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TELEVISION ENTERTAINMENT AND VIEWERS' CONCEPTIONS OF SCIENCE

Television releases the most wiﬂely shared streém of messages and
images about science (and most other things) int¢ the mainstream of
common conéciousneés. These images, moStly fictional, make
significant, systematic, and steady contributions to public conceptions
about seience, scientists, technology, and related issues.

What are these contributions? How are they feiated to eoﬁeéptions
held by different groups and cultivated by diff‘er.ent media, ineluding
science magazines and_documentaries?' Our two—year;study addressed
theée guestions. We shall present the results égainét a backgrdund of

historie paradoxes and the research that preceded our study._ :
CULTURAL CONTEXT

We live in a ”soientifie"_and even "inform_ati_én“ age; yef,_ only
o.ﬁe in ten adults can provide a "minimally acceptable" définitidn of
the meghing of scientific 'st'udy and néariy 1_.1a1'f' of ail adult Americans

‘think that aStrolog_y is "yery™ or "sort of" scientific (Miller, 1983).
Scientific American publishér Gerard Piel has deelared that "Human_ Want
is Obsolete;. 1 yet, human want. stalks large parts of the_ earth dn

a scale not known i'n. recorded history. The most ‘advanced nations

threaten humanity with universal annihilation.

1. The Saturday Review, June 27, 1954, Vol. 36, No. 11.



New science magazines cater tb increasing interest in'seience.2
But the giant eonglomefate ?rocter & Gamble has abandoned its
103=-year-old trademark, an art-deco style face of the "man on the
moon, " after spending over $100 million in a vain attempt to dispel
rumors that it ﬁas the mark of the Devil prompting Satan worshiﬁ.3

Thesé contrasts and ebntradietioné are but recent extensions of
historic disjunctions; They are parts of an organic pattern of
' imbalanees and tensions that characterize science and its technological
applicaﬁions.

Science is a way of thinking and communicating that can both
liberate and dominate. It can cpnfer power oh.those who use it and
devastate those who can't. Its images and symbols inspire feelings of
confidence and apprehension, authority_and fesisténcé, control and
being controlled. Rafionality and madnass, realism and fantasy, and
the senéible as well as the océult:invoke s&mbols of science,

Communicators who deal with such ambivalences do not'have a éimple
task. The popular "market" for science (in contrast to specialized
_ users who know whaé they need) is a mixture_of greét expectations and
fears, utilitarian interests and curiosities, and ancient prejudices
and superstitions. Mass media appeal to all of these.

The media'segments-the ﬁarket by class and interest. The
principal class fac;ors, income énd education; chénnel most uses and

' benefits, but also realistic apprehensions, to the upper stratum.

2. An address by Jon Miller to the conferehce on "Science and the
Media," The Annenberg School of Communications, University of
Pennsylvania, October 23, 1984,

3. See e.g., Newsweek, May 6, 1985, p. 56.



Intepest ﬁetermineé'whethef one seeks information or only encounters it
in the'coursé of entertainment.

Science journalism éaters mostly to the upscale information
seeker. The field.is dominated by a few dozen veteran.reporters and
their‘favorite scientist contacts aﬁd sources (Dunwoody, 1980) .
Although science news makes up only 1 percent.of éll news (puziles and
horoscopesrclaim three times as much) (Nunn, 1979), science publishiﬁg
' boomed in.the late 197513. | |

Publishers had reason to be:optismiétic._ "Af'ter all;“ the trade
ﬁaper Agxgn&iging_Agg.reported, "the nation's 25 to U0-year-olds -~
that'high-profile demogréphic —-.had been reared on space walks,
‘friendly eomputérs,'and organ trénsplants. A3 a group they were mostly
Well?educated and had a more than passing interest in the problems of
pollution, fuel shortages; and things nuclear.“ ¥ However, orgén
.-transplaﬁts, space walké, and things nuclear also gave rise to.visions
of.new hOrrors._ The science establishment meshéd_with the industrial
and military'in the mihds of many crities. Much reporting, inecluding
the views of dissident scientists, refiected their misgivings and
prompted the President's science advisor to charge that "the press is
trying to tear down América"™ and that “ii is skewed toward an épparent
Joy ip attaekihg anything that resembles the 'eStabiishment'.“'s.

Being well-informed in an adversary éontext was found to reéult in

being more wary and cfitical. The controversies about fluoridation and

4. Advertising Age, October 18, 1984, p. 28.

5. New York Times, February 23, 1985.




nuclear power were analyzed as reflecting a p;attern of- initial hope
turning to fear not only of the risks involved but also of being
manipuiated and losing control. New bursts of collsctive apprehension
energizedrby media stories about asbestos, énima; experimentation, and
'pollutants in the air, food, and water also fueled anxietiés about |
unrestrained science and technology (see, e.g., Cronholm and Sandéli,
1981).

These currents mingled with the traditional streams of alarmist
sensationalism and obscurantism designed mostly foir those who hold the
"miracles™ and terrors of seience in almost reiigious awe, as well as
for those who never had much use for or ehjoyed its benefits and have

'a;waysllooked at it with suspicion and mistrust. MacDougéll's book,
Superstition and the Press, details howrnewspaperé report'&oqmsday
"propheoies, exoreism, Sea serpents and monsters, psyeﬁics; faith
healers,_gurus,'subliminal persuasion, creétioniSm, UFQ' s, and.
pseudo-scientific cults and practices of all kinds.

Thisris the oultural-contéxt in which television.plays its pivotal

_andg pefvasive role. Unlike other media, television is used relatively.
nonselectively by the entire community. The set is on in the typical
American home for an average of 7 hours each day. Generations are born
into its'symbolic envirorment and live out their lives exposed to its_
patterns. _Tﬁese patterns provide an abundance of informétion, mostly
rthrough what is usually éailed entertainmént, to all viewers, ineluding.
those'who seek no informatién. Television reéches the previously
unreaehable'with a uniform_message, quickly and continuoﬁsly.

Iﬁ order to attract and sell the largest nuﬁber of people at the
least cost to the advertiser (the source of broadcaster income),

television muét éultivate the most common interests, hopes, and fears



of the largest groups 6f viewers. These‘imperatives define the rﬁle-
'anduchannei thequhetions of”television in our sociét&. How do they
shape its contributions to publié cbnceptions of scienee? Before
presenting our answers to that question, we shall describe the research

that delineated our tasks and paved the way for our study.
PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Most Americans encounter science and teehnblogy most often on
" television., These encounters are rarely with scientists, educators, or
even through science programs (such as NOVA). Most of it comes in the |
:form of entertaimment. Yet little research has Been devoted to
information abouﬁ science énd technology in teievision entertainment
and how television viewing is relafed to scientific kﬁowledge énd
c¢onceptions. |

ﬂedia—rélated research about "sciencé" has focused priﬁérily upon
news and neﬁépapers énd béen concérned with the dégreé of accuracy in
réporting seieﬁce news items. 6 Researchers have also docunented
the importance of mass media as sources of information about science
(Ubell, 1963; Wade and Schremm, 1969). Kreighbaum (1959) noted. that
reader enjoyment increases when the article presenﬁs and discusses
f‘acis' rather than theories, focuses upon specifics rather than

generalities, and has a human interest component.

6. Estimates of the accuracy of the coverage given to specific
scientific issues and controversies range from low (Tankard and
Ryan, 1974; Pulford, 1976) to moderate (Tichenor, et al., 1970) to
high (Shaw and VanNevel, 1967; O!'Keefe, 1970). Many of these
studies are reviewed by Crorholm and Sandell, 1981).



There has also been coneern with asséssihg the impact of science
repprting, especially in_light of the fiﬁding thaﬁ most people qQ not
aet upon scientific information they may read about (Robinson, 1963).
For example, few peopie change smoking_habits"ob begin to use seat
belts as a'résult of reading repofts published inlnewspapers aﬁd/or
mégazines. As with studies dealing ﬁith néws accuracy, hints about the
impact of,seience-news on public obinion and understanding gererally
come from studies which flocus upon speeific events or discoveries
(e.g., Friedman,1981; Pfuhd and Hofstadter, 1981;'$hepherd, 1981.)

Of course, media influence may extend beybnd-ﬁublic_undgrstandihg
{(or misuﬂderstanding) of science "to affect the véry boundaries and
scope of ... policy" (Pfund and Hofstadter, 1981). Even the sheer
quantity of media attention may affect attitudes. Mazur (1981) claims
that an increase in media éoverage'of a scientific technology leads to
‘an increase in public opposition.  As coverage wanes, oppqsition
declines. . For exaﬁplé, opppsition to nuclear powerlebbed and flowed ih'
'close correspondezi@e with _the'quantity of media coverage of t_he_ Three
Mile Island accident.

Again, most of this research deals with relatively isolated events
or issues, in the cdntéxt of news reporting. But science news makés up
a small pereentage of all news (Nﬁnn, 1979; Cronholm and Sendall;
1981).- Fﬁrthermbre, studies of seience.covérage in the.media conducted
over decades have cdnsistently re&éaled-that most mggazine stories are
about biology (Hopkins, 1925; Searle, 1926; Koelsche and Mérgan, 1964)
aﬁd that, in general, media science coverage tends to be health-related
(Finley and Cladwell, 19’23; Shaw and Van Nevel, 1967; Shefburne,

1963; Lewis, 1977).



Few researchers have investigated the image of science in mass i
mediaientertéinment; Comstock and Tully (1981) analyzed fhe portrayal
of "innovation" -- defined as "invention, experiméntation, research,
design, developinent" -——- in a saniple of films produced between 1939 and
1976. They found such : “in_novatipn“ in lesé than. four _percent of the
films, but a clear pattern emerged. Innovation Lwas marked by .
benevolent _moti.ves, and was usually succesesful; but almost half the
time, it had negative cdnséquences on people (espécia_lly the innovators
themselves) or on society. Sherburne (1963) found six percent of all
prime-time programming .épec‘if‘ically focused on science,' with
three-quarters focusing upon medicine and psychology.
| None of this research links media}epreéentat-ions ﬁith‘ people's
conceptions, In previous studies we have found that television makes
specific and measﬁrable contr'ibutio_ns to peoble' sr assumptions and

actions relating to violence, mistfust, and alienation {Gerbner, g;
;g];., 1978, 1979, i980b);'sex-role steréotypes (Sig’norielli,_ 1979; Gross
and Jeff‘fiesn-Fox, 1978; Gross' and Morgari, 1985); aging énd‘older people
(Gerbner, et al., 1.980d); health-related conceptions and practices
(Ger'bner,_ et al., 1982); sex '(Gerbner', 1980); the family (Gerbner, et
al., 1980a); occupational stereotypes and aspirations (Jeffries-Fox and
: Signorielli, 1979; Morgan and Gross, 1982); religion (Gerbner, et al.,
1984) 3 and political orienﬁations (Gerb.ner, .e_t al., 71982).

These studies have led to the development of. the conceptual and
empirical framework for this research. Briefly, this ﬁh_eory holds that
WideSpread equs’uré to television may blur conceptual differences
deriving from other influences, resulting in a blending of the outlooks
of heavy viewers into a r'el.atively_hOmogeneous "mainétréam"

perspective.



“Mainstreaming"-was evident in a pilot study for this research
(Gerbner, et al., 19800). Heavy television viewing wasnaésoeiated with
lower levels of confidence-in‘the scientific community émong those who

_were, as light viewers, most favorably disposed to science: the better
educated, youﬁger,-and more affluenﬁ respondents.

Comparable_reSults have been‘found‘among adolescents, TVWe
coded, into tﬁo categories, responses to an open-ended question asking,
"What job woulq you like to have when you are ocut of sehooi and working
full time?“-.One category consisted of oécupations relating to science
:and_tgéhnolbgy, 8 and the other was made up of all other
occupétions, Both at the same time, aéd over time,.adolescént heavy
viewers wefe significantiy ;ggg.likely to cheoose a science-relateé job,

even aftér'éontrolling for 10, sex, grade in school, and social class.

| Even more striking is the way the iongitudinal'relationship.varies
across different groups. Whiie‘the.lopgitudinal relationship holds up
overall after controls (beta = -.15, p<.05), there is a signifieant

~.12, p<.05). ‘This means that

interaction with IQ (partial

- ‘television's negative effect on choosing a science-related job a year

T. Our cultivation analysis data archives include several
cross-sectional samples and longitudinal panels of adelescents (6th
through 9th graders) attending a public school in surburban/rural
New Jersey. Cross-sectional sample sizes range from 335 to 649;
for the two-year panel providing the results referred to here,

- N=347. o _

8. Over three years, 374 different jobs were given, of which 41 (11
percent) were coded as "science-related." Overall, about seven or
eight percent of students gave science-related answers. Typical
examples are biologist, aerodynamics, geneticists, astronaut,
nuclear engineer, "work at NASA." and physicist.



later is particularly strong among those with higher IQ's, even after
controls are applied for éex, agé, residual variance in IQ, and earlier
career plans. 9 | |

Finally, there.is an even stronger interaction_between earlier
viewing and earlier plans (partial = -.34, p<.001) on subsequent
science-related aspifations. This means that television's independent
impadt on adolescents' tendency to shy away from a sciencetrelated
career is strongest of all among those who, a year earlier, had
"expressed the desire for a science-related occupation. Thé
specifioatibns for both.early.plans and iQ.level show mainstreéming in
a longitudinal context; the'aspiratioqs of heavy viewers who yere
predisbbééd_toward a science career converge over time.with thqse
groups who aré not interested in'seiehcé as a profession.

In extending these findings, the reéeareh reported here provides a
more systematic and éomprehensiﬁe.aceount.  Our study éonsisﬁed_ﬁf two
phases -- a detailed content analysis and a viewer survey about |
science, technology, and medié use. The first involved a systematic
investigation of the messages embedded'in the éonteﬁt of a sample of
primthime network dramatic televisicn programs; A &eSeription of the
message system_analysis in Appendix III explains sampling procedures

ahd the method of coding and aséertaining the reliability of the

9. VWhen earlier plans are partialled out of later plans, the latter
reflect ™new information™ or "change" in plans for a science
career; when the demographics are also removed, later plans
represent change which is not attributable to either earlier plans
or background factors. For medium and high IQ students, earlier
viewing level significantly predicts that "change" (r=-.26 and
-.21, respectively; both p<.01). For low IQ students, r=.03
(n.s.). o -
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observations. Appendix III also describes the national probability
telephone survey of over 1,600 viewers conducted to ascertain
television's cultivation of conceptions of secience, technology, and

related subjects.
SCIENCE ON TELEVISION AND ITS LESSONS

We now turn to the findings of our study of the role of telévision
in the presentation and cultivation of public conceptions of science

and technology. The study asked these specific questions:

.1. What ty?es of representations and information about
scientists, science, and technology are embedded in
telev131on programs?

2. What types of images and beliefs about science does
television tend to eultivate in different groups
© of viewers? :

3. What levels of seientific interest and information are
associated with television watchlng in dlfferent
groups of viewers?

4. What public policy conceptions and attitudes'toward
science are cultivated by television?

5. How does the reading of seleneé maga21nes and V1ew1ng

of science documentaries modify, if at all, televzslon's
contrlbutlons to conceptlons of science?

J

In this section we shall summarize the'results'df the message
system analysis ("What Viewers See") and of the cultivation analysis
("What Viewers Think and Do"). The data on which these deécriptions
are based can be found in Tables 1-40, all_iﬁ Appendix I. Selected

findings are depicted graphically in Figures 1-23, all in Appendix II.
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What Viewers See

If we include medicine (as most of*our respondents do), the'iméges
of science and technology appear in 7 out of every 10 prime-time
dramatic programs. In addition to news and occasional doeuméntaries,
the aver'age. prime-time viewer will see 11 doctors and one or two oth'er'
seiéntists each week,

Seience and technology dominate all programs set in the future ahd
are most likelyrﬁo be featured in fast-moving globe-trotting_adventure
(See Table 1). Television doetors_are-among the most valued char#cters
in prime~time, but.other scientists, while still positively presented,'
have a greater share of ambivalent and troublescme portrawaié;. They
are a bif older and "stranger" thén ofther pbofessipnals;‘and more of
| them are of foreign (non-U.S.) nationality. For every villainous
("bad") scientist_in a méjor role there are 5 who afe virtuous
'("good"). But, for every "bad" doctor, 19 are "good,"'and'for every
"bad" law-enforcef,'uo are "good.“' (Detailed comparispns of characters
will be found in Tables 2-14.) |

This relative fiaw in the aggregate image of television scientists
is also reflected in their éucceés rate. For every scientist in a
- major role who fails, 2 succeed. But for every doctor whb fails,_s
succeed, and for.évery law~-enforcer who fails 8 sugceéd. One.reaéon
- for tﬁe .higher rate.of faiiﬁre zﬁight be that about 5 percent of
- scientists kill someone and 10 percent get kilied. .That is the highest
casualty rate of all occupational groups on televisibn, ineluding the
army, police, and private investigators. It is even higher (14

percent) among male scientists.
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A roll call of major characters includes a Dr. Zayes, the Minister
of Scien'ce on a fictional planet; fhe imprbbablé physicist Dr. Bernard,
with a dual U.S. and Russian nationality; a Dr. Ludwig von Drake
"Prbfessér.of Human Natﬁre;"‘ electronic inventor Takahési'and fofensic
medico Fugiama; a veterinarian's assistant Gloria Stivicj J
éstrogeologist Dr. Leath; a Dr. Jekyli; two computer wizards; a
paleontologist and a marine biologist; a creator of
humanoids; researchers into mindfcontrol énd the antidoftho
mind-control; experts on terrestrial and un&éréea wildlife, arcane and
stahdard archeclogy, civil and afehitecturai enéineeringj'and a |
crime-fighting geologist.

