be d1stort1ons in the data from: the sub- sample

of famiiies w1th young children,- the data do Tnd1cate that Mex1can American

parents v1ew te1ev1s1on w1th their ch11dren less frequently than do Anglo or

b1ack parents Further, fam11y conversat1ons wh11e v1ew1ng te]ev1s1on are

much 1ess frequent 1n Mex1can American fam111es " There appears to be -no sub-

stant1a1 differences in the proport1on of Ang]o black, and Mex1can American
. families v1ew1ng te1ev1s1on programs for educat1ona1 purposes. Though black
parents are more skept1ca1 that their children 1earn from television programs.

a

The genera] env1ronment of the family appears to 1nf1uence families" use
\of te]ev1s1on For particular, families 1n rural settings appear to be Tess
Tikely to have fam11y conversations about a television program,,and much 1ess‘
11ke1y to watch te]ev1sTon for educational purposes. F1naT1y, fewer parents
in rural fam111es be11eve their children learn from te]ev151on S ‘K
It was thought that the number of. parents present in the fam11y wou1d\
great]y a]ter the- fam11y s use of home te]estTon, however the data do not
support th1s hypothes1s Wh11e s1ng1e parents are much more 11ke1y to view
| te1ev1s1on with their cthdren, there are no dramatic d1fferences ‘between
single- parent and two- parent families in the areas of family conversations
while viewing television,. reasons for watcthg te]ev1s1on, or parentaT be11ef
that their ch11dren Jearn from te1evts1on. |
The second hypothes1s was that ch11d parameters would aftect television
viewing behaviors. The data 1nd1cate that in families with high-school-age
\

' \
children, there is less frequent parent-child co-viewing of television, fewer




| viewing for educational: purposes, and Tess belief that ‘childreft Tearn from.

1nd1cate that in fam111es whersxparents co- v1ew w1th the1r ch11dren more fre-

.not a Jo1nt act1v1ty in that famTTy conversations about television.are rare -

. believe that chderen Tearn from teTeyision.

lw . . . . B ) L

H X v -

o : : . . o - ' a A ’
. ; . - .

family conversations about teTevision‘programs, less frequent television

te]ev1s1or programs than in fam111es w1th grade -school-age ch11dren
The third . hypothes1s was that parental involvement woqu 1nf1uence the -

edutationaT'benefitsAof children's teTevision viewing. The data appear-to

quentTy, there are more parent -child conversat1ons about teTev1s1on programs,
more teTev1s1on viewing for educat1ona1 purposes, and a greater belief that
ch11dren Tearn from teTev1s1on programs. | A

| The overall p1cture of family television viewing, however is that while
television’ viewing is a dominant, if not aTmost a constant family act1v1ty

¢

for most fam1T1es with ch11dren during most even1ngs, teTev1s1on v1ew1ng is

events, teTev1s1on v1ew1ng is not planned, program seTect1on is not & family

decision; and teTev1s1on viewing itself is an 1nexpens1ve and easy way to fill

the evening hours. Further, the overwhelming proportion of parents do not

i
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'STATEMENT OF PURPOSE -

The critical issue of children educationa]]y benetittng'from teleyisioni _ ’ K
programm1ng appears to 1nvo]ve the extent and nature of pa ental-invoivement, o | J
espec1a11y parenta] commentary and med1at1on of programm1nq content. Severa]t A

: stud1es have proV1ded strong ev1dence that parenta] involvement is. the - {
determ1n1ng factor Wh11e the evidence 1nd1cates that parents can he]p ' ‘h
:the1r ch11dren to learn from TV, very little is known regard1ng ‘how often

~and in what ways parents do attempt to make the1r ch11dren s TV viewing R
educat1ona1 ) | |
» Te]ev1s1on and parenta] 1nvo]vement is a part1cu1ar1y cr1t1ca1 1ssue
for most contemporary\?am1}1es -Television has become a primary educat1ona1_
'resource for most students\\\For a society which relies upon an educated and

"1nformed pub11c, 1t 1s beconung 1ncreasang]y 1mperat1ve>that ch11dren and .

:f-f”;4 f’fam111es ut111ze te]ev1s1on as an education resource (Corder-Bolz, 1980).

- It is now evident that there is an important need to understand how families
use te1evision and-then to devejop stratea?es for encouraging‘more educationa1

t111zat1on of television. ﬁ' . x id' K |
This studywwas des1gned‘and conducted to prov1de 1nformat1on on a ,t
var1ety of potent1a11y 1mportant quest1ons regard1ng parent involvement and

-ch11dren s educational use of television. The genera] model of FAMILY AS -

EUUCATOR Ut111z1ng Te]ev1s1on as an Educat1ona1 Resource, presented in

Figure 1, is proposed as an organ12at1ora1 approach of structuring the
many'poss1b1e e]ements and ‘their 1nter-re1at1onsh1ps It is hoped that the

current study w111 provide descr1pt1ve 1nformdt1on about farql1es w1th : —

children and how they educat1ona11y use and benef1t from te]ev1s1on programm1ng
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. FIGURET
FAMILY AS EDUCATOR:
%

Utilizing TV ‘as an Educationdlkésouré‘_e L .
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" The model. suggests f1ve maJor kinds of var1ab1es Family as Educator,

' Te]ev1s1on as an Educat1ona1 Resource, Educa 1ona1 Methods, Learner, and ' C e
Educat1ona1 ObJect1ves | Wh11e many hypothes1zed elements will need to be |
e&p]ored in exper1menta1 sett1ngs (e.g., t#e re1at1ve effect1veness of direct
med1at1on and 1nd1rect med1at1on, or the ]nteract1ve effects of mediation
’7 method -and age- of ch11d), a descr1pt1ve data base is first needed for most
'.of the var1ab1es Thus the current stud& co]]ected descriptive data on what X
different" k1nds,of fam111es (e.g+, Ang]o B]ack Mex1can American, urban,
suburban, rura1, s1ng1e parent two- parent) and d1fferent~ages of children
~<d1d wh11e watch1ng te1ev1s1on In part1cu1ar, it was hypothes1zed that
fam11y conversat1ons about television program content the fam11y members
co- v1ew1ng, and the regu1ar1ty and/or p1anfu1ness of v1ew1ng wou1d be)1mpor-
‘tant fam11y behav1ors to monitor. F1na11y, 1nformat1on on whether the
family was utew1ng a program for educat1ona1 purposes and what parents
thought" the1r children were 1earn1ng from a program was also co]]ected " The

BN
data collected from fam111es regard1ng these var1ab1es provide the nee

description information of what fam111es do when they view television, and
prov1de the needed foundat1on from which to develop and explore experimental
hypotheses about causa1 re1at1onsh1ps among the .many e1ements of fam11y

,te1ev1s1on viewing at home.




SCOPE‘OF REPORT.bI

LN

Th1s report attempts to clarify the issues of fam111es“\u§e of te]ev1<1nn .

and the potent1a1 educat1ona1 ‘benefits. The re]evant scient1f1c\11terature“
is rev1ewed and potent1a11y 1mportant parameters are isolated endsd1sEﬁssed_
A mode1 of family use qQf te]ev1s1on is deve]oped The des1gn of a study to:‘f

<

~— - . A Lo o
|
- collect®'the needed descriptive 1nformat1on of famiiies" act1v1t1es wh11e ;
|
v1ew1ng.te1ev1s1on, espec1a11y ‘activities that could be.re]ated to te1ev1sion. |
wvviewing as an.educational eXperTence is completed. Fihally, the data are.

presented and ?he implications are reviewed.
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The f1e1d of te]ev1s1on research 1acks an. accurate descr1pt1or o how '

different k1nds of families use television. A maJor prob]em in research1ng

@ i

~~N/famﬂy use of TV ‘is the reliance upon se]f-report (Dorr, 1978). Even on

\._/—:-\’\7 [3

the 1ssue of how much TV ch11dren watch reports vary’ so w1de1v that one must -

i . *

quest1on the va11d1ty éf reported corre]at1ons between viewing ‘and other

var1ab1es Lo. Sc1uto {1971) found that people reported a range of 183

o, -
m1nutes per day for .an "average" day to 105 m1nutes on an average d1ary '

|
B ' -
'RE—V»IEW.OF RELEVANT_ LITERATURE . - R e

. day's viewing. Roper (1971) reported 170 minutes and Nielsen (]9/0) reported . ;,t

’ 190—220 minutes average v1ewtng per day. In comparing taped in-home obsere

-
vat1ons w1th d1ary -reported v1ew1ng, Bechte1 Ache1poh1, and’Ahera (1972) - - :
found a strong tendency to over- report v1ew1ng t1me Ly]e'(1972) suggested- .

that the quest1on of amount of TV v1ew1ng time is perhaps not very 1mportant

but 1t is mere1y an example of a very s1mp1e quest1on that is not answered

because of the myriad difficulties arising frmn_se]f-report_or parental

~—

report of child TV viewing behavior.

Ch11dren Learning from Television

Ch11dren watch a lot of television and Tearn many things from te]ev1s1on
'WH11e the ava11ab1e ev1dence is contrad1ctory regarding the 1mpact of tele-
vision upon éﬂﬂ]dren s academic development, nonetheless, there are over- .
whe1m1ng data which -indicate that ch11dren not on1y 1earn from te]ev1s1on
programm1ng, but a1so/1earn a. d1verse array of things.’ ~ Postman (1979) argues

. forceably that TV is a curr1cu1um, is children’ s first curriculum, and in

many ways may be children's most effective curriculum.

. Ca e
‘. 111 , ® ,
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T 1‘ '”Many studies have found that te1evisdon-programhing is very effective

in a. number of.speoific,areas./fRegarding children's knowledge of the working
world and occupations and children's occupationa1’aspipations, te]evisﬁon‘
has proven to be a very.effective.teacher. DeF1eLr.and DeFleur (1967)

“ f reported that "a cons1derab1e amount of information about occupat1ona1 roles

is gained from the medium" (p. 785) and that "the 1nf1uence of teTev1s1on as

.

- -—-a 1earn1ng source was substant1a1 concern1ng ‘the soc1a1 rankings of occupa-

o “tions" (p. 787). DeFleur and DeF1eur conc]uded that "te1ev1s1on is a more I

o

potent sourte'of occupat1ona1 status hhow]edge than e1ther~persona] contact

or the genera1 commur1ty culture" (1967 p. 787). These{f1nd1ngs have been

rep11cated and expanded Jeffries- Fo% ‘and S1gnor1e111v(1978) found ch11dren S

—

conceptions of occupat1ons to be cohs1stent with televised portraya1s .

~In exper1menta1 stud1es of traditignal and non- trad1t1ona1 televised por-

trayals of occupat1ons, television was found to be an effect1ve ‘teacher '

(Mi11er and Reeves}'1975; O'Bryant and Corder:Bo1z, 1978a, 1978b). _In a 11Fge,
quasi-experimental'study involving two ctties 1n>thoh currently syndicated

daily TV ser1es had not been ava11ab1e in the other .city during the last

five years, Abel, Fontes, Greenberg and Atk1n (1980) found that "be1ng exposed ' ;
to the programs substant1a11y alters se1ected percept1ons of occupat1ona1 ‘
ro1es and., exposure def1n1te1y affects the child's aspirations for the occu-
‘pations and the1r eva]uat1on of the roTe 2 (Greenberg, 1980, P 20).
Simitarly, Nunne]]ee and Corder Bolz (1980) reported that the portraya1 of
occupat1ons 1n commerc1a1s cou1d d1rect1y affect ch11dren S know1edge of
occupatwons and the1r asp1rat1ons for the occupat1ons |

» In the area of ch11dren s -attitudes toward the e]der1y, Gerbner and

Si gnor1e11“”(1979)‘found“that*younger—v1ewers~and~peane“who”watgh__~1§y1s1on ;

more frequent]y are more likely *to be11eve the .common television portrayal

o+




of o]der peop]e as be1ng not a]ert and<not capab]e ‘ Korzenny and'Nevendorf :
(1979) found. analogous results with adu]ts, 1nc1ud1ng the e1der1y

S1m11ar resu]ts have been found in the area of children's att1tudes
regarding sex roles. Beuf (1974) McGhee (1974) and Corder-Bo]z (1980a)
'have found that television's mode11ng of sex- re1ated roles can be a very
effective curriculum with ch11dren S1m11ar1y aga1n the deve1op1ng
: ev1dence suggests that te1ev1s1on programm1ng effect1ve1y teaches children
beliefs and values regard1ng fam11y structure and fam11y roTes H1nes,
.Greenberg, and Buerkel—t%977)~fbund that teJeV}S}en—pertrayal_of families .
may teach viewing ch11dren how fam11y members shou]d conmun1cate ‘with each
other. Walters (1978) suggests that television portraya]s may be a1ter1ng
ch11dren s beliefs about how parents and ch11dren shoutd behave. Pre11m1nary
f1nd1ngs from a proaect by’ Buerke1 Rothfuss Greenberg, and Nevendorf
: q(reported in. Greenberg, 1980) prov1de further evidence that te]ev1s1on por-‘\\x

traya]s of fam111es have ad1recteﬂmpact on- ch11dren s .perceived. rea11t1es
/ // /// &

of fam11y behav1ors and fam11y/r01es

Wh11e the above appears to be a 1engthy Tist of areas in wh1ch te1ev1s1on,

“L» e e

~There is at 1east 11m1ted ev1dence that- ch11dren 1earn about soc1a1 1ssues,
‘politica1 issues, about other cu]tures and other h1stor1c,and_future t1mes,
.and aboutsgeography and an1ma1s from te1ev1s1on Indeed, as Corder-BoTz~ '
(1980a) asserts, "jt is important to rea11ze that there are many 1ssues f

presented on te1ev1s1on (1n many) cases television may be the sole source

of 1nformat1on." (p. 116)

Children. M1s~1earn1ng from Te1ev1s1on . _ ‘ \\l

A d1sturb1ng aspect of ch11dren S 1earn1ng via te1ev1s1on is that often




_ most te1evisionypr0gramming as a series of discrete, independent “picture"

children. do not understand nor rea]1st1ca11y 1nterpret what they see and
hear on television. In a study us1ngtan ep1sode from ALL IN THE FAMILY

Meyer (1976) found that children as old as 12 years fa11ed to understand

- the’ maJor points of the plot. when asked what they ‘saw in a te]ev1s1on

program ch11dren W111 report the visually portrayed acts and events rather
than the plot or story. While large port1ons of the story line in te1ev1s1on
programs are presented by the verba1 1nteract1ons among characters and events

and consequences are implied as the program goes from one scene to the next

"~ children appear to be unaware of the developing story and 1nstead perceive -

act1ons ' L ‘ o . | - b
Further, young children-do not understand the mot1ves and consequences‘

of.acfs portrayed in te1evision programs (CoT11ns, 1973)._ Additionally,

Co111ns found that young ch11dren will often evaluate te1evision'characters

in terms of the consequencesgof their acts, e.g., aggressors, were bad

because they were sent to Jai1 Co11inssand Westby (1975) found that young
ch11dren would come to "different 1nterpretat1ons of inter-scene. re1at1onsh1ps
than adu1ts wou]d have made themselves or would expect of children" (p 6)
For example, in a study using an ep1sode from ADAV 12 “in wh1ch grade schoo]
students p1ay1ng hookey from schoo1 were taken to the po]1ce stat1on to wait
for the1r parents four- and f1ve -year-o0ld children V1ew1ng the ep1sode |

T,
Tearned about playing hookey from school but fa11ed to Tearn that.it is wrong

’S1m11ar1y, young children fail to understand te1ev1s1on commerc1a1s (e.qg.,

Wartella and Ettera, 1977; Ward, 1972; Warte11a, 1980). vEyen adolescents

fail to matureTy interpret television portrayaTs In a study of 13- to

18—year -o0ld g1r1s, Corder-Bolz and' Cox (1980) found that 33% of the g1r1s

thought of adu]t heterosexua1 relationships portrayed in te1ev1s1on programs

‘
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as being s%mi1ar to real life relationships. Even more d1sturb1ng, in a
: comparable samp1e of pregnant'ado1escent (unmarr1ed) g1r1s, 7OA regarded the .
television portrayals as being realistic. A1though there are 11tt1e avail-
able data,;many parents and educators be11eve that adolescents may similarly .
misinterpret~te1evision portraya1s of drugcuse ‘the use of physical force to
reso]ve conf11ct, and other social behav1ors ‘ _ |
Ch11dren and youth Tearn many th1ngs from te1ev1s1on As Corder-Bo1z
‘(1980b) suggests, for a large proport1on of Amer1can ch11dren, te1ev1s1on has
become the number one teacher and the number one parent Te1ev1s1on has be-
vcome our most 1nf1uent1a1 educator It presents a very w1de range of 1nfor-
| matlon. Because of its v1sua1 format, 1ts‘use is Test restr1cted by-a child's :
_ abi1ity to read or to understand a part1cu1ar 1anguage Chl?dren clearly
find te1ev1s1on more access1b1e than books , newspapers or magazines. However,'-
an important problem w1th te1ev1s1on as teacher is that many of the students
fail to understand or mature1y interpret the curr1cu1um-content., Thus two -

~ basic questions need to be answered:

1. . how can home te1ev1s,on be used as an educat1ona1 : -
resource and

2, how can families be encouraged to use te1ev1s1on . , .
~ for’ educat1ona1 objectives? '

Educat1ona1 Use of. Te1ev1s1on

There is little ]1terature on current or potential educat1ona1 uses
of television~ The few art1c1es and books wr1tten in the area contain even
| 1ess sc1ent1f1c data In the absence of previous work to buitd upon, 1t

_may be reasonable to propose four categor1es of educat1ona1 uses of te1ev1s1on. i

Viewing educat]on programs. The PBS statTons as well as many commerc1a1

stations broadcast educational- programs as regu]ar.ser1es and as special

8
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programsl LSAME STREET, ELECTRIC COMPANY THE BODY HUMAN, the CBS Read1ng
Program, and the NBC Special Treats are well knownrexamples -Some fam111es
purposefu11y watch such programs because of'the educational-value for thein
children. | | |

V1ew1ng 1nformat1ve programs Many commercial television programs such

as documentar1es, news programs and docu dramas are perce1ved by parents .
as being educational. 'ROOTS and ELEANOR are-the probab]y best known ex-

amp]es These programs often present carefully researched 1nformat1on

Eva]uat1ngga11 TV programmIng, All te1ev1s1on viewers, espec1a11y.young

" viewers, can learn more from a te1ev1s1on program by evaluating the program

content. Television: A Family Focus, published by SEDL under a contract

with USOE, is an example of encouraging chi]dren and their parents. to learn

" more from te1ev1s1on by asking questions about the programs dur1ng and after

viewing. Children can learn about 1ife s1tuat1ons by asking questions such

, "Are the ‘characters realistic?", "Is the situation realistic?", "What
wou1d I do?" Chi]dren can. Tearn'about‘different peopTe and historic time

: per1ods by ana1yz1ng programs such as LITTLE HGUSE ON "THE PRAIRIE. Children

| can Tearn about emot1ons, motives, and values by th1nk1ng and ta1k1ng "about

almost any dramat1c television program

Specta] educat1ona]ouses,of\TV1 As Potter (1976), DeFranco:(198Q),
and .others have suggested, there are a mu]titude of ways in which television
can be used to teach specific skiTTs. The various patterns and v1suaTs
can be used to teach shapes and colors. The number of commerc1a1s, the number.
. of characters, the number of obJects, etc., can be used to teach count1ng T
‘skills: Creative and critical th1nk1ng can be taught by - turn1ng off the
sound and asking the students what is being said. S1m11ar1y, the video |

can be turned off and children can be asked to imagine what is happen1ng

I ‘]0-




Students can practice their grammar 1essons'by looking for grammatical
mistakes in'television commercials. As Rosemary Potter}says, the potentipl .

-

is limitless.

:Families' Educational Use of Television |

There is little literature on the issue of families' educational use

of television, and even 1ess;data. The Timited data, however, do permit
some insight ?or'oxamplé; apparentiy tamiliosmake']ittie use of educationa1
,te]eV1s10n programs The 1977 Nielson data-indicate tnat.approximately
11 million 2- to 11- year -o01d chx]dren watched prime time te]ev1s1on The
~average 2- to 5-year-old watched 29 hours perhweek_0f>te1ev1s1on.programming,"
' with 24% of the viewing occurringfduring‘prTmeﬁtime,,25% during tne after-.
noon and: early even1ng, and 29% dur1ng the day The avérage 6: to 11-year-old
‘watched almost 27- hours of te]eV1sion programming, with 35% occurring dur1ng
the afternoon and ear]y even1ng, and 29% dur1ng prime t1me. The MUPPETS
was the h1ghest ranked program among 2- to 11 -year-old children w1th a
19 8% share, of that audience. THE BRADY, BUNCH fo]]owed w1th a 18.6% share,’
: WONDERAMA with a 15.5% share, DAKTARI w1th a 14.5% share, GILLIGAN' S ISEAND

agﬁdVgW1th a: 13.1%- share, MY THREE SONS with a 12.5% share, and 'BEWITCHED and

,MIGHTY MOUSE, with a 12 0% ‘share., 3 o

'fi L o In a study by LeRoy (1978) in six c1t1es, 1t was found that of the

| day-time_ viewing househo]ds with chi]dren, approx1mate1y 23% v1ewed only
children's pyrograms, approx1mate1y 21% v1ewed on1y non- ch11dren s programs
'and 16%. vTewed both k1nds of programs Approx1mate1y 41% of the 2- to

. i6 year-o]d ch11dren and approx1mate1y 11% of the 7- to 12-year o1d children
‘viewed SESAME STREET at 1east once -during the week of the study Approx--
1mate1y 22% of. the 2- to 6 -year- o]d ch11dren and 7% of the 7- to 12-year o]ds

¢
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'viewed. ELECTRIC COMPANY at least once. For MR. ROGERS, 21% of the 2- to

6-year-o}d_ch11dren and 6% of the 7- to 12-year-old children viewed at least

once. For ZOOM, approximately 12% of the 2- to 6-year-old children and

7% of the 7- to 12-year-01d children viewed at Teast‘once during the week. .

¢

Even more d1scourag1ng, in-a study of viewership of ESAA te1ev1s1on
series by App11ed Management Sciences (1978), it was found that 3% of 1st
graders, _% of 2nd graders, and 0% of 7th and 10th graders watched CARRAS-‘
COLENDAS at Jeast once dur1ng the,week prior “to the study S1mj1ar1y, 1%
of the 1st graders and 10th graders, and 3% of the 4th_and 7th"graders
watched INFINITY- FACTORY at 1east once. Five percent of the 1st\graders,

'3% of the 4th and 7th graders, and 1% of the 10th graders watched REBOP

at least once, Three percent of the 1st graders and 2% of the 4th graders

watched VEGETABLE SOUP‘at least once. In terms of studénts: who "ever‘I

‘watched any particular series, the viewership percentages generally i creased

" to 15% t0 20% points.

Parental Invo]vement

The 11m1ted available data a1so suggest that parenta] 1nv01vement 1n

chi]dren.s te1ev1s1on viewing is very Timited. Greenberg, Ericson and Vlahos

'(1972) stated that television is generally not accompanied by any signi-

“Tficant family interaction’ toward the ‘television-or- programwcentent Bower..

(1973) found that from 25% to 46% of parents attempted to "contro]" their
chT1dren s te1ev1s1on'v1ew1ng, depend1ng upon the education 1eve1 of the
parents. Bower's data further suggests that parental control is not re1ated
to the age of the ch11d or ch11dren but 11ke1y a function of the family's
cu1ture as represented by parents' educat1on 1eve1 Ward, Wackman and
wartella,(1977) found a very. Tow 1nc1dence of ‘parent- ch11d discussions




about television commercials. Robertson Rossiter and'GTeason (1980)

found "moderate" parent child 1nteract1ons regard1ng certain categor1es of
commerc1a1s Mohr (1976) i1 < large survey study reported "The vast
maJor1ty of the students reported no parentaI gu1dance on the v1ew1ng of

each evening teIev1s1on program 11sted in the quest1onna1re Ap. 124)

c1ghty e1ght percent of the students reported rece1v1ng no parental ou1dance -

on 75 of the 86 programs 1nc1uded in the study. Ther1nterest1ng quest1on
ra1sed by the Mohr study is that having observed the reTat1veTy Tow 1nc1dence
of parentaI gu1dance what kinds of programs are the obJect of parentaT
guidance? Students reported rece1v1ng pog\t1ve parentaI gu1dance for
programs such as local news, 60 MINUTES WILD KINGDOM, CAPTAIN & TENNILLE,
HAPPY DAYS LITTLE HOUSE ON THE PRAIRIE MONDAY NITE FOOTBALL and STARSKY
AND - HUTCH Students aIso,reported rece1v1ng negative parentaT gu1dance
for such programs as SYBIL, RICH MAN, POOR MAN II, EXECUTIVE SUITE, FAMILY
MAUDE and SONNY AND CHER However, there was a positive correspondence
between the nature of the parentaT guidance reported by the students and their
"preference for programs _ - ,
~In a study by Corder-Bolz and harshaAT (1980) 1nvoIving~3 321‘tam111es, f
52% of the parents reported that they "aIways" or "often" try to limit the
amount of the1r children's v1ew1ng. Seventy n1ne percent reported that- they
were. able. to controI teIev1s1on 'S 1nf1uence on the1r ch11dren However,
only 54% of the parents reported ta1k1ng to their children about spec1f1c
programs. Even these data can be expected to be 1nf1ated by the social
desirability og the responses be1ng soI1c1ted Interest1neg, more AngIos
(37%) feTt that television 1nf1uenced their ch11dren s values than did *
_BIacksv(ZI%) or Mexican Americans (28%). “An unexpected finding s that |
apparently the parents were much more likely to ta1k~about programs which
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reflected their own¢

views, rather than to discuss a TV program to overcome
negat1ve portraya]s o |

In a large 1nterv1ew study; Martin and Benson (t970) found "the working
class child watchessTV more but is Tess 11ke1y to d1scuss the educat1ona1
1mp11cat1ons of what he sees W1th his father (p. 413).. Similarly, work1ng
class fathers reported the greatest use of parenta1 rules for TV v1ew1ng
_(w1th upper, mtdd]# and Tower class fathers report1ng Tess ‘use -of . TV ru1es)
but there apparentlj was a pos1t1ve Tinear re1at1onsh1p between the father's

* education and use,of TV ru]es ' The ‘data also 1nd1cated a strong pos1t1ve

relationship for Eoc*a] c1ass and parents' education w1th "parenta] use '

n,chof TV as an educ tional aid." Seventy- ~three percent of-the upper class

'fathers and 75% of the upper "1=ss mothers reported us1ng television as an
educat1ona1 a1d7 1n contrast to 57% of the fathers and 63% of- the mothers
1n the work1ng c1ass samp1e report1ng such use. S1m11ar1y, 81% of the
profess1ona1 fa hers in compar1son to 50% of the 1ess than h1gh -schoo1-
7educated fathels reported uS1ng TV as an educat1ona1 aid. Wh11e these- datar¥j
suggest that pFrents .who . a1ready have a demonstrated concern for educat1ona1

"~ achjeyvement report using te]ev1s1on for educat1ona1 purposes, an a]ternat1ve

|
1nterpretat1op is that the h1gher educated 1nterv1ewees were more sens1t1ve

%

or alert to ihe social des1rab111,y of the1r responses However, Derv1n
eported that youth from 1ower 1ncome and from Black fam111es

(1970) also

N'exper1enced less parenta1 control of viewing. *-Furtherngower (1973) reported i”?;wwww;

4fthat co]]ege educated parents were more 11ke1y to- contr01 their; children's

'telev1s1on viewing than parents w1th a grade school educat1on

< i o

Parental Mediation

. An important issue in families' educational: use of television is

n
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that several. stud1Es have found parents as well as parent surrogates can

13

be very effect1ve in enabling c@n]dren and youth, to better understand and

more rea11st1ca11y 1nterpret te1ev1sgon content.  Perhaps the earliest .
study to suggest that adu1t co- V1ew1ng w1th a ch11d can change the 1mpact |
of te]eV1s1on content is one by ‘Hicks (1965) in wh1ch an adult's comments
(e1ther positive or negat1ve) about a progranm portray1ng the use of violence
' affected“the degree of aggression exhibited by ch11dren in a- post test
s1tuat1on Children who viewed the program with an adu1t who made pos1t1ve |
i’comments about the televised violence showed more aggress1on than ch11dren
“-iwho. heard the adu1t make a negative eva]uat1on of the teleVJsed v1o1ence.

Other ev1dence of the s1gn1f1cance of positive- impact of fam11y vérbal
1nteract1on dur1ng v1ew1ng is found in, Bogatz and Ba]] S (1971) f1rst year .-
evaluat1on of SESAME STREET ch11dren who watched and Tearned more came o
from homes where the mother watched the program w1th the child and where o
' the mother talked w1th ‘the child about the show Later, Salomon (1974)
found that, when mothers were encouraged to watch SESAME STREET with thefr
’,ch11dren for two hours a week the ‘children (part1cu1ar1y the 1ower SES
h*group) deve]oped more of the spec1f1c cogn1t1ve sk111s themprograms were.
de519ned to teach | |

The 11terature further supports the notion that other adults can affect
what a child Tearns and retains from te]ev1s1on content Singer and S1nger '
~(1974) 1nclud\d in one,of the1r treatment groups an adu]t who 1nvo]ved |
herse1f W1th the on- going program ‘and who . ca11ed the ch11dren S attent1on y
to spec1f1c po1nts The - 3- ‘and 4- year -.0lds in that group ga1ned s1gn1f1cant1y
more know]edge from the\8p1sodes of MIJTER ROGERS than did other groups.

In 1976 James Wa111ng re Qrt\d resu1ts of a study in wh1ch effects

‘.' :upon first- grade ch11dren whose mothers 1nteracted with their child dur1ng
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routine te1ev1s1on.v1ew1ng were contrasted w1th effects upon ch11dren in

a '"non- 1nteract1on“ group whose mothers were present but who did not 1nteract
:dur1ng viewing, and in contrast with effects upof;ch11dren in a "control"
f’group who did not view te1eyision during the eXperimenta1 period After—
the one week exper1menta1 perijod, ch11dren in the 1nteract1on and the non-‘
1nteract1on groups had acquired a greater ab111ty to comp1ete soc1a1 prob1em-
so1v1ng tasks. This was 1nterpreted by waﬁ11ng to-indicate an 1mportant
pos1t1ve, social Tearning aspect of’ tele? ti}zh programm1ng In addition,
the -gain for the 1nteract1on group was substant1a11y greater, wh1ch indicates
that mothers can successfu11y ned1ate te1evcs1on content Although the
'fWadling study is 1mportant, it suffers from%some methodo]og1ca1 weaknessesr

7'andffrom a very small samp]e size, i. 2. from seven to n1ne children in each

hgroup

Bo]z & 0* Bryant (1978). Sixteen boys and s1xneen girls who were 4 to 5
years ‘0o1d were random1y assigned 1n same-sex pairs to one of the two exper-_.
imental groups. The ch11dren watched an ep1sode from the ADAM-12user1es
- and commerc1a1s used at the- time the show was.. a1red in the early spr1ng
of 1976.- The ADAM-12. series 1s cons1dered to be a family- hour program and
is notab1e for its 1ack of v1o1ence and11ts or1entat1on towards children.
'The part1cu1ar show used dealt with ch11drén be1ng truant from schoo1 and
subsequent1y gett1ng into trouble. -fq = ;

','

In the first. group, pairs of c?ﬁ]dren-watched the_30—m1nute ep1sode .,cmw,-‘

- with a we11 11ked preschoo1 teacher who made neutra1 comments about the

program (e.g. ; "Let's sit here and watch a TV show "). In°the second’ group,

A study to exp1ore further adu1t ‘mediation of TV was conducted by Corder-

pairs of ch11dren watched the same ADAM- 12 ep1sode ‘with the same preschool
| teacher: who made general exp]anatory comments (e. g., "Oh, no, that boy is

\ . : H
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in troub1e " "He did not go to school when he waslsupposed‘to." “He was
p1ay1ng hooKey and that -is bad."). The'chi1dren nho watched'the program with-
the preschool teacher who ta]kcd about the program content showed a highly ,
.s1gn1f1cant increase in the1r knowledge of spec1f1c details of the progra A : i
an fncrease in the1r genera1 knowledge Sf truancy,-a decrease in erroneouij:::::>x\\\ |

.
\

know]edge of truancy, and an increase 1n positive att1tudes These respecc1ve
increases and decreases were 3till very much ev1dent on a one-week post- ~test.

| ~Onefof the 1east empirica1 but most provocative, studies is by Safran . f‘
v(1976) th1s 1s the on]y study in the Titeratyre in which parents made a

‘joint effort to contr01 the number of hours each day that their ch11dren o

ﬂ

‘v1ewed TV For a four- week - period the parents of a ‘group of 15 preschoo]~*
age ch11dren 11m1ted the1r ch11d-s v1ew1ng to Just one hour a day The:
panfnts kept d1ar1es on,what happened as they curta11ed the1r ch11d's v1ew1ng
PoS1t1ve effects were reported by a1mdst a11 the families in the study a
once: pass1ve sma11 g1r1 became Tess. shy and more outgo1ng, an over-act1ve‘
~and aggresS1ve boy became ca]mer and 1ess huntfu] to his pets, and, for one
school- -age cn11d in the study, grades 1mproVed apprec1ab1y once. homework was
no- “Tonger _ done in front of the TV set. Most 1mportant1y, the families
experfenced an 1ncrease in 1ntra family activities, and found that, commun- ‘

jcation between all members of the fam11y increased and 1mproved

Chaffee and Tims (1976) reported that higher parental control over

theTr ch11dren S te1ev1ew1ng and higher parent emphas1s on non- agaress1ve

' .behav1or resu1ted in 1ower corre]at1ons between v1ew1ng te1ev1sed violence

and se}f—reported aggress1veness. However, parenta1 1nterpretat1on of

. televised v1o1ence in one sample (N = 147) ra1sed the corre1at1on, but

in a second sample (N = 423) s]ight]y Towered the corre]at»on.

In an early study by Chaffee, McLeod, and Atk1n (1971) in which

. ) .‘ B . 'l - ]7
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rsurvey and interview data were collected from junior and senior high school

students and their parents in 1968 the v1ew1ng hab1ts and preferences

“of the parent and child (were found to be) re1ated to the va]ues emphas1zed
i - within fam111es o B )
| . Atkin and Greenberg (1977) surveyed 721 ch11dren in the 4th, 6th and

I , - 8th grades, and. additiona]]y conducted 1nterv1ews of a random subsample of

B 293 mothers of the ch11dren It 1s 1nterest1ng that 49% of the mothers of
the 4th graders reported proV1d1ng 1nterpretat1on of te1ev1sed phys1ca1
aggress1on For the mothers of Gth graders, parenta1 1nterpretat1on dropped
to 45% and for ‘the 8th graders, parental 1nterpretat1on declined to 36%.
WTth regard to televised verhal aggress1on, parenta] interpretation was.
reporteo for 49% of the 4th’ graders, 40% of the 6th graders, and 26% of the
8th graders. Interestlng]y, with h1gh parenta1 med1at1on, the corre]at1on

'.between chi]dren s exposure to verba1 aggress1on and the ch11dren s se1f-
report of verba1 aggress1on decreased However w1th high parental med1at1on,
the correlation between televised phys1ca1 aggress1on and ch11dren s self-
report aggression increased. “For te]ev1sed pro-soc1a1 behaV1or, parental

'4med1at1on increased the cq»relat1on between exposure and behav1or Perhaps
most 1mportant higher parent- -child co- v1ew1ng appeared to sign1f1cant1y
lower the corre1atlohs of exposure to. te1ev1sed phys1ca1 aggression and te]e—

yised. verba] aggression w1th ch11dren S aggress1ve behavior.

? ) 1
4

Televisjon and Parenting

F1na11y, there is a 11m1ted Titerature on poss1b1e parent1ng approachés

| regard1ng te]eVTsTon Barcus (1969) reported that parents controlied their
ch11d's television v1ew1ng for the fo11oW1ng reasons: (a) that the ch11d

may otherw1se be premature]y exposed to the adu1t world; (b) that te]evisiont

&)
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is less 1mportant than other act1y1t1es (such as schoo]work and outdoor
. _

play); and {(c) that they were fearfu] that their children m1ght imitate

behav1or in programs w1th themes of v1o]ence
Ross1ter and Robertson (1975) pos1t,four poss1b1e areas in wh1ch a
parent can 1ntervene and contro] the,ch11d s TV viewing:

amount or number of television exposure;

amount of .viewing superv1s1on (i.e., parenta1 contro] of content)

parenta1 co- v1ew1ng of the ch11d s television v1ew1ng, and A

parent-ch11d 1nteract1on, i.e., frequency of 1ntrafam11y activ-
ities other than . TV watch1ng ‘

@

Le1chter (1980)- in a large interview study of - fam111es, found te1ev1s1on. .’

to be a s1gn1f1cant component of many families' 1ives. She further found

. four d1fferent parenta] approaches to "med1at1ng“ the use of the fam11y

te1ev1s10n d1rect1ve censoring, 11m1t1ng and schedu11ng

~Lemon (1976) presented severa1 parenting approaches to teach1ng cr1t1ca1

viewing sk111s One maJor approach js discussion of- the many issues re1ated

to television content and te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng The comp1ex concept of reality '

’

as it applies to te1ev1s10n content can be d1scussed with students ~The

A d1fferent patterns of stereotyping can be discussed w1th students, Lemon

Tnd1cates that "Parent/ch1]d co-yiewing and mutual d1scuss1on is 1mportant e

because parents are themse]ves a pr1mary outside 3ource of 1nformat1on (p 3)

_Exposure to magaz1n a newspapersg and pract1ce in discussing 1nformat1on

_ from them can further h p a student determine the extent of the rea11sm

f

of te1ev1s1on programs. Lemon also suggests that parents and chi?dren need

to 1earn "more about how and why te1ev1s1on g&pgrams are produced and broadcast

.and then d1scuss what this suggests about the rea11ty of program content” (p 3).

0'Bryant and Corder-Bo1z (1978) outlined six methods parents cou1d use

to he1p the1r ch11dren acqu1re and use critical TV viewing sk1115
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Limited Viewing. Parents can help their children become aware
‘ , of the role and place of--television in their Tives-bhy limiting
. '/// the amount of time they view TV. While television viéwing.is a
. legitimate activity, there is also‘a variety -of other activities
- . for all members of the family. : L

Content Control. HMany parental values can be communicated by -

Timiting the kinds of programs children are permitted to view.

In some cases, parents may-wish to encourage their children to

watch a program;-in other cases, parents may wish to discourage o
or not allow the viewing bf a program: ‘ ’ e -

Purposeful Viewing. Probably the most difficult viewing skill

to 1earn is purposeful viewing. Because of easy access to TV
programming and, in many .cases, its constant presence in the
home, many children find it "easier".tg simpiy watch television, ~
regardliess of what is on, rather than engage in another activity.
“Since this viewing skill involves.the re-formulation of .personal
habits, it is often the slowest to be acquired.. R

-7

* Direct Mediation. Parents -can directly help children in the

. use of specific viewing skills. .-By providing explanatory or

- editorial comments, a parent causes a child to naturally per-
/// ~ ceive the programming in a Tlarger context. - L S

Indirect Mediation. Parents can model:critical viewing skills

by- discussing and evaluating the program With a spouse or older

child in the presence of their children. "This unintrusively:
_teaches children not only how to critically view television but,
“'more important, that teleyision should be viewwd critically.

Springboard Technique. There are many applications*and impli-
cations of television relevant to contemporary and personal
‘situations. Television programming presents a wide range: of

human situations such as cheating, stealing, ‘drug abuse, and
pre-marital, sex. A TV.program.can be used as a neutral setting’

for a parent to discuss a sensitive issue. As a consequence,

the child or adolescent not only sees television as a.source of . o
information and cultural value, but also sees those ideas and I ‘
“values in a larger and more mature context. - .

St TS SRR

Model's of Family Use of Television

“Based upon the available dafa; it appears that there are at least ten
different models of family use of teltevision. .All of‘theée approaches. to
use of home.te]evisﬁon are‘probab]y further modified by a number of famf]y»'

characteristics. In addition, the ten models are not necessarily mutually

/’ oy . . /;"
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exlcusive, in that a family may incorporate two or more into their family

2

’ing%éstyJe.m

[ . Laisséz-faire: Parents don't regulate or control children's television
. #¢ . viewing. Withinjthe limits .of school and bedtime schedules, the -
: - children mostly -watch what they want to, when they want to. -There of
course is usually a "negotiation" process to decide which program to
watch, though some children do have their own TV. .

strict TV rules: Parents establish and enforce TV viewing time Timits -

and content censorship. . i : ' '

' Babysitter: Many parents appear to use te]e&%siqn as a convenient v
babysitter while they” conduct other family activities such as cooking
or cleaning. ' o : - ‘

o ~; Tension avoidance: In &t least some families, television viewing has
N been found to be a family method of preventing or avoidihg family
. . tensions and hostilities. (Rosenblatt and Cunningham, 1976). This may
“. .. "+ + be supported by the conclusion of Chaffee and Tims (1976) that adoles-
| . cents watched more television if they had. troubled interpersonal re-

lationships. Murray (1972) and Bailyn (1959) reported_ data to support ..
such an interpretation. But other studies have provided contradicting

fman 19723 Chaffee and MclLeod, 1972). °

: data (e.g., Lyle and Hof

~~  Background noise: Medrich (1979)?}ehorted data‘which'supborts the long
suspected notion that in many families, television, most of the time,
~is not watched but merely provides background noise. o

T “Television addiction: With many individuals watching more -than 40
. hours of television programming per week, it appears that the term
taddiction" may be_ appropriate, Some appear to experience, withdrawal
- symptoms when denied TV (Winn, 1978). It has been reported that on .
, " the average, when the home TV is broken, it is fixed or replaced within
—--— -~ three .days., . S .- - -

.

Family entertainment: For many families, teleVision provides convenient, .
~ Tnexpensive, and sometimes high quality entertainment.

"~ At home education: From several studies, it is clear that some fam-
71ies use television as a means to supplement a child's formal education.

Family co-viewing: For many famj1ies,‘événiﬁg television is one of the
few opportupities for a family to-be together and to do something’to-

‘gether. Along with bowling; camping, .and-a few other activities,
television és séen’ as something the who1e0fami1y'can>enjoy.ta'*

) _ i J b » ) )
B, ‘No TV or 11m%ted~TV: A very small: percentage of»Amgric%n families
' has no'te]evjsion" .In interviews with parents of families with no

television, it iis often reported that having no TV in the home was an :
overt, hostile and desperate-decision to 1ive life without television. . -

/ However, theﬁ%,are also many..families who are so.busy with” comunity,
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school, social, and JOb re1ated act1v1t1es that they have Tittle t1me
or 1nterest in te]ev1s1on fare.

“determine family usage of television.

. In add1t1on, there appear severa] other sa11ent fam11y var1ab1es FamiTy' | g

There is 11tt1e data on .what k1nds of fam11y processes are 1nvo]ved in \
determining fami]y use of te1evision.. Qhaffee,_McLeod and Atk1ns (1971)< {\
reported that percetved.family communication‘emphasizing social conformity |
and self-expression was re1ated to higher viewing of news programs and ,

Tower viewing of entertainment programs Lyle and Hoffman (1972) found

6th graders high v1ew1ng to be re1ated with reported Tow frequency of parent-

-child discussions of current 1ssues In a large questionnaire study by. -

o >

Corder-Bo]z and O'Bryant (1974) .three basic family processeshwere‘found to;

==

Authority pattern: It was genera]ly found that patr1archa1 families -
© v were more 11ke1y to control children's viewing time and content but
- less Tikely to“promote co-viewing or educational use of TV.. Matri-
archal, families were found to promote at least sibling co-viewing.
Ega11tar1an “families were generally found to-watch the least television
but to watch the most educat1ona1 programm1ng ‘ .