Bizafre and dangerous though it may be, scientific wbrk on
television is not all bad and certainly not "mad." Scientists wére
rated stronger aﬁd'smabtef than.other professiénals,,and quite
'rétional. Of all occupational groﬁps'on television, seientiéts were
observed as among the least sociable. They were the most likely to
wox;*k_ élo_ne and to- h.old jobé they coﬁsidered_ "yery i_mporﬁaht." ‘All' in
all, they presented an image lacking in some respects only in
éomparison to déétbrs and other proféssionals than in absolute terms.
But it is a somewhat foreboding image,_touehed with é sense of evil,

trouble, and peril.
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What Viewers Think and Do

Are the poﬁential "lessons" of televisiqn's world of science
fefleeted in the ideas and behaviors of viewers? We turn to‘the
questlon of the relationships between exposure and response, The
anawers indicate the ‘extent to which television tends to cultlvate

certain orientations among different groups of viewers. Cultivation
ahalysis involvesithe examinatioh'of response patterns of viewers,
controlling for other demographic and nedia variables. Thé differences
between'light and heavy viewers (if any), called cultivation
differénﬁials (CD's), indicate whether.the amount of viewing makes an
independent-contribution to viewer conceptions.

First we will describe our sample of reSpondénts and fheir viewing
‘habits. Then we will present the findings of cultivation analysis with
respect to (1) general orientation toward science and technology, aﬁd

(2) specific science-related images, beliefs, and attitudes;
¢ respondents and their use edia

Table 15 describes the sample of respondents by agount of viewing
in sevéral demographic and media categories, WVe know from prior
studies that differences in v1ew1ng reflect dlfferences in styles and

' condltlons of life that dlreetly affect what people thlnk and do.
- Therefore, in order to isolate television's contrlbutlon from other
powerful influences, we need to control for other factors and lock at
differences related to viewing in relatively homégeneous subgroups. |
Those subgroups are noted on Table 15. It shows that amount of viewing

varies most with social status (edueation,,race, inccme): the lower the
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status, the more television dominates ieisure time. Those who read
newspapers and science magazines and watch écience documentaries on
television are represented in all vieﬁing.categories. This wili he1§
compare the relative contributions of nonfictional science reading and
.viewing to dramatic entertaimment.

' Heavy viewers watch more of all kinds of programs (see table 16) .
The relative nonselectivity of heavy viewers makes it unnecessary to
determine the specific programs people watch; knowing the sheer'amount
of vieﬁing is usually sufficieﬁt to conclude that the heavy viewer is
more likely than the light viewer to encounter almost any kind of
program.
| When we combine science feading and viewing to loqk at thosze who
both séek out nonfiction science and are light viewers of television
and td compare theﬁ to those who do not seek out science but are heavy
viewers of television, we find that ﬁhe "seékers“ have higher social
.status. They.ére also ﬁuch moré'likely to watch science documentaries
on television, Thelothers aré more likely to absorb informatibn mostly
from general entertainmeﬁt. Our task is to examine what they absorb,
and to note the speciai contributions that science infﬁrmation—seeking
might make to their ideas, as well as to those of the "seekers."

We begin with the most general indicators of television's
contributions to viewer orientations. These are indices combining
reponses to groups of questioné refiecting a common dimension. After
descfibing general patterns of orientation toward scienee and
technology, we will look at specific images reflected in the replies of
viewers. Thesg ineclude scientists and their work; the benefits of
seience, its impaét on fhe rate of change;.aspeets of health éﬁq safety

. awareness; beliefs about astrology, faith, and divine control; space
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exploration and nuclear power; and the likelihood of viewers contacting

public officials about science.

Index of orientation towards science

We combined the responses to five items into a factor-based index
reflecting general orientations towards science. The items asked
respondents to agree or disagree with propositions that science makes
our way of life change foo fast; makes our lives healthier, easier and
more comfortablé; breaks down people's ideas of right and wrong; is
likely to cause more problems than to find solutions; and that the
growth of science means that a few people could control our livés.

{See items 6a 5_6e in Appendix IV.)

.All_items-used in the index were recoded so that a positive image
"~ of science gave a higher score. The index'(Armof's Theta = .69) ranged
from 3.24 £0'13.28, with a mean score of 8.78, and a_median of 9.19.
We construected a hiéh vs., lcw-dichotqmous versibn of the index. - Table
18 shows the perceni:s of light, medium, and heavy viewers who have high .‘
scores on the index, eontroll;ng for nine demographic and media
exposure variables. The larger the percent the greater the.proportion,
of the group holding positive.orientations toward science. Pbsitive-
Cultivation Differentials (CD's) mean that more heavy than light
viewers aré faforable, and negative CD‘# mean that fewer heavy than
light viewers are favorable toward science. Figure 1 illustrates these
findings. |

Heavy viewers are less likely than 1ight'viewers to express
favorable views about science in response to the questions that
comprise this index. Conseqdently, as Table 18 reveals, the CD's are

negataive (with only one exception), many are significant, and most are
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.monotonic. The only positive cultivation differential occurs in the
case of the non-white respondents, the group whose light viewers show
the lowest proportion of positive images of science in the sample.
Convefsely, the largest negative CD's are seen within those subgroups
whose light fiewers are by far the most positive towards sciencg:

In oﬁher words, exposure to science and teohnolégy through
television entertainment appears to cultivate a generally less
favorable orientation toward science, especially among higher status -
groups whose members as light viewers are its greatest supporters.
Lower status groups have a generally 1ess favorable view of science,
and television makeé littlg difference for them. Most groups exhibit a..
greater commonality of perspective as heavy than as light viewers.. We
call that mainstreaming: a.relative c0mm6na1ity of outlooké that
réfleets greater exposure to the common cultural mainstream of
teievision, overriding the effects of important background faétors.

Does readiné science magazines and watching science documentaries
on television make a difference? .It ddes. Thoée who read science
magazines or wateh scienee'documentariés (or even just read newspapers)
are more likely to score high on the indek'(have a positive
orientatibn). Mainstreaming is evident in that the heavy.viewing
rseienceureaders and watehers are.still léss positive than their light
viewing counterpafts. Seeking out science is a sign of more positive
6rientation, but viewing éppears to counter that positive tendency.

Let us sum up the pattern that will be repeated, with some
variations,.in the responses to other questions. The more people watch
television the less favorable they are about scieﬁce, éspecially in
groups (such as those who went to college) whose light viewers are the

most faveorable. Some groups (sﬁch as older and lower-statuas
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. respondents) are in the less favorable or more critical televis;on
nainstream. For them, viewing makes little difference or (as améng
noﬁ—white respondénts) can even eultivate a more positive view.
Reading and fiewing nonfictional sciéncé materizl s relate to a
generally more positive orientatibn toward science but do not prevent
erosion of thﬁt §iew among heavy viewers. The cultivation of
relatively critical and negative views and the blending of all fiews

into the television mainstream are the uswal correlates of viewing.
Index of orientation towards scientists

Respondents were asked to agree or disagree that scientists do
dangerous work; don't'get much fun out of lifé; usually don't get
married; if married, don't spend much time with their families; are apt
to be odd and peculiar; are apt to be foreignerg; are not likelj-to be
religious; have few interests outside theif work; are mainly intefésted
in knowledge for its owh sake and don't care mﬁch fof its practical
value. (See items 16b - 16i, Appendix IV.) These items yield a single
dimension in factor analysis, and they combine into a reliable index
(Armor's Theta = .78). The index, which ranges from 7.53 to 21.03, has
a mean of 13.47 and a median of 13.66. We dichotomized the group at
the median to isolate the high-scoring (positive) respondents‘and-
observe their distribution by amounts of viewing. This is shbwn in
Table 19, controlling for demographic and media variables. Figure 2
illustrates these tendencies. |

As before, in most comparisons, television viewing is associated
with a less poéitive'view of scientigts. In no case do heavy'fiewers
within a particular groqprexpress_views that are more poaitive,

although in some instances (those 55 and older, non~whites, those with
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greater interest in religion) heavy and light viewers are equally
negative; again, groups whose light viewers are the.least likely to

of fer positive views of scientists seeﬁ_to be most iﬁ tune with the
teievision mainstream. Reading scignce mégazines and watching ééience
docﬁmentaries raise the percentage 6f positive responses among light

viewers but again yield to the mainstreaming pattern.
d entati jards te

We combined the responses from six questions to create a
factor-based index reflecting orientations towards teehnologicél
inndvatioﬁ. The first of thése questiqns (item 4, Appendix IV) noted
that; "These days, more and more things that_pebple used to-db aré done
: by.machine. ,D; you thiﬁk-that’s a good'thing or a bad thing??l The

6ther five questions were addressed to specific téchnological

devel opments, each.to be labelled by respondents as good, a'little-of
'bbth, or bad: eoﬁputer-s,r industrial robots, electronic bank tellers,
nuclear power'plants, and'videO'gamés (items Sa,b,d,e,fg Appendix IV).
These items were found to yield'a single factor, and the index shoﬁs an
- acceptable reliability (Armor's theta = ,69)., The index ranged from
2.55 to 10.05, with a mean of 6.99._)The index scores were further
dichotoﬁiﬁed at the median (6.97) to create a high-low breakdown.. The
distribution of high scores can be seen in Table 20 and Figure 3.

Overall, and in evefy subgroup, television viewiné is.associated

with a less positive view of the new technologies. In almost all cases
. these negative associations are significant; where they are not, it is

always in the group least likely to express positive views.
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- Index of views on restraining science

' We created an index from four items which were shown by factor
analysis io reflect a common underlying dimension of desire to place
restrictions on the activities permitted to séientists. These itemé
asked réspondents.whether'they thought scientists should or should not
be aliowed,to conduct studies that: could gnable.peoplegto live £§ be a
hundred or more; could allow scientists to create new forms of animal
and plant life; couid discover intelligent beings in outer space; and
could allow parents to select the sex of their child (items 11a,b,c,d;
Appendix IV). The index (Armor's theta = .61) ranges from'1;9§ to
5.42, with a mean of 3.85 (respondents were allowed only one miss:‘:ng
item). We divided the respondents at the index mediaﬁ (3.99). The
results are shown in Table 21 and Figure 4. |

The index reveals arconsistent relationship to televisibn viewing,
with heavy viewers showing ﬁdpe willingnesS,to place restrictions on
science. Mainstreaming is evident in most groups. Among the light
viewing respondents with some eéilege edueation,-for-example,_wé find
only 28 percent scoring_high.on this.index, compared with 54 percent of
the less educatéd light viewers. ' This difference of 26 pereentage

:points compéreé with a differénce of only 8 points between the heavy -

viewers of the two groups.

Index of interest and 1nﬁofmatiog

Does the association of tele§ision with less favorable outlobks on
séience‘and_technology stem from a lack of intefest or information? We
created two indices to answer that question. Responses to questions
(éee itemslz and 3, Appendix IV) about interest in and being well

informed about space exploration, new scientific discoveries, new
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inventions and technology; and energy policy were combined to.create
indices of interest in science and being well informed about scieﬁce.
Both indices had a single underlying dimension {revealed by faetor
analysis) and were reliable (Cronbaeh's-alpha was .56 for the Interest
in Science Index and Cronbach's alpha was .65 for the Well Informed
About Science Index). Both indices were derived so that the scores
ranged from 0 to 1. The Interest in Science Index had a mean of .397
and a mediap of .250. The Well Informed About Scienqe Index had a mean
of .147 and a medién was .004. Both indices were dichotomized at the
median to form a low~high breakdown.

Nearly half of all respondents, regardless of amounts of viéwing,
score high on the interest index (See Tabie 22 and Figure 55. Some
mainstreaming_is-evident:in that viewing cultivates intereﬁt_in
science, if at all, ohly among those who are generally the least
interested (such as older réspohdents and those ﬁho rarely read science
magazines), but inhibits it'aﬁong those most interestéd (like
nonfeligious respondents) . |

Tablé 23 and Figure 6 give the distribution of high scores on the
index of being'well informed about sciénce. Overall, viewing mékes a
significant negative difference with 39 percent of light but only 32
pereeﬁt of heavy viewers scoring high on the information index. -

Dées a lack of interest account for the negative relationship
between viewing and information? Apparently not, but it helps:clafify
it. Table 2% cross-tabulates interest and information scores by
viewing differeﬁoes. (See also Figure 7.). Among those with low
interest 19 percent see themselves as informed, and viewing makes no
difference. However, among those with high interest,_60 percent of

light but only 47 percent of heavy viewers claim to be informed. The
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results are similar for respondents who say they are well iﬁformed: 75
percent of the light viewers but only 68 percent of the heavy viewers
score high on the interest index. Television appears to inhibit
interest in science among the best informed, but also reduce how mﬁch

the most interested think they know.
Scientists and their work

Dramatic images involve characters in action. We have reported."
that scientisté in the world of television tend to be a bit older,
stranger, énd_more ambivalent than moét other characters, and lead
lives that are more isolated and perilous. Are these imaggs reflected
in the ideas of viewers?

| Réspondents were asked to agree or disagree with.the propositions
that seientists_aré odd and peculiar people; their work is |
dangerbus; they have few interesps but work; they spend 1it£1e time
with their families; (See item 16, Appendix IV.) We'also asked them
to rate-the Jjob of a scieptist.compéred ﬁo "most other jobs“_(itemIJT).
Tables 25-29 present the results. Figures 8-12 illustrate seleéted
group differences. | i |

- The moré people wéteh televisi&n, the more they think that

scientists are odd and peculiar, fhis is eSpecially.pronounced amohg
maies, non-whites, and those who‘do not watch scieﬁée documentaries, do
net read science magazines, and have a high ihtergst iﬁ religién. The
cultivation of a sense of danger in sc¢ience is most.striking among the
higher-status and younger viewers. Heavy viewers in most groups are
more likely than light viewers to :espond that scientists_ha#e few |

interests except work and that they spend little time with their

families. Predictably, fewer heavy than light viewers believe that
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science jdbs are better than most.

Pseudo-seience and religion

We ingquired intb anti-scientific, pseudo~scientifie, and religious
orientations by asking questions ab'ouf éstr‘*ology and by constructing a
science vs. religipp'ihdex. Tabies 30-32 and Figures 13-15 present the
results.

Al though more than half of all respondents concede that astrology
is not scienﬁific (item 35,_Appendix IV), heavy viewers in all groups
are much less likely to do so. Reading science magazines-and watching
science documentaries do not make much différence. Heavy viewers who
read seience-magaz;nes frequently andrthqse.who have a high intérest in
religion seem to be particuiarly prone to believing that éstrology is
scientific. The same configurations can be observed in responées to a
question about horoscdpes. Heavy viewers in every gfoup, but o
especially among those interested in science or religion, are
significantlf more likely to read horoscopes than are.the 1igﬁt viewers
in_ﬁhe éame groups {item 34, Appeﬁdix Iv).

When it comes to chcosing explicitly between science and’faith,
however, grbup differences reappear apd the cultivation of
anti-scientific orientations becomes weaker. An index of science
vs. religion was created by combiﬁing responses.to questions about
depending upon faith instead of'sciénée, bélieving that ﬁhe world is
controlled by God rather than by itself, and saying that seiencé
‘courses in public schools should teach only the biblieal versiﬁn of
creation (versus the théory of evolution or both). (See items 6f, T,
and 28; Appehdix Iv.) .Factor analysis revealed a single underlying

dimension but Cronbach's alpha was only .49, This index was
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constructed so the scorgs ranged from 0 fo 1; thé mean was .420 and the
ﬁedian was .329. The anélysis'used.the dichotanous versién of the
index. A low score implies a choice‘of "science™ answers over
"religion" answers. The résults can be seen on Table 32 and Figure 15.
.While the preference.for science vs. religion is less strongly
related to television‘éxposure than is the belief that astfology.is '
scientific, viewing tends to reduce the choice for science in most
groups. Reading_scienee magazines and'viewing telévision documentaries
_make.a substantial diffefence in choosing science, especially aﬁong

light viewers.
Healtih and safety

Drinking and reckless driving are fregquent in the;ﬁorld of
television, yet alcoholism is seldom a problem and car accidents dre
relatively rére. Table 33 sﬁows that although_host people-conSider
aicohol a major.health problem {item 29e), heavy viewers are no.mﬁre
aware than light viewers of that fact. .Table 34 indicates that the
majority.of‘ré3pondents do not use seat belts (item 30), and that most.
groups of heavy viewers are even 1gss 1ike1y to do so. (See aiso  '
Figﬁres 16 ahd 17.) It may be that alcohol awareness is on such a high
level that télevision (and most distinctions) do not affect it. But
thé.significant drop in seatbelt use among most groups of heawj viewers
seens Lo be én indication that viewing runs counter fo awareness of

automobile safety.
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Science - threat or promise?

The fina1 group of results deals with eritical attitudes related
to science., Does it make life change too fast? Pose more of a.threat
théﬁ a promise?_ What about nuclear energy? Spaée exploratioﬁ?
Citizen responsibility?

Tables'35-40 and Figures 18-23 show television's.contributions to
answéring these questj.ons. Most groups of heavy viewers bélieve ‘that
science makes life change too fast (item 6a). Viewing also tends to
enhance anxiety and erode or inhibit appreciation §f the benefits of
8cience. This is especially significant among groups that are
.othemiSe the most suppor'tiv_e, such as college educated and higher
incomé persons, and those who read science gagazines.

Although most people diéagree‘that.science causes more problems
than solutions (item 6d), fewer heavy than light viewers do so, and
-again especially in groups otherwise most supportive. One of those
"prbblems"'may be nuclear power plants: heavy viéwers in all éubgroubs
are more efitical of them (item 5e). Space exploratioﬁ is also in
diéfavor: almost all groups~of heavy viewers would spend less money on
it (item 9e). And, althqugh few respondents in any group contact
public officials about science (item 33), heavy viewers in the best
informed groups are even less likely to do so.

in.sﬁm,'primé-time television drama_ﬁresents a steady stream of
generally positivé images and messages that 1ack.more in comparison to
other professioﬁs than in absolute terms. Nevertheless, they tend to
reflect and exacerbate public ambivalence and anxiety aBout science.

Television's contribution to popular eoncebtions of science'and\

scientists blends with other social and cultural influences into a
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mainstream that tends to be-ﬁore critical and negative than the views
of comparable groups that watch less television. Fobeboding images of
odd and perilous activity seem to heighten fears, strengthen the desire
for restraints, and' inhibiﬁ the inclinatiori for science as an
occupation or an area.of public participation. Reading and watching
documentary programs about seiepqe make a signifiéanﬁ positive
contribution.' However, even this does not completely pvercbme the
steady cultivation of relatively critical and negative coneeptibns,

especially among those who are otherwise the most supportive.
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Tables



Table 1

Description of Prime—Time Network Dramatic
Programs With and Without The Theme of Scinnce/Te:hnnlogg/Medic1ne*
(1973~ 1933) )

*__JL,_§£1SDE__*_q ——Scignce’ Minor ) ___Eil_ﬂihﬂlLA"L__ all Programs
N Row % Col % N Row % Col % LY Row % Col % N Col %

N= 252 30.1 100. 0 410 49.0 100.0 174 20.8 100.0 T 836 100. 0
Place '
Cannot Code 4 30. 8 1.6 . 4 30.8 . 1.0 ) 38. 5 2.9 13 1.6
U.S. Only 228 91,1 0.9 387 30.0 B9. 5 139 18. %9 7%. 9 734 87. 8
V.8 and Other a 25 0 3. & 13 35, 1 3.2 14 a|. 9 8.0 & 4.3
Only Qther . 11 20.8 4. 4 .26 49, 1 6.3 146 30.2 9.2 53 6.3
Date
Past ‘4%’ 3.8 19. 4 61 48 0 4.9 17 13. 4 .%.8 127 13.2
Present 202 29.1 BO. 2 345 49,7 B4. 1 147 21.2 84. 5 &94 83.0
Future 0 ) .0 o .0 0 5 100.0 29 5 .6
Program Type
Action-Adventure 89 25, as. 3 163 45, 9 430, 2 101 28. 5 58, 0 395 42,3
Situation Comedy 125 40, & 49 8 152 49.4 ° 37.1 3 10,1 17.8 308 3. 8
tannat Code 9 52. 9 3.6 3 2%. 4 1.2 3 17. & 1.7 17 2.0
Urban—Suburban : 151 29.1 59. 9 267  9%1.4 . 9.1 101 19. 9. 8. 0 %1% . 62.1
small Town - 58 33.7 230 -} 47.1 19. 8 33 19.2 19. 0 172 20. 6
Uninhabited—Mobile - a2 29. 4 12.7 a8 42, 2 11. 2 31 26. 4 17.8 109 13.0
Mixed 2 10. 5 .8 11 579 2.7 & 31. 6 3.4 19 2.3

* We use the term “Science” to label thesa groups of pragrams



Occupation of Adult Characters in

Tabla 2

Prime-Time Netweork Dramatic Programs#

A acter

Scientist

Technician

BDoctor

Nurse

Paramedic

Other Professionals
Dther White Collar#s
Elye Collar

Military
Police/Private 1.

ALl _Gh cte

Scientist
Techhician
Doctor .

- Nurse -

Paramedic * )
Dther Professionals
Other White Collar##
Blue Collar

Military
Police/Private I.

(1973-1983)

All Characters

All Male Famgle
N Col % N Row % Col % N Row % Col %
12740 100. 0 209% 71.3 100.0 Jekq4 20.7 100.0
a9 - 44 74. 46 .5 2%. 4 .4
79 . b ‘69 87.3 .8 12.7 .3
419 3.3 264 . 1.6 4.2 - 8 4 .0
197 1.6 4 RO .0 98.0 3
30 @ 2. 28 %3.3 .3 &4 7 -1
1723 13.3 1246 73.3 13.9 264 3 12. 5
1732 13. & 1210 &2.9 13.3 30,1 14.2
1464 11. 9 1126 746.9 12. 4 23.1 9.2
974 4,9 o2 . #7.5 - 125 2.0
1974 124 1474 3.5 14,2 6.3 2.8

Ta T

ALl Male Female
M Cal % N Row % Col % N Row % Col %
2532 100, 0 17446 69.0 100.0 786 31.0 100.90
1% .8 13 &8.4 .7 & 3146 .8
B ] .2 2 80.0 .1 2 30.0 .3
104 4.1 B? B5.é 5.1 15 14. 4 1.9
22 -9 1 48 -1 21 933 27
7 .3 & B85 7 .3 1 14.3 |
372 14.7 247 66.4 14,1 125 33.6 159
374 14.8 2/ FH.2 16,3 es 23.8 1.3
173 -3 114 &% 9 -9 ] 59 ‘34.1 7.3
102 4.0 B8 B86.3 3.0 14 13.7 1.8
377 14.9 334 88.6 19.1 - 43 11.4 5.3

#* The Tow percentages rnFiect the percent of all characters., men. or

women within & particular occupation

## jnclydes managers: government workers, clerks, secretaries. and the

self-employed



All Chara

Scientist

Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Paramadic .
Other Professionals
Other White Collar#s
Blue Collar

Military
Police/Private I

a r 5

Scientist

Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Paramedic

Other FProfessionals
Other White Collar#
Blue Collar
Military
Police/Private I,

Female_ Characters

Scientist

Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Paramedic

Dther Professionals.
Other White Collar#s
Blue Collar

Military
‘Polices/Private I,

" Table

<1

Social Agd'of Adult Characters in Specific Occupations
in Prime—-Time Network Dramatic Programs* (1973-1983)

All Charactérs

12760

59
79
- 419
199
a0
1723
1732
1364
374
1376

7099

a4
&9
384
F

28
1266
1210
1126
mo2
1474

3664

1s
10
as
195
2

437

S22
338

7
102

— Adult - _pAdult  _ Elderly

Young

8 2
. E
™

WECREWUEENE O

12.

i8.
23,
16,
11.
21,
23.

16,

21
13

ie
22,

28

20.
40.

2.
17.
90.
/3.
24,
31.
31.
1B.

b

ANOUrbONNWU

YR NQOOCI00 N

Co

100

10.
12.

100,

ic,
la.
10.

# The row percentages refleact the percent

categorized in that content category.

#% Includes managers,

government workers,

Sattled
1% Row% ColX
.0 73.8 100.0
.2 B4 4 .8
.4 B87.3 .7
% 2.8 . 4.1
5 80.4 1.7
3 76.7 -
g . 821 1590
5 891 197
1 75.4 1.7
4 73.7 4.9
3 91.B 1%.4
0 782 100.0
.1 B8.& -]
4. 91.3 .9
s 92.4 5.0
.0 100.0 .1
.4 78.& .3
S 84.4 130
4 911 138
& 78.% 12.4
& 747 5.3
4 92.3 19.2
.0 &2.9 1000
.3 . 80.0 .9
.4 &40.0 .a
1 971 1.9
5 800 6.8
.1 300 .0
1 75.7 130
0 713 162
0 &3.1 9. &
2 ea7 2.1
B B0.4 3.6

of all charactars, men, or women, within a particular occupation who are

Row¥
3.

3.

[

-

N
AEDHpOUNOH

Ml oS ol

ik o =
Op_UROUDCC O

1]

[+

PEAROROONO®

100.

-

100.

100,

wROAN

CHPBENNODOOOW

Col%

[+]

ChRLUADWCOD

o

QONN=DBONDOO ©

Mastogr Characters
- Young Settled :
Total Adult Adult Elderly

N RowX  Col% Row% Cal% Row? Col%
2532 21,0 100.0 73.4 100.0 2.8 100.0
19 - 135.8" - 78. % .8 3.3 1.4
4 23. 0 .2 75. 0 .2 .0 . Q
104 6.7 1.3 89. 4 3.0 3.8 3.7
22 9.1 .4 20. 9 1.1 .0 .0
7  42.9 & B7.1 .2 .o .0
372 20. 2 14,1 78. 2 13. 7 1.4 8s
374 12.0 8.3 84 3 17.0 3.2 17.1
173 33. 5 i0. 9 &3. 6 3.9 2.3 37
102 13.7 3.0 82.4 4.3 2.0 2.9
377 11. 1 7.2 a8 3 17.9 .3 2.9
1746 18. 1 100. 0 76,7 100.0 2.8 100.0
13 7.7 < 84. & .B 7.7 20
2 .0 .0 100.0 .1 .0 ]
B9 7.9 2.2 B7. & 3.8 4.3 8.2
1 .0 .0 100.0 . 1 (o] .0
& 33.3 -] &6.7 .3 .0 .0
. 247 17. 4 152 79. 9 14. & 1. & a 2
283 8.8 7.9 88. 1 18. 7 . 3.2 18. 4
114 29.8 10. 8 &7. 9 5.7 2.6 6.1
88 12.9 3.3 83 2 36 2.3 4.1
334 10.2 10. 8 8%. 2 22. 2 . & 4.1
78& 27.4 100.0 66,0 100.0 2.7 100.0©
& 33,3 .9 &6. 7 .8 .0 .0
2 0.0 .3 850.0 .2 .0 .0
1% . Q .0 100, 0 2.9 .0 .0
21 2.8 .9  90.% 3.7 .0 .0
1 100.0 .3 .0 .0 .0 .0
123 1. &6 12. & 748 18.9 1. & 7.9
29 2.9 9.3 73.0 12. 3 3.4 14, 3
- 40.7 . 11.2 8.9 & 4 1.7 4. 8
14  38.7 23 &4, 3 1.7 .0 .0
43 18. & 3.7 Bl.a 6.7 .0 .0

clerks, secretaries, and the nélFflmplngnd.




Average Chronological Age of Adult'Characters in Specific Occupations

Table 4

in Prime Time Network Dramatic Programs (1973-1983)

A hara ]

Scientist
Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Paramedie

Other Professionals
Dther White Coliar#
Blue Ceollar
Military .
Pelice/Private I,

Male Characters

Scientist
Technician
Doctor
Nurse
Paramedic .

- Other Professiocnals

Other White Collar#
Bluve Collar
‘Military
Poli:e/Private 1.

Female Charactets

Scientist
Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Paramedic

Other Professionals
Other White Collar#
Blue Callar
Military )
Police/Private 1.

# Includes managers,
self-employed,

ALl Characteys

Average
Iota}l T Age

N X

127460 97
LT 42
79 34
419 a2
199 34
30 30
1723 a8
1732 42
1466 38
974 . 34
1876 a8
2098 39
44 44
&9 a3
384 42
‘g a2
za 30
1364 a9
1210 a4
1124 39
502 39
1474 aa
3664 34
19 a3
10 28
as 38
19% as
2 28
437 33
522 36
338 as
72 a9
102 30

government workeys,

clerks,

.H o

Total

N
2332
12

105
a2

ar7a

a74-

173
102
377

1746
13
av

247
oas
114

a8
334

784

&
2
13
21
i
123
-89

59 .

14
43

seqretaries.

Average
Age

X
36

41
34
42
39
30
37
42
36
37
38

37

43
as
43
a8
30
38
43
a7
<)
a9

35

31
30
a7
a3
27
33
34
33
31
29

and the



All Characters

Scientist

Technitian

Doctor

Nurse

Paramedic .
Other Professionals
Dther White Collar##
Blue Collar

Military
Police/Private I.

Male Characters

Scientist

Technician

Doc tar

NuTse

Paramedic

Dther Professionals
Other White Collar#+
Blue Collar

Military ’
Police/Private I.

Female Character

Scientist

Technician

Duoctor

Murse

Paramedic

Dther Professionals
Other White Collar#s
Blue Collar
Military
Police/Private 1.

lTable 3

Race and Ethnicity of Adult Characters in Specific ﬂ:cdpations

in Prime-Time Network Dramatic Praograms* (1973-1983)

All Characters o Major Characters

Tatal . White Black Asian Hispanic Total White = | __Black. . Agian = _Hispapic
N RowX Col¥% Row¥% Col% RowX ColX Rowi Col% N Row¥{ Col% Row#% Col% Row% Col% RowZ ColZ%
12760 B88.%5 100.0 8.4 1000 2.4 100.0 22 100.0 2532 %1.4 1000 7.3 100. 0 .8 100.0 2.2 100.0
59 B4.7 .4 1.7 .1 10.2 2.0 .0 .0 19 . 84.2 .7 .0 .0 3.3 4.8 .0 .0
79 61.0 .6 B9 & 1001 2.6 .0 .0 4 79,0 .1 .0 .0 2%.90 4.8 .0 .0
419 89.% 3.3 6.9 246 33 4 s - .7 104 952 4.3 3.8 22 1.0 4.8 .0 .0
199 84.4 1.% 10,6 1.9 3.0 20 1.0 .7 22 93.5 .9 4.8 .5 .0 .0 a.% 1.8
90 B83. 3 .2 10.0 .3 6.7 .7 3.3 .4 7 100.0 .3 .o .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
1723 92.89 14.1 5.9 8.7 i.a 2.3 1.5 . 2.3 372 95.7 154 2.4 4.8 1.3 23.8 1.3 9.1
1732 90.% 13.9 &6 100% 23 129 2.1 12.% 374 87.7 14.2 11.0 22.0 1.3 23.8 2.4 14.4
1444 8.3 11.2 10.4 13. % 3.0 146 4.3 23.& 173 87.3 6.9 (2.1 11.3 .0 .0 3.3 10.9
574 92.0 4.7 &3 3.3 .9 1.7 2.3 4.6 102 94.1 4.2 3.9 2.2 .0 ) 1.0 1.8
1576 87.1 12.1 10.4 1% 0 2.9% 12.9 1.8 10.0 377 93.4 152 &6 11.3 .8 143 2.1 1453
F093 88.2 100.0 €. 46 100.0 2.6 100.0 2.4 1000 1744 91.0 100.0 7.6 100.0 L% 100.0 2.9 100.0
44 86. 4 .3 2.3 .1 & 8 i.3 .0 .0 13 74.9 . & .0 .0 7.7 6.3 .0 .0
&7 B1.2 7 7.2 .6 11.6 3.4 ) .0 2 %.0 1 .0 .0 30.0 6.3 .0 .Q
384 B89.8B 4.3 7.3 3.6 2.6 4.3 .5 .9 g9 95.% 5.4 4.% 3.0 ) .0 .0 .0
4 73.0 .0 .0 . .0 aZmo0 .4 .0 .0 1 100.0 .1. .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0
28 82.1 .3 10.7 .4 7.1 .9 3.6 .3 & 100.0 .4 .0 -3 .0 .0 .0 .0
1266 92.3 14. 6 53 &8 1.7 9. 4 1.5 8.8 247 96.0 14.9 2.0 3.8 t.6 23.0 1.2 6.8
1210 90.1 19.6 6.8 10.4 2.3 1220 2.3 12. %9 28% .86.3 155 12.& 27.3 1.1 8.8 2.8 18.2
1iz6 B&6.2 12.1 10.5 150 2.9 14.2 4.9 253 114 B&. B &2 12.3 10.4 .0 .0 4.4 11.4
502 92.0 5.8 &4 4.1 .8 1.7 2.2 3.1 88 94.3 5.2 43 3.0 0 .0 1.1 2.3
1474 B&. % 16.0 10.4 19.% 2. &6 1467 1.9 12.9 334 93.7 19.7 3.1 12,9 .9 188 2.4 18.2
3664 B8%.4 100.0 8.4 100.0 1.9 1¢0.0 1.7 100.0 786 92.2 100.0 6.9 100.0 .6 100. 0 1.4 100.0
13 80.¢ .4 .0 .0 200 4.3 .0 .0 & 100. 0 . B .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
10 B80.0 .2 20.0 Y-S .0 .G .G .0 21000 .3 .0 R« I . Q .0 .0
3% 837 .? 2.9 .3 1.4 5.8 .0 .0 15 93.3 1.9 .0 .0 6.7 20.0 .0 .0
19% 857 3.2 10.8 &.8 26 7.2 1.0 3.2 21 93.2 2.8 4.8 1.9 .0 .0 4B 9.1
2 104.0 .1 .0 ) .0 .0 .0 .0 1 100. 0 .1 ] .0 .0 .0 .o .0
457 92,8 12.9 5.7 B4 1.3 8.7 1.5 11.1 129 98.2 16.4 3.2 7.4 .8 20.0 1.6 18.2
522 1.4 14.6 6.3 107 2.1 15.9 1.% 12.7 B9 92,1 11.3 5.6 93 2.2 40.0 1.1 9.1
338 HL.7 B 9 10.1. 11.0 3.3 1% 9 33 17.5 59 88.1t 7.2 11.%9 13.0 .0 .0 1.7 9.1
72 91.7 2.0 5.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 2.8 3.2 14 929 i.e .0 .0 .0 ) .0 B +)
102 B89.2 2.8 10.8 3.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 43 90.7 %.4 9.3 7.4 .0 .0 .0 .0

# The Tow percentages reflect the percent of all characters., men, or women, within a particular occupation who are

categorized in that content category.

*% Includes manajurs; government workers, clevks, sécretnries. and thé self-employed.