Fam11y organ1zer It was found that the fam11y author1ty figure was

not necessarily the family "organ1ze r'. In some families, the father

had the most authority, and established the family rules, organ1zed o
family activities and planned family activities._ However, in many . - . oo
families, the father may have been the authority but-it was the mother

who organized the family. Usua]]y it was the family arganizer who

determined the educat1ona1 uses, 1. any, of the family te]ev1s1on

Child rearing: Several ch11d rear1ng pract1ces were a1so found to be

Yelated to families' use of ‘television. Strict vs. loose dJsCJp11ne__H_.~.~ma~w—_
-practices and encouragygg 1nd1v1dual1cy 'vs. authoritarian child rearing

practices: were hlgh]y related to- parenta1 contro] of the amount and

content of children' s te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng !

wd,

structure probab’y has a strong 1nf1uence on home use of te]ev1s1on For -
examp]e, single- parent families would be Tikely to use te1ev1s1on as a baby-

sitter; 1n contract/ extended fam111es would- 11ke1y have more co-viewing.
s\]

In addition, the numbér of ch11dren in a fam11y a1so wou]d influence the

'amount-of co-v1ew1ng and the tota1 time the set is on. There are a1so some

. '/ ?2& te ' ".
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11m1ted data wh1ch suggest that family television. usage patterns vary as a

l < . . . v . - .

PO ~——f—unet1eﬂ—of—the~famﬂ1es~ ethn1uty4-and_,1_ncome - parental education, and type

ks

of _hab1tat (1.e.,, urban, suburban, rural).




_ RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

‘The literature suggests thare may be three general categories of

fam11y related var1ab1es which affect the educat1ona1 outcomes of ch11dren s

te]ev1s1on viewing exper1ences

1. Fam11y parameters It is hypothes1zed that the demograph1c

var1ab1e$ of ethnic1ty,‘hous1ng env1ronment and fam11y structure -
ect}y.1nf1uence (e.g., fam11y structure) or ref1ect other .
influential varfables'(e 9.5 ethn1c1ty and housing enV1ronment)”;'
that affect families' home te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng environment and
) \fam111es‘ home- te]ev1s1on v1eW1ng behaviors.

There is at least. 11m1t=d evidence, for examp1e that ch11dren in
Mex1can Amer1can fam111es are more 11ke1y than ch11dren in Ang1o and B1ack
;fam111es to view' te1ev1s1on with the1r parents. - Fam111es in urban env1ron-
.ments appear toﬂv1ew te1ev1slon more than families in suburban and rural L sh '

h11dren in fam111es with a single parent appear to watch - :'f,' e

env1ronments.

te1ev1s1on a1on more ‘than- ch11dren i fam111es—w1thwtwo~parentS“””Add1t1ona1ly,

“'the number of ch%Tdren ina fam11y, the age of the o1dest ch11d the fam11y S

" income, and the ducat10n of the parents appear to affect a fam11y S te1e-

. vision v1eW1ng h b1ts and- behav1ors, and appear to affect the extent and
o
nature of the paients 1nvo1vement in. the ch11dren s te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng

2. Ch11d arameters It is hypothes1zed that a ch11d's age w111

d1rectﬂy 1nf1uence the k1nd and number of te1ev1s1on programs
which are v1ewed and- the nature of the educat1ona1 benefits
‘ derived from V1ew1ng te1ev1s1on programs o ' .;”‘
There is dir ct ev1dence that a ch11d s. te1ev1s1on v1ew4hg preferences

‘ -and habits are tola Jarge extent a product of the,ch11d‘s.age, Further,




B p]anfu]ness“1n television vTew1ng, and fam111es reasons for television
‘rvTewnng are important determ1nants of the content and comp]ex1ty of a

" child's 1earning from teltevision programs. The maJor unanswered quest1on

there is Timited eyidence that a child's sex~inf1uences his or her television

viewing. preferences and_habits. Mq.,_”;“_“hw_p,,#__ﬂ S o

3. Parental involvement. It is hypothesized that the nature and
| e%tent of parents' involvement in theirechildren's television
viewing»direct]ytintluences.the edUCationa1AEUa1ityvof"the ' i
children's te1ev1sion’vieW1ng experiences. . . : :~; o,

There ‘is substantial ev1dence that parent ~child co- v1ew1ng, parent-

parent and parent-chi]d conversat1ons about te1ev1s1on content fam111es

Py

1s that of how many parents are 1nvo1ved in what ways with: the’r children's

television viewing. . L R




. e et METHODOLOGY.o .o

The scientific methodo]ogy to be used in a study.o?'famj]jes' use of
television is a-serious and controvers1a1 issue. . : d; " "1 ._' f;$
There is’ 11tt e quest1on that self-report is- a good measure of some o
things (e g ) att1tuqes and op1nTons) However, tnere is growwhg concern
that the k1nds of data needed to understand te1ev1s1on viewing 1n the home '
can\not be obta1ned through se]f-report methodoTog1es Much of te1ev1s1on
' 1eW1ng behav1or is out of awareness and not available for accurate recall,
. and thus can not be validly measured byeself-report 1nstruments '_
The occurrence of d1fferences between parenta] perception and ch11d
percept1on_of_the_most basic issues (i.e., what is watched and when) as well f

-as more comp]ex 1ssues such as the nature and frequency of 1nteract1on wh1]e

: watcthg TV is an jmportant “example of the quest1onab1e va11d1tx_of self-
e Of The gies =

oo et

report data Greenberg, Ericson, and V1ahose (1971), for 1nstance, reported
that mothers claim more fam11y 1nteraction occurs while watch1ng Mart1n i
- and Benson (1970) found mofhers claimed less v1ew1ng by the1r ch11dren, ‘.,R
‘stricter ru]es, and more co v1ew1ng than their ch1ldren reporced There
o wsapparently is even ‘Tittle agreement in 1nd1v1dua1 fam111es as to what tele- ; E
v1s1on behav1or is or means. Se]f-report then, of te1ev1s1on behav1or is -
of Timited use in reporting actua1 behav1or as opposed tp perce1ved behav1or 2]
There is a c1ear need to conduct “in-the~home observat1ona1 stud1es of
how. fam111es'use te;ev1s10n However, on1y three stud1es (Bechte] Achelpohl
- & Akers, 1971 Fraéer &'R61d 1978"Lu11, 1980) have attempted to obserVe '
S s1tu fam11y TV v1ew1ng patterns Bechta]let al. v1deotaped and then |
» c1ass1f1ed fam11y members behav1ors accord1ng to the degree of attent1on o .y
~ _— e




| paid'to the TV.set. 'However, Bechtel defined "watching}TV" as eye contact,

which'oversimpTifies the complex act of watching TV. The important contri-

) attent1on to commerc1als because of the product or for consumer 1nformat1on-

and participant observation methodology suggests a useful approach to under-

bution of the Bechtel study is-the observation that "... watching television

is not atbeha91or in its own right but is a mﬁxture with many threads of

which the viewer seems on1y partially aware. Té#évision viewing doesfnot :

occur in a vacuum, it ts always to some degree background to a comp1ex ‘

behavior in the home. | .
"FraZer and Reid (1978) suggested;that'te1evision is a social object

Tike any other wh1ch can be man1pu1ated by the v1ewer for any number of

social ends. In an in- home part1c1pant observation study of ch11dren s use .

of TV commerc1a1s, they found that children did not: genera11y pay close

seek1ng, but used commerc1a1s as an opportunity to 1n1t1ate a des1red 1nter—

actTon w1th1n the famlly sett1ng, and«1n -general— man1puTated‘TV messages - : .
for their own ends, such as singing and p]ay1ng games. These f1nd1ngs are |
notab]y d1fferent from laboratory exper®mental f1nd1ngs regard1ng the effects

of te]ev1s1on advertising (e.g,, Ward, 1972; Atk1ns, 1975) While the focus

and the samp1e,of Frazer and Reid's study is small, the contextual sett1ng

standing total fami1y use of TV. . ( | ' "'.u ' o _' 1
The a]ternat1ves to self-report .appear to be direct observat1on and o "?5,

tnd1rect observatmon (e.qg. ; v1deotap1ng).' An 1nescapab1e prob1em of obser- - |

vat1on methodo1ogy is the jmpact of the observer. In an open social environ-

_ment such as a street corner and even a semi- c1osed soc1a1 env1ronment

the-1mpact .of an observer can be m1n1m1zed However, in a: home sett1ng,

the social enVTronment is a c]osed sett1ng When another person is added

the part1c1pants respond to and accommodate the addition. By the very_

ISR
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presence'of another'person, the data collected by an observer is unavoidably

distorted. Serious questions have to be raised as to the generalizability

of/the data. Another probtem of participant observation retrieva] “has been_
tﬂat rep11cat1on of f1nd1ngs is d1ff1cu1t. if not 1mposs1b1e, part1cu1ar1y
Jince the data observed at a particular t1me by a part1cu1ar observer may

ot be observed by another observer at another time 1in quite the same way..

A Study of Methodo]og1es

A lack of methodo]ochal deve]opment has ser1ous1y f]awed many stud1es -
and d1rect1y 1nh1b1ts further growth in the f1e1d Ex1st1ng data suggest
not<on1y that soc1a1 des1rab111ty distorts self-report data via. quest1onna1re, f
1nterv1ew, and d1ary methodo]ogIes, but also that people are largely undware .
of how much TV they-watch and_of what“they do~wh11e—watch1ng,w» -ee~w——~me»e~~w¥

To prepare for an extens1ve study of how fam111es use te1ev1s1on

conducted by SEDL 1n FY 1981, these methodo1og1ca1 quest1ons needed to be

resolved, $pec1f1ca11y, an adequate methodo]og1ca1 approach needed to- be
developed to permit the subsequent collection of va11d and genera11zab1e
1nformat1on To deterane the strengths and weaknesses of the severa1 f
potent1a1 approaches, severa1 d1fferent methodo]og1es were comparat1ve1y ‘
evaluated ‘ | '

- During FY 1980, SEDL condUcted a methodo]og1ca1 study of fam111es
use of te1ev1s1on. “Eight methodo1og1es were developed and assessed
(1) quest1onna1re, (2) d1ary,-(3) interview, (4) d1recthexper1menter obser- |
vat1on, (5) exper1menter observat1on via te1ephone, (6) observation by fam11y ,
member, (7) aud1o record1ng, and (8) v1deo record1ng It was hoped that the )

£

data would prov1de the bas1s for a comparat1ve evaluation of the nature of

the 11m1tat1ons of each metholodogy, and a determ1nat1on of which methodo]og1es
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woqu be most appropr1ate to study particular k1nds of var1ab1es.

ut111z1ng the e1ght d1fferent approaches, some’ reTat1ve1y novel, some well
(1) which fam11y

The methodoTog1ca1 study was conducted on fam11y use of teTev1s1on
Four var1ab1es const1tuted the focus of the study.
|
|
|
|
|
i

known.
(3) who talks to whom while watch1ng, and (4) what is the content of fam11y “
. ,

verbal 1nteractions while watching. * - .- RO .
Four major concTuSions'were derived'from'the TQBO'methodoTogicaT study.. .
Much of & fam11y S TV v1ew1ng is out of ‘awareness. - ij%'

members watch teTev1s1on, (2) what eTse family members "do- while watch1ng,

B .
Tt
P,

ConcTus1on 1.
Y
Furthermore, for many fam111es, TV v1ew1ng is done 1n a much Targer context

]

of the famTTy members 1nd1v1dua11y and coTTect1veTy conduct1ng fam11y
business, The teTev1s1on is often a part bf the background g1ven occas1ona1 -
-y L - o _.;;m-._
While teﬁev1s1on "v1ew1ng" is a parc of ;
é

'aé%éﬁETSH”By"host fam1Tyfmembers.

many fam111es‘ 11fe sty]es, much of the v1ew1ng behav1or is secondary\to
‘other ongoTng act1v1t1es and thus most1y out of awareness Therefore, when
peopTe are asked about the1r TV viewing behav1or through such methodoTog1es

i

as questTonna1re, 1nterv1ew, and even d1ary, they are be1ng asked about a

part .of-the fam11y 1nteract1ons which is re1at1ve1y m1nor -and not given much
These methodoTogTes,«1n effect ask the ‘subjects to retro- Y
The data -

A

forethought
spect1ve1y create- the events th, . were not eventfu] at the time.
from these methodoTog1es appear not to prov1de reasonabTy accurate 1nformat1on

regard1ng what happened L' : N
“There are Targe d1fferences across fam111es as to how
The research on fam1Ty use- of TV refTects a f1nd1ng

Conclusion 2.

-ﬂ-:n»

fam111es use’ teTev1s1on
of the Targer f1e1d of famTTy research that there. 1s no s1ngTe ‘concept of
ATong most maJor d1mensTons, virtually every fam11y is d1fferent

- o famTTy
The var1ance of family use of teTev1510n appears to extend in many deferent
29 . i
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-'d1rect1ons, including fam11y size, fam1 f'structure parent employment, parentf'

veducat1on, ethnicity and- hous1ng patterns, .as well as parenta] atggtudes

~:-v‘:4 -

ﬂTTherefore, a descr]pt1on of how- f“;

_ and child- rear1ng pract1ce; Ties use< .

S

'atelev1s1on must be based upon data gathered from many kinds of f_gﬁ]ies.

i3

Ins1ghts and genera11zat1ons based upon a few fam111es c1ear1y will not

accommodate the many ways fam111es use TV.

ConoTbs1on 3. The 1ntroduct1on of an observer appears to change the
/fam11y 1nteract1on patterns.. ‘A fundamenta] assumpt1on ef obsdrvat1on methodo-
Togies is %hat the observev can,- w1th pract1ce and tra1n1ng,1co11ect data
without h1s or her presence b1asTng the phenomenon be1ng obs rved. In
| open social systems such as street corners, as we11 as sem1lclosed soc1a1
o

systems such as. classrooms, the assumpt1on appears to be correct. However,

e N

“in closed soc1a1 systemsssuch_asmasfamllycsuhomea_theodata suggest that ‘the
I

assumption is rarely, if ever, reasonab]e In a closed spcial system,-

e |

A

iz
e,
h""’v\

behavior of everyone o - "t 3

Conclusion 4. Most families proved to be very rejfstant to the obser-»

N vat1ona1 methodo]og1es, such as staff observat10n and Y1deo observat1on

'Less than 5% of the peop1e contacted wou}d even,cons17er part1c1pat1ng 1n -
f <

| is ra1sed regard1ng
£
‘the genera11zab111ty of observat1ona1 data col]ected!from fam111es who do

i
:

the staff observat1on Therefore, a ser1ous quest1on
]

““n.m,,,v

volunteer for observational stud1es |
: The best compromise methodo]ogy appeared?to be the te1ephone observat1on
The data generated are very s1m11ar to that generated bv the aud1o tape

rand vhdeo tape observat1on methodologies. FUrthermore, the vo]unteer rate

' ///was Very high, over 50%. Finally, the te]ephone observat1on methodology

r
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- can econom1cQ‘1y meet -the need for ]arge even national,- sampies of fami]jés.

”Therefore, 1t was. conc]uded that, the te]ephone observat1on comb1ned with

quest1onna1re is the best methodo]og1ca1 approach to deve10p1ng a descr1pt1ve

vdata.basevregard1ng-fam111es use of television.

renvne s
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< PROCEDURES . -

» ,P11ot S+udy

In Pa]] 1980 a prelianary observat1ona1 study was conducted
comb1nat1on of the te1ephone observat1on and quest1onna1re methodo]og1es
was used. Quest1ons were asked using the te1ephone about the immediate,
i ondo;ng‘or\re;ently oocurr1ng«fam11y act1v1t1es, especia]]y regard1ng telee
' v1s1on v1ew1ng A 25-item interview schedu]e was used wh1ch required approx-'

R -

jwmate]y sxx mJnutes to comp]ete cver the phone A fo]]ow-up quest1onna1re
, was mailed to obtair 1nformatTon on quest1ons of ‘a-more genera1 ‘nature, such
as "What programs do your ch11dren wgtch for educat1ona1 purposes?“ . |
~The househo]ds were - random]y selected from. the Aust1n Texas, te]ephone
directory. Random digit d1a11ng was exp1ored however the use of the .
' 1SUbJeCt s name to in1t1ate the phone conversat1on substanttally 1ncreased

the part1c1pat1on rate. _Each household. was ca11ed between.. 7:00 p.m. and

9 00 P on a- weekday evenTng (i.e., Monday,éfuesday, wednesday, or Thursday)

Wthe there i§ cons1derab1e 1nterest in fam11

f,use of te1ev1s1o7 on the
weeken s, and dur1ng the day and afternoon on the weekdays, it Would have)
| been 1mpo=51b1e to study atl the maJor V1ew1ng t1mes To make "the study .
feasible, the prime t1me VIeW1ng was se1ected as be1ng the most 1mportant
Further, fam11y TV vaew1ng patterns during the day of Saturday and Sunday,

| and on the eVen1ng of Fr1day, SatUrday and Sunday appeared to be d1fferent
from: the weekday evening v1ew1ng pattern, and data from the d1fferent V1ew1ng'
per1ods should not-be m1xed.. Thus, the studv was restricted to 7:00 p m.

fto 9 00 p.m.,. Monday through Thursday ‘

- A tota1 of 1 722~hoUseho]ds was 1nc1uded in the study Approiimately

28%”part1C1pated~and»14%~refused_uo nart1c1pate After thrée attempts, no




. ;
answer was obtained\fro$‘31% of'thevhouseholds; and'for another 27% the phone
.Tisting was‘no 1onger correct: Of the 584 partictpating househoids 44%
Lwere households w1th two parents and at 1east one child, 3.5% were single-
;parent w1th at 1east one chi]d and 53% were househo]ds w1th no children.
vThe observed proport10n of sinqle parent fam111es “1s substant1a11y be]ow the

r proport1on in the commun1ty It is poSS1b1e that many of the 31% "no answer
'households were single- parent fam111es Another. poss1b111ty is that a very i
'1arge proportion of the s1ng]e parent fam111es "does not have the1r te]ephone

number Tisted. o

,Almost 80% oy the two-parent families were watching te]evision'when

a11ed. Another 19%'were not watching te1ev1sion and apprOXimate]y 1.5%

did not have a’ television. | Interest1ng]y, a re]at1ve1y h1gh percentage of

the/two parent fam111es, T3% reported a conversat1ohmabout the te]ev1s1on

program Tmmed1ate1y prior to the phone ca11 Another 17% reported conver- :
sat1ons unre]ated tp the program. It was found that v1rtua11y a11 of the
conversations‘apout'the television program were not‘w1th regardfto'the content,'v_~

- e.g,, wanted to change the channel, wanted to know the soore, and "Anything"'

else on?" | "

S * It js interesting that 1n a1most 50% of the househo1ds with ch11dren,

. the children were not v1ew1ng television. Of those children who were v1ew1ng,
60% were 1nVo1ved in no other act1v1ty, while the other 40% were also 1n-
vo1ved pr1mar11y in- homework reading, eat1ng and p1ay1ng act1v1t1es It
1s a]so Tnterest1ng that of the chi]dren watching te1ev1s1on, a1most 70%
‘were watch1ng w1th a parent Thus the opportun1ty for parental commentary

R durTng te]ev1s10n viewing s 11ke1y to be present in many families.

9 . - . o o
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'*g ¢ ';.Study of Families' Educational Use of TV

Based upon “the resu1ts of the Fall 1980 p110t study, severa] chanqes
lg "f\: 'were made for the Spring 1981 study The te1ephone observat1on quest1ons

uwere changed to attempt to retr1eve more in- depth 1nformat1on about those
A R

»re]at1ve1y rare events of fami11es us1ng te1ev1s1on in a manner that wou]d

educat1ona11y benef1t their ch11d or ch11dren Because two educational-use

‘S

:“act1v1t1es were of part1cu1ar 1nterest, v1ew1ng educat1onaL program and

'R /

’i parenta1 commentary dur1ng v1ew1ng, severa1 f011ow-up quest1ons were added.

Var1ab1es The primary var1ab1e was the educat1ona1 uses'of te1ev1s1on.
‘.1n which fam111es are. 1nv01ved Tn the hope of deve10p1ng a.more complete
funderstand1ng of how famt]mes educat10na11y use television and the’fam11y

. processes that 1ead to fam11y educat1ona1 use of te]evis1on,~the*te ephone

S=nmg
xr’ -
-, 2y -

What’ program is being vrewed7 - | ,
\ who is v1ew1ng the program? s o o )
Who se]ected the program7 - ,ﬂ
D1d the fam11y plan to watch the program7
._Does-the fam11y usua]ly‘watch the program?
- What other activities are occupr1ng7
tHave there been any conmerfs/or d1scuss1on about the program7 )

If yes, who said what to whom7

Is there usua]]y this kind of d1scuss1on when the fam11y views
th1s program? o

Arthough demograph1c 1nformat16n Was, add1t1ona11y co11ected with the’ quec-

‘ tionnaire, because ‘the return rate of the questionnaires was expected to be \

~——

'about 60%, demograph1c quest1ons were asked dur1ng the te1ephone 1nterv1ew

to obtain at. Teast basic demograph1c 1nformat1on on 100% of the part1c1pants.

<& - »
: . \ 1 :

£ . . . . . Q-

The telephone 1nterv1ew was also used to gather bas1c demograph1c 1nformat1on.'