Tahle &

Nat'ionalltu of Adult Characters in Specific Dﬁcupa'tinns
in Prime-Time Netuwork Dramatic Programs# {(1973-1983)

All Chargcters rgactars

Total .8 _._Dther Total Ve Qther

N ) Row? Col% Rowi Cal% ' N Row¥, Cal% RowX * Cal%

All Character : 132760 F1.1 100. 0 6. 7 100.0 2932 93. 4 100. 0 4.2 ., 100.0
Stcientist 89 B83. 9 .3 14. 7 .9 19 83.3 -] 16.7 2.3
Technician ' 79 100. 0 .7 .0 .0 4 100, 0 .3 .0 . g
Doc tor a19. 74. 8 3.4 3.3 1.7 . 104 . 7.7 4.3 2.3 2.3
Nurse 199 98. 9 1.9 1. 1 .3 22 100. 0 .8 [4) .0
Paramedic 30 | 100. 0 .3 .0 .0 7 100. 0 .1 .0 .0
Other Professionals .. 1723 4.9 14. 9 4.1 B. & a72 9. 9 14. 4 2.8 2.3
Other White Collarws 1732 91.8 13.3 6.8 13. 4 374 4. & 16. 8 2.4 e
Blue Collar S. 1464 B7.8 i2.2 8. 7 16. & 173 1. 3 &. & 2.9 4.7
Military ] 574 64. & 2. & 30. 3 16. 9 102 80. 9 3.4 13.0 14. 0
Police/Private 1. 1578 7.0 11. 4 2.9 4.8 a7z . 98. 4 12. 9 1.6 4.7
Male Characters o 2095 89.9 100.0 7.8 100. 0 1744 2.3 100.0 4.8 100. 0
Scientist 44 84. 6 .3 15 4 .7 13 100. 0 -] .0 . C
Technician &9 100.0 .8 .0 ) 2 100. 0 .3 . Q. .0
Doc tor : 384 4.0 4.4 4.0 22 89 %7.3 5.8 2.7 3.1
Nurse 4 ‘890.0 .0 50. 0 . 4 1 0 .0 .0 . Q
Paramedic 28 100. 0 .4 .0 .0 & .0 .0 .0 .0
Other Professionals 1288 5.7 13.0 3.6 - - 247 Fh. & 13,7 2.3 & 3
Other White Collara* - 1219 91. 0. 13. 3 7.1 12. 9 285 93. 7 19.0 3.2 12.9
Biue Collar . 1124 878 13. 3 .2 16. 5 114 87.8 3.8 2.4 3.1
Military - Bo2 59.9 3.1 35.0 21.7 88 78.1 4.0 ig. 8 i8. 8
Police/Private I. 1474 6. 6 19,1 3.2 3.9 334 8. 1 14. 3 1.9 &a. 3
Female Characters 3a664 93. 6 100.0 4.7 100. 0 786 3.1 100. ¢ 3.1 100. 0
Scientigt ' 15 80.0 .3 20.0 1.3 [ 50.0 | .3 50. 0 9.1
Technician 10 100. 0 .9 .0 .0 2 100. 0 -3 .0 - .0
Doctor 3% 100. 0 1.4 .0 .0 1% 100. 0 2.1 .0 .0
- Nurse . 193 100. 0 5.8 .0 .0 21 100. 0 2.4 .0 .0
Paramedic 2 100. 0 .1 .0 .0 1 100. 0 .3 - .0 .0
Other Professionals 457 93. 3 13. 4 5.4 13.4 123 4.7 . 16,2 3.3 18. 2
Other White Copllares S22 93. 9 12.9 & 1 16.7 ag 97. 6 12. 0 .0 . O
Blue Collar - 338 88.7 10. 1 7.3 16.7 - 96. 4 B.1 3.6 .1
Military 72 2.9 1.7 .0 .0 14 a87. 35 2.1 .a . Q
Folice/Private 1I. 102 100. 0 e Y-} .0 .0 43 100. 0 (-] .0 .0

% The rtow percentages reflect the percent of a8ll characters, men: or women. within a parti'cular occupation who are
categorized in that content category.

#% Includes managers, government workers, clerks, secretaries. and the self-samplayed.



Table 7

Character Type for Adult Characters in Specific Occupations
in Prime-Tima Network Dramatic Programs# (1973-1983)

Al)l Characters

Ma,of Characters

categorized in that content category

. . Cannot :
Total Cade "Good" Mixed “Bag* . - Total
N Row¥® Col¥d RowiX Col¥{ Rowd Col%. Rowif Coli N
All Characters 12760 11.1 100.0 33.0 100.0 45.3 106.0 10.7 100.0Q0 . 2%32
Stientist : 59 119 .5 478 R B .3 4.8 .3 19
Technician . 79 17.7 1.0 32.9 b6 46,8 - 2.9 .1 4
Doctor 419 8.6 2.% 52.7 5.3 34.8 2.5 3.8 1.2 104
Nurse ' : 199 23. 6 3.3 33.2 1.7 39.7 1.4 1.3 .2 22
Paramedic ) 30 20.0 .4 43,3 .9 16,7 .1 .0 L) : 7
Other Professionals 1723 10.9 13.2 34.9 14.3 49.5 14.8 4.7 5.9 372
Dther White Collar 1732 9.1 11.: 28.8 11.9 53.1 159 .1 1.3 374
Blue Collar o 1464 161 167 2B.6 9.% 50.B 12.9 4.5 4.8 173
- Miltitary 874 14,1 5.7 31.4 4.3 49.1 5. 9 5.4 2.3 102
Police/Private I. 1576 11.0 122 B0.&8 19.0 35.9 .8 2.3 2.9 ar7
le Chavacters 9093 11.3 100.0 30.9 100.0 44.7 100.0 13.1 100.0 1744
Bcientist ) o 44 13. & .6 40.9 .& 3B.& .4 &. 8 .3 13
Technician 69 18.8 1.3 91.9 .8 47.8 .8 1.4 .1 2
Dactor ‘3084 2.1 3.4 821 7.1 34.9 3.3 3.9 1.3 av
Nurse 4 .0 .0 230 .0 75.0 .1 .0 .0 1
Paramedic 28 17.9 .5 ar.9 .7 18,3 1 .0 .0 &
Other Professionals 12646 12.2 13,1 32.7 (4.7 4%. 8- 15. 5% 3.2 5.5 247
Dther White GCollar#t 1210 8.3 .7 261 11,3 %49 16.2 1512 11.3 . 2B
Blue Collar 1126 17.1 18.8 23.3 10.2 3520 14.4 3.5 3.2 114
Military 902 13.7 4.7 30.3 5.4 30.8 6.3 3.2 2.2 8g
Police/Private I. 1474 11.3 16.4 49.3 285.9 346 13.3 27 3.3 2334
e e racters 3664 10.5 100.0 38.2 100.0 46.7 100.0 4.6 100.0 784
Scientist : 1% &7 . .3 46.7 .7 20.0 .2 6.7 . & &
Technician 10 10.0 .3 40.0 .3 40.0 .2 10.0 -3 2
Dactor ' 35 2.9 .3 . 80.Q 1.9 34.3 .7 2.9 - 18
Nurse 195 24.1 12.2 335 4 4.7 39.0 4. 4 1.5 1.a 21
Paramedic 2 90,0 .3 .0 - .0 90.0 .1 .0 .0 . 3
Other Professjionals an7 7.0 8.3 41.1 13.4 48. & 13.9 3.3 89 129
© Other White Collar#s ~ 322 10.9 14.8 3% 1 13.1 49.8 132 4.2 13.0. " B9
Blue Collar 338 12.7 11.1 39.3 9.3 45,7 9.2 1.2 2 4 . 59
Military 72 16.7 3.1 38.9 2.0 27.3 1. 6 &9 3.0 14
Paolice/Private I. . 102 3.9 1.0 70.6 3.1 29.9 1.9 ] .0 43
# The Tow percentages veflect the percent of all characters.

Cannot
Code “Goopd" Mired "Bgd"
Row% Col% Row% Cal%Z Row% Col%Z Row% Cel%
.0 100.0 %7.1 10000 30.4 100.0 12.% 100. 0
.0 .0 47. & .6 42,1 1.0 10. 9% s
.0 .0 %0.0 1 Lo .0 30.0 &
.0 .0 721 5.2 240 4.3 3.8 1.3
.0 .0 77.3 1.2 t3.6 .4 9.1 .6
.0 .0 857 .4 14.3 Sl .0 .0
.0 .0 &0.2 155 32.0 15.5 7.8 9.2
.3 100.0 41.7 10.8 43.0 20.9 130 17.7
.0 .0 70.% B4 220 4.9 7.5 4.1
.0 .0 50,0 3% 3\E.2 51 11.8 3.8
.0 .0 B84.4 22,0 13.5 66 2.1 2%
L0 100.0 5%.6 100.0 29.4 100.0 13 0 100.0
.0 .0 30.8. .4 53.8 i.4 15 4 . 8
.0 .0 S0.0 1 .0 .0 50.0 . &
.0 L0 733 &9 21.3 3.7 34 1.1
.0 .0 100.0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0
.0 .0 100.0 -} .0 .0 .0 .0
.0 .0 7.9 14.7 33.6 162 8.5 B.O
.0 .0 38.9 11.4 43.% 24,4 17.2 18B.7
.0 .0 &9.3 81 21.9 4.9 88 38
.0 .0 ®0.0 4.3 37.% &4 12.% 4.2
.0 .0 83.2 28.6 14.4 9.4 2.4 a1
.1 100.0 &0.8 100.0 32.6 100.0 &.9 100.0
.0 .0 83.3 1.1 16.7- .4 .0 .0
.0 .0 50.0 .2 .0 .0 500 1.9
.0 0 833 1.7 40.0 2.3 &7 1.9
.0 .0 76.2 3.4 1432 1.2 9.8 37
.0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .4 .0 .0
.0 0 64.8 17.1 288 141 6.4 .14.8
1.1 100.0 %0.& 9.5 40.4 141 7.9 13.0
.0 .0 729 9.1 220 %1 951 5 &
.0 .0 %0.0 1.5 429 =23 7.1 1.7
.0 .0 '93.0 8.4 7.0 1.2 .o .0’

men, or women: within & particular nccuﬁatlon who

## Includes managers, government workers, clerks, secretaries, and the self-employed.

are



All Characters

Scientist
Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Paramedic

Other Professionals

Other White Collar¥s:

Blue Collar
‘Military
Police/Private I.

Male Characters

Scientist
Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Paramedic

Other Professionals

Other White Collar#®

Blue Collar
Military
Police/Private I.

Female Characters

Scientist
Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Faramedic

Dther Professionals
Other White Collar¥s
Blue Collar

Military .
Polices/Private I.

. Table B

Success of Adult Characters in Specific Occupations

Al) ChaTacters

in Prime~-Timie Network Dramatic Programs» (1973-1983)

Major Charactery

12740

59
79
4179
199
30
1723
1732
1464
574
1576

9095

a4
a9
384
45

28
1266
1210
1126
502
1474

3664

13
10
as
195
2
4537
Ja2z
338
72
102

Cannot
- Code
RowX Col%
14.2 100.0
13. 6 .4
228 1.0
131 3.0
30.7 3.4
33.3 -
12.9 11.9
13.1 1R %
18.7 19.1
17.8 %6
‘14,8 12.7
14. 2 100.0
13.9 -]
24.6 1.3
13.8 4.1

.0 .0
3z2.1 .7
13.8 13. &
11.3 10.6
19.% 17.1
17.9 7.0
15.2 17.4
14,2 100.0

6.7 .2
10.0 .2
s 7 .4
31.3 11.8
50.0 -3
8.8 7.7
17.2 17.3
16.0 10. 4
1.7 2.2
‘5% 1.2,

Buceess
~Lilear
Row¥ Col%
23.9 100. 0
28. 8 . .6
35. 4 . g
2.2 4.4
24. 6 1.6
30.0 .3
27.0 15.%
22. 64 13.0
20. 4 ?.9
24, 2 4.6
24.8 18.23
23.2 100.0
'31.8 .7
94,8 1.1
33. 6 &1
23. 0 .0
28. & .4
26.9 16,1
22.1 12. &
19.4 10. 4
22.1 5.3
33.6 23.3
24.2 100.0
20.0 .3
A0. ¢ -]
297 1.0
24, & 3 4
50. 0 .1
27.6 14.2
23.8 14.0
23 4 8.9
38.9 3.2
Sz2. 0 6.0

Success

a9

* The row percentages reflect the percent of all characters,

categorized in that content category

__Mixed
RawX ' Cal%
44, 4 100.0
33. 9 .4
35 4 -]
43. 2 3.2
34. 7 1.4
33.3 .2
46.7 18 2
49 7 191
48.0 12.4
2.0 4.2
41.-1 11. 4
a2. 8 100.0
27. 3 .3
346, 2 . &
41. % 4.1
73.0 .1
a3 7 .3
44.8 14. 6
48.9 15 2
-446.8 13. 8
42.8 =~
41.3 194
49.0 100.0
3.3 .4
. 30,0 .2
57.1 1.1
a7z 9 4.1
) .0
%21 13.3
21.3 14.9
w1 9.8
36.1 1.4
2 2.2

Not
‘Succesgfyl
Row¥% - Cal%
17.8 100.0
a3.7 . &
4.3 .2
10.7 2.0

& 0 B )
3.3 .0
13.8 . 10. 3
14.7 11.2
2.9 83
1.0 4.1
9.5 & &
19.8 100.0
2%.0 . &
4.3 .2
10.7 2.3
.0 .0
36 .1
14.% 10.2
1i7.7 11.9
1.2 8.9
17.1 4.8
10.0 8.2
12.6 100.0
20.0 . &
20. 0 .4
11. 4 .9
&2 2.6
.0 .0
11.6  11.4
7.7 B.aé&
B.& &3
8.3 1.3
2.9 Y-

Yotal
N

2532
19

104
22

372
374

173

102
377

1746

13-

a9

247
28%
ii14

a8
334

784

&
2
13
21
1
125
as
39
4
43

Cannot Success Success
Code Cle=ar Mixed
Row% ColZ Row4d Col%i RowZ Col%
.0 100.0  40.4 100.0 41.3 100.0
.0 -0 47. 4 .9 26.3 .3
.0 .0 950.0 .2 .0 .0
.G .0 49. 0 5.0 406 4 4.0
.0 .0 &3.6 1.4 27.3 .6
I+ .0 85.7 .6 143 .1
.0 .0 44.9 16.3 398 14.1
.0 .0 32.9 120 47.9 17.4
.0 .0 41.0 6.9 46.0 7.7
.0 .0 3\.2. 3.8 41.2 4. 0
.0 .0 &1.0 22,89 31.6 11.3
.0 100.0 40.0 100.0 39.9 100.0
.0 .0 33.8 1.0 13 4 .3
. O .0 30.0 .1 .0 )
.0 .0 506 6. 4 39.3 50
.0 .0 .0 .0 106. 0 .1
.0 L0 833 .7 167 .1
.0 .0 43.3 19,3 40.3 14 .4
.0 .0 29.9 1.0 3819 @2t.3
.0 .0 42,1 5 9 421 -
) .O 364 4. 6. 40,9 5.2
.0 .0 98.1 27.8 33.5% 1é6.1
.1 100.0 41.2 100.0 4% 2 100.0
.0 .0 33.3 .6 50,0 .8
.0 .0 50.0 .3 .0 .0
.0 .0 . 40.0 1.9 46.7 2.0
.o N I T A 4.3 23.8 1.4
.0 .0 100.0 .3 .0 L0
.0 .0 48.0 1B.5 38.4 13. 5
.0 .0 43.8 12.0 41.6 10.4
.0 .0 3%.0 7.1 3%5.9 9.3
.0 .0 30.0 2.2 42. 9 1.7
.o .0 837 11.1 163 2.0

men, or.women, within a particular occupation whe

#% Incliudes managers. governmant workers: clerks, secretaries; and the self-employwed.

areg

Nat
Successful
Row®{ Col¥%
18.0 100.0
26.3 1.1
50. 0 . 4
10.6 2.4

9.1 .4
.0 )
15.3 12.%
17.6 14. 4
i2.1 4.6
20,6 4.6
7.4 6.1
20.1 100. 0
30. 8 1.1
50. 0 .3
10.1 2.6

.0 )

.0 .0
16,2 11.4
ig. & '15.1
i3.8 5.1
22.7 3.7
8.4 B0
13.% 100. 0
16. 7 .9
S0. ¢ .9
13. 3 1.9
9.5 1.9

.0 .0
13.6  16.0
i4. 6 12.3

501 2.8
7.1 .9
.0 .0



Table 9

Violence Committed By Adult Characters in Specific Occupations
in Prime-Time Network Dramatic Programs»* (1973-1983)

All Characters i Maijor Chargcters = -
Does Not Commits Commits . Does Not Commits ’ Commits

N Row Col% RowX Col% Rowix  ColX% N Row?  ColX Row Col% Rowx Col%
All Characters 12760 8B1.2 100.0 15.8 100.0 3.0 100.0 2332  %8.& 100.0 32.7 100.0 8.7 100.0
Scientist . 52 78.0 .4 14. 9 . B 3.1 .8 19 421 .30 4201 1.0 138 1. 4
Technician T 6.2 .7 2.9 .1 1.3 -3 4 230 .1 90. 0 L2 29. 0 .5
Doctor 419 93. 8 e 55 1.1 .7 .8 104 a3.7 5 9 t4. 4 1.8 1.9 9
Nurse ‘ . 199 94,0 1.8 5.0 .5 1.0 .5 22 81.8 1.2 13.6 .4 4.3 .8
Paramedic 30 93.3 .3 &7 .1 .0 .0 7 a8s. 7 ) 14. 3 .1 Lo .0
Other Professionals 1723 0.2 13. 0 8.6 7.3 1.2 3.4 372 ae. 9 17.9 26. 1 15. 7 4.0 6.8
Other White Collares 1732 89.1 '14.%9 a7 7.4 22 2.8 . 374 73. 8% 18. 9 219 9 4.3 7.7
Blue Collar 1464 88. 3 12. 5 10. 4 7.3 1.3 4.2 173 [-T- - 7.8 30.1 &.3. .5 2 7
Military - 974 B81. 4 4,5 13. 0 4.3 3.7 9. 4 102 61.8 4.2 28. 4 33 9.8 4.9
Police/Private I. 157& 63, 5 9.7 32.0 ®5.0 ‘4, & 18. & 377 25.7 - 7] &0. 3 27.5 i3. 8 22. 9
Male Characters 9095  77.% 100.0 18.7 100.0 3.8 100.0 1746 2.4 100.0 365 100.0 10.9 10G: 0
Scientist 44 79. 9 .3 18. 2 - .3 .3 13 38.5 -] 93.8 1.1 7.7 -
Technician &9 98. & 1.0 t. 4 .1 .0 .0 2 .50.0 .1 80. 0 .2 .0 -0
Doctor 384 4.0 9.1 3.3 1.2 .3 .& 89 84.3 8.2 14. 5 2.0 1.1 .3
Nurse 4 75. 0. [+] 23. 0 1 .0 .0 1 160. 0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0
Paramedic © 28 92.9 .4 7.1 .1 .0 .0 & 83. 3 - 16. 7 .2 .0 .Q
Other FProfessionals 1266 90.0 62 8.8 & 3 1.3 4.7 247 66.8 18.0 28.3 11. 0 4.9 6.3
Other White Collar## 1210 867 14.9 10. 2 7.-3 3.1 10.8 28% 71.2. 221 22.8 10.°2 &0 8.9
Blue Collar 1126 87.1  13. %9 11.3 7.3 1.6 3.2 114 &4.0 7.9 30.7 3.9 5.3 3.2
Military wo2 1.9 9.8 13.1 4.9 34 9.0 a8 63. & 6.1 24. 1 3. & 10.2 4,7
Police/Private I. ’ . 1474 &3. 6 13. 3 31.7 27. 4 4.7 20. 4 334 24. 6 8 9 &0. 5 31,7 15. ¢ 26.3
Cem h ters T 3664 70.3- 100. 0 8.3 100.0 1.2 100.0 786 71.8 100.0 24.3 100.0 3.9 100.0
Scilentist 15 73.3 .3 13.3 - 13. 3 4.4 & 20.0 .5 16. 7 - 33. 3 6.9
Technician 10 B80.0 .2 10.0 < 10. 0 2.2 2 .0 .0 950.0 - 90.0 3.2
Doctor 39 F1.4 1.0 3.7 . & 2.9 2.2 13 80. 0 2.1 13. 3 1.0 a7 3.2
Nurse 195 - 94. 4 56 . 4.6 2.9 1.0 4.4 21 B1.0 3.0 14.3 1.6 4.8 a2
Paramedic ] ' 2 100.0 .1 .0 .0 .0 . .0 1 100.9 L2 .0 .0 .0 .0
Other Professiechals 437 90.8 125 8.1 11. 9 .1 11.1 . 123 . 76.0 16, 8 21. 8 14.1 2. 4. 9.7
Other White Collarks 322 4.8 1.0 30 8 3 .2 2.2 a? 80.% 12. 8 19.1 8.9 .0 .0
Blue Collar 338 92.3 9.4 7.4 B. 0 .3 2.2 89 71.2 7.4 28. 8 8.9 .0 .0
Military . 72 80,4 1.8 13. % a2 9.6 a9 14 50.0 1.2 42. 2 3.1 7.1 3.2
Police/Private I. - 102 61.8 1.9 34. 3 11. 9 2.0 4.4 43 34. 9 2.7 &0. 3 13. &6 4.7 6.3

# The row percentages reflect the parcent of all characters, men, or women, within a particular occupation who are
categorized in that content category. ’

## Includes managers, government workers, clerks, secretaries. and the self-wmployed.



Tabie 10

Victimization of Adult Characters in Specific Occupations
in Prime—-Time Network Dramatic Programs#* (1973-1983)

All Chavacters e M3 jor Characters
. Does Naot Suffers Does Not Suffers
Total _ Quffer = _ NonFatal = ___WKjlled Iotal __Suffsy = Nonfatal = __ Hilled
N RowY, Col% Row# Cal% Rowi Gol% : N- ‘Row% Col% Row% Col% RowXk Col%
All Characters 12760 77.2 100.0 18.7 100.0 4.0 100.0 2932 3.9 100.0 3%. % 100.0 4.2 1000
Scientist : ) 59 72.9 .4 14. 9 .4 10. 2 1.2 19 47. 4 . & 42. 1 .8 10. 3 1.9
Tachnician 79 4.9 . B 3.8 .1 1.3 .2 4 30. 0 1 50. 0 .2 R ¢ .0
bDactor 419 92,1 3.9 & 7 1.2 1.2 1.0 104 @5.6 & 3 12. 9 1.3 1.9 1.9
Nurse H ' 199 - 94. 93 1.9 4.5 .4 1.0 4 22 72.7 1.1 27. 3 .6 .0 . O
Paramedic ' 30 86.7 .3 6.7 .1 6 7 .4 7 a3 7 .4 14 3 .1 .0 .0
- Other Professionals 1723 83. 9 14. &6 12. 9 ?.3 3.5 11,9 372 a4. 2 i6. 9 33. 3 12. 3 2.4 8.4
Other KWhite Collarss 1732 83. 2 14. & 14. 0 10. 2 2.8 9.4 374, &4%.8 17. 4 31. 6 11.7 2.7 .3
Blvwe Collar 1464 84. 4 12. 5 12. 4 7.6 3.1 g 0 173 &7. 6 8 3 30.1 3.1 2.3 37
Military . 574 74. 8 4.5 20, 4 49 2.8 3.1 102 S4.9 - 4.0 38.2 39 5.9 6.8
Paolice/Private I, 15746 73.0 11. 7 23.9 15.8 3.0 9. 4 377 - 37.4 i0.0 39. 4 22. 2 32 11.2
- Male Characters 2093  74.3 100.0 21.1 100.0 4.7 100,0 1748 50.1 100. 0 45.8 100.0 5.0 100.0
Scientist . A4 73.0 .3 11. 4 .3 i3. & 1.4 13 s3.8 .8  J30.8 .3 1%, 4 2.3
Technician : -\ 7.1 1.0 1.4 .1 1.4 .2 2 830.Q .1 -30.0 .1 .0 .0
Doctor . 384 ?1.9 8 2 7.0 1.4 1.0 .7 87 8% 4 8.7 13. 5 1.9 1.1 1.1
Nurse a4 73.0 .0 25. 0 .1 .0 .0 1 .0 .0 100. 0 .1 .Q .0
Paramedic =28 8% 7 .4 7.1 .k 7.1 - & 83. 3 L& 167 .1 .0 .0
Dther Professionals 12466 84.0 15. 8 12. 3 ‘8.1 3.7 10. % 247 &81.% 17.3 3% 2 iI1.1 2.8 80 -
Other White Collar#* 1210 79.9 14. 3 16.9 10. & Q. & 10. 2 283 &1.4 200 a%. 8 i13. 0 2.8 2.1
Blue Collar L1124 23.1° 1.9 13.2 7.8 3.6 Q.5 114 &3 2 8.2 34.2 5.0 2.6 2.4
Military 502 73. 9 "L 20. 9 3.3 a2 a.7 88 3.4 34 38.6 , 4.3 8.0 8.0
Paolilce/Private I. 1474 732 16. 0 23. 39 18. 1 3.3 . 11.1 334 35. 9 13.7 60. 5 23. 8 3.4 13. 6
Female Characters 3664 24.9 1000 12.% 100.0 2.2 100.0 786 &8.7 100.0 28.9 - 100. 0 2.4 100.0
Geclentist . 13 &6, 7 .3 23. 3 1.1 .0 .Q & 33. 3 .4 667 1.8 .0 .0
Technician 10 80.0 .3 20. 0 .4 .0 .0 4 50. 0 .2 50. 0 .8 O .0
Doctor as 943 1 2.9 .2 29 1.3 13 86.7 2.4 6.7 .4 &7 3.3
NuTse 195 4.3 59 4,1 1.7 1.0 2.9 21 76. 2 3.0 23. 8 2.2 .0 .0
Paramedic _ 2 100.0 .1 .0 .0 .0 O T 100.0C .2 .0 .0 .0 .0
Other Professionals 437 B2. 3 12.1 14.7 14.1 31 17. 3 123 &s8.8 13. 9 29. 46 16. 3 1.6 10. 5
Other White Collar#x a22 1.8 194 7.5 B2 .8 . 5.0 a9 79.8 13.1 18. 0 7.0 2.2 10. 3
Blue Collar : 338 88.8 2.4 9.8 7.0 1.5 6.3 3% va. 3 83 22. 0 5. 7 1.7 5.3
Military . 72 83. 3 1.9 146. 7 2.9 .0 .0 14 64. 3 1.7 8.7 2 2 .0 .0
PolicesPrivate 1. 102 70. 6 23 29.4 6.3 .0 .0 a3 48.8 3.9 51. 2 g7 .Q .0

# The tow percentages reflect the percent of al)l characters, men, or uomén, within & particular pccupation who are
categorized in that content category. .

## Includes ménagersa government workers, tlerks, secretaries, and the self-employed
¢



Table 11

Good-Bad, Success-Failyre, and Risk Ratios
for Adult Major Characters in Prime-Time Network Dramatic Programs¥ (1973-1983)

a1] Characters . ’ . Bajor Characters

Good Buccess Viglent Killer Good Success Violent Killer

Total —Bad Fajlyre Victim Killed . Total _Bad Eajlure VYictim Killed

All Characters 12750 + 3.07 +1.32 - 121 - 1.33 2932 + 4. 37 + 2 24 -1.06 - + 207
Seientist 7 + 6. 98 + 1,22 - 1.23 - 2.00 19 + 4. 31 + 1.80 + 1.10 + 1. B0
Teehnician | 79 +13, 00 + 5. 54 - 1.34 1. 00 . 4 1. 00 1. 00 + 1.30 + 0.00
Dector 419 +13. 89 + 3.13 - 1.3 - 1.71 104 +18. 87 + 4 72 + 1.07 1.00
Nurse 1599 +23. 33 +. 4,08 + 1.09 . 1.00 . . . 22 + 8. 49 + 6.99 -~ 1.51 + 0.00
Paramedic a0 + 0. 00 + .09 ~ 2. 00 - 0.00 .7 + 0.00 + 0. 00 1.00 .00
Other Frofeasionals 1723 + 4. 38 + 1.88" - 1. 62 - 2. 47 372 + 6. 91 + 2. 87 - 1.21 + 1. 79
Other White Collar#s 1732 + 3.24 + 1. 59 - 1. 460 -~ 1.1% 374 + 2.74 + 1.87 - 1.29 + 1.81
Blue Collar 1464 + 6. 27 + 1.9 - 1.33 -2 34 173 + 9. 53 + 327 + 1,03 + 1.74
Military 374 + 5. 15 + 1.47 - 1.12 + 1,24 . 102 + 3.93 + 177 - 1.18 + 1. 43
Police/Private I. 1974 +17.93 + 3.71 + 1.37 - + 1,53 ar7 +40. 20 + B. 286 + 1.18 + 4, 31
Male Charagters . 2095 + 2, 33 + 1,17 - 1,14 - 1.24 1744 + 3 71 + 1.99 . - 1.0% + 2,18
Scientist 44 + 601 + 1,27 - 1.2 - 539 : ’ 13 + 2.00 + 1.7% + 1.33 - 2.00
Technician &9 T+22. 40 + 7.98 - 2.00 - 0.00 - 2 1. 00 1. 00 1.00 0. 00
Dactor 384 +13. 31 + 321 --1.39 -~ 2.00 a9 +22. 85 + 5,00 1.00 - 1. 00
Murse 4 + 0.00 + 0.00 - 1.00 0,00 1 + 0.00 0. 00 - 0.00 0. 00
Paramedic 28 + 0.00 + 7.94 - 2 00 - 0.00 - & + 0. 00 “+ 0.00 1.09 ‘0. 00
Dther Professionals 1266 + 9, 36 + 1. 76 -~ 1,34 - 2 38 247 + & 04 + 2. 62 - 1.17 + 2.00
Other White Collaras 1210 + 2. 33 + 1,28 - 1. 460 - 1,17 -’89 + 2.18 + 1.33 - 1.33 + 1.87
Blue Collar 1126 T+ 4 43 + 1.34 -~ 1.31 - 2. 249 114 .+ 8,02 + 2. 52 - 1.02 + 2.3
Millitary 502 + 5,07 + 125" - 1.28 1. 00 88 + 3. 66 +1.33 - 1.27 + 1.28
Police/Private I, 1474 +16.83 + 3. 40 + 1.37 + 1.47 334 +34.71 + 4,93 + 1.17 + 4. 14
Female Characters 3664 + 8131 + 1. 91 - 1.%7 - 1.83 786 + 8.7% + 3.058 - 1.11 + 1. 62
Scientist 13 + . 9.94 1. 00 - 1.2% + Q.00 & + 0. 00 + 1.99 1. Q00 1. 00
Technigian 10 + 4 00 + 200 1. 00 + 0.00 2 1. Q0 1. G0 1.00 1.00
Doctor a5 +21. 82 + 2,50 + 1,50 1. 00 13 + B8 .94 + 3. 50 1.4% 1.90
Mutrse 195 +23. 47 + 4, 02 + 1.10 1. 00 21 + B8, 02 + 7.02 - 1.29 + 0.00
Paramedic : 2 0. 00 + 0.00 0. 00 0. 00 1 " 0. 00 + 0.00 0. 00 0. 00
Other Professionals 457 +12. 30 + 2.37 - 1.88 - 2.54 125 + 7. .41 + 3. %1 - 1.30 1. 00
Other White Collarxs 522 + B8 49 + 3. 04 = 1. 70 - 3. 00 ay + & 94 + 3.09 - 1.06 1. 00
Blue Collar . 338 +32. &7 + 277 - 1.44 - 5 00 59 +14. &6 + 8. 00 + 1.21 - 0.00
Military ! 72 + 8. 34 + 4. &7 + 1.17 + Q0,00 14 + 7.04 + 7.04 + 1. 40 + 0.00
FPolice/Private I. 102 + 0. 00 +17. 90 + 3.33 + 0. 00 . 43 + 0. 00 + 0. 00 + 1.27 + 0. 00

* Risk ratios are obtained by dividing the more numerous of two roles by the less numerous within each group. A plus sign
indicates that there are more “"good": successful, vioclents or killers than "bad“, unsuvccessful, victims or killed and a

minus sign indicates that there are more “bad", unsuccessful, victims or killed than "good”, successful. viclents or kiliers

A Tatio of Q.00 means that thers were no "bad", unsuvccessful, victims or killed or “good". successful, violents or killers

A +0. 00 ratic means that thers were some "guod", successful, violents or killers but no "bad“, unsuccessful, victims or killed;
a4 —-0.00 ratio means that there were "bad", vurisuccessful, .victims or killed but no "good”, successful, violants or killers.

3

i Inc;udes managers, government workers, clerks, secretaries: and the self-employed.



All Characters

Scientist
Technician

Poctor

Nurse

Paramedic

Other Professionals
Other White Collarws
Bive Collar

Military
Police/Private I.

Male Characte

Scientist

Technician

Docter

Nurse

Paramedic

Dther Professicnals
Dther White Collar*s
Blue Collar

Military
Police/Private 1.

Female Characters .

Scientist

Technician

Doctor

Nurse

Paramedic :
Dther Professionals
Dther White Collarw
Blue Collar

Military
Police/Private I,

* The Tow percentages reflect the percent of all
~ categorized in that content category.

All - Charackers

Tablie 12

Marital Status of Adult Characters in Specific Occupations
in Prime-Time Network Dramatic Programs#* (1973-1983)

Major Characters

11047

86
74
352
168
24
1%00
1484

1240

340
1310

7806

a1
d
azi

22
1084
1027

743
AL
1216

3240

3]
10
31
143
2
414
437
297
71
94

Not

Cannot Formerly cannot Not )

Code _Marrisd Marviad _Married Iotal ___Code .. _Married  ~ _Married
RowX% Col¥% Row4{ Coli RowZ Cal% RowX Col¥% N RowX Col¥% RowX Col%Z Row¥% CeolX%
62,9 100.0 21.7 100.0 11.2 100.0 4.0 100.0 2114 2% 4 100.0 43.3 100.0 18.% 100,
71.4 . . & 19.& .3 1.8 .1 7.1 .7 18 238 % 1.3 50.0 1.0 .0
0.9 1.0 4.1 .1 2.7 .2 a7 .3 4 250 .2 250 .1 .0 .
72.4 3.7 '13.9 2.0 102 2.9 2.8 2.3 B2 28.0 4.3 37.8 3.4 24.4 )
78. 6 1.9 13.7 1.0 3.0 .4 4.8 1.8 i3 13.3 .4 487 .8 13.3
?1.7 .3 893 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 3 &0.0 .& 40.0 .2 .0 .
46,1 14.3. 22.3 13.9 7.3, 9.1 3.4 11.7 298 21.% 11.9 4%9.7 162 16.8 12
&5.0 140 14.8 9.1 14.8 17.6 4.9 165 305 24.3 '13.8 31.8 10.& 272 20.
74.4 13.3 17.2 8.9 5.7 3.7 2.3 4.4 143 17.9 4.7 3.0 91 140 3.
80.0 &3 14.1 3.2 4. & 2.0 .9 1.1 g2 51,1 8.8 326 3.3 13.0 a.
78.& 14.9 15.1 8.3 4.0 4.3 21 6.4 309 49.3 26.1 38.8 13.1 6.8 3.
70.8 100.0 17.%3 100.0 8.6 100.0 2.6 100. 0 1443 31.8 100.Q0 40.7 100.0 17.4 100.0
75. & -& 1R 2 .4 2.4 .1 9.8 1.9 12 41.7 1.1 41.7 .9 .0 .0
96, 9 1.1 1.6 .1 -Q .0 1.6 .9 2 %0.0 .2 .0 .0 - .0 .0
3.2 4.3 128 3.0 1009 5.2 1.8 4.4 7¢ 27.1 4.1 37.1 4.4 271 7.6
[N .0 333 .1 .o -0 QO . o .0 .0 . Q SO .0 . Q
93. 9 .4 4.3 .1 .0 .0 e .0 4 73.0 .7 2%°0 - .2 -0 .0
73.7 14.3% 16.2 12.9 7.3 11.7 2.3 121 129 26,2 11.1 44,1 14. 6 19.3 131
&6.8 12.4 11.4 8.6 1168 296 4.2 209 232 28.0 14.2 267 10.5 30.2 27.9
80.0 13. 4 135 9.3 4.8 b67 1.6 7.3 20 1B8.% 3.7 B%.& 8.8% 17.8 & 4
81.2 469 126 4.3 4.9 3.4 1.1 2.4 78 B2.6 8.9 299 3.9 154 4.8
80.9 17.7 13.4 11.% 4.1 7.4 1.9 11.2 269 46.5 27.2 37.% 17.2 7.1 7.6
42.5 100.0 31.9 100.0 17.3% 100.0 7.1 100.0 &71 11.46 100.0 48.9 100:.0 22.1 100.0
&0.0 .7. 40.0 . & .0 .0 .0 .0 6 J3.3 2.6 &4 7 1.2 .0 .0
50.0 .4 20.0 .2 20.0 .4 10.0 .4 2 .0 .0 50.0 .3 .0 .0
64. 3 1.5 25.8 .8 3.2 2. 3.2 .4 12 33.3 5.1 417 1.3 83 .7
8.8 9.4 13.3 2,1 3.0 .9 48 3.5 13 13.3 2.6 467 2.t 13.3 1.4
80.0 .1 930.0 .1 .0 .0 .0 -0 1 .0 .0 100.0 < .0 . @
456.1 139 38.2 153 8.2 60 63 11.3 103 12.4 167 60.2 18.9 11.7 8.1
60.8 20.2 223 9.9 10.t a1 &3 126 73 12.3 11.9% 47.% 10.7 17.8 6.8
5.4 12.2 29.0 8.3 8.8 4.6 4.7 6.1 83 151 103 &2 3 10.1 7.9 2.7
71.8 3.7 23.9 1.6 2.8 . & -0 .0 14 42 9 7.7 30.0 2.1 .0 .0
54.3 3.7 37.2 3.4 3.2 - 5.3 R2 40 37.3 19.2 47. % 38 5.0 1.4

characters,

men, or women, within a particular occupation who

## Includes managers.'goVIrnmeﬁt workery, clerks, secretaries, and the self-employed.
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Table 13

Mean Scoreés on Personality Traitses
for ALl Major Adult Characters in Specific Occupations
in Prime-Time Network Dramatic Programs (1973-1983)

Al : ' Other Other . Palice/
Char- - Tech- Profes— - White Blue Private
agters Goisntist pician Doctor Nurse  Patamegit = sionals Cpllark Collar Hilitary 3.