‘o
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Informat1on was col]ected on the fo]]ow1ng demograph1c variabTes

- -

Re]at1onsh1p of househo]d members to head of househo]d

T o4

»Emp1oyment status of motherI

- Educat1on of parents SR
'f. ;F: Q'Agg of parents..
_: ) 'Age and sex of ch11dren _ e
R ham11y éthn1c1ty. =

! ) . .
Type of ne1ghborhood (urban, subur%an, ru?a1)
F1na11y, the qpest1onna1re was used to co]Tect 1nformation on genera1 tele-

v1STon v1ew1ng;hab1ts : > s L ' -

) _Ayerage number of hours per day each ch11d watches te1eV1s1on

The t1ne°11m1ts .on the ch11dren s TV v1ew1ng

The content limits on children's TV v1ew1ng ’ ' T

a
\

>Educat1ona1 programs usually viewed. | ——
Informative programs usua11y v1ewed i ; .- )

Co- v1ewﬁhg patterns
How' programs were se]ected

When thé te1ey1s1on is usually turhed on.

".; How dec1s1on is made to turn the television on, Lo

What attempts do parents make to exf1a1n program content to
their children? . .

Theffrequency of parental commentary and'explanation;

The - frequency of family. d1scuss1on after v1ew1ng a program.

-'What programs have prompted a fam11y member to pursue the subject -

of the program further?

‘.VSamp1e., The data. from the p11ot study suggested that there is” great

"/

how any}famify uses te]évjsion’appeared to be dependent upon the family's .

s .
C 3 ' ) . . ’ . o

i . . .
N .
. . e

e .

“«

}vartance among fam111es<regard1ng fam1ly use of television. Furthermore, o




B G1ven the comp]ex1ty of the phénomenon and the re1at1ve un1queness of each " Y

oy ¥
-

€, .
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structure ethn1c1ty, va1ues, and hous1ng env1ronment Therefore, a large

>

samp]e with representat1on of Anglo, B]ack, and Mex1can American families,

and fam111es 11v1ng in urban, suburban, and rural 1ocat1ons was se1ected ””"‘\~x 0

fam11yus .use of te1ev1s10n, the samp]euof 400 or more part1c1pat1ng families -

was Judged to be necessary to prov1de sufficient representat1on of each

maJor te]ev1s1on v1ew1ng conste]]ation

®

Instruments The te]ephone 1nterv1ew scheduTe and tho quest1onna1re '
(1n Append1x A) were rev15ed based upon the exper1ence of ‘the Fa11 1980
p1]ot study. The ‘telephone 1nterv1ew required about ten m1nutes to execute
. The rev1sed quest1onna1re was expected to require approx1mate1y the same
wm%toftmm ' A Y
Three hunared#teTephone numbers were/random]y selected fromsthe te1e-:
phone d1rector1es of 14 areas in the Southwestglnclud1ng Aust1n, Abilene,
Houston, Da11as, Corpus Christ1, Waco San Antonio, and Fort Worth"Texas,
Baton Rouge and Rougon, Lou151ana, and Los A1amos, Wh1te Rock A1buquerque,
and Santa Fe, New Mex1co . Add1t1ona11y, the Houston Independent Schoo] . IS
D1str1ct prov1ded a 11st of’20 000 student names/w1th their parents' name 'U~’: k
and home telephone number ; from wh1ch fam111es Were random]y se]ected

a

The ca111ng procedures were out11ned 1n the te1ephone 1nterv1ew

5 e -
: :'f\: : fosd

schedule:

¢ ~ ~ .
. YA

- Hello, my name is and I'm ca111ng from Southwest Educa-
- tional Laboratory in Aust1n@ Texas. We are conducting a nat1ona1

telephone survey on- family! TV v1ew1ng and would 1ike to ask you .
a-few quest1ons _ Wou'ld that be all right? - E

S Isyour TVon?i L. /

If TV is on, what program is on?
. D1d anyone sz somethtng in the two m1nutes before the phone rang7

How many ch11dren do you have 11v1ng at home?




L/

If yes, what? S o .

IR

Uhat are the1r ages? j" | i”““ - ‘°dif” LTI
If no ch11d?en or TV not on, say "Thanks, goodbye;
Who 1s waﬁth1ng at 1east part of the program?

Are they do1ng anyth1ng e1se7

who se1ected the program?/

Did you plan to watch -the, program?

Does your family usua11y watch this program?

Have there been any conmehts or d1scuss1ons about” the TV. phogram
since the TV was turned on this evening? . ' T

’
®

e
> kY

‘Tf yes, who was ta1k1ng r listening 1n the d1scuss1on?

Is there usually (this 'kind of) or (no) d1scuss1on when your
fam11y views this program? :

Why is your fam11y watcthg this- program?

Do you th1nk your childrén are 1earn1ng someth1ng from the program?

What are they 1earn1ng?

We would alsd.like to aJk a few background quest1ons. These are
- Just vo1untary 'i - .

How manyfTVs are 1nxyodn.home?
\,

what is your househo1d structure? R . <

Does the w1fe work outside the home7 ’ : : S o

//Do you . 11ve in an urban, suerban or.rural ne1ghborhood°

oWOu1d you' descr1be yourse]f as wh1te, b]ack Mex1can Amer1can? .

’ Thank you for he1p1ng us w1th our survey. We would also like to

.send you a more detailed quest1onna1he on your TV v1ew1ng habits,

which would contain the same types of questions. In return for.
fi1ling out- the questionnaire, we will send you a free set of
parenting materials which contain act1v1t1es such as games and

stories for you and your children. May we send you a quest1onna1re?

CIf yes,. subject s correct address and zip code (exp1a1n SdeeCtS

are obtained at random from the phone book).

-Thank you.
. f—




The major change suggested by the- pa]ot study was to determ1ne ear]y
" in the phone call whether the -household had any’ ch11dren. If the househo]d
f*d%d‘not, the call was terminated and the household was dropped from the

\ : ‘ .
_ sapp]e. If there was no answer on the first attempt to reach a household,

two more attemptsiwere made:thatlevening.

PR Y

‘SampTTng Procedure. . A total of 4,200 househons‘were randoh]y selected

‘from te]ephone books of cities and towns in ‘the Southwest. Random digit |
dialing was exp]ored however, the use of the subJect s name to 1n1t1ate;.

Afthe phone conversation substant1a11y 1ncreased the part1c1pat1on rate. Each

household was" caTTed between 7 00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m. on a'weekday evening -

(1 €., Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday) wh11e there is cons1derab1e.

1nterest in. family use of teTev1s1on on the weekends, and during the day

oL T‘P’ oa Ll T

and afternoon on the weekdays, it wpuld have been 1mposs1b1e to study a]] -
the major viewing times. To make the study -feasible,:the prime time viewing -
was selected as being the most important. Further, the Nielson data

™,

strong]y indicate that television v1ew1ng patterns dur1ng\the -day of

Saturday and Sinday, and on the even1ng of" Fr1day, Saturday\and Sunday -
i appeared to be d1fferent from the weekday_evening viewing patterns, and,

data from the\ddfferent v1ew1ng’per1odS'shou1d not te miXed Thus the sEUdyh
‘was. restricted to 7\00\p\m to 9 00 p. m. Monday through Thursday |

: Three hundred~teLgygyg;lnmmmas.were—randomTy seTected from each of the

te]ephone directories of 14 areas in the Southwest, including Aust1n, |
Ab11ene, Hous&ﬁn DaTTas, :Corpus Chr1st1, Waco San Anton1o Fort Worth, Texas,

Baton Rouge and Rougon, Lou1s1ana Los ATamos, ATbuquerque Wh1te Rock, and
-'Santa Fe, New Mex1co Add1t1ona11y, the Houston Independent Schoo] District
vprov1ded Tist’ of 20, 000 student names w1th the1r parents' name and-home

telephone number from WhICh 300 fam111es were randomly seTected Austin,
'Houston Ba]las, Corpus Christi, San Antonio, Fort Worth, Baton Rouge,

38
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A]buquerque,and Santa Fe were se1ected to prov1de representat1on of
fam111es in 1arge c1t1es and 'suburbs. Houston, Dallas and Fort WOrth
‘Qere selected to provide representat1on of b1ack-fam111es Aust1n and
San Antonio were se]ected to prOV1de repregentat1on of Mexican American
. families. . Ab11ene Waco, Rougon Los A1amos and White Rock were se]ected
to prOV1de representat1on of fam111es in rura] sett1ngs
The te]epﬁbne lists were randomly d1str1buted £0 the 1nterV1ewers ‘
who ca]]ed the phon; ﬁumbers as time perm1tted If there was no. answer,
up tpxtwo additional calls to the number were ;onducted that same _: o
gvéning. .Thus-tﬁe total samp]e.sizeﬂref1ects the number of fém{lies called

'rathek“th§n the number of calls made
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’approx1mate1y 69% of the households, there was no observed conversat1on 5.5'\;s

o ffamiliesl viewing time. Further,_conversat1ons about the programm1ng dccur f '

.-—‘E” : \Ff“',‘d. RESULISl : .

. A total of 2,922 househo]d phones were ca]leq Part1o1pat.ng househo]ds
numbered 1 298, another 563 househo]ds refusedotm part1c1pate w1th another
470 phones no 1onger operat1ng and 591 househons not at home A]most 500 of
the part1c1pat1ng househo]ds had ch11dren 11v1ng at home A tota1 of 43
househo]ds had children at home and were v1eW1ng te]eV1§;on

'. Approx1mate1y 65% of the 443 househo]ds with children and the te1ev1s1on :
on-were Ang]o Another 12 4% were. black and 14.0% were Mex1can Amer1can N
Approx1mate1y 29% of the samp]e 11ved in an ‘urban sett1ng, w1th 42.4% 1iving f
1n a suburban setting and 17 4% 11v1ng 1n a rura] sett1ng For 15.1% of the ﬁ
househo]ds, the o]dest ch11d was between 1 month and 5 years o]d, and 18.1%
of the househo]ds had an o]dest ch11d between 6 years and 9 years o]d “Far‘f’““*“*“

30.0% of the househo]ds the o]dest child ‘was between 10 years and 14 years
o]d, and 31. 4% of the//ouseholds had an o1dest ch11d between 15 years and 17

-

: /
years old.. - // )

‘ N
Approx1mate1y 81%<of the households were two parent fam111es Another

ere s1ng]e parent families and another 3. 8% of the -

househo]ds were c1ass1f1ed as "other."

Of the 443 part1c1pat1ng househo]ds with ch11dren and the television on,
“11.1% reported a fam11y conversat1on “1n the two m1nutes before the phone
rang" regard1ng the program or commerc1a1 Another 20 1% reported a fam11y : p

conversat1on regard1ng a topic other than the programming being v1ewed In Q“.j,

These data indicate that there are no family conversat1ons dur1ng 69% of the ;Hﬂﬂ.;v.w
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approx1mate1y 11% of the fam111esl v1ew1ng t1me
‘In a first spec1a1 ana1y#15 based upon 7/subvsamp1e of fam111es thh at
_1east one ch11d 14 years o1d or younger watching te1eV1slon, it was found

'that in a1most 52% of the households a ch11d was reported to have selected

|

|

l

I

l ) ‘ the program. Approx1mate1y 60% of ‘the househo]ds had p]anned or “sort of“
'p1anned to watch the program Approxxmate]y 62% of the families’ reported Lol

| _ that they usua11y or "sometlmes" watch: the program. ' o

~ One of the most 1mportant aspects of the study-1is the observatlon of
I - famity" decuss1ons during family television viewing. In this first ‘special

ana1y51s, ‘it was found that 23 6% of the»fam111es had made comments ahout the f

o “television programm1ng that evening. Regard1ng those fam111es who d1d report
conversat1ons about the programm1ng, Gﬁdﬁ% were reported as be1ng parent-

,ch11d conversat1ons 16.1% were reported as be1ng child-child conversat1ons,

-

and '8.9% were reported, as be1ng parent-parent conversatlons

In this first spec1a1 ana]ys1s; it was found that 63, 7% of the fam111es

~

reported they were v1ew1ng the program for "entert n

‘ 10 5% of the families reported they were V1ew1ng the program for l‘educatlona]" |

reasons wh11e 14. 8% of the fam111es reported viewing as "someth1ng to do" and

' another 9.3% of the fam111es d1d not know why they were v1ew1ng Almost 50%

. of the fam111es reported that the1r children viewing the progran were not

1earn1ng from the program Approx1mate1y 27% of the fam111es reported that

the1r ch11d or ch11dren were 1earn1ng from the program, and another 16% re-

ported that the1r children were "maybe" 1earn1ng from the program Sl //////~
A second spec1a1 ahalysis was conducted using a sub sample of fam111es 2

‘«ww1th at Teast one ch11d 9 years old or. younger watch1ng te1ev151on (see Tab]es 1

through 38). This sub- samp]e was composed of 81 Ang]o families, 19 black - | ‘ ,fj'
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TABLE 1
v et i . . . /

Secénd Special Aha]ysis*_

Families with Children and ﬂ :
With Television On By Ethnicity - .

s
.
S~ ) Ty
¢ €
\ f
. L

v% ' m;ﬂ” SR i f_No._d%; '  Percent of . YA
»d ro Ethn1c1§yni Responses. - S?TE]?'hﬁﬁg , . . /“Mﬁ~'

";’ . - t"‘: ’ : avn .

, mnglo |0 e | ey T k
S ek | e L s ]
e | Mexican Amefican” |- . 9. - 15.6% - .| ,”/i

other - .. | .1 il s o o

By

.~.T0ta1 o 122 o 100.0% '

" No Résponse R Sk SRR ARTRITS Y- ST EEN R

R

B 1

S *Sub-sample of families with at least one child 9
R _years .old or younger watching television. -

r
~




"fam111es, and 19 Mex1can Amer1can families.’ One fam11y was categortzed as
."other" and two fam111es ‘did not g1ve thejr ethn1c1ty, br1ng1ng ‘the sub- samp]e
 to a tota1 of 122 fam111es Th1rty percent of. the fam111es 11ved An. urban
"sett1ngs, 44% of the families 11ved in suburban sett1ngs and 21% 11v@d in
rura1 sett1ngs (see Tab]e 2) Eighty-one percent of theﬂfam111es wern two-
Darent fam111es and a1most 14% were s1ng1e parent families. Another 4. °% of

fl,the fam111es were categor1zed as- "other" (e g:s ch11d 11V1ng with grandparents

-or. ch11d 11v1ng with ‘two "adults of the -same sex) (see Table 3).

L]

*m Ch11dren s co- v1ew1ng te1ev1s1onvw1th a parent or s1b11ng 1s an 1mportant
'd1mens1on of oh11dren s, te1eV1s1on v1eW1ng behaV1or If a ch11d is V1eW1ng

a te1ev1slon program alone, then there is no opportun1ty for d1rect verba1
"1nteract1on regard1ng the program content Thirty percent of the fanﬁ11es

reported that at the t1me of the te1ephone call, a ch11d was watch1ng te1e-

vision alone Another 21% reported that a ch11d was watch1nq te]ev1s1on w1th-

.a S1b1|ng or s1b11ngs, and 48% reported that a ch11d was watch1ng te1ev1s1on -
With-a parent or parents (see Tab1e 4)

In the Ang]o port1on of the sub- samp]@wmﬁ]% of . the fam111es reported that
a ch11d was. v1ew1ng te1eV1s1on w1th a parent or, parents wh11e 17% reported
vthat ch11d was v1euﬂng‘te1ev1s1on W1th(a s1b11ng'or s1b11ngs, and 31% re-

|
ported that a ch11d was v1ew1ng te]ev1s1on alone (see Table 5) In contrast,

‘ parent or parentsg,whlle 26% reported a;ch11d vnew1ng w1th a s1b11ng or s1b-
' 11ngs, and 214 reported a ch11d v1ew1ng te1ev1s1on alone Th1rty percent of
(the Mex1can Amer1can fam111es reported a ch11d v1éﬂ1ng television with a.
parent or parents, wh11e 30% reported a ch11d v1eW1ng te1ev1s1on w1th a-sib- -

11ng or s1b11ngs and 40% reported a child v1ew1ng teleV1s1on “alone.

i
LD
'
——
-

; aa]most 53% of the b1ack fam111es reported a ch11d v1ew1ng te]eV1s1on w1th a :

T e,
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N . TABLE 2 ”
<~ Ssecond Special Analysis* - ..

Families With Children and
‘ With_TelevisiQn;Qn by Housing . -~

o N
kS i

FoT T e e

Housing . | - Nov of ~I ~ Percent of "~
Pattern , Responses - "~~~ Sample

Ay - — 1
P A "“"»sa B et

Urban - | I | 303 .
, . 3 . s

N .
;
>

-~

~
5"

“Rural = | - 2% T~ 213 B

B

other [ T UM 0.8% -

i

f

-No Regpqnse ~' _, 4 N 3.3%

o Total™m.- | e o | 0008 [T

) R TS

. . o e . : . . . N R o . ' V .
T, i . . e . o . PR YT ! s 4

, , *Sub-sémp1e.of families with at least one child 9. .
T years old o+ younger watching television. :
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< ‘ Second Specma]rAnalys1s* : '
Fam111es N1th *Ck 11dren and b

- . ’ T \;‘ .

‘;‘y; / -
3

Family .. | No. Jf | Péﬁéghtibf
Structure © ;| T Responses ' /Sample -
ucture ¢ 4 . [ A

g

iﬁa"f‘s‘ied'Pa'rt\ant~ N §9
Families| T /

--Singie Parenf : 17 . 13.9% .
Families -~ _ ~ _

other | 6 | o 4mm | s )
NI - - — T ;
N\ Total 122 R [ A |
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T e ' \\ ) : B .
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b
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. *Sub-samp'le of families with at 1east one child, 9 N o L
- years o1d or younger watch1ng\te1ev1s1on. : ; :
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o TAggE 43
,Second.SBec%&T Aﬁa1ysis* -
© Family Co-Viewing

[ N -

A c D / ‘
..~Familjg§;_\ No. of

£
2P

Z. ——
y

1 P réent_gf__“__
"*ff*—Responsesf"“f’“f““*?SﬁﬁﬁTE Rl

Sl child with'

Child Alone ;

26 - 21.3

sibling(s) | |
| 48,69

Child with | 59
; Parent(s) B '

3

37 vl a0 '-"”_'

Total 122 ©100.0%

*Sub-sample of familiés with at least one child 9 = -
~years old or younger watching television.
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TABLE 5 R A

Second Special Analysis*

L * Family Co-viewing by Ethnicity

Q.

_Percent of - Percent of Mexican - - ”Percent“of-t

[~ Families” | “Anglo Sample .| Black | . Sample’ American Sample -

Child Alone | 25 wa | 4| Tz .8 | "40.0%
' . 30.0%

=3}
i

Child with oy | 17.s% 5 | 26.3%
Sibling(s) : ‘ A . T

chitdwith | &, | o s.2g | 10 . 52.6% 6 130,08

Parent(2) __|. - o :
v ~ - - | = i - - fg.. - . \., i . . "
fotal. | 80 | 1w0.0% | 19 | 100.0% | 20_ "  100.0%

” ~— . ) / - } m‘
° - ¢ N o Lo
/,‘ . i i C .
.-'-*Sub-saTBlg,ef”tam111es with at. Jeast one child 9 years old or younger watching television.
Ea ,, :
""w-",““ A o/ . . " . ' -, I3 -
g ‘ o ' i ' o . pe
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In the urban port1on of the sub- samp1e, a1most 46% of the fam111es reported

*

a ch11d v1ew1ng with a parent or parents,nwh11e 27% reported a ch11d v1eW1ng ‘=¢¥§‘*“

e e e

—— - —-————"' W e

(see Tab1e 6) Fifty-five percent of the suburban families reported a-ch11d
V1eW1ng te]ev151on w1th a parent or parents while oanily 7. 4% reported a child
v1ew1qg te1ev151on w1th a S1b11ng or s1b11ngs, and 37% reported a ch11d view-""
ing te]ev151on alone In the. rura1 port1on of the sub-samp]e 42% of ‘the -
fam11§es reported a ch11d v1ew1ng te1eV1S1on with a parent or parents while 1 ‘;d'
a]most 35% reported a ch11d viewing w1th a sxb11ng or 51b11ngs, and 23% of

the fa 11es reported a child v1ew1ng te1ev1s1on alone i 'u, ;a_d_ ‘,,fa :

—1-..........‘_1

f'In the t&E"EEFEnt fam1Ty portion--of tﬁéksub samp]e, 47% of the fam111es

reported a- -.child v1ew1ng te]ev151on w1th a parent or parents wh11e 20% of

——— 3

the’fam111es reported a child v1ew1ng te1eV151on w1th sibling or 51b11ngs,

‘ [§ o add another 327 reported a ch11d v1ew1ng alone (see Table 7) Forty—seven'
percent of “the ! 51n91e parent fam111es reported a ch11d V1ew1ng te1eV1s1on w1+h

a parent wh11e 29% of the fam111es reported a ch11d viewing te1ev1s1on with

~

8 . " a s1b11ngtor s1b11ngs and another 23% reported a ch11d v1ew1ng te1ev151on

_I /.f‘ . ,‘4/ - . .
s . . - : . .
a one././.- s - PR - S ‘g.‘ A

g U
7 The next cr1t1ca1 issue is the occurrence of conversat1ons durlng te1e—

\ vision v1ew1ng, whether about the te]ev151on content or about- other top1cs

/
Z//'&(' : A]most 64% of theofam111es reported that no converSations had. occurred, during . .

o

f the two minutes 1mmed ately prior to the te1ephone ca11 (see Tab]e 8). Another

.;25% reported conversa 1ons about top1cs not related to the telev1s1on, and

[

a1most 12% of the. fa'11nes reported conversations about the te1ev1s1on content ,”‘ﬂ

i
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® . TABLE 6
5;\ Second Special”Analysis*'
e fFamily Co-viewing by Housjhg
’Famijies- : ;Percéﬁt of | N Pgrcentkqf - | Percent of
- ST ~Urban Sample Suburban Sample * | Rural ~  Sample

Child Aloné

| chitd with =
I Sihling(s)

i B ~ s 7 ) )
o ochitd with
-par(%nt (s)

\
2

R

10

17

27.0%

‘, '57 0%

© 4

. -

0

" 37.0%
7.0%

55.6%

17

23,1

34.6%

- 42.3%

"1 Total

37

| .5,4,

100.0%

26

100.0%

S

old or younger watching television.