All Characters

N = 2332 19 a 104 22 7 are 374 173° | 102 377

Harmth
Fairness
Sociability
Attrattiveness
Strength

Power

Stature
Smartness
Rationality
Stability
Efficiency

Sex Appeal
Youthfulness
Happiness
Affluence
Cleanliness
Peacefulness
Supportiveness
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QONOBOENEDPNBLAONDIOD
GHPNOCUNAGANARDP N AT
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HURPNULLPELURUNERWE
VOUNEUUUNELLRUOOEW
VHURBRNLUUNRUEUEEEOLE
BONOLGFROANRNAADATLLANN
UNEUUNUUREREEEE LY
N ARgRWUSCA DM D

# Includes managers, government workers: clerks, secretaries: and the self-employed.

‘%% Personality traits are coded as bipolar adgjective scales. The -higher the
score, the more & character exhibits the specific attribute, The one
exception 1is the sex appeal scale, where a higher score indicates more
"masculine” and a lower score indicates more "feminine"



Table 14

male Major Adult Characters in Specific Occupations

Mean ficares on Personality Traits#s
‘in Prime-Time Network Dramatic Programs (1973-1983)

for Male and Fe
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Harmth
Fairness
Sociability
Attractiveness
‘Strength
Power
Stature
Smartness
Rationality
Stabildity
Efficiency
Sex Appeal
Youthfulness
Happiness
Affluence
Cleanliness
Peacefulness

RLERIUOOUOT ML TN D

Supportiveness

and the self-employed

secretaries,

tlerks.,

government workers,

# Includes managers.,

#% See footnota on Table 13



Overall

Sex
Male
Female

Age
18-34
33-54
53 and older

Ed on .
High School or less
Some Colilege

Race
White
Non—white

Hoygehold Income
‘Under €15, 000
$15, 000 -~ 324, 999
%29, 000 — %35, Q00
dver %395, 000

Newspaper Reading
Rarely/Never

- Dften
Daily

Watch Sciepcs on TV
Hardly ever .
Once in & while

. Frequently

Bead Science Magazines
Infrequently
Frequently

Distribution of the Sample on Measures of Television Vinm;ng.

Table 15

Televislon Viewing

Hrs. /Day

wn
o~

B

NN G
A=

moo

Qo -~

PN
N

N %
376 (22.8)
209 987
166 44.3
i20 323
133 35.9
118 318
206 949
170 43. 1
328  8@.2

44 11.8
94 26,0

&8  18.9

79 219
119 33.2

57  15.3

70 . 18.3
249 &4 2
131 a%. 0
143 389
97 261
127 421
173 87.9

Mediym
N %
797  (48.5)
a3 a9 4
404 . S50 &
313 a9. 4
231 81,7
ar7 28.7
804 43.6
289 34 4
&84 86. 7
109 12. 3
207 27.8
199 26.7
i58 21. 2
182 24. 4
126 15. 8
161 20.3
| 509 63.9
217 27. 2
300 a7. &
281 as. 2
439 52. 4
308 47. 4

ﬁgg Vg

N 4
420 (28.7)
178 37.8
292 62. 2
204 43.7
106 22.7
157 336
374 79. 9
9&8 20. 9
348 74. &
11% 23. 4
170 38.9
118 27.0
84 i9.2
&3 14. 9

a4 17.8
104 22.1
283 &0. 1
142 30.3
189 40.3
138 29.4
214 .57.8
196 42, 2

Total
N %
1643 100.0
760 47.3
862 EEN]
637 37.1
" 450 30.1
802 30.8
1084 66,1
s3s  33.%9
1361 83. 6
268 16. 4
a71 30. 5
385 25.0
321 20.8
3hé 23.7
267 16.3
a33s 20. 4
1041 63.3
490 29. 9
638  3B.7
8517 315
&80 81. &
639 43. 4



. Table 1é&

Measures of Television Viewing by Types of Programs Viewed

Television Viewing

JHes. /Day —luight —HMedium_ _ —.Heavy —Total
N % N % N Z . N : %
Overall ) 2 9 374 (22.a) 797 (48. 33 420 (28. 7 1643 100. 0
‘Daytime Serjals ' ' : '
Hardly ever 2.4 a2 88. 8 582 73.1 243 81. &6 1139 70.53
Once in a while 3.0 30 8.0 133 16. 9 71 13.0 23& 14. 3
- Frequently 4.8 12 3.2 79 10. 0 137 33. 4 248 15. 1
PBS _ - _
Hardly ever 2.8 148 39. 3 290 31. &6 143 '30.9 343 332
Onice in a while 2.8 131 34. 9 . 330 41. 6 186 39.8 2647 3%9. &6
Frequentily a1 s 294 213 246. 8 138 29. 4 446 27.3
Hardly ever 27 261 6. 5 493 62,1 251 93, 3 1007 &1.3
Once in a while 3.1 87 .23.3 210 26. 3 143 30.3 440 26. 8
-Freguently 3.4 27 7.2 92 11. 6 77 14. 3 196 11. 9
TY_News
Hardly ever 2.9 85 15. 0 44 %6 at 6.7 132. 8.0
Once in a while 29 a2 21.9 1346 17.1 - &0 12. 8 279 17. 0
Frequently 3.0 37 63,1 616 77. 3 379 80. 6 1232 79.0
Does not have : 2.8 233 - &1 9 499 - &2. 6 : 245 S2 0 74 99. 4

Has . 3.0 143 38. 1 298 ar. 4 ' 226 48. 0 -T-Y4 40. &



Table 17

Bciente Reading and TV Vigwing.Cumbined

“Seekers" ‘ "Absorbers”
MMMMM%
Overall 344 100. 0 292 100, 0 a0% 10C. 0 © 317 100.0 13179 100. 0
Sex :
Male 203 599. 7 -1383 51.7° 144 44, 3 142 38.3 444 48. 8
Female . ‘138 40.3. 143 48,3 165 . 53.3 29 - 61.7 &7%3 512
Age
‘18 —~ 34 149 43. 3 152 51, 3 97 1. 6 142 38. 4 . 837 41. 1
as - 84 . 119 34.8 78 24.3 108 33, 4 86 23. 4 392 29. 9
53 and over 74 21.7 &3 21.9 100 32,9 144 38.2 380 29.0
Education .
: High School ar less 130 43. 3 183 &2. 7 195 43.0 286 77.3 a13 61.9
Some College . 194 36. 6 B 3 U4 37.3 114 37.0 © - 84 22.7 503 38, %
. Race : . ' ) ) ] '
White 314 2.3 238 82.3 271 ar. e 280 - 75.9 1104 84. 4
Non-white 26 7.7 1 17.7 a7 12. 1 a9 24.1 204 . 156
[°) 1
Under %15, 000 : &3 i8. 9 79 27.8 74 23.1 135 28. 2 351 27.7
415, 000 — %24,999 &9 20. 6 77 27. 1 &9 23. 4 .93 246. 9 308 24, 4
.. %23, 000 — %35, 000 80 24.0 61 21. 4 - &3 21. 7 77 - 21.8 281 22.3.
Over %33, 000 122 A& 5 &8 .23. 7 88 R7. 8 48 13. & 323 25.7
Neyspager fReading
Rarely/never 39 11. 4 34 11.7 24 10. 9 35 14. 7 162 12,3
Often b6 19. 2 70 23. 8 13 18.7 ] 70 19.0 263 20.0
Daily 238 6%, 4 194 64. & 218 70. 4 244 &6, 3 893 &7, 7 -
atch n n_TY ' . : .
Hardly aver ) &0 17. 6 It 10.3 106 34.2 128 34. 3 324 24 &
Once in & while 114 33.1 o127 42.8 137 44,3 143 39. 2 523 3.7
Frequently : -14% - 49,3 138 44. 8 &6 " 21.4 98 26, 3 471 35,7



Overall

Sex
Male
Female

Age
18-34
35-54 )
5% and older

Edycation
No College
Some College

Race
White
Mon-white

Incvme
Under %25, 000
Over %23, 000

Newspaper Readin
Rarely or Never
Brcasionally
Daily ’

Watch ience T
Hardly Ever
Once in a While
Frequently

‘Rea
Rarely
Frequently

rest in Religi
i.ow
High

#p<. 0% ##p<. 01

ene agazine

Number and Percent of Repondents Who

Table 18

Have A High Score Un An Index Measuring A Positive Image of Science

Television Viewing

Total Light m Heavy

N % N % N % N %
810 50 20% LT 409 52 196 43
414 54 129 &1 217 Y] 74 a3
394 47 80 49 192 .49 122 42
. 3%0 58 &7 54 180 58 103 52
249 55 a4 &4 137 5% 49 487
184 3s 52 . 45 91 40 42 38
450 42 a9 44 214 43 148 20
asa a3 116 70 194 &8 45 50
726 254 193 &0 373 85 160 47
76 29 10 26 az a1 34 28
346 41 &3 41 177 44 106 ag
433 &4 133 &8 214 &4 B4 57
102 40 o2 a1 50 41 30 8
154 a4 32 44 81 91 41 - 40
553 54 151 &1 278 85 125 45
177 az 51 a1 a3 a9 43 32
322 51 a7 &0 133 . Bz a1 44
a1t &0 &7 &% 173 &2 71 52
a2s EL b6 51 168 50 93 aa
ags &1 113 65 198 63 74 48
ag2 5& 98 63 191 59 93 a6
@ar 4z 83 47 173 80 36

*x#p<, 001

44

cp
(4Heavy-

alight)
-13

-18
-7

-4
~20

=13
+ 2

-3
~11

-3
-
=14

-1&
-17

-7
=17

~17
-11

Gammna

L lAInHE

= 2liuks
=, 074

-. 069
—. 201#¥
—. 240Q%%

-. 047
. 20Fu%:

—. 146##
. 004

~. Q&2
=. 128

~. 081
- 097
- 201 »%n

-. 124
— 196%#
—. 21G#n

- 099
- 212%%

~. 214x%4
-. 147%

Tatal N
1617

773
g44

529
484
450

1064
L

1341
242

#42
682

235
33z
1030

474
623 .
519

473
633

&7
799

The numbér and percent of light, medium, or heavy viewers within sach control group (eg. males/females) who give

this vesponse;

the percents within each column or rvow do not add to 100%



Table 19

- Number and Percent of Respondents Who
- Have a High Score on an Index Measuring a Positive [mage of Geientists

Televisign Viewing [12] )
Tgtal Light Madivg . __Heawyy (ZHeavy— camma Jotal N
N % N % ‘N % M % #.ight) :

Dverall o 723 50 184 57 348 50 189 45 -12 —. 143%% 1442

‘Male 365 52 110 . &0 1@2 2 74 446 —-14 - 167 %% &78

Female 358 . 48 77 54 1566 48 115 43 - —-. 107 ?44

18-34 S %0 &0 . 70 - &% 179 &4 101 53  -12 - 149+ 580

35~54 242 55 83 70 114 51 a3 45 -29 =, 0L 442

55 and qlder 125 31 a3i Coaz 51 28 43 33 + 1 L 030 410
gEducation : . o

No- College e a9 43 78 45 185 .43 136 41 - q -. 048 934

-Gome. College ) 324 &4 108 70 142 &2 53 &0 -10 -. 153 50%5
Race ) . : . . ' )

White . 632 33 173 &0 303 3 134 49 ~11 ~. 131 %% 1194

NMon—White . 84 34 ) 12 a2 3 41 34 33 + 1 =, 034 ) 234
Il‘lt ome - :

under %23,000 - ‘312 42 -2 446 154 43 94 a7z -9 =, 130% 733

Qver %23, 000 390 62 118 &6 185 59 87 &z - - 4 - 0&4 &33
Newspaper Reading . . ) . .

Rarely or Never 74 43 19 44 a7 47 26 36 - 8 - 123 221

Occasionally 142 53 37 &1 82 56 43 4% -1é - 202+ 305

Daily 4467 51 130 8% 217 49 120 48 -i1 -, 127 %% ‘917
Watch Science TV . .

Hardiy Ever 1567 41 48 44 &9 . a9 50 B § O -3 -, 037 410

Cnce in a While : 286 B3 79 bt 136 g1 72 44 -17 — 212%% 542

Frequently . 269 S7 539 .67 143 57 &7 91 B - —. 181% - 470
Bead Science Magazines . L

Rarely 267 43 39 54 124 42 23 /4 ~10 -. 097 - %93

Frequently 3064 &1 108 - &6 177 &4 79 93 -13 -, 1&60% 392
‘Intsrest ip Religi . ' : ‘ : _

Low 349 -1-3 b7 &7 169 57 a8 49 -22 —-, 278%%% 429

High . ' 297 - 43 ¢ .70 47 140 41 a87 45 -2 -. 015 &B7
#pl, 09 ##p<. O1 *##pC. 001

_The number and percent of light, medium, oT heavy viewers within each control group (eg.'malnglfemales) who give
this response; the percents within each column or row do not add to 100%. :



Table 20

Number and- Percent of Respondents Who
Have a High Score on an Index Heasuring a Positive Image of Technology

: _Television Viewing : ¢D '
Total l.ight Medium Heavy (%Heavy~ __QGamma Total N
N 4 N % N S 4 N % lLight}

Overall . 803 . B30 ‘2168 39 403 . 82 184 T A1 -18 -, 218i#t*x 14603

Male - 464 &4 143 &9 237 a1 82 47 ~-22 -, 272%4k% 773
. Female . 339 41 72 4% 166 42 103 37 -8 -. 104 } 828
Age . . )

18-33 370 58 83 &% - 185 52 103 31 -18 —. 220#%» 634

4%-~54 254 2 . a7 &3 134 34 33 al . =34 =, 382%%% 489

53 and oldaer - 174 - 34 ‘a7 42 - 80 a8 A9 34 -8 - 096 A&7

No College - 444 .42 - 94 47 217 44 133 -37 -1 —. 124&# 1052

Some College 398 [-%-] 122 73 18% - a4 51 34 -19 . = 2444 348
flace ' . . :

White - 679 81 183 57 359 94 135 40 -17 - 19&%#% 1329

Non-white ) 118 a4 28 70 a2 40 a8 a2 -28 - 2a4% - . 260
Income . ’ . =

Under %25, 000 334 40 70 4% 164 42 102 ar -8 ‘=, 103 831

Over %23, 000 432 &3 13% 71 217 - 64 274 32 -19 -, 239% %% &83
Newspaper Reading ) ’ ) .

Rargly or Never 118 46& 33 b o4 44 .31 38 —24 -1 256

Decasionally 174 53 a3 57 24 o9 41 41 =14 —. 2d0# .o329

Daily 311 50 144 - 58 - 254 %1 113 41 -17 —. 206% % 1018
HWatch ienca TV . : L

Hardly Ever 149 34 : 57 &b 76 el 3é 27 -19 -, 243%% 4&3

Once in a While 324 a2 6 =TI 142 49 83 446 —20 -, 22&%% 22

Fregquently : 310 &0 &3 . &5 184 -1 &3 a4 -19 —. 207 %#4x% 514
Rea n 3 i . e ' ’ .

Rarely ’ =289 44 &0 48 132 46 CFT 38 -10 -~. 128 &42

Frequently 414 &9 123 72 201 b& a7 57 =15 — 199%% 633
Interest in Religion _ _ - '

Low ] 387 o7 99 &4 193 &0 96 - 47 ~17 - 21F%%n b77

High ‘ 336 42 0 51 171 - 43 73 34 ~17 —. 202%%% 789

#p<. OF *4p<. O1 *###pL 001

The number and percent of iight. medium. or heavy viewers within each control greup {(eg. males/females) who give
this response; the percents within each column or row do mot add to 100%.



Table 21

Number -and Percent of Respondents Who
Have a High Store on an Index Measuring the Restraint of Science

E

Television Viewing : 193] ’
—lotal light —Medjum _ __Heavy (%Heavy~- Gamma Tetal N
N % . N * N % N 4 _fight) )
gverall 768 48 155 42 362 44 281 55 +13 . 192%% 1603
Male 306 40 70 a4 133 39 B84 a8 +14 . A70%# 768
Female : 462 55 a8 93 210 34 167 59 + & . 079 835
16-34 260 . 42 40 34 1246 4] 94 47 +13 T 1B7RE 624
an-%54 219 4% 51 38 112 46 57 . B3 . +18 177 483
55 and older . 283 58 62 55 122 55 99 66 +11 . 147 486
No College _ s&y 54 109 54 =111 51 206 56 + 2 . 043 1062
Some College ieg 37 48 28 107 a8 43 48 +20 . 203% %% 538
Race : ' ) . . :
White ) 619 44 . 130 40 306 45 - 184 34 . .+14 . la8wns 1332
Nnn—Hhité 145 36 25 [-1- 2 53 34 T . 53 ~10 -. 047 ; 298
e ’ . . )
Under $23, 000 454 84 8z . 23 207 o2 169 58 + 5 .08 834
Over %23, 000 263 . 39 &9 34 129 a9 &9 47 - +13 16T &76
New r n ' :
Rarely or Never 131 " 22 a1 -1} - 44 -4 +14 . 1982 298
Dccasionally 1644 50 az 44 76 80 - T - 1 + 9 114 325
Daily S ’ 473 44 ;02 42 221 44 197 54 +12 10T 1021
Watch Scie ™ - )
Hardly Ever ’ arz2 sg &% 5%, 123 59 80 a3e + 3 . 029 473
Once in a While 308 S0 38 41 142 48 108 58 +17 . 123%% &21
Frequently 188 37 =8 29 97 35 a4 47 +_18 . 22848 907
Repad Science Magazines . . ' .
Rarely 348 wa &% w2 141 49 122 58 + & . 100 &64
Frequently . 239 38 S3 ) 31 11 37 73 ] 48 +17 . 220%% 530
Interest in Religion .
Low : . 297 44 &3 a1 129 40 1035 -} § +10 = - . 138% 480

High 433 55 a7 a5 213 55 132 &0 +11 126 790
#p<. OB ##p<c. 01 wawp<. 001

The number and percent of light, medium: or heavy viewers within sach control group (eg. males/females) whg give
this response; the percents within sach column or row do not add to 100



Table 22

Number and Percent of Respondents Who )
Have @ High Score on an Index Measuring Interest in Science

: Televisigon Viewing cb :
~Tgtal Light —Medium __ _Heavy = ClHeavy— _ Qgmma = Total N
- N % "N % N % N % . A.ight) . ’

Overall 819 50 181 49 419 53 219 47 -2 = 034 1539
Sex ) .

Male ' 419 54 109 52 22% 57 a4 47 -9 ~. 052 780

Female : 400 a7 72 44 194 48 133 44 - + 2 . 014 859
Age . - . ‘

18-34 316 50 &0 50 157 50 - 99 49 -1 - 019 &36

a5--54 262 54 75 36 137 34 51 48 -8 - ~ 101 - 490

55 and older 234 44 44 38 122 94 &8 .43 .+ 2 . 040 o202

No College = 492 a5 @1 39 248 49 163 4a + 8 . 019 1083

Some College - 327 - 101 &0 171 . 39 55 a8 -2 -. 030 ] 532
Race : ‘ : ‘ )

White &84 50 . .199 49 anr -4 167 48 -1 - 007 1360

Non-white 124 47 - 20 50 54 =2 30 42 - 8 ~. 140 263
Incgme | : : . .
© Under $23, 000 409 48 70 44 203 20 136 47 + 3 . 013 843

Over %23, 000 373 54 106 33 193 57 74 50. -3 -, 032 ) [=1- 11
Mewspaper Reading -

Rarely or Never 121 45 21 40 1) a2 35 41 + 1 - 013 264

Occtasionally 161 48 33 47 76 a7 33 91 4 . 033 ‘339

Daily ' 837 u2 127 51 278 9% . 131 87 -4 . . 041 1040
Wateh Scisnce TV ' . )

Hardliy Ever 167 34 40 32 8 356 48 34 + 2 . 031 - 487

Once in a While ' 303 48 73 50 1530 50 8o a2 -8 -. 102 633

Frequently ) . 347 &7 &b &8 i71 &8 50 &3 -3 -. 03& S17
Re : ca Magazines e - . .

Rarely ’ . ' 310 abh 47 - a7 163 49 Ta 44 + 7 . 074 - &Bo

Frequently 305 &q 114 Y 194 &4 9% &1 -5 -. 099 638

Low 349 91 83 533 177 59 av 43 =10 ) ~. 140% | 687

High ) 393 48 78 43 202 - S50 112 a9 + 6 - .08 814

*p<, 09 +£p<. 01 ##p<, 001

The number and percent of light, medium. or heavy viewers within sach control group (eg. males/females) who give
this response: ‘the percents within each column or row do not add te 100Q%. '



Tahle 23

Number and Percent of Respondents Who
- Have a High Scere on an Indax Measuring Being Well Informed About Science

. Television Viewing ) (%))
Tutal Light Medium Heawvy {%“Heavy~- Zamma . Jotal N
N “ N % N % N % CoAkighty .

Overall . J58 34 144 ag 261 33 151 a2 -7 -~ OB7» 1638
Seyx : ) . .

Male . 318 40 .95 43 154 3% =11 a7 - 8 =102 780

Female 243 28 ‘ 51 31 108 27 84 29 -2 - 013 as8

1e-34 . ‘’13 a4 48 40 ?& a1 &9 34 - & - 43&

a35—-54 : 145 a4 ‘59 41 . a2 32 29 27 ~14 - 193% . 490

95 and older 175 . 39 41 A5 B0 35 53 34 -1 -. 014 - 501
Education ' - : . . .

No Callege 324 - 30 &3 32 143 28 - 117 3t -1 L 012 1082

Some College 232 42 =31 48 117 40 34 36 . -1i2 —. 138+ au2
Race . . . B .

White 448 34 132 40 221 a2 115 .33 -7 -. 0%1 1359

Non-white - a3 a1 13 a1 3% 34 3% 30 -1 -. 082 265

Under %23, 000 278 a3 &0 a8 129 32 g0 31 -7 -, 074 as52

Over %25, 000 253 37 79 40 121 @ 34 53 36 - 4 - 042 . &84
News er Regdin

Rarely or Never : 73 28 14 29 31 29 24 32 + 3 . 0&7 264

Occasionally _ 101 3o 20 29 51 a1 30 27 Q =, 00% 335

Datly . 384 37 1190 44 1890 .33 - 24 34 -10 —. 134% 1039

" Watch Scisnce TV : o

‘Hardly Ever to 117 24 37 29 54 23 . 2& 19 =10 o=l AT70% 484

Once in a While . 208 33 58 40 89 36 . ol 32 - 8 —. 0B8& &33

-Frequently 231 a3 49 30 - 118 =3 a3 a4 - 4 -. 037 517
Read Science Magazines ' .

Rarely 204 30 43 34 100 30 63 29 . =9 -, 0539 &80

Frequently ’ 276 43 83 48 128 42 - 42 - & o= 073 638
; Ies igion ] . . o

Low . 227 a3 &0 39 104 33 &40 29 -10 —. 133#% &87

High 271 a3 66 34 129 32 Th a3 -3 -. 040 813
#p<. 09 *##pC. 01 #x#p<. 001 .

The number and percent of light, medium: or heavy viewers within sach controal grtoup (eg. males/females} who give
. this response; the percents within wach column or row do not add to 100X ’



Table 24

Number and Percent of Respondents Who
Have a High Score on an Index Measyring Interest in Science or
Have a High Score aon an Indeax Measuring Being Well Informed About Science
Controlled for High ot Low Scorés on the Other Index

: Television Viewing : ' co . -
Total Light S __Medium _Heawvy (%Heavy— Samma Total N
N % N % N * N % A ight) :
t 5t _in on
Well Infgrmed oyt i I o
Low Info 414 38 72 32 226 42 115 34 + 4 +. 033 1080
High Info ’ 403 72 109 75 193 74 102 &8 -7 -. 108 5908
W nf : 1 | 3
Interest in S n
Low Interest 1354 19 34 19 - .69 18 - 48 19 o} +. 008 819
High Int!fe;t T 4095 49 109 QO- 193 44 102 - 47 “13 =, 145 818
*p<. 0F ##p<. 01 wenpC 001

The number and percent of light, medium, or heavy viewers within sach control grbup (eg. males/females} who give
this response; the percents within each column or row do nat add %o 100%



pOverall

Sey .
Male
Female

18-34
. d5-54
9% and oclder

Education
No College
Some College

Race
White
Non-white
ncome

Under %25, 000

Over %$23.000

Newspaper Reading
Rarely or Never
Dccasionally
Daily

Watch Science TV
Hardly Ever

. Once in a While
Frequently

Read Science Magazines

Rarely
Frequently

Interest in Relipion

Low
High

#p<. 0B #ep<, 01

The numbeT and percent of Iight, medium oT heavy viewers within uich control aroup (ep.

Numbey and Percent of Respondents Who
Disagres That Sclentists Are Odd and Peculiar People

Table 29

Televisipn Migwing
Total Medjium

N % N N %
1082 &7 261 73 =13 &7
510 &8 148 74 261 &9
543 b6 13 72 253 &3
a3g 70 87 73 216 72
330 70 98 77 148 70
2681 59 73 &7 125 58
646 62 131 66 298 a2
106 78 130 a1 213 74
924 71 238 75 . 433 &7
119 87 22 a3 55 59
s08 62 101 &6 249 &9
301 73 151 79 244 73
147 &0 33 &4 74 &3
273 70 50 76. 106 &8
&82 &8 178 74 334 . &8
267 se . 81 &8 114, 57
412 P 106 76 . 192 &8
ara 74 73 76 20% 74
416 &4 89 73 206 &4
a66 74 131 74 226 7%
462 &9 109 73 28 72
43 63 123 72 238 &2

*xap<. 001

Heavy

N . %
278 &2
101 a9
177 &4
131 .13
&3 &1
83 536
217 &40
51 &6
235 70
42 ar
158 37
104 71
41 53
&7 &8
170 &2
70 51
114 &3
93 - 71
121 &0
109 70
127 &3
123 38

this response; the percents within each column or row do not add to 100%.

cp

{%Heavy~ "
Ehight)

=11

-13 -

-7
ht 1-3
~11

-13
- &

. ~10
-14

- .

= 131 %nn

=. 19&##%
-. 102

-. 111
= 222u4x%

-. 132

-. 071

- 209"

-, gaz

- 27T

-. 120
-. 133

-. 157
- 087
- 167 %%

- 213%%
~, 173%
-. 071

- 161
-, 096

—. 148%
= 174%#

1573

781
B22

618
473
473

1033
537

1305
e54

813
671

244
320
1009

460
406
503

&44
&28 .

b&7
770

males/females) who give



Dveratll

Sex
‘Male
Female

Age
i8-34
3554
35 and alder

No College
Some College

Hace
© White
Non-white

Income
Under %23, 000
Dver 23, 000

Newspaper Reading
Rarely or Never

Occasionally
Daily
W h ce TV

Hardly Ever
Once in a While
Frequently

Reoad Science Magazines

Rarely
Frequently

Inter el
Low
High

#p<. 0B ®#p<. 01

Number and Percent of Respundents Who

Table 2&

Disagree That A Scientigst’s Work Is Dangerous

Television Viewing

Total Light Mediym
N % N % N %
544 a1 182 51 318 a2
333 44 111 =5 170 4%
311 ag 72 a6 148 39
255 a1 &3 55 130 43
212 45 77 59 102 a2
173 a7 a1 as 24 40
3za M 70 36 153 a2
38 &0 113 70 163 5%
574 a4 170 %4  zEp 43
&3 24 11 24 a3 32
249 23 56 37 136 35
345 sz 124 63 - 143 50
74 29 ie 36 3s 29
124 . 39 30 4% &4 42
449 44 134 56 219 43
131 28 as . a7 5% 29
257 43 80 57 118 a1
235 51 59 &2 141 52
285 a9 &3 =3 129 40
3za s2 103 &0 132 o1
282 42 80 33 141 44
204 ar 79 a8 131 a7

wawp<, 001

ﬂgagg

N 4

143 3z
52 30
1 a2
&1 31
a4 a2
48 a3
101 28
42 43
122 .36
20 17
77 26
55 39
21 25
3t 31
92 34
28 21
&0 3a
55 40
&3 31
&7 44’
&1 30
&b 30

[ 8)

(%Heavy—
ALight)

=19

-29

-14

-24
-27

-9

-23

-11
-14
~22

-1&
=24
-2

~22

-6

© -23
~1&

ggmma

- 244%HH

-, 278%¥%
-, 170%#

-, 288x%EH*
—. J2quxs
-. 083

- 107

.. @90%ER

|- 216%%%

. 247%

~. 139%
~, 31PEw

- 149
-. 184
- 273w

- 2aFH*
=. 287 ##*
- 257 xun

~. 263%%
- 199

~, 2O0%#4
~. 207 %%

Total N

1572

752
820

620
476
457

1040
o28

1301
259

820
&a2

| 283
aie
1000

450
603
504

&49
&20

670
7467

The'number and peicent of 1ight, medium, or heavy viewers within each cnﬁfrul group (eg. males/females? who give.
this response; the percents within each column or row do not add to 100%4.



varT

Sex
Male
Female

18-34

35-54

55 and older
Edycatign

No College

Some College

Race
White

Non—white

Income
Under $2%, 000
Dvey %23, 000

Newspaper Rgading
Rarely or Never
Occasionally
Daily

Watch Science TV
Hardly Ever
Once in & While
Freaquently

R ie azin
Rarely
Frequently

Interest in Religion
Low
High

*p<, O3 ##p<. 01

The number and percent of light, medium. or heavy viewsrs within wach cantrol group tleg

Number and Percent of Respondents Who
Disagree That Scientists Have Few Interests But Work

“Table 27

—JIatal

uf&pc2001

N %
&899 an
344 49
239 43
344 . 57
222 a8
129 29
389 38
313 &1
612 49

80 a2
307 a9
370 58

97 40
151 49

© 430 /4

198 34
28 48
299 53
297 41
343 87
az21 P

. 294 40

Television Viewing

L —kight
N %
182 B2
109 36
73 49
78 &7
70 36
a2 3z
. BO 43
101 &4
160 33
20 a0
59 a0,
120 &4
23 a3
32 5o
127 LT
44 38
79 59
¥4 &1
59 a9
100 &0
as .87
72 44

Medjum
N %
330 a8
192 81
139 44
174 LT
11% 49
&0 30

184
169 &2
<} B3 49
as 38
195 42
186 58
44 ‘39
80 o34
228 a8
&% - 36
139 . a8
146 56
126 40
179 %]
160 -]
‘186 40

40

this response: the percents within sach column or row do net add to 100%

~Heavy
N )
167 38
&4 a8
103 38
92 a9
ar T
a7 25
120 3%
a7 31
142 44
23 - 22
93 as
&4 &4
a0 %0
a9 40
98 37
a4 gz
&7 39
2% 43
72 37
66 44
76 - 38
76 36

ch

{%Heavy—
%Light)

-14

-i8
=11

-18
-20
-7

-9
-13

-9
=10
-18

- &
-=20
~18

-12
-14

-19
-8

Camma

i

1

. 178%%%

. 202%%
.29

. 228#%H#
. 2244#%
. 100

. 106
. 142

. 110%
MECrie 2 o

. o7g
. 23Ynun

. 040
. 147
. 21&%nit

. ogz2
. 241 %%%
. 216k

. 13@%
. 187 %%

. 236uww

. 099

Total N
1521

| 737
783

&00
as1
449

1001
%17

12546
291

780
657

240
309
971

44z
589
487

633
‘603

[-}-7
738

. males/females) who give



‘Overall

Sex
Male
Female

Age
18-34
3554 -
59 and older

No College
Some College

Race
White }
Non-white

Income
uUnder $23, 000
Over %23, 000

. Newspaper Reading
Rarely or Never

Occasionally
Daily

Watch Science TV
Hardly Evar

Once in a While

Freguently

Rea ie
Rarely .
Freqguently

Interest in Reljgion

Low
High

#p<, O3 #*#p < OF

2gaIinNg

Number snd Parcent of ReSpundents Who

Table 28

Disagree That Scientists Spend Little Time With Their Familg

Television Viswing

Total Light —Medivam —Heavy

N % N % N % . N %

&16 43 187 48 315 43 144 34
312 a5 92 81 166 48 53 ans
204 30 &5 44 149 43 0 a4
ary a4g 57 33 146 52 7& 40
214 49 71 59 110 50 33 34
118 28 26 27 og 30 34 25
343 3& &5 3s 177 40 104 31
270 53 %2 &1 138 -84 40 48
539 43 144 31 281 47 113 37
Y 28 9 23 29 a0 29 27

277 a7 =8 a1 149 43 70 27
312 -3 o5 B4 198 52 &0 44
91 40 18 36 47 44 2& ar

136 . 44 37 56 73 S0 26 28
3a9 a3 102 48 199 44 . 9z 3&
148 as a1 a7 &7 av a8 ‘g
233 - 43 &b 50 i24q 47 &3 39
214 47 4% .5} 122 0 43 a4
220 37 47 43 112 ‘38 61 . 32
304 3 g2 57 184 =6 97 a9
264 a2 &8 48 140 48 58 30
280 40 71 43 138 ag 75 37

wHp < 001

The number and percent of light,
this Tesponse; the percents within each column or row do not add to 100%

medium,

or heavy viswyars within each :ontfol group (eg.

b

(AHeavy-
h

—~14

=16
-10

-13

-23
-2

=13

-14
+ 4

-14
=10

+ 1
—28

-12 .

-8
-11
-24

-13
-1B

-18
-8

)

Gamm!