CTABLE 7

T - Second SpeC1a1 Ana]ys1s* |
: vFamﬂy -Co- V1evf1ng by Fam111es Structure
Families Two Percent of - one |- Percent of 7| Percent of
oo Parent Samp]e Parent Sample Other | . Sample
Child Alone 32 32.3% 4 23.5% 1 16.7%
: . . / * [ // | ) ]
Child with .~ | 20 2024 | . 5 STl 1673

. 29.4%
I Slbhng(s) : IR (R S R
\Chﬂd with - - 47 47.5% . - '8 - 47.1% 4 | 66.6% .
et | | | N R,

Total 99

————

10004+ | 7. | 0.0 | 6. | 100,0%

- 1. *Syb-sample of families with at least one child 9 years old or younger watching te]evis on.
_ i’ ‘ S | | . N ) . \
i ' . . T |

| =¥s

S U

N




TABLE 8

~Second Special Analysis*

- Family Cohversation

No. of | Percent of

Families " Responses Sample.

| Conversation 14 11.5%
‘about Program S -
Other Conversa- 30 ‘ 24.6% R o
‘tion- ‘ ‘ . . v
No Conversation |- 78 63.9%
Total 122 | £100.0%
\
“a

| *Sub samp]e of fam111es with' at ledst one ch11d 9
years old or younger watching television.




. conversations while viewing television; another 10% reported conversations

*families reported no conversations had occurred, while 10% reported conver-

Cod

P
b

iIn the Anglo portion of the sub-sample, almost 54% reported no conver-‘i

sation while viewing television, while almost 30% of the families reported

~conversations not related to the te1evision, and almost 17% of the families

reported-conversations about the television content (see Table 9). In the

biack portion of the sub-sample, a1most‘79% of the families reported no
about -the television content. Eighty-five percent of the Mexican American
sations not ‘related to the television and only 5% reported conversations about

the te1ev1sion content

In~the urban portion of the sub-sample, 62% of the families reported no

"conversation had occurred, while 27% of the families reported conversations '

not related to the television, and a1most 11% reported conversations about .
the te]evision (see Table 10). Sixty-one percent of the suburban families
reported that no conversations had occurred while 24% of the families reported

conversations not re1ated to the te1eViSion, and another 157 reported conver-

‘sations about the television content. “1most 77% of the rural-families reportedw
~that no_conversations had occurred, th]e 19% of the-famiiies reported conver-

+ -sations not related to the televisionL'and another 3.8% reported conversations

about the television content.

In the two-parent'family portion of the sub-sample, almost 64% reported E %

that no conversation had.occurred, while 23%.reported conversations not re-
lated to the television, and another 13% of the families reported conversations

about the television, content (see Tab]e 11). Almost 65% of the single-parent

. famiiies reported that no conversations had occurred while 29% of the families’

reported conversations not related to ‘the television, and another 5.9%Areported

wa
Co




| TABLE 9 il
o , X
o L : Second Special Analysis* .
TN & . e
e Fam11y Conversation by Ethn1c1ty
- 4 Percent.of | . - | Percent of Mexicai Percent of -
Anglo Sample - Black Sample American - Sample -

f Program |- 14 16;6% .2 1059 | 1 N f~5;0%‘
Other | 25 29.8% 2 10.5% 2 L 10.0%
None 45 | 53.6% 15 79,04 | 17 | 85.0%

CTotal | 84 |- 10004 | 19 | 100.04 | 20 100.0%

*Syub- samp]e of families with at 1east one chitd 9 years o]d or younger watch1ng
te]ev1s1on. :
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TABLE 10 /A

r

Second Special Analysis*

Family Conversations’by Housing
, .":,: o

H -
- H - . P
o g A P
- s . : iI -
. B

Urban

. Percent. of -
Sample

Percent of e
Sample. - |7 Suburban’ |

Rural _‘,-‘:

- .

? percent of

© Sample

“Total .

B
;
37’
.
;
b

o ﬁ‘}}":
- 100:0%4{"

- 100.0% 54

“program’ | 4 - t0.88 8 14.8% ¥ 3.8

: Other 0 27.0% 13 | 243 75 19.2% -

None |, 23/ 62.2% 33 . 61.1% | 20 7.08
<26

©100.0%

?Sub-sampletéf

television.

e v e

B0




TeLEV .
; ) f Lo : Second Special-Aha]ystf

. . Family Conversation-by‘Family Structure | o S

~ Two | Percent of One | Percent of . | Percent. of
Parent | -Sample Parent |. . Sample Other |- Sample -

Program 13 | owsag -1 | se | 0 | 0%

other | 23 | 232 | 5 | 20 | 2 | 33.3%
[ vone | e3 | eagw f M | Ceas | 4 66.7%

 Totat | 99 . | 003 | 17 | woos | 6 | 100.0%

—

3

*Syb-sample of families with at‘least one child 9 years old or younger: watching
television. - : - T : i

£ : 3 i

o




selected the program (see Tab]e 13). TForty- three percent of

convensat1on about the te1eV1s1on content . B \

\ .

- Often, peop1e view te1ev1s1on wh11e s1mu1taneous]y enqaged in other activ- |

b_1t1es " However, a1most 69% of the fam111es repoxted that|those who were v1ew1ng_
| te]ev1s1on were not engaged in any other act1v1t1es (see Tab]e 12) Another

"11% of the fam111es reported one -or- more peop1e were eat1ng wh11e watch1ng

te1ev1s1on, 8% reported v1ewers p1ay1ng a game, Z% reported V1ewers also

do1ng homework , wh11e 4% reported other act1v1t1es such as sleeping or groom1ng

o

+ Data, were co]lected regard1ng who se1ected the television program be1ng

nviewed More than 42% of fam111es reported that the parent oi parents had.

he families re-
ported that a child had se1ected the program, and- a1most 14% of the fam111es L
reported that nobody se1ected the program be1ng viewed. \

In the Ang]o port1on of the sub- samp1e, 43% of the fam111és reported that .

a parent had selected the program, wh11e a1most 40% reported that a ch11d

se1ected the program, and a1most 18% reported that nobody se1ected the program f

being viewed (see Table 14) Forty-two percent of the b1ack fam111es reported

l a parent se]ected the program wh11e 47% reported a ch11d se]ected the program,

\

_-and another 10% reported nobody se1ected the program be1ng v1ewed‘ Almost 37%
. \

_of the’ﬁex1can Amer1can fam111es reported a parent se1ected the proqram wh11ef
’63% of the fam111es reported a child se]ected the program, and none reported

' that "nobody" had se]ected the program : . . i \

\
In the urban port1on of theﬁ%ub samp]e, 29% of the families reported that

a parent had se1ected the prognam, wh11e 54% reported ‘that a ch11d S 1ected
the program and 16%~ reportedjthat nobody se]ected the program being viewed

- (see Table 15) Forty- e1ght percent of tHé suburban families reporte a parent

selected the program, whg]e 35% reported a ch11d selected the program,

44

v"‘(';
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TABLE 12

Second Spec1a1 Ana]ys1s*

; . Quest1on 14: "Are The1 Do1nq Anything Else?"

+*Sub- samp]e of families with at 1east one child 9

"years old or younger watch1ng te]ev1s1on

63

R
e i No. of Percent of .
F§m711e§ : "Responses Sample .-
\\\\Homework 9 | 7.4%
. Chores 1 0.8%
o , Lo
Eating 13 . 10.7%
‘Playing Games .. | 10 8.2%
‘Nothing 84 68.9%
Other - 5 - 4.0%
Total - 122 100.0%
1




1 . o L ) i "ﬁm'?;”;ﬁé},‘..” -

 TABLE 13

Second Special Ana1y51s* ;f" N
Question 15: '"Who Selected the Program?";,’
e
I . No. of S Percent;pf o
Families ~ Responses | . Sample L
A _ : ST
T' Parents :, 52 | -,‘ - 42.6%
Cchitd | 83T | 434
Nobody © |- 17 | 1a,0% m
S Total | 122 - | - 100.0% :
! .

*Sub sample of fam1]1es with at Teast one ch11d 9 . L
years old or younger watch1ng television. ' -

on
b




L S ] I
— S TBLE 14 T :
) “Second Special Analysis* B L
/ P / y \":,
/)//// who Se]ected the Program, by Ethn1c1ty
¢ : o . L
' L Percent of ' Percent of | -Mexican Percent of .
Families. |- Anglo | Sample Black Sample = ™ American . Sample
C /! : - ‘ ' Q_, _ .
Parents | 35 43.2 ST YR T 7 ' 36.8%
Child. g 39.5% 9 | - 47.4%- 12 63.2%
- Nobody 14 17,3%/ 2 | 0w 0 "é T
~Total 81 . 100.?% o 19 / : 100.0% 19 - J100. 0%
U /o . R St

*Sub sample ‘of fam11{es w1th at 1east one child 9 years o]d or younger watch1ng
- te]ev151on ‘ o

, /
.
4 - -
u B
\) i
- K
. o
, i
e,




te]ev1s1on

- - 65

e

" *Sub- samp]e of fam111es w1th at least one child 9 years o]d or younger watch1ng

s TpeLE 15,
~ Second ‘Special Analysis*
. Who Selected the Program by Housing -
A o . " Percent of: l o Percent of I ,Pérzént‘pf.
Families Urban -Sample Suburban -Sample | -Rural . - Sample,
. 3 o i L i R
_ Parents N 29. 7% : 'i 26 48.1% 12 46.2%
~ Child 20 . 54. 1%' 119 35.2% 12 46.2% .
‘Nobody 6 | “16 2% 9 16.7% 2 7.6
| - , B B .
. Total 37 100.05 | 54 00.0% 26 | 100.0%
9 . )
% & !
.

& -




'T' 'a1most 17% reported nobody se1ected the proqram be1ng v1ewed Fortyeij S
‘percent of the rural fam111es reported a/parent had - se]ected the program,
' ;wh11e 46% reported a ch11d selecte d the program, and a]most 8% reported nobody o /

'se1ected the program ‘i . | | R
'se1ected the program, wh11e 42% reported that a child se]ected the program -

'Th1rty f1ve percent of the single- parent fam111es reported that a parent se-
A]ected the program, wh1le 47% reported that a cgrkihad se1ected the program,'

p and almost 18% reported that nobody se1ected the _program be1ng viewed.

"m1ss1ng in most peop1e S hab1tua1 te]ev1s1on v1ew1ng " However, 1in the sub- .. | . L
sample, a1most 57% of the fam111es reported that they had . p1anned to watch
.fthe program (see TabTe 17), Another 11% of the fam111es reported that they
| "sort of" p1anned to watch the program, wh11e a1most 30% reported that. they'

.had_not planned to watch the program be1ng v1ewed
ported that they had planned’ to v1ew the. program, wh11e 11% reported they had -
' "sort of"fplanned to view, and a1most 31% reported that they had not p1anned )
"sort of" planned, and 10% reported they had not p1anned to view the program.

view the program, wh11e another 10% reported they had "sort of" planned to

.o . ' . - Do ' ,f" - ' . R R ‘ ,/

T S U

- ~

In the two -parent port1on of the sub samp1e, 43% reported a. parent had

and 144 reported that nobody se1ected the program be1ng v1ewed (see Table 16)

]
Purposefu] or planned’ te1ev1s1on v1ew1ng is an element thought to be

In the Ang]o -portion of the sub samp1e, almost 58%. of the fam111es re-

to view the program (see Tab]e 18) A1most 74% of the black fam111es reported

that. they had p1anned to v1ew the'program, wh11e a1most 16% reported they had

-/
Less than 37% of the Mex1¢an Amer1can fam111es reported they had planned to

=

v1ew and a1most 53% reported they had not p1anned to watch the program.

" In the urban port1on of the. sub- samp1e, a1most 56% of the fam111es
v

* M»'
S




v

|
. "
‘

-*Sub- samp]e of fam111es with at 1east one child 9 years o1d or younger watching
telev1s1on ' ‘

oo gt ;. » TABLE 16
- S L - Second Spec1a1 Ana1ys1s*
| Who Se]ected the Program by Fam11y Structure
= — — . —= —— _ ~
1 Families “Two | Percent of |  One Percent. of f Percent of -
AR Parent Sample Parent ‘Sample . Other Sample -
t S e - . . .o, . - )
Cbarents | 43 | - 43a% | 6 35.3% 3 50.0%
R ) .. .\\ {9 . . ) ) ‘ .
Child a2 |, 42.4% | 8 | A70% |3 50.0%
Nobody | -1 | a2m |3 6% |- o 0%
N 1 T o , 1 " S
) ) . . - / ] 4" 4 - ] K . ‘ i s
~ Total 99 | " 100.0% - | - 17 100.0%__.| 6 100.0%




Question 16:

- Second Special Analysis*

3

TABLE 17

“Did You Plan to Watch This Program?"

P No. of - Percent of -
_Fam111es N Responses Sample
Yes . - 69 56.6%
- Ssort of _ 14 11.5%
~No 36 . 29.5%
No Response 3 2.49
Total ) 122 100.0%
- A

. *Sub-samplie of families with at least one'chde 9 years
old or younger watching te]evision.:

Q

L




*Sub sample of- fam111es W1th at 1east one ch

television.

[
I
1

1
t

1 B

\;d 9 years old

. i '.}"— B ——— | . e
/ ‘,
: : TABLE 18 . I
| o Second Special Ana1y51s*
Planned to watch Program by Ethnicity
o . v ; //
Famil%es‘ Percént,of.' - Percent of Mexican Percent of -
. Anglo Sample . Black . Sample American - Sample
Yes .45 57.7% 14 o 73.7% 7 36,99
Sort of | 9 11.5% 3 ./ - 15.8% 2 - 10.5%
| N | 2 30.8% 2 | 10.5% 10 52.6% ~
Total * 78 100.0% 19 100.0% 19/ ©:100.0%
' ,'/ ' [ ] ‘ & :
. ‘é‘a' * j‘
- rr— { “"l;
. | \\‘ J‘/‘:

or ypunger watchifg .




Ry

~had- not planned to view the program (see Table 19).  Fifty-five perccat of

_the suburban families reported that they had planned to view the program, and

view, while 33% of the‘families,reported that“they4had;not planned to view the
9 €0t P

reported that\they had p1anned to view the program, whi]evjust under 6% re-

ported that they had ﬁsort of" planned to view, and 38% reportad that they

9% of the'families reported they had "sort of" planned, whi1e~35% reported ST
" they had not p1anned to v*ew the program Sixty-nine percent of the rural
families reported that they had p]anned to view the program, and 19% reported

they had "sort of" planned to V1ew, wh11e 11% reported that they had not planned ‘_ |

to view the program.

-In the. two-parent portion of the sub-sample, 53% reported that.they had

p1annedvto view the program;“andmlggureported they had "sort of" planned. to

program (see Table 20). More than 70% of the single-parent families™ reponted :

\~\
T e~

that they had planned to view the program, and another 6% reported that they

"sort of" pianned to view the{program, while 23% reported that they had not,#~ﬂ~«»-—*‘

p1anned to view the pro-,amf---*““‘“’”

' watch the. program and another 10% reported that they somet1mes v1ew the pro-

. As—a ~Follow-up on the planned v1ew1ng quest1on, families were asked if o
~they usua]]y watch the program. More than 62% of the fam111es reported that
they usua]]y watch the program being viewed (see Tab]e 21). Another 10% re-
ported that they somet1mes v1ewed the program and 19% reported that they don't
usua11y view the program

In the Ang]o port1on of the sub sample, 64% reported that they usua]]y

gram, while 26%‘?6ported that they don't usua]]y watch the program (see Table 22).

A]most 89% of black families reported ‘that they usually watch the program and

another 11% reported that they somet1mes watch the program, wh11e none of the




. N co . > .

TABLE 19

*Sub-sample of
television.

\‘  Second Special Ana]ysisf |
\Planned to Watch Program by Housing
— — -

: Percent of | Percent of ' Percent. of

; Urban Sample Suburban Samp]% | Rural Sample

Yes 19 55.9% 30 55,54 18 69.3%
2.  5.9% 5 9.3% 5 19.2%
R R 38.2% 19} 35.24 3 11.5% .
_To\<1 | s | 0002 54 " 100.0% 26 | 100.0%

milies with at least one chi]d‘Q years o]d or younger watching

-3
o2




TABLE 20

Second Spec1a1 AnaTys1s* |

Planned to Watch Program by Fam11y Structure

4

T

e

" Two Percent of |. One Percent of . . Percent of °
Parent - Sample . Parent Sample Other Sample
Yes . 51 | 53,29 2 70.6% 6 106.0% -
[ Sort of 13 13.5% R - 5.9% 0 0%
1 N 32 3333, 4 2358 | o 0%
Total % 100.0% 7 100.06 | 6 | 100.0%

*Sub-samp]e of fam111es with. at 1east one ch11d 9 years o]d or younger watch1ng

te]ev1s1on.

ii;

E'\‘*(L’x‘ o




TABLE 21
‘Second Specjal,Aha1ysis*
— Question-17: “Does Your Family -Usually Watch This Prdgrém?".
i1 No. of ~ Ppercent of--
Families, Responses . - ‘Sample: - L
i 7T Y [ | B2
T Sometimes S 12 _‘ 9.8%
e | v | 23 | 189w
' Don't Know __a___~;__’w“_ﬁﬁﬁ_,_A#v;__g,;liézk;_;._fffﬁr,__.
| No ResponSe . 9 ' 7.4%
 Total- | S P A 100.0%
. \\\‘ .
N - Y . ¢
{
i

ZN‘?éub:sample of families with at least one child 9 years . -
old. or younger watching television. . :




TABLE 22,
i : 'Second Special Analysis*
E .. Family Usually Natthes Program by‘Ethniéity :
12’ . - ’ | e _ |
- Percent of . | © Percent of | Mexican |- PencentJof
‘Anglo M_Qggmple ~Black | . Sample American Sample
Yes a6 | '63.9%_ 1 6 88.95 | 13 |  65.0%
Sometimes | 7 |  9.7% | 2 | mag |3 | 1508
“No 19 " 26.4% | 0 . \w O%_' 1 4 .| .. 20.0%
Total | 72 | 100.0% 18| 00.04 20 .|  100.0%

*Sub sample of fam111es W1th at least one ch11d 9 years old or y0unger Watch1ng

te]ev1sion o . S L.
! \ :
¢ ny
\‘\ &
S\ e R




. black fam1ltes reported that they don‘t usua11y watch the program Si&iy-five

‘percent of the Mexican Amer1can fam111es reported that they usua11y watch the
‘program and another 15% reported that they sometimes watch the program, while
20% reported that they don t usua11y watch the program be1ﬁé v1ewed
~In the urban port1on of the sub-sample, 79% of the fam111es reported that
they usua11y v1ew the program and another 3% reported that they ‘sometimes v1ew
the program while a1most 18% reported that they don't usua11y watch the pro- j
‘gram be1ng v1ewed (see Table 23). S1xty percent of the suburban fam111es re-
ported that they uSua11y watch the_program and another 17% reported that/they
somet1mes watch the program, wh11e a1most 23% of the fam111es reported they
don t usually view the’ program Almost 71% of the rura1 fam111es reporéed
that they usua11y view the program and another 8% reported that they ometimes
view the program, while 21% reported that they don t usua11y watch t?e proqram,
| In the two- parent port1on of the. sub samp]e 64% reported that .they
usually view the program and another 11% reported that they somet1me% view the
program while almost’ 25% reported that they usua11y don t watch the\program ‘
(see Tab]e 24) A]most 89% of the one- parent fam111es reported that they |
usua11y watch the program and another 5% reported that they somet1mes watch
.the program wh11e 5% reported that they don't usua11y watch the: program be1ng )
.V1ewed.
Additiona] data were co]]ected'regarding tami]y discussion 1n'terms of

any that occurred since the television had been turned on that" even1ng Just
over 20% of the familizs reported that there had been-at least one comment or
d1scuss1on about a television program since the television was turned on (see
Table 25). Another 73% of the families. reported that there had been no te1e-
vision‘related discussions and 5% of the fam111es;reported.chat they didn't

"~ know.
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~ TABLE 23 _
| /"sécond.Spe'cm Analysis* =
' 'vFamily.uFuaily watéhes Program by Housing
l [ R
Percent,off. - : Percent of ' Peréent of
Urban Sample ~Suburban. Sample Rural - »Samplev“
Yes 27 79.4% 32 160.4%5 17 70. 8%
| Sometimes |- 1 —2 9% - — g 4”f1770% 2 *'"/'W
Mo 6 17.7% 12 - 22.6% | 5 20.9%
Total 34 100.0% - 53 100.0% 24 100.0%
R
~'~,_~,\

’ *Sub samp]e of fam111es w1th at 1east ane ch11d 9 years old or younger watch1ng

telev1s1on

’

i
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| TABLE 24
Second Special Analysds* g
Family Usually Natches“Progrém‘by Fami]y'Structure
Two Percent of | ! One ~ Percent of |. | Percent of
_ Parent Sample ~Parent- | ¢ Sample Other ~ Sample .
| Yes | 57 | e40p——| 16| 88, 3 75.0% .
Sometimes | 10 .| 11,3% 1 1 25.0%
No ‘ 22 | 7 | v | s6% | 0o 0%
Total | 89 100.04 | 18 | 100.0% [, 4 100.0%

*Subﬁgamp]e of families with at least one child Q;years old .or younger watching -
television. . , S : A




TABLE 25

.Second Special Ana1ysis*

L

. R

Qhestion 18: "Have Tﬁere Been Any Comments or Discussion
About the TV Programs Since-the TV was turned on This Evening?"

~e

No; of

e .

.- Percent of‘i~

g
LI ¥

-Families.  - Responses - Sample .

Yes 25 20.5%

No - 89 - 72.9%

Don't Know T 6 ' 5.0%

No Answer - 2 - 1.6%
Total 122 - 100.0%
)

. *Syb-sample of families with at least one child'9
~ years old or younger watching television.

. -




- ' ‘ - TABLE 26 A ‘

- g - - } Second Special Analysis*

. . . Discussions of TV Programs by Ethnicity

:Anglo' Sample «

Percent ofv_

B1ack,

o
coe
. /«‘ S “ Al‘
w . ' f
B ) ~ . ¢ A . .
e
S .. L .
o g o »
. ' .
: .

Percent of

Sample

Mexican

American’

Percent”of -
Sample -

1 A ) o
.. Yes ~ \ 17 22.4%
77.6%

-k

14

17.6%

82.4%

218
78.9%

- 100.0%

7

~ 100.0% -

9

100.0%

.‘l\

lv

*Sub sample of fam111es w1th at 1east one ch11d 9. years old or younger watchﬁng

te]ev1s1ona




CTABLE 27 -

. Second Special Anélysis*

Diécussjons of TV Programs by'Housing

-—

-»Percent'of'

Sample

Suburban

Pércént of
~S§mp1e

Percent of ;
Sample -

29.0%

71.0%

15
40

- 27.3%

72.7%

| 0%
©100.0%

100.0%

5

~100.0%

©100.0%

-

*Sub sampie of fam111es with at Teast one ch11d 9 years old or younger watch1ng

te]ev1swon

.
"

’v
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N
.
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. . TABLE 28 ¢ |
e Second Spec1a1 Ana]ys1s* o ,
o D1scusz1ons of TV Programs- by Fam;ly >+ructure- o
/: [ ~~ P - ~_) . - - v o )
*‘; 'tr T . | : Zo
' : J——t , AN . - o

Percent of One Percent of | ' . Percent of

' Sample | Other. ~ Sample- *

. fﬁwo
Parent

~Sample;

'Parent

T 2315%

- 22.89%

/i

_,te]eV1s1on

';SuL saép]e '
Ve

/ .

"~

1 es  |n 2r |

No n 77.2% 13 76.5% :
Total | . 92 | ° 100.0% 17 100.0%. | 5. 100.0%

- ~ . B ksx"\.t -

.;‘l’ . “ [

’é/," . » k] ) ' ..Z'[',. clv 4 ’,l
G ’
fam111es WTth at 1east one ch11d 9 years® 01d or younger watch1ng

ot




_ TABLE 29 .
. ' - 54
Second Special Analysis*

‘Quest}on 18-A. "If Ye%, Who was_Ta]king or Listenihg?"

/
H

oy _ o

! . _ -

T - No, of ~ Percent of
Families . Responses "~ Sample

’.Parent:Pérent | /- 3 /| 12.0%‘
parent-child | | 17  68.0%
CChild=Child | £ 16.0%
_ Other T . o R 4.0%

“i o :fotal A 25 I 100.0%\v

*Syb<sample of families with at least one child 9 years  §
ofd or youngerAwatching'te1evisi0n. L

e




© TMBLE3O
Second Special Analysis* % 3 i

g# T ' Quest1on 19: “Is There Usually Th1s K1nd of \ '
D1scuss1on When Your Family Views Th1s Program?" \

i

i

Families . No. of ~ Percent of

- : 1% - Responses ] ‘Sample ,\

4 Yes ‘ 29 23.8% -
Somet imes Y " 19.7%

| o No I R S I 7 -
Don't any : a0 33.6% L.

Total- 22 ,100,0%

.: \
3
‘ i
B -
1‘ .
1
|
. x
N ;
- ’!.
g
|
%
\ |
*Sub sample of families with at least one child 9 . E
B years old or younger watching television. B = ) .
) : ' : : ‘ - ~. \ ) N
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TABLE 31
. : | _Second Special Analysis*

- Question 20: "Why is Your Family
Watching This Program?"

H 2
i

&

s “No. of Pe?cént'of
Families  Responses | - Sample
Educational 10 : . 8.2%
‘Entertainment | ' 83  68.0%

Something To Do 19 15.6%
Don't know | 10 8.2y
~ Total o122 _100.0%

*Sub-cample of fam111es with at 1east one ch11d 9
--years old or younger wat(h1ng telev1s11n,

L&




Ih the Anglo portion of the sub-sample, 22% of the families reported at

1east,one“conversation about television content‘whfle 78% reported that no
te1evision re1ated conversations'had occurred since_the television was’ turned
on (seeiTable 26). Just over 17% of the black famt]ies reported television
related conversations and 21% of the Mexican’American families reportedotele-
vision related conyersations. - | - | | -

- In the urban portion of the sub-sample, 29%'of thevfamilies reported
television related cqoversations sinoefthe television was.turned on, and 27%

of the suburban and none of the rural fam111es reported te1ev1s1on re1ated

_conversat1ons_(see Table 27)

In the two- parent port1on of .the sub samp]e, a1most 237 reported te1e-
vision re1ated conversat1ons, wh11e 23% of the s1ng]e parent families reported
te1ev1s1on related conversations (see Table 28).

of the fam111es who reported te1ev1s1on re1ated conversations, 68£ re-
ported parent-child. conversation about te1ev1s1on content (see Tab]e 29)
Another 12% reported parent parent conversat1ons and 16% reported.child- ch11d
conversat1ons re1ated to te1ev1s1on programs be1ng viewed. |

The next quest1on asked if the prev1ous1y reported fam11y conversat1ons
are typical of the family's television y1ew1ng.behav1or (see Table’ BO)f
Almost 24% of the famt]ies responded "yes" and another.ZQ% responded "somef‘
times." Twenty-three peroent‘of‘the fami]ies, however, responded “no" and.
.another 34% reported that they didn't know

Data were co]]ected on the issue of why the fam111es were watch1no the
te1ev1s1on program. Only 87 ment1oned any educat1on reason (see Tab]e 31).

S1xty efght percent reported enterta1nment purposes for v1ew1ng the program,

another 16% reported that viewing the te]ev1s1on gave them someth1ng toado

) ’ ' . L
o | BT
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and another 8% of the families reported that they didnlt know'
~ In the Anglo ‘portion of the sub-sample, a]most 9% reported an educat1on
‘reason for v1ew1ng the program while 69% reported an enterta1nment purpose,‘”'
16% reported that v1ew1ng was “someth1ng to do" and 6/ reported that they
~ didn't know (see TabIe 32). Stightly more than 5% of the black fam111es
reported an ed0catT0nfreason,/wh11e 79%°reported entertalnment; and Q% re-
-ported "sonethfng to do" reasons; and another.iﬁ%*reported.that they didn*t
know Ten percent of the Mex1can Amer1can fam111es reported an educat1on :
~ reason, wh11e 50% reported an entertainment reason 30% .reported "someth1ng
to do" as a reason, and 10% reported that they d1dn't know why*theyiwere
-watch1ng the program » ' |
In the urban sub-samp]e, 15% reported an educational reason, wh11e 607‘
‘reported an enterta1nment reason, 12% reported it was "someth1ng to do and B
another 127 of the fam111es reported that they didn't know (see Tab]e 33)
- Almost 6% of the suburban families reported an educat1ona1 reason for viewing
the program, while 69% reported an enterta1nment reason, 22% reported that -

&

watch1ng the te1ev1s1on gave them someth1ng to do and 4% reported that they
d1dn t know why they were watch1n%q§he television. . Less than 4% of the
urual fam111es reported an edpcat1on reason wh11e 77% reported an enterta1n-
ment reason, 1% reported a someth1ng-to-do reason and another- 8% didn't know. _
1In the two parent fam11y'port1on of the sub- samp]e 8% reported an edu- '

cat1ona1 reason, wh11e168% reported an enterta1nment reason, 15% reported a
someth1ng to-do reason, and. another 9% didn't know- (see Tablé 34). Almost

- ‘ 11% of the. s1ng1e parent families re}brted an educat1on reason for v1ew1ng
the program, while 65% reported an enterta1nment‘reason, 18% reported a

.something=to-do reason and 6% reported that -they didn't kniow why the family o .o

’ ¥




TABLE 32

$econd Spec1a1 Ana]ys1s*

Reason for watch1ng TV Program by. Ethn1c1ty

| Percent of o _ | Percent of Mexican Percent of
Anglo- “Sample - Black | - "Sample | American |- Sample

Educationale 7 . 8.6% "l .¢/Ejyﬂ// o2 * 10.0% <
Entertainment | - 56 |  69.1% | 15 | “78.9% | 0 | 50.0%
Something ToDo | 13 | 16.1% | "o 0% 6. | 30.0%

o

Don't know | . 5 | 624 | 3 | 15.8% 1 2 | ons

Total | &1 | t0o.os [ 19 | 10002 | .20 | 100.0%

-

. . . . \'.' . - . 'ﬂ . - - . .
‘*Sub-samp1 amilies with at least one child 9 years old or younger watching television.
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’ TABLE 33 \
Second Spec1a] Ana]ys1s* '
) - Reason. for Natch1ng TV Program by Hous1ng _I
- ¢ - \
\\,\\ v‘ K ‘ ) ‘ ) .,. ‘ L . '. \%
: ‘ Percent of o Percent of | Percent of
Urban ‘Sample ..} Suburban. |- Sample ‘Rural Sample
= ’ A e - \\ . '.

;-Educational , 6 | . 15.0% 3 1 5.9% SN | 3.9

| Enterta1nment | .28 60.0%. 35 1 68.6% . 20 76.9%
~'Something Topo | . 5 | tese |om 21.6% 3 |\ 1.5%
o5 | s | E .

Don't Know s | 2sy | 2o | 39 2 | N\

Total |- 40 | eoos: | s | 10005} 26 10008

° .. B : ; N\

~ *Sub-sample of families W1th.at least one child 9 years o]d'qr younger watching television.

@
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TABLE 34

Second Speéfé] Ana]yéjs*

. o -
; Reason for Watching TV Program ﬁy Family Structure

Two Percent of One Percent of Percent ‘of

Parent Sample _Parén Sample | Other Sample

Educational 8| 8 ‘2 11.8% 0 [

Entertainment 67 67.7% S 64.7% 5 83.3%

Somefhing.To Do 15 _ £15.1% 3 . 17.6% ] 16.7%

~ Don't Know 9 9.19 1 5.9 | 0 0%
% Total 99 100.0% 17 100.06 | 6 .| 100.0%
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© was watch1ng the te1ev1s1on program

F1na11y, each fam11y was asked if they thought their child or ch11dren
were learning something from the_program being v1ewedﬁ Almost 28% of the

families .responded "yes" and another 14% responded "maybe." “However, the

‘majority (52%) responded "no," while another 7% reported that they didn't,

- know {see Table- 35}, e /(

e
In the Ang]o port1on of the sub samp]e 27% and 17% responded "yes" and

'"maybe" respect1ve1y (see Table 36). Forty nine percent responded "no" and

: 6%_d1dn t know. More than 68A of b)ack fam111es reported “no," while 26%

and 0% reported "yes" and "maybe“ respect1ve1y, and -another 5% reported that

they didn't know. More than 47% of the Mex1can Amerwcan fam111es reported

’”“"noﬂawb11e 32% and 16% reportLd "yes" and "maybe" respect.ve]y, and another

5% reported that they d1dn't know.

* In the urban portion of the sub-sample, 43% of the_fami]ies'reported "no,"

- that they did not think their éhi]d oy chi]dren'were 1earning from‘the‘telé- |

g& e

et :~

vision program wh11e 30% and- 16% reported "yes" and "maybe" respect1ve1y,

’

' and another 11% reported that they didn't know (see Tab]e 37). More than

467 of the suburban fam111es reported "no" while 37% and 15% reported "yes"

" and "maybe" respectively, and another 2% reported that they d1dn‘t know.

More than 65% of the rura1 families reported that they did not think the1r

,'ch11d or children were |earn1ng from the program, wh11e 12% reported "yes,

another 127 reported "maybe" and another 12% reported that they d1dn t know
. In, the two»parent fam11y port1on of the sub-sample a]most 52% of the
fam111es reported ‘that they. d1dn t think their child or. ch11dren were 1earn1ng

R

from the program, wh11e ?67 and 14% reported yes" and "maybe“ respect1ve1y,

T owe

and'another 8%,reportca that they didn't know. Almost 59% of the s1ng1e parent

50
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TABLE 35

Second Spec1a1 Anaiys1s*

@

K

Question 21: Do You Think Yeyr Children are
Learn1ng Something- from the Program?"
ST 'No;fof' S Percenf,pf o
Fam11jes. . Responses ~ Sample '
Yes I - o 27.9%
Maybe | 17 13.9%
CNo a 63 . | . 51.6%
sDon't Know | 8 6.6%
Total | | 122 100.04 -
L
.

*va sample of fam111es w1th at least one ch11d 9
years old or younger watch1ng te1ev1s1on

v

#




| TABLE 36 | L
"~ second Sbeéial A'na']ys'is* o /
* Children Learning from TV Program by Ethnicity
< | Percent-of | Percent of Mexican = | Percent .of
. Anglo | - . Sample quck  Sample |- American | Sample
Yes 22 Ceran L 5| 26:3% 6 31.:6%
Maybe | 1 | o o1 | o/l 0% 3 15.8%
' No \ g0 | 49.4% 13 | - 6849 BTN Y N
“Don't Know | 5 6.2% 5 1 |- 5.3% 1 5.2%
Total g | 008 | 19 | to0.0m |19 ) 100.08
[ V;\ ) . - . M.
e
_ *Sub- samp]e of fam1hes w1th at 1east oné child 9 years old or younger watchmg
telev1swn \ | -
L | Q9 :




- //.'v' ‘f"
S0 TMLET ;
] L . ': Second,Specia]‘Aﬁaiysis*, |
. e _ R e S . o !
- /// ' Children Learning from TV Program by Housing o
T . ) ) o

. | ‘ 'a', , Pércent of - : Pé}cent'of' ‘/’4 | Percent of
’ Urban ~ Sample ‘;§yburban,. ' Sample Rural J - Sample’

/

o \

Yes . nt ?9.7% 1 2 | s/ 3 | s
“ ;Maybe' 6 |- -16.2% " 8 | 14.8% 3 B T11.5%
N B RS T 53.3%' j s | 6.3 17 5.5%

Don't’ Know 4 "10.8%, | R . 1.9% 3 11.5%

o~

f-__ " Total 37 100.0% -7 100.0% 26 . © 100.0%
L | | SRR R SR
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’*Sdb;samp1e pf/fami1ies'with at least one child 9 years 61d‘or;}buq§én_watchiﬁg' /
- television. -~ . » o T e ,
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families reported "no"’ﬁG;;;~§§%'and¢§% reported "yes" and "maybe" respect-
iye]y, and none reported that they didn't know (see Tab1e 38).
| There were severa1'1mportant age difference. Families were‘grouped :

“into five categories according to the age of the o1dest child. Since data

were co11ected from families: 1nstead of. ch11dren, the data could not be
segregated accord1ng to the age of part1cu1ar ch11dren Further, the age of p]' -
the o1dest child was cons1dered to be an 1mportant family parameter 3 '
: F1fteen percent of the fam111es w1th ch11dren had an o1dest ch11d between ,qa;“
the age of 0 years and 5 years o]d 18% between 6 years and 9 years o]d : =
‘30% between 10 years,and 14 years old, and 31% between 15 and. 17 years old.
vFam11y conversta1ons;about te]ev1s1on program content were more prevaYent
in fam111es w1th an o]dest child 6 to 9 years old. (24%) and’ in- fam111es
‘1w1th an o1dest ch11d 10 to 14 years old (25%) than in fam111es w1th an
- oldest child 0 to 9 years o]d (13%) and 1h families w1th an oldest ch11d
15 to 17 years o]d QIBA) Genera11y, as-the age of the o1dest ch11d
1ncreased, it was more common for a ch11d to select the te1ev1s1on program
' be1ng v1ewed rang1ng from 7. J% in fam111es with an o1dest ch11d 0 to 5

~years. old to 44;6% in fami]ies w1th an o]dest child 15 to 17 years old.

" On ‘the critical issue of the reason for wat h(hg the te1ev1snon o /

”‘ . | . T T ______J 4 —_——— L L_______JEN
. ) : .. C - ) ' .
'

, Program being viewed, "enterta1nment" was th maj r1ty response in a11 o /
~ family groups, followed by the ‘response, /‘someth1ng to do". There were "‘ /" ,
~ small f]uctuationsw1n the percent of f//111es who were watch1ng for . /

S .“edUCationa1 reasons. Of fam1]1es w1th an o]dest ch11d 0 to 5 years o]d

9(0%,were watching.the TV program for'educat1ona1 purposes. In fam111es~b
. \ . . . Lo .

with an oidest child 6 to 9 years olphthe rate‘increased to 12.5%.and in

families with an o1dEst child 10 to 14 years old, the rate was 12.8%.
f
families with an oidest

-

vild 15 to 17 years o1d the rate dropped to

3 - V" X . "~
i T . - - : Y

One the important heoret1ca1 issues is- whether famil1es p1an eir
k3 ‘." 51.
a !// ] (}"‘"
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television v1ew1ng or s1mp1y watch whatever happens to be on. There was
a s11ght1y h1gher rate of p1anfu1néss of fam111es te1ev1s1on viewing 1n '
fam111es w1th an o1dest ch11d 6 to 9 years o]d (58%) and fam111es with an
‘f o]dest child 10 to 14 years~o]d (59%) than 1n fam111es with, an oldest ch11d 0 to1}
5 years o1d (48%) and in fam111es w1th an oldest child 15 to 17 years on

h(55%) The greatest stab111ty of fam11y television v1ew1ng 1n terms of !

{
watch1ng a program usua11y'v1ewed by the family was found in families with

'
4

an oldest child 10 to 14 years o1d
F1na11J,}the question of parents’ percept1on of the1r children's learn-

ing from thevm 1ev1s1on program be1ng viewed y1e1de9/data s1n11ar to that )

_=011c1ted byhzther quest1ons Of families with an o]dest ch11d 0 to 5 years.

old, 13% thought the1r child or ch11dren were- 1earn1ng from thé program :

-being viewed. In. fam111es with an_oldest child 6 to: 9 years oqd 29%

thought their child or children were 1earn1ng from the te1ev,s1on program

In families 10 to 14 years old, the response rate was 27%. And in fam111es . h
with an ofdest child 15 to 17 years old, 16% thought their child or’ -

children were learning from the teTestion»prograT/being viewed.

|
|
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TABLE 38
~ second Special Analysis*

Chi]dren Learnihg from v Program by Family Structure

Two .Percentiof ‘ One Percent of Percent of .
Parent Sample Parent | ° Sample Other Sample
Yes I BT 26.3% 6 35.3% 2 © 33.3%
Maybe = Iy RITA E 5.9% 2 33.3%
No o5 51359 10 58.8% 2 33.4%
Don't Know 8 8.1% o | 0% 0 0%
" Total 99 | 100.0% 17 100.0% 6 100.0%

1> ez Y

.*Sub-samp]e of.families with at least one chi]d 9 years old or younger watching
television. . .




‘ © DISCUSSION @

The sub samp1e composed of families w1th a n1ne-year-o1d chi1d or younger
watching television genera11y appears to b: a representat1ve of the Southwest

region'with 66% Anglo, 15% black and 15% can American families. Thevsub-

samp1e a1so appears to be. genera11y representat1ve with regard to housing |

with 30% in an urban sett1ng, 44% in a suburban setting and 21% 1n a rura1
setting. " Further, the sub-sample appears to be representat1ve with regard g
to fami1y structure with 81% two-parent families, and almost 14% single- parent
families. |

'Regard1ng the important issue of children's co-viewing, approximate1y
half of the fam# ies reported a child v1ew1ng with his or her parent or

parents. This 1is s1gn1f*cant because it suggests that in a1most half of- the

families with, young children, the parents watch television with their chil-

dren on a regu1ar basis and thus there is at Teast the opportunity for parents

to encourage discussion and analysis of television content. Unfortunately,

a1most another th1rd of the families reported a child v1ew1ng te1eVision alone. «

This pattern was fa1r1y consistent across Anglo, black and Mexican American
families, except fewer Mexican American families reported a child viewing

with his or her parent or parents. Suburban families reported the highest ”

co-viewing with parents (55.5%) and also reported the highest viewing alone

(37.0%). Unexpectedly, two-parent and single-parent families reported very

similar rates of children viewing with their parent or parents (47.5% and

'47.1% respectively).

Family conversations about television content are probably one of the

- most_critical elements of ch11dren S te1e'1s1on v1ew1ng experiences,

ka
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Generally, it was found that conQersations;during fe]évision viewing occurred-
pn1y about one-third of the time. Further,von1y one-third of the conversations
'wére about the te1evision contéht. Thus, conversations about the television
content being viewed aépear gp/ggéur only about 10% of the time. Minority
families appear to have feWer conversatio&g; and even fewer éonveréatfons
about the teievision ntent. Simi]ak]y, rural fam%iies appear. to Haveffewer~
" conversations in g era]land fewer coﬁVersatiohs»about the television conteﬁt
- being viewed.//} ile aAsimilaf percénfage of two-parent and $in91e-pakent
fami]ies repp?ted ;onversations, sfng]eﬁparent families reported far fewe%

conversatigns ébout‘the television content. Generally, family conversation

- about television content‘being viewed is a rare event. The problem appears

to be/é:en more aggravated in minority and single-parent families.

Another indication of'parenté' involvement with their children's tele-
'vision viewing is who selected the television programs to bélviewed.‘_There
appears to be an even Split between parents and children, with 42.6% ofpthe
families reporting that a parent had selected the progragzind'43.4%'of the
families reporting that a child had selected the program. However, another
13.9% of the fami]ies-repbrted'that nobody had’selected the program being
viewed. M%‘orjty fami1ies‘repo?ted a higher incidence of their;chi1dren
“selecting the te]evision program,,b1aék‘aﬁq Mexican American fahi]ies reported
47% and 63% respectively. Further, children in urban settings were also more
likely to select the program than a parent. | | ‘

One of the host important e1ements to making television viewing bene;v
ficial, and perhaps also dgcationa], is a person's yiewing:wifh a purpose,
having planned to yjeﬁ‘the p>ogram. Much of people's te]evi§joh viewing is

thought to be/uﬁﬁaanned and to serve no purpose*except/;o/“kill"\somg time.

B
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However, over half of the fam111es (56. 6%)‘reported that they had plahned

td view the program, and another 11% reported they had "sort of" p1anned to .
view the program. N“hethe]ess, almost one-third (29. 5%) of the families
V:reported that they had not planned to view the program Unexpected]y, an
overwhe1m1ng majority of black fam111es (73.7%) reported that they had planned.
to view the program, while only 36.8% of the Mexican American families re-
ported they had planned to vfew the program. A high proportioh of nural
families (69.2%) and single-parent farmilies (70.6%) also unexpectedly reported
that they had planned to view the program. A possible interpretation.ot some - -
of these data is that for some families (espeoia]]y rural and sing]e;parent
families) television is an. integral part of family 1ife and the family regu-
Tarly views certain programs .

" Indeed, the data generated by the question of whether the family usually
watches the program being viemed appearvto support the interpretation that
Jrura] and single- parent fam111es regularly view specific programs. Almost

' 89% 0f the. single-parent families reported that they regularly watch the pro-
gram being viewed and'71% of rural families reported‘that they watch the program
reqularly. This is in comparison to a sampie-wide rate‘ofu62% regularly watch-
ing the program being viewed. |

A second quest1on was asked regarding conversations related to the con-
tent of te1ev1s1on programs be1ng viewed. S1nce conversat1ons during television -
viewing are relatively rare, fam111es were asked if there had been any comments
or discussion about the television program since the television was turned on
that evening. Only 20% of the fam1]1es reported any television ‘related con-

versations. The major exception was the rural famili2s, none of whom reported

W any-television related conversations. However, a- follow-up question provided

54
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some encouraging data. Of the families who did report te1evision related

conversat1ons, 68% reported that the conversation was. between a parent and
child. Th1s is part1cu1ar1y s1gn1f1cant because parental commentary and ex-
'p1anat1ons great]y enhance a child's ability to understand and realistically
'1nterpret television content. .

In another fo]]ow -up question, 23% of the fam111es reported that the
evening's conveér$ations were not typ1ca1 for the fam11y when it is watching

te1evision ‘Another 347 reported that they d1dn t know Almost 24% of the .

fam111es reported that the conversations (or the 1ack of conversat1on) was -

“typical for *he family and another 20% of the families reported thatfsomef
times the1r fam1‘y had this kind of d1scuss1on wh11e viewing television. All
“of this further suggests that parent ch1}§,1nteract1ons during television.
v1eW1ng are very 1rregu1ar h |

Undoubted]y the most discouraging f1nd1ng of th1s study is that-only 8%
of the families reported an educational reason or purpose for viewing the
te1evision program. A full 68%'reported entertainment reasons. Another 24%
reported a something-to-do reason or that they didn't know why they'were =
watching the.program. This style of fami]y‘viewing is directly opposite to
the kind of family viewing that makes television a positive, beneficial ex-
perience'for children, . '

The ultimate conqern is whether or not children are learning from the

,television~programs‘they~vie : fwasked~of-the—fam114es«whov
participated in the te]ephone?observation study: Generally, at 1ea$t half
of the fam111es reported that they did not think their child or children

were 1earn1ng from the program being viewed. The most skept1ca1 were rural

~¥amT%TeS'WTth—657 respondTng "no“ﬁand bTack—famTtTESAWTth-ﬁ87*respond1ng*~‘“**—**
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"no." The data, nonetheless, strongly suggest that most parehfs do nbt
believe that their children learn from the te]evision programs thay view.

Probab]y a more accurate perspect1ve of these data is that most parents ure

unaware of what the1r ch11dren are 1earn1ng from telev1s1on programming.
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time.

CONCLUSIONS

The overwhelming finding of the study was that while most families

7(approximate1y 90%) view television regularly in the evening, family

conversations while v1ew1ng occur less than one- th1rd of the time. More

) 1mportant1y, d1scussﬁons re1ated to te1ev1s1on occur approx1mate1y 10%

of the time. Finally, only a small proportion of the televjsion re1ated
discussions include any explanation or commentary of the television

content. The bottom line is that meaningful family discussions about

Atelevision content appear to occur only abnut 2.5% df families' viewing

K.

The experimental ev1dence strong1y suggests that children often 1earn
and mislearn from television. Further, the evidence strong1y suggests
that family discussicas greatly enhance the positive benefits of children's
television viewing. The data generated by this study, however, 1nd1cate
that such family discussions are rare events. Assuming a variance across
families, it appears that in many families, explanatory or‘eva1uativq
commentary about'te1evision programminé content hardIy ever occur.

In contrast to the‘Eﬁpirica1 evidence, a minority of parents rea1ize

that their children are, learning from‘the'te1evision programs they view.

S

 Approximately 20% of parents reported that they thought their children

were learning and another 10% reported "maybe". A full 90% of the families

rwreportedrwatchingra~te1ev1sion-programwfor entertainment, or something to

do, or just didn't know why they were viewing.
The study prov1ded several 1mportant 1ns1ghts into how fam111es use

home te1ev1s1on, into parental 1nvo1vement in the1r children's te1ev1s1on

' v1ew1ng, and into fam111es e ucat1ona1 use of home te1ev1snon _In genera],,ﬁ _
it was found that in families with young chiTdren, parents;v1ewed.te1ev151on

" with their children about half of the time during evening hours. However, -
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 family EOnversationS»about the television program eccurred only about

10% of the time. Further, only about 8% of fami]ies with young child?en
watched a television program for educational reasons, and more than half
_of the parents did not think their children 1earn from te1ev1s1on programs.

It was hypothes1zedethat family parameters would influence fam11y
use of television.: A]though there may be d1stort1ons in the data, the
data do indicate that Mexican Amer1can parents view te]ev1s1on w1th the1r
ch11dren less frequent]y than do Anglo or Black parents Further, family
conversations-while v1ew1ng te1ev1s1on are much fewer in Mex1can American .
~famjlies. There appear to be no substant1a1 differences in the proport1on"
~ of Anglo, Black and Mexican American families viewihg television for |
educational: purposes. Through, Black families ‘were more skeptica]xthat
their children Tearn from te1e91sion pregrams.

The general ehvironment of the family appears'tofint1uence families'
use-of television. ih harticu]ar, families in rusal settings appear to be
less Tikely to have family cenvehsations about a té]etjsion‘progham and much
n]ess iike]y to watch television for educational purposes. Finally, feweh
parents in rural families beiieve their children learn from television.

It was thought that the numbér of pareénts present in the family wdu]d 2
greatly alter the family's use of home television; however, the data do not
support_this_hypothesis. While sihgle parents are much more Tikely to view

television with their children, there are no dramatic differences between

" “single-parent and two-parent families in the areas of family conversations
while viewing television, reasons for watching television, or parental

belief that their children learn from television.

The second hypothesis was that eh11d parameters would affect television

viewing behaviors. The data indicate that in families with high-school-age
.children, there ig less frequent parent-chi1d co-viewing of te1evisibn,
o .
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fewer fam11y conversat1ons aboutvte1ev1s1on programs, less frequent te1e-
o%s1on viewing for educat1ona1 purposes, and less be11ef that ch11dren :
learn from te1ev1s1on prcgrams than in families with grade- -school - ~age
children. The third hypothesms was "that parenta] involvement would
influence the educationaldbenefits of children's television viewing. .The
‘data appear to indicate that 1n fam111es where.parents'co-view with their
children more freduent]y, there are more parent-child conversations.about 3
television programs, more television viewing for educationa1 ~purposes,
and a greater belief that ch11dren Tearn from te1ev1s1on programs
The overall picture of fam11y te1ev1s1on viewing, however, is that

while television viewing is a domJnant, if not almost constant, family
activity for most families wgth.chiidren during most even%ngs, television ’
viewing is not a joint activitxwin that fam11y conVersatiOns about vf
. television are rare events;.teTevision«viewing is not planned; program
se1ect1on is not a fam11y decision, and te1ev1s1on viewing itself is
an 1nexpens1ve and easy way to fill the even1ng hours .. Further, the
overwhelming proportion of parents do not believe that children Tearn from
television. |

| A portra1t of sharp contradwct1ons is presented by the data Te1evision
is a very perva51ve e1emen1 in the 11ves of Amer1can families. V1rtuaT1y
every family owns at least one working television. Parents deny any
importance of television. Television is used for passing entertainnent
and assigned an 1nsign1fdcant status. -However, when families are at hone |
in the evening, the te1ev1s1on is a1most&a1ways turned on. Further parents
'deny any impact of te]ev1s1on on their én11dren The many research stud1es,

!
nonethe1ess, cont1nue to document more areas in which television shapes the \

knowledge, ideas; ideals™ d‘EttTtUde§”6f“tﬁ11d?é”—3“ﬁ’adUTt§“_“F1naIly
the portrait is dominated by the scene of families s11ent1y,v1n ‘isolation
59
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from-other families, and family members in virtual silent isolation

——t

from each other, viewing television programs with passing interest.
lTe]evision viewing is frequently interrupted#to do fami]yror personal

chores.. However, substantive interactions around the home television

.are indeed rare. !

When television was first made available to families on a 1arge
scale, ‘it was thought'that te]eViSion wou]d-briné’fami1ies togethér. -
The ayailable evidénce does indicate. that television has brought families
. together, Howeve',*te1ev1sﬁon appears to exclude or discourage many of

the family activities which are traditionally regarded as being 1mportantv

x - - e

to a healthy, understarding and supportive fami]y environment”

I't should be recognized that the data were generated by the relatively
. = -
nove] and unvaliddted techanue of using the te]ephone to make "observations"

1nto fam1]1es homes Th1s allowed an dnpforwarned entrance into families"
homes that appeared to be only- m11d1yt/ntrﬁS1ve/ In contrast to»other
observational approaches///he/fam111es did not “prepare“ for the observat1on
The greatest area/of/concern is the use of the person answering the tele-

= phone to conduct and report the actual observations. The re11ab11nty of
the observations appeared to pe'very high, and much higher than that of
non- observat1ona1 approaches Genera]]y, the va11d1ty appeared to be much
higher than other observat1ona1 approaches and the hon- ohser;at1ona1
approaches because the techn1que is far 1ess 1ntrus1ve than the former

approaches and obtains data more directly than the latter approaches. .The

major threat to the validity of the data generated”wou1d be the social

desirability of response _options. S1nce fam111es were not given spec1f1c

response/optnons, the questions solicited detailed, factual information,

T

and therqpestionsmwerewasked“rather.qpickly,;thesrespov;es_tombemspontaneous

«
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and truthfu] With the approximate' cost reduction of 90% in co]lectjng,

factual data regard1ng fam11y activities, the’ te1ephone observat1on

approach makes it feas1b1e to study families and their 1nteract1ons

Regard1ng the 1mp11cat1ons for parents and the deve]opment of

_ programs to assist parents, the data are very discouraging ' The major

concern that parents are not involved in their children's te1ev1s1on

viewing is not only valid but even appears to have been understated

')There are v1rtua11y no parental explanations of television content to

.ch1-dren.” This is in the context of te]ev1s1on portray1ng very complex

and confus1ng content. As to public policy supporting 1nterventaons i
and educational programs, these data document a strong need. At the same

t1me, the data suggest that such programs would have great d1ff1cu1ty

‘~1n'hav1ng a substant1a1 jmpact. ~Parents need to be more.aware.of how much'_
teleyjsion,they and their children watch, and-how much their children .

learn from and are influenced by television programming. Once parents are

more aware, there/a/numberwof”strategies which parents could use to make -

their childreﬁfs television viewing positive and beneficial. There is

already preliminary data that these strategﬁésxare effective.

The major'prob1em remains that most parents are unaware and

d1sbe11ev1ng of the 1mpact‘of the nightly vxdeo visitor upon their fam11y

If an 1ntervent1on or educat1ona1 program is to have any success, 1t

will need to_commun1cate information and raise avareness. Once parents

" have become aware, their concerns as parents will cause them to seck out

© and try ways to change, modify or eliminate the impact of television.
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AVAILABILITY OF DATA.

& —

-

The.data collected in the Fall pilot study and %he‘Spring primary
study are housed at the Southwesf Educational Deve]opment Laboratory.;
Accgss to these'data may -be arrqngeq jqint1y tﬁrougﬁ Dr.,O]{yer Moles
at the National Institute of Ehucation and Drz_P}es;on'Kronkq§kyd the

. Executiv2 Director of the SduthWest Educational Deve}gpment,[abokatory.

The data are orgahiéed:by g#bups.of families as presente ‘ﬁh the

first table of’Appendix B, "1981 Spring Sur&éy, ?inai'§dhmafyf.:5  ,i

o .
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1

FAMILY LIFE AND TV TELEPHONE SURVEY

Interviewer ' . | . o | First Evening: , .
Interviewee name : i ‘ _____Completed
Phone number_ . ____No answer
. Interviewee sex (1=male; 2=female) _ Busy
Date (example: February 15 = 021581) Parents not.in,
Time (example: 9:00 p.m. = 0900) other

Address (as listed in phone book)

~y .

City . , S - [
State ' | ' ' '
Final status: 1=participates 2=n§ answer 3=refusal 4=wrong #

S g S

i

Hello, my name is and I'm calling from Southwest Educa-,
tional Laboratory Tn Austin, Texas.: We are conducting a national tele-
phone survey on family TV viewing and would:like to ask you.a few ques-
‘Itions. WOu1d that be all right? (l—y, 2=n which terminates 1nterV1ew)

wad
o

Is your TV on? (1=yes, 2=no, 3=don't own a TV) : T _
N If TV is on, what program is on? : ‘ B
II]. Was there anything said in the two minutes before the phone rang?

(1=p 2— 3=no) .
Program:

' © Other: | | . -_ . .' o
1 o | |

12, * How many children do you have 1iving at home?

| '  If no children or TV not on, say "Thanks, goodbye."
3. Who is watch1ng at least part of the program? 7
ol oW CP] c2 t c3 \ cal 0]

l

oo

‘a@4. s anyone doing anything eiSE?
nothing - ‘

- reading -

l ' eating

grooming . _ _ .
- playing games ‘ - _ //, ’ -

S f

handwork

homework

-sleeping
chores

other S E e SR SR

@l5. Who selected the program? " . e e e
' (1=father 2=mother 3=child 4-nobody) ‘ o '

D1d—you p]an to watch the program? (l-yes 2=sort of S‘no)

116,




Does your family usually watch th%s program?
(1=yes 2=sometimes 3=no 4=NA) .

18. Have there been any comments or discussions about the TV program since

the TV was turned on this evening? (1=yes 2=no 3=don't know) -

If yes: Who was talking or listening in the discussion? ‘ _
(1=p-p 2=p-c 3=c-c- 4=0) . ) T

program? (1=yes 2=sometimes 3=no) S , -
20. Why is your family watching this program? . ' SRR I

(1=educational 2=entertainment {1ike program) 3=babysitter
4=something to do S5=don’t know) :
'21. Do you think your children are-learning something from the program?

. (1=yes 2=maybe 3=no) : _

. What are they learning? ,
d also like to ask a few demographic questions. These are just voluntary.

l We woul

.22, How many TVs are in your home? S o
23. What is your household structure? For example, 2 parents and 1 ¢child

5=several adult same-sex
6=several adult mixed-sex
" 7=other (explain) _.

 || 19. Is there usually this kind of discussion when your family views this ‘

1=married, no children
2=married, children
3=single parent, children
4=single occupant. -
24.. And your children's-sex and ages? o
" (1=b, 2=g, then age.’ Babies®less than 6 mos=0,
- o greater than 6 mos=1

féeX)  (age)

. l 25, Do you live in an urban, suburban or rural neig'hborhood? ¥

¢ (1=urban 2=suburban 3=rural -4=don't know): -

26. What is your ethnicity {or race)? . A
1=Anglo 2=Mexican-American 3=Black 4=0ther

Thank you for helping us with our survey. We would also like to send you

on your T viewing habits, which would contain
In ritu.n for f£i1ling out the questionnaire,
nting materials which contain activities
your children. May we send you a

_a more detailed questionnaire
the same types of questions.
~we will send you a free set of pare
such as games and storjes for you an«
questignnaire? (1=yes = 2=n0) -

II If’yes,\Eubject's.correct address and zip code (expiain subjects are ob-
- tained at random from the phone book): ' ,

. . V “\\ 7
. -
-

.




ghat is the age and sex of each family member?
' - _ ' Age | Sex.
" Husband : _ '
. . \
ife
1dest child
Second child.
lhird child : _

jourth chiid . o ____ ' | -
®hther household” | T — ~ el S B —

members ' Relationship

Relationship

I R

———

* How many workmg te]ev1s1ons do you have'? Color TVs

B]ack & wh1te TVs

n -which" room 1's "'r,he TV that yeu most often watch together as a family?

xs cab]e sePvice ‘available in~your area? Yes No
| N Is HBO? Yes_. _ No
Do you subscribe to cable service? :Yes | No
| ' - To HBO?  Yes NG ‘

T . o -

'-!ow many channels do you receive?

~

Do you own a V1deotape recorder" Yes_ No

'{ow many hours does your family watc} TV in an average week'? -

Which mghts of the week are you as a family likely to be watching TV together" :
. (Please" c1rc1e as many answers as apply to you.) B

l Sundéy Monday Tuesday " Wednesday . Thursday Friday Saturday MNone regularly




l S . 2

:'hich word(s) of those below best describe how you feel about vour chﬂdreni‘-s‘ TV a - ;
viewing? (Please check as many as apply.) ‘ * .

. . Entertaining ' Stimulating ~ Harmful

l ‘Boring o o Harmless _ Amusing

_ Relaxing ~ orthwhile . __ Stupid
2 |

l A waste of Necessary ) Fu]fﬂ]i*ng .

time
lklease check off as many of the following étatemehfé‘as apply to your TV set's operation.
At my house,.the TV is on most of the afternoon. '

l" ' At my hbuse; the TV is usually on during dinner.

l ‘ At my house, the TV is on most of the evening.

".\'h.at do you as a family talk about while you are watching TV?

Do you and/or other merﬁbers‘ of your family often do any,té:g' ot‘hér than talk while watch-
ing TV? (Mark as many as apply.. ' ' , ' . '

T

| l | Read . -~ Play games o ' Sleep
L - . ’
: " Eat : v . Do handwork s Hdusehold -
l ) (crafts, paperwork) " chores
Persona?! grocming : :
E (self or others) * Do homework
. | Other (whax?) __ S - S / .

l What shows do you as a family try to watch together whenevgr they are broadca'st?




-

e B . e

! -

lat programs (or types of programs) do you t‘r‘{y’ to encourage your chﬁ’drehﬁ/ 0 watéh?

. . & o . - - - : .
b g

" \What programs (or types of programs) do you discourage or not allow your children to

latch?

'hat\programs (or types of programs)

do you usua'Hy watch with your chi'ldrgn? - | /

%

v

A

ghat programé (or types' of programs) are yo‘ur children most likely to ask you questions.’
bout? : ' ‘

'Ihat prograrﬁs (or types of programs) are most Tikely to lead to a family discussion? -
, , < ,

.-lave any shows led to taking a trip or reading' a book?

3 or 4-times -___yes, more than 4 times ___ no, never

yes, -Once- or twi ce. . ) es,

| If yes, what shows?

! | | :
During 1 hour of evening TV programming‘", when you are watching with your children, how
out the show or commercials? »

'ganz. discussions or comments are usually made ab
0 T 2 ___3 4 5

On an averﬁge evening, what is the totai an;ohnt of time your family spends t-a'lvking
together gbout the television programs being viewed? : :

| 0 min. _._ 1-5 min. 5-10 min. ____10-20 min. nmore than
—_ - ‘ 20 min.~
'Nhat programs do your children watch for educational purposes? =
® hat TV content do you try to explai o ynur children” __ ‘ ' : . T
- - ! f.f,i.,_d./-,/«-,r‘-'r:-'*"" e '
- Do you try to 1imit the amountb/f;gg;mé,;you=wfch‘i“rdren watch TV?
l ' ‘yes — 10 " not relevant L
— ~ 7
., If yes, how many hours peni day do you permit? - _ ’ ,
l | o { . st child 2nd child_ . 3rd child___
‘ l If yes,. how often is the 1%1'mited TV viewing rule enforced?
always ~not applicable

none ~  rarely _1 sometimes often

g

- :12;‘ A S “*?——ff’/; .f
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S i
W many hours.d1d(do) your children watch TV:.

s . - . 1st child 2nd child 3rd child
“ . 7 - . . . .
o yesterday | hours:
’*’r on an average weekday7 : hours:
_ on an average Saturday? ~ hoursz = ¢
! on an average Sunday? hours: '
~ “How many hours d"d(do) you and/ox your spcuse watch TV with your ¢hildren:
' ' . yesterday? _ hours: '
. onan average weekday? - . hours :
. " on an average Saturday? hours: ,
. on an average Sunday? hours: =

.-4usb_an‘d‘s occupation part-time full time_ ..

lﬁfe's» occupation

Husband's highest yeaf of school comp]étéd

part-time_. full tima

Idife's highest year of school completed | ;

lTotal family annua] income: (check one)
s0 % 10,000 ___$11,000 - 20,000 __$21,000 - 30,000 ssl,ooové

'lWh_at clubs or organizations does. each famﬂy member actWe]y part1c1pate in?

" . Husband

1 Wi fe

0ldest child

Second -child

' _Third child

Other household members

‘Please mark one of the following categories:
_‘___ﬁéth hysband and wife compieted questionnairev
Wife comoleted‘questionnaireﬁ

Husband comp]eted questmpnna1re

Another household member completed quest1onna1re

Relationship

12

aad by S RO
—

~, THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP
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| . 1981 Spring Telephone Study Results
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- R * No.
No Answe ‘ 591
Disconnected ‘ 470

 Refusét= . 563

- Participants : 1,298

12,922

Participants?
Children, w/TV on. T w3
Children, TV off B m
3 Children don't own' TV _3
e ( . 490
No children, TV on | : 500
Mo children, TV off 283

~ No children, no TV o _25
| 808

1981 Spring Survey, Final Summary

| )
' 35,02% % 62.25%
)

Percent
2003 -
16.08% |
19.27%
40028
100.00%

;90.41%‘ )

8.98% g ;37.75%
Coew)
100.00% |
i

 61.88%

. 3.09%
100.00%




“ramilies with Children and with Television On

by Ethnicity.

| Percent of -
. B . Ethnicity Sample
* Anglo | 289 | 65. 2%
Black 35 ‘ 12.4%
Mexi cah-'Amer*i.can . 62 14.0%
Other S | | 4.7%
No ReSponse - ‘ S - 3.6%
443 " 100.0%
& [V
&
L -
\.
L4 N E)_ \.‘ .
R : \
” | 12L \
. . \\ |
" ~ -




-

" Families with Children and with Television On

by Housing. -

:Housing Percent of

Pattern Sample
Urban . | 130  29.3%
Swurban . 188 42.4%
Rural | 77 7.8
Other* 32 A

No Response 16 ‘ 3.6

o 443 " 100.0%

* Includes "don't know" answers.




Families with Children with Television On by

Age of Oldest Child

0-5 Years 67 15.1%

6-9 Years 80 18.1%
10-14 Years 133 30.0%
15-17 Years . 139 3.4
_ No Response _gi 5.3
o 443 100.0%
— .
s

126




Eamilies with Children with Television On -
by Fami1y Structurei
. ,?amiTy‘ Percent of
Structure __Sample ..
Married Péfent. :
Families < 359 \ 81.0%
Single Parent . : .
Families . .81~ 11.5%
Other | 7 T 3.8%
No Résponse g _16 . 3.6%
| 443 100.0%
;(
B N ‘ L '
' 1 - ,7.7'~_4;f—_::::;:;'::'—':t;' T"%”“"’. L r.v"v:‘l'f'_?:':hn"?"'w;q%"‘w?.‘”‘“.’"m.;)”7




Quéstion 11:
"Did anyone say something in thé two -~

minutes before the phone rang?"

Families with Children
with Te}evision ON

" Program " - ‘ 49 0 11.1%
Non-program . . 89 20.1%
“No I 305 68. 8%

443 100.0%

vs
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" 'Program Commegg;'in Two Minutes

. Befoke Phone Rang.

Explanatory
E Evaluative

Other

:Program Comments = - Percent
6 - 12.2%
6 12.2%
37 75.5% -
49 100.0% e

oo




E

Program Comments in Two Minutes ,;
Before Phone Rang by Ethnicity. - Rt
Program Total
Comment Sample Percent
Anglo - 289 11.8%
Black 8 55 14.5%
* Mexican-American 5 - : 62 . 8.1%
. o
% g ?,;‘,‘i::i L
’ e
130 .
. S
g :

o




©

" Program Comments in Two Minutes

Before Phone Rang by Family Stf&cture.

ﬁrogram - Total ' :
Comment Sample Percent
 Married 43 | 359 12.0%
Single Parent 4 51 ° 7.8%
Other 1 7o 5.9%
;‘
|
132

e
e .




Y

Program Comments in Two: Minutes "

~--- Before iuone Rang by Housing. ;.‘
e | : . - Program Total ~ Percent of
Comments = Sample Sample
 Urban 8 130 13.8%
Suburban .25 o188 4 13.3%
Rural s 1 6.5%
¢
o
v / N | -
A




Question -14:

"Are they doing anything else?”

i Nothing
Ta]kingk
Reading
Eéting

" Grooming
P]ayinvaames
Handwork"
'HOEework'
Sleeping
Chores

Otheg

No Response'

266 55i5%
3 0.772 -
2 s
‘\ 48 ° 10.8%
E R
20 4.5%
5 1.1%
24 5.4%
5 1.1%
26 5.9%
28 6.3%
o 2.5%
- 443 100'0% |
' 1 3 0 "&1"*3*

‘ L S




Child Alone M 19.0%
Child w/Sibling(d) w99

‘ Cchild wAdult(s) ) 143 32.3%
Adult(s) Only 156 35.2%
Other 4 0.9%
No Respoffse | _1_2_ _2.7%

443" 100.0%

M.

T ! |
B e K
bt t 2 jt
L) K] -
s \ S

- S p

VAR

-, . . » .
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e
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- L e i
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Family Co-Viewing by Ethhicity.

‘ % of
Mex--Amer. Mex-Amer.
Co-viewing Sample

' , : Anglo . Anglo Black Black
Co-viewjng_ Sample Co-viewing Samp]g

child Alone . 57\' 19.7% 17 30.9% |
Child w/Sib{ing(g) s - em 1 2T
 Child w/Adult(s) 101 34.9% 15 27.3%
- K&a1t(s) ohly | ".>103 ' 35.64 - 16  29.1%

X
5

127

7 11.3%

6 . 9.7%

25 40.3%
".24 .. 38.7%

.




- Family Co-Viewing by Housing.

, " % of % of | % of
Urban Urban Suburban Suburban: Rural . Rural
"Co-viewing, Sample Co-viewing Samp1e: Co-viewing Sample
Child Alone 25 19.2% n 21e 12 15.6%
Child w/Sibling(s) 14 ~ To.8% .~ 12 6.4% 13~ 16.9%
Child w/Adult(s) . 43 33.3% T2 38.3% . 22 28.6%
Adult(s) Only 48. " 36.9% 63 33.5% 30 38.9%
' : * ' ‘ oL ’ ' K
,{ . ’ B u | . »:
_ ) - ’ ‘ o ; .
//
/:’/ 7 s
126




. "*FamiTy;C°fview1ng'bY‘Fami1Y”Structure. -

 Other

Married  Married

Co-viewing: Sample Co-viewing Sample
~ child Alone 68 ﬂ
' Child w/Sibling(s)
Child w/Adult(s) T
Adult(s) only

et

“Co-viewing Sample

‘5

1
4'/




_ Question 15: "Who Selected the Program?" °

-
Father 79 17.8%
Mother 125 28.2%
child - 154 38
Nobody ° = 48 110.8%
‘Don't know S 18 4.1%
-No response | 19 4.3
443 100.%
e
|
128




Who Selected Program by'Age of Child .-
0-5 | Percent of 6-9 Percent of. 10-14 Percent of 15-17 Percent of
Years. _ Sample ' Years - Sample Years  Sample Years /Samp1e
Father 21 313 - . 15 18.8% 20 15.0% 29 20.9%
Mother 25  37.3% 0 | 37.5% 31 23.3% 3 24.5%
Child = 5  7.5% 2.0 30.0% . 60  45.1% 62 44.6%
Nobody 10 14.99 - 10 2.5 18 13.5% 9 6.5%
CDon't Know 6 9.0%  Gles 1033 2.3 5. 3.6%
, o - 189
. L;f?-’ .




Who Selected the Pfogram by:?am11y Structure -
| -

£

Two Percent'df Sihg1e Percent of Other Peftent of
Parent Sample Parent Sample ' Sample
Father 39 11.5% 70 . 1% 1 9.1%
Mother 126 - 37.24° 20 39.2%. 4 36.4%
Child 102 30.1% 17 '33.33 - 6 54.5%
Nobody 72 21.2% 7 13.7% 0 0%
I,(,
140
_ \‘. n




CFather 13- 0.4 25 13.9% - 1— 9.3

“Child.

. Who Selected the Program by Housing "w

e ) -
£

Percent of ° . Percent of . " percent of

" Urban ~__Sample Suburban _Sample Rural = -Sample

B

Mother 49 39.2% 61 -33.9% 33 44.0%

I's
~
o
——
T e T
e — o
. ’,,/’ .
- -
—
- -
./
. e
-
a"'/
PR .
e
] t" 1
» ‘x -
-

‘ 60 ~33a 21 28.0%
Nobody 27 21.6% 34 18.9% o BT

u
wr'
- L
s
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g Who Se]ected the Proqram by Ethnnc1tx

Percent of "~ Percent of

Percent of .

Sample

~Anglo -Sample Black = Sample = Mex.-Am.
\ . ' : .

e s ST PR

Father 33 . 12.0% . 5 8.1% 7
Mother 101 . 37.06 25 . 40.3% 21
Cchitd 87 39y .19 30.65 13
Nobody 52 19.0% 13 21.04 -1
, ©
- //
./ X
o ;h 1 1 .\‘)

/o
18.5%
//i 43
//250%;

21.1%




i

Yes |
" sort of
‘No

No Response

28

31

147 35.4%
2 50

~752.6%

7.0%

443 100.0%

,
!/
/
j
/
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. P
- planmed o Watch Program by Age of Child /

0.5 Percent of 6-9 ~Percent of 10-14 Percentof 15-17 Percent of
. Sample Years Sample Years . Samp]e/TA

Years' _ Sample Years

- 76 54.7%

58.6%
8.6%

5.3% 12
36.1% 50 36.0%

46  57.5% 78
7 88 - 1,
| 32.5% . . 48

32 - 47.8%
7.5%

Yes

. ',Sort of 5 -

ety

No - 29 43.3% 26 .
e o R
R
: H
T
f' ;
i
&
;
S i y
}[ "
n
- /
e #
1
i
4
gf J
. (:&'x‘p
12
.
‘ .
. ’ ‘!
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P1anned to Watch Pfogram by Family Structure

13,

“ae,
w0

..

Two
. Parent

S

s .
N

" . .Perceit of -.. Single

Parent

- - Pergent of

- Sample Qther

Percent of
Sample

~  Yes =188
28

139

~ Sort of
No

S -

&

* ‘Sample

- 53.0%

32
7.9 © 3

36.3% 15

"0

~en,

- 64.0%
6.06 - O
30,05 1

90.9%
0%
9.1%., ™




~ Planhed to Watch Program by Housing
e =

. Percent of " percent of . - Percent of
Sample Suburban = _ Sample Rural  “Sample.

“esd% 95 0.5k 48 615
o543 13 6.9% 70 e
.43 80 - 42.65 23 . 2950




¢

—

~ Percent of ~ Percent of - ‘Percent of
. . Anglo - Samp1e B1ack Sample -.Mex‘.'-Am;'} '_Samp1e .
Yes . 150 52.6% 4 T 69.8% 29 T 9374
Sort of = 26~ 8.8%. s T~ 6 . 2 374
No 10 38.6% 15 23.8%. 23 42.6%
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"\"‘%\“x o : A E ‘
/ | | T -
‘turned on this evening?" R
]
Yes - 88 ‘19.9%>' ‘
N, 2 70.4%
© Don't Know 23 5.
" No Response 20 | __Q_g | ‘
w3 100.0%
/
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Question 18a: "1f yes, who was talking or
h listening in the discussion?"
Parent/parent . 24 - 21.6%
parent/child 39 44.8%.
 childschitd . .11 1285
,\ | Other . 13 LR
87 ;10005
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S Famiﬁy'Comments‘abdut TV Program by Age of Child

0-5 Ppercent of 6-0 Percent of 10-14 Percent of 15-17 .Percent of
Years . Sample Years Sample

53
6

Years Samp1e

Years .. Samplé

9 —13.4%° 19

Sen
TN
)

e
.
~ ’ < f‘
d‘"‘ <. tal o
) e T
. .
x>, /r .
., “ -
3,
it I
T / - i . -
N . -
Do W - . ‘
i \\ .
-
[N ; .
+ ' .
T
t -
! {
Al
B 1
’ [ ,
¢ 1
. - C
. ;
P LT .
- . .
i
e
. : L. v 1 (2]
gy R L
B K
S . 5 .
oo o A
o ‘ aY. =
= B £ LA
. -
1 . 2

" 23.8% 33 24.8%
56 83.6% 56 . 70.0% 86 64.7%
1 1.5% 4 5.0 10 7.5%

v

25 . 18.0%
109 78.4%
3 2.2%

g




Discussion
. Reported -

.Nb Discussion
Reported

_ Don't Know

\];

s

Family Discussions about TV by Ethnicity

r

~ Percent of Percent of | Percent of
Anglo Sample Black -.Samp1ep Mex.-Am. Samp1e
63  22.0% noonse *10 18.2%
21 73.5% 47 74.6% -4 74.5%_ .
13 4.5% 5 7.9% 4 7.3%
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Family Discussions about TV by Fémily Structure

Two  Percent of Single Percent of : Percent of |
Parent - .Sample Parent. Sample . Other Sample
. Djscussion | . . - - B A
T Reported 72 20.2% 13 25.5% 2 18.25 -
No Discussion . o ‘ | | ‘ '
Reported w167 v - 74.8% 33 . 64.7% : 9 81.8%
. Don't Know - 18 5.0% 5 0.8 0 0% |




¥

Percent of
‘Sample

f““f _ Urban

Percent of .

Suburban Sample

Rural

Percent of

"~ "Sample

-

Discussion

Reported 32 " 24.4%
No Discussion ‘ o
Reported 93 71.0%

Don't Know 6 4.6%

S

42 22.2%
136 72.0%

n 5.8%

0

61

12,8%

78.2%

9.0%




Question 19: "Is there usually discussion

when your family views this prbgram?" :

No Response

~Yes Sometimes No Don't Know
piscussion 60 13 13 B
Reported (67.4%)  (14.6%) . (14.62)  (1.1%)
No Discussion 46 57 88 10
Reported L(18.7%) - (18.3%)  (28.2%)  (3.2%)
154

2
(2.2%)

m
(35.6%)
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Question 20: "Why is your family watching this program?"

Educational - 43 o . 9.7%
Entertainment . 254 | 57.3%
Babysitter, B 0.2%
Something To Do B 18.5% .
Don't Know 40 9.0% \
No Response 23 _5.2%
| - 443 ~100.0%
3
A
155 S




T Y
‘ \Wf N
. _ \“‘

)

Reason for Family ~Watch~1‘ng'Progrém by Age’o'fv‘ CAild |

0-5 Percent of 6~ Percent of 40-14 Percent of ,"‘15-17 Percent of
Years Sample Years . Sample:- ° Years Sample '~ Years -~ Sample -

Educational. 6 9.08 10 12.5% .17 12.8% o 7.9%.

Entertainment 3 . 53.7% .52  65.0% o 5,:7.9"%‘ | e g],‘{%f

Babysitter . . O 0 .o ot o o% | R

Something To Do 14 20.9% TREERER 26 19, 524" 8 20.7%

Don't Know '8 1.9% 5 6.3% 12 éf‘g.q%~@ B 4 102
R 156 -
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~ Reasons for Watching Program by Family Structure

! -
4

Two Perceﬁf of Single Percent of - Peréent of
Parent ' Sample . Parent. - Sample Other Sample

- Educational &7 5. .5 9.8 1 . 9.1 ‘
Entertainment 213 57.1% 29 56.9% 10 90.9%
Something To Do 70 18.84 . 10 19.64 0 0%

Don't know =~ 33 . 8.8% ;7 13.7% 0 0%
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E "‘fv‘ *{‘ \ \‘ » .
Reasons for Natghing*Prdgram by Ethnicity

", . ' / |
. . o - |

/

Kl

Peqéént of \. Bgrcent'of T * Percent of
Anglo ngp}e _'Black' "~-Sample - Mex.-Am. Sampie

1

Educational N woes 7\ 10.4% 2 4.0%
74.6% . 32 64.0%
6.0% 1M 22,0%

9.0% 5 10.0%

Entertainment 159 56.6% 50 .
Something To Do . 63 '- "22.43 4
Don't Know 28 - 10.0%

s v

c




" Educational
Entertainment

Something To Do

Don't Know

‘Reasons for Wétching Program by Housing S

Percent of ~ Percent of’ * Percent of
| Urban ~ Sample Suburban Sample Rural .Samp1eA
21 17 C9.2% ‘4 5.3%
75 1 . 60.3% 53 .  70.7%
23 | 42 22.8% m 18.7%
15 11.2% 14 7.6% - 7 9.3%
iso
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Question 21:

Tearning

'"Dovyod think your children are

i

Yes-

Maybe

__No

‘Don't know

No response

something from the program?* . ~

92 ' 20. 8%

50 11.3%50

239

26 - . 5.9%
36 / 8.1%

54.0%

443 100.0%

H
\
o
~
-

i
,
|
oo
H 1
: .
'y
4 §
K ;
T
[
[
G F
.
;
H H
H ;
H B
[l .
H ‘
H f
s
3
H
:
H
:
H
H
H
t
i
L
e
%%
5 4l
X
%,
.
>,
e
T, e
» .
:
.
X
r




) [ “Children Leérning from Program by Age of Child
| ' ' |
,/ ' 0-5 Percent of 6-9 Percent of 10-14 Per'c_e;lt of 15-17 Percent of :
. Year‘S' Sample =~ Years _ Sample Years Sample Years Sample ~
~— Yes S 9 13.4% 23 . .28.8% f\i“as‘ 27.1% 22 15.8%
© Maybe 3 451 g 10.0% 20 15:.0% 18 12.9%
A No 653 45  56.3% 61  45(9% 00  64.7%
Don't Know . 6 - 8.9% 2 . 2.5% 1 8.3% 6. 4.3%
/
4 ”5 \
- )
' 7 R .‘\\\
: \‘1. ‘ R \
ERIC 162 \




Children Learning from Program by Family Structure

“a

Don't know 22 6.4% 3 5.9 1

? }Two ‘ Peréént of Single Percent of Percent of
Parent _ Sample Parent Sample Other ‘Sample
Nes- - T 21.9% 12 23.5% 4 40.0%
Mybe 45 1320 3. 0 5.9% 11008
N 200  585% 33 64.7% 4 2.0 i
| 0.0
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Yes
Maybe .
o No-

‘Don't_KnoW

);)
' (VY

.,Ch11dren Learning from Program by’Housigg_
. “Percent of - : Percent of Percent of
Urban Sample Suburban Sample _~ Rural Sample
8 23.04 4 25.% 14 18.2%
17 13.99 & . 23 12,69 8 10.4%
69 56.69 | 106 57.9% 49 63.6%
8 6.6 ; 8 4.8 6 7.8%
!
|
(
g>
P
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Children Learning. from Program by Ethnicity = .
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Percent -of

’ﬁ'A Percent of

Sample.

N

Percent of

Anglo
i N
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Yes { 59
}

Maybe' j 39
// ’
A

/
Don't Rhow 18

/f ~‘.

No {61
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L
el

"Sample

Biack:

17
3

41
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‘Mex.-Am. - _ Sample
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Children Learning from #rogram\with Family Discussion .

Family - No FamiTy :
Discussion Percent of Discussion Percent of
Reported Sample Repprted Sample
29 34.9% 53 18.0%

18 . 21.7% 30 10.2%
36 43.4% 1193 | 65.4%
0 0% 19 6.4%
Qo
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: Questio'n 17:  "Does your family usually
"~ watch this program?"
Yes . - iss 42.4%
Sometimes , 53 ©12.0%
No | 122 . 27.5%
Don'?: Know . 10 '2._3% _ ‘
No Response 70  15.8%
L ‘ : - ‘
| 443 100.0%
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Family Usually Watches Program by Age of Child

0-5 Percent of 6-9 Percent of 10-14 Percent of 15-17 Percent of
Years Sample Years Sample Years . _ Sample Years Sample

Yes 30 44.8% 44  55.04 52 39.1% . 67  48.2%

Sometimes 12 17.9% 6  7.5% 17 o l2.8% 6 11.5%
o 20 29.9% 22 27.5% 43 32.3% 45 32.4%
Don't Know 0 0 1 L3 3 2.24 3 2.2%
‘No Response 4 5.9 7 8.8% 97 12.84 ' 8 5.8%

fm
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- Children Learnjng from'Program by -

Program Usually Watched

|
|

“Family Usually Watches Program

Cﬁi]dren

~ Learning Yes Sometimes No Don't Know
Yes 57 7 19 0
Maybe | 26 7 10 N
No ' 96 34 89 3
;Don't'Know. 9 5 4 6
168




APPENDIX C

First Special A"na.'IyS'iS‘ Tables.




Special Analysis of Who.Se1ected'Program*

-

Parent 84  35.4%. ,
child 122 51.5%
Other .23 9.7%
an't;Know - 8 3.4%

| 237 100.0%

* % Syb-sample of fami1iés with at least one
child 14 years old or younger and child -

watching. television B




Special Analysis of P]annihg to Watch‘Progfam*

Yes, planned to : ~
watch program 138 58.2%:

Sort of planned to

~ watch program - 19 8.0%
No, did not b1an to o '
' watch program 77 32.5%
" No Answer -3 _1.3%

L o 237 100.0%

% Syb-sample of families with at least one
child 14 years old or younger and child
watching television : :

172




Yes
. Sometimes

No
'Not Applicable

Don't Know

~

« Sub-sample of families with at least one child 14
years old or younger and child watching television

o

172
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Special Analysis of Family Discussion
' about 1V Program*

“Cbmments about Program | 156~ - 23.6%
No Cohmentsvabout Program B 168 - ‘f0.9%
 Don't Know o e
No Angwer | _2 _Oﬁ%

| 2 100.0%

% Sub-sample of families with at least one child
14 years old or younger and child watching tele~
vision _ o :
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Spé¢4a1 Analysis of Family Discussion®

> about TV Program*

Parent/quent ) 5 ' ‘8-9%
parent/Child v 37 66.1%
Child/Child , | 9 16.1%
Othér . 2 3.6%
No Answer | 3 _;5;5%

56 100. 0%

. * Suyb-sample of families w1th at” 1east

one child 14 years old or younger and
ch11d watch1ng television




Special Analysis of Why Families Watch Program*

8

Educational - - 25 .10.5%

Entertainhent | B4 63.7% '
Babysitter - 0 )
Something to do 35 . 14.8%

Don't know | 22 i 9.3%

o Answer 1 oy -

237 100.0%

)

% Sub-sample of families with at least one child’
* 14 years old or younger and child watching
teleyision , ‘ .




Special Analysis of Children Learning

from TV Program* . -

Yes  § . 65 27.4%

| Mayb?l B 16,0%
o o s
Don't Know 5. 6.8
No Answer : __i __ﬁhj%f"
: ;

237 100.0%

% Sub-sample of families.with at least
one child 14 years old or younger and
:child wa*ching television

17¢