. 173%%%

i

. IR

- o 138%

—. 17g#
-, 267 %%

-, 043

-, 107

«, 1424

. 173%%4
. 031

-, 223%##
-. 103

~-. 008
- 3ERARH
- 149%u

-. 120
-, 133"
—. 2F2%% %

= 149%
-, 213%%

=, 2E1%%n

t

. 097

Tatal N
1443

&84
739

974
433
423

749
471

1190
242

748
617

226
308
709

4z
556
458

399
876

620
704

_males/females) who give



Table 29

Number and Parcent of Respondents Who
Respond That Science Jobs Rate Better Than Most

Tgelevision Yiewing = cb
Total Light Megium Heavy (AHeavy- gamma Total N
N % N . 1 N % N 1 %Light) . ) S
Overall 649 41 171 48 307 40 170 38 ~-10 . 11438 1380
Male 331 44 102 o1 170 44 79 a3 - - & . 089 757
Female . 298 3s @ &8 44 138 99 T2 a3 -11 . ow8 822
Age . - . - .
18-34 261 42 &8 37 118 3B 73 aB -19 . 180%% &24
a35-54 203 43 &0 a4 103 43 40 40 - & . 101 474
35 and clder 182 a8 43 40 B84 -39 53 37 - 3 . 036 4714
t .
No Collage 386 37 78 . 41 174 34 133 37 - 4 . 039 1034
Some College 2&60 48 F3 a7 129 43 .38 41 -1é& 1T 7R 541
. Rare : .
White 938 41 130 48 261 a9 C 126 38 . =10 L 106+ 1306
Non—white ’ 102 39 19 44 40 39 43 | 37 -9 . 099 261
Under 2%, 000 . 313 a9 &% 44 148 3@ - 101 37 -7 © . 030 B1s&
Over %2%, 000 - 293 43 101 =T 137 41 -3 38 -14 . L 187%= &77
Newspaper B.g&;ng ) .
Rarely or Never 111 a4 23 43 86 a& a2 40 -9 . 093 ©251
Occasionally 126 . 3% a1 44 87 37 36 ae - & . 015 324
Daily 412 41  11B 50 1194, as 100 a7z . =-13 L 1hienn 1003
Watch §cignce.IV ) : :
tHardly Ever ‘ 153 33 44 40 &3 a0 43 32 - 8 . 093 458
Once in a While 249 40 71 30 116 39 &3 34 -1& . 174 618
Frequentiu 244 49 4 86 128 47 - b4 48 - B . 110 502
ead ign zin ' . ) )
Rarely 243 a7 49 40 123 37 70 39 - & . 110 - 639
Frequently 299 48 74 j+1-] 141 a7 63 42 -13 . 123 626
Intgrest in Ee;;g;gn . - . :
Low 273 41 77 30 129 41 &8 34 -1& . 22T%n . &&7
High 307 40 73 43 148 38 a7 39 -4 . 011 778
#p<. 09 *#4p<. 01 ###p <. 0OL

The number and perdent of light, medium, or heavy viewers within eacthuﬁtrol group (eg. males/females) who give
this vesponse; the percents within each column or row do not add to 100%. ’



Table 30

Number:and Percent of Respondents Who
Agree that Astrology is Not Scientific

Television Viewing o .
—Tota) . -_Light HMedium —Hegavu (#Heavy— _Gamma .. Igtal N
N % N % N % N % Abight)
Overall E 872 86 233 &5 43% 57 202 . AY ~20 —. R16%%H 1571
BB! . . .
Male - : 470 &2 143 71 245 &3 79 47 ~24 - 241%%8 753
Female 402 49 90 o7 189 50 123 44 -13 . 13%% 818
Age .
18-34 317 51 &7 57 140 52 70 45 -12 —. 144% 629
359-54 298 34 - B 63 130 53 42 41 -24 —. 27 1% 474
95 and older 286 62 B -} | 72 138 6% &9 47 -23 ~. 2B3%k* 443
Educatign " .
No Cellege B08 49 113 37 244 - 51 1952 43 -14 —. 14&6%% 1031
Some College . 361 Y4 122 745 188 &7 50 54 =20 = 233## 338
ﬂaca . . )
White 762 58 213 &7 388 - 99 1939 - 48 -19 —. 200%%% 1310
Non—white : 101 41 18 48 40 42 43 a7z =11 - 1i1 249
. !ncgme . . )
Under $235,000 407 30 8s a7 199 a2 122 44 -13 - 129% 806
Over %24, 000 C 417 62 139 70 213 &4 &% 45 -25 - 2044 %% &78
Newspa ea . ’ . )
Rarely or Never 130 53 -] 70 - 36 47 38 . 50 -20 - 213 * 245
Dccasionally 173 53 41 &0 20 57 az 42 -18 -. 164 323
Daily 569 37 198 - &9 289 &0 iR2 - 4% -20 —. 228%4x 1001
Watch iAYA
Hardly Ever 240 S2 74 &0 109 83 - 97 43 -17 - 177%% 442
Once in a While © 328 54 I3 [-¥) 153 54 a0 &5 -21 —. 244nu¥ &06 |
Frequently 303 &0 63 &8 173 - &3 65 49 -19 - 224688 503
Read ence Magazin ' : .
" Rarely 371 57 . T2 a7 192 60 108 52 -85 -. 074 &34
Frequently _ 356 37 120 &9 178 - . s8 &1 3% © —30 ~ 318%#k% &30
Interest in Religjon :
Low : ci-rg 54 4 &2 166 o4 96 48 —-14 - 17F%xn &44
High 413 394 112 54 221 o7 82 37 23 —= 23T% % 773

#p<. 09 w=p< 0L #2ep<. 001

The number and percent of light, mediums or heavu'viemorl within each control group (eg. males/females) who give
this response; the percents within sach column or row do not add to 100%.



Overall

Sex
Male
Female

Age
18--34
35-54
33 and older

Education
No College
Some College

Race '
White
Non~white

‘Inggmg
Under 2%, 000
Over %235, 000

Newspaper Reading
Rarely or Nevar
Occasionally
Daily

Watch Bcience TV
" ‘Hardly Ever
Once in & While

"Frequently

Read Science naga;ineg
Rarely ’
Frequently

Interest in Religion
Low
High

#p<. O3

#*##p<. 01

The number and percent of light, mediuvm. or heavy viewsrs within each control group {(eg.

Number and Percent uf.Respondunts Hho
Reply That They Do Not Read Horoscopes

Television Viswing

Table 31

#%up<. 001

this responsai the percents within each column or row do not add to 100%. .

Light —Mediym . __Heavy
N % N % N % N . %
744 a3 210 55 - 393 44 181 39
419 54 128 st 209 53 az 46
3zs 3a g3 50 144 36 99 34
281 a4 55 46 194 50 70 24
213 43 78 58 %4 37 41 39
247 49 75 &4 101 a3 70 43
473 44 113 ET) 219 43 142 39
287 28 97 5g 130 49 40 31
633 a6 168 57 313 a4 132 3
105 a0 22 54 as 33 48 40
36 az ‘a1 81 149 a2 108 ar
334 49 118 &0 157 44 89 490
133 =8 ae 70 73 o8 a4 52
132 43 a1 59 71 a4 a9 a8
438 42 131 43 208 _41 Y9 33
245 s 73 =8 103 a8 &7 47
280 .44 81 56 130 43 &9 az
231 ] 42 53 54 120 43 45 32
a7y a1 &4 51 133 a9 81 a8
293 4% 98 8% 137 @ a4 57 36
278 40 79 n1 123 39 71 134
a9z 48 111 &1 187 44 94 a1

cD
{ZHeavy-
A.ight)

-17

-13
-1&

=12
-19
~1%

-17
=17

-19
~14

-14
-20

—-18
=21
~18

~11
-19
-22

-20

-17
-20

Gamma

. 190#as

. 18T3%en
. 145%%

171w
L 212%#%
. 202% %%

L 181 wnu
YLl

- 19444
- 104

Ty
. 208% %%

. 227 %
. 20w
, 202 %3%»

. 127%
. 19%%un
, 2468%n %

. 133%»
. 221 %%

.19 D
. 207 %%

Total N

1440

780
860

&37
490
502

1084
5]

1361
269

854
687

265
339
1041

497
&34
=3

&89
&37

&Ha7
a214

males/females) who give



Television Yiewing
Jotal : Heavy i
"N A N N N %

Dverall sa2 b 218 39 427 59 234 w1
Sex )

Malse ‘471 &2 134 . &3 =29 59 108 &2

Female 410 49 a4 B2 ive 51 i28 43

18-34 409 =13 79 -1 193 &3 137 &9

33-54 274 37 a7 -1 141 57 a6 45

55 and older 193 40 o2 44 S0 40 S92 a4
Education

No College 510 - 48 Lrd 48 234 48 179 &9

Some College 371 &8 121 74 192" &8 597 &2
Race

White - 7&0 57 199 62 284 S8 174 52

Non-white 112 42 17 41 37 <l 58 49
Incame ) )

Under $235: 000 405 48 75 4% 194 49 13% 48

Over $23, 000 442 &5 139 .71 214 a4 a9 &1
Newsgaper Reading

Rarely or Never iz1 46 24 48 a2 42 43 =4

Occasionally iaz 37 40 38 Bé& o4 . b1 &1

Daily 873 Sk 182 &2 290 58 132 48
Wateh Science TV :

Hardly Ever 174 40 3% 44 az a8 93 39

Once in a While 347 3& @0 &4 138 -1} 99 53

Freguently 341 &7 &8 71 188 &8 85 42
Read Science Magazines

Rarely C 339 950 &8 34 .1&8 50 103 448

Frequently 426 &8 119 &9 203 - 104 &7
Iritgrest b

Low 444 &9 119 77 217 69 128 &2

High 304 e 71 a0 152 a9 B84 38
#p<. O3 ##p<. 01 *%%pC, 001

Number and Percent of Respondents Who
Tend to Choose Science Over Religion

Table 32

The number and percent of light.
this response: the perc:nes within each column o Tow do not add to 100%.

medivm,

or heavy viewers within oach cantrol group {eg.

[ ¢]
(%Heavy-

_Hlight)

- 8

[ 3
~

-21
-2

1
=12

-10C
+ B

-ic

+ 4
+ 3
.14

7
-11
-9

—Lamma
. OFan

048
. 094

—-. 0456
. 232%%
. 152

- 015
. 162

= 122%%

-, 166

. 017
. 1844%

- 073
-. 056
. 182%%%

. 094
. 124
.113

. 0&ag
. 025

. 20448
. 033

males/females) who

ta
14605

769
B840

424
481
489

1060
242

1329
263

834
&789

261
329
1015

478
&7

- 909

&73
&H29

674
794

give



Table 33

Number and Parcent nf Respondents Who
Respond That Alcohol Is Major Health Problem

Ielevision Viewing . cD : '
Total Liaht Medium Heavy (4Heavy-— Gamma Tatal N
N r N % N %L N % X ight) :

Overall 1312 B0 304 az 423 7a 385 B2 [+) -. 014 | 1633
Sex : ’

Male 593 Ta 161 77 293 79 138 78 + 1 . 003 T T7s

Female : 719 a4 143 ar 330 B2 247 as -2 .019 =31
Age ] .

i9-34 : . 9508 8o 7 . 81 244 . 78 167 82 . + 1 -, Q23 &36

3554 407 83 169 - 82 208 83 1 =}] T+ 3 -. 063 470 .

35 and oldevr ass 78 6 a1 165 - 73 126 a1 o - O1% | 498

% - _ -

No College ) 873 81 177 86 a2 78 304 B2 - 4 . 042 1081

Some College ) 435 79 127 .74 | BE27 i 80 84 + B8 - 120 5350
Racs ‘ : _ . . .

White 1071 79 267 81 . sa7 77 277 ao -1 . 031 1336

Non—-white' 232 ag 36 as g1 a7 143 . - 88 4] - -.039 263
Income ' ) . ] :

Under %23, 000 77 84 137 - 8s&. 342 84 239 a3 -3 . Q73 853

Over $25, 000 924 77 152 77 »50 74 - 122 82 + 3 -. 053 &83
Ne aper Read )

Rarely or Nevar ’ 208 79 43 78 6 7& & 83 S - 085 26%

Occasionally 266 BO .99 ‘B89 127 7 80 77 -8 . 139 334

Daily 838 81 202 B2 400 9. 238 a4 + 2 -. 048 1036
watch S T '

Hardly Ever : L a2 109 29 170 79 119 B84 -1 . 009 489

Once in a While 506 a0 117 a1 231 77 138 83 + 2 -. 057 &33

Freguently 40% 79 73 78 222 e 108 78 [v] . D07 . 513

n a i :

Rarely . 34 20 B 1o a3 267 7 171 - 80 -9 . 079 &7e

- Frequentiy 512 80 138 79 243 79 131 84 + 9 -~ 0BS 636
. .

Low : 326 77 117 73 242 7 168 a1 + & -, 093 487

High &73 B3 141 a9 32 81 189 a3 ) S ¥ 4 . 810
#p<. OB ° wwpg O1 #3#pC. 001

The number and percent of 1ight. medium. or'helvg viewsrs within each control group (eg. males/females) who give
this response; the percents within sach column or row do not add to 100%,



Table 34

Number and Percent of Respondents Who
Reply That They Usuvally Wear Geatbelts In A Car

Television Viewing cD

wJdotal | _ Light ~HMedium _Heavy = (%Heavy- _ Gammg = Total N
N % N % N % N % 2 ight)

Oyverall : 339 A0 L 98 49 170 41 70 31 -18 . 22&%54 .337
Mals 164 a0 a7 51 78 a7 . a2 as -16 - . 207 207
Female = 174 40 41 47 3 43 a8 .29 ~18 . 24N ) 430

Aze ' _ :

18-34 131 40 29 45 73 © . A 29 30 . -1& . 22B* 2327
33-54 . 102 41 34 48 454 42 14 26 -20 . 229 291
59 and older 102 40 - 33 g2 42 37 27 3% - -17 L1959 254
No College - 1946 a4 45 40 94 34 a7 30 -10. . 128 ‘ o778
Some College ) 142 53 33 b1 76 13 13 36 -23 . 281% 258

Race L . -

White ) 287 42 as . 49 145 42 a7 34 -15 L 1790¥ &87
Non—white a5 34 12 .32 23 ") 13 23 -29 . 3EFEH 142

‘Income . ’ :

Under $23,000 . . . 195 39 37 39 78 36 49 30 - 7 . 128 443
Over 23, 000 . 147 49 ) 59 =1} a1 26 34 -2 .27 7% 339

Newspaper i
Rarely or Never ’ 40 31 2 34 20 32 i1 27 -7 . 102 130
Occasionally &2 38 3 42 . 36 49 il 21 -21 . 3084 142
Daily - : 237 43 74 34 i14 /2 48 3& -18 L 21F9%e - 243

Watch ienc v ) ’

Hardly Ever ) 74 29 24 T 34 - 33 . 27 .18 28 - 8 121 259
Once in a While 132 44 48 63 L 3 | 23 a0 -33 . 387 R 301
Freguently 131 48 24 48 79 83 28 a7 -11 . 1469 274

Re a .

Rarely 131 36 30 44 &9 a8 31 28 -1& . 219% 364
Fraquently 171 35 g6 4l 82 - B3 32 ‘44 -13 . 180 312

Interest in Religign ) ' '

T Low ' 147 40 43 49 -t} 37 40 ar - -12 . 139 372
High - 161 41 47 49 g8 43 26 28 -23 . 2FHunR as3

»p<. 08 w#p< 01 #ap, 001

The number and percent of light, medium: or heavy viewers within each control group (eg; males/females) who give
this response) the percents within each column or row do not add teo 100%, ’



Gveral}
Sey
Male
Female

Age
© o 18-34
3954
3% and older

i
No College
Some College

Race
" White
Non—white

Income
Under %2%, 000
Over 2%, 000

Newspaper Raading
Rarely ar Never
Occasionally
Daily

Watch Science TV
Hardly Ever-
Once in & While
Frequently

Read Scien agazing
Rarely .
Frequently

Interest in Reljuion
Low
‘High

#p<, 0% #ap<, 01

Number and Percent of Respondents Wha
Disagree That Science Makes Life Change Too Fast

Table 35

*#uap <. 001

AIuluv;sion Viemipu

—JXotal _ ©_Heavy
N % N 3 N % N %
as1 53 222 &1 430 5% 200 44
424 95 134 &8 221 57 Y 38
428 -} 86 53 208 a3 133 47"
355 57 786 &5 184 5% 98 Pz ]
arz 54 8o 61 143 57 4% 44
219 46 a3 57 100 a5 TN 37 .
489 A& 100 50 238 47 1530 43
364 &7 122 74 193. &7 %0 33
732 s7- 208 65 382 57 162 ag
a9 34 12 30 42 40 39 30
ars 43 77 %1 1@3 & 114 40
424 " &3 134 68 220 &% 73 50
128 30 a9 55 28 48 a1 )
173 53 40 “8 97 &0 - 39 ae
849 54 154 &4 279 5% - 120 43
203 A4 6b 54 94 45 45 33
© 333 54 CL] &0 168 87 a1 44
313 61 72 74 148 &0 74 24
330 52 76 &0 161 54 53 4%
au7 b2 116 &9 196 &4 75 49
388 37 108 71 193 60 as 43
ave 47 8e B0 193 49 9 42

cD

(%Heavy-
#Light)
~-17

=30
- é

-17
=13
—20

-9
-21

-17

-11
-18

-3
-20

-21

=21,

16
=20

-20

—a8
-8

—Sanma
. 214#%n

~, 342%x%
-, 0B&

—. 2L4%%
- 179=
-, 239%#*

~. 118%
- 2UFEER

=, 200%%%
~. 090

=. 133

- Bl4nr

- 014

- 263%%

L RAGRENR

—. RGN
—. 204 %%
—. 22B%%

=. 189%%
- 2BJkn%

—. an0sun
- 099

Tgtal N
1406

765
840

626
ag7
481

1088
544

i330
2a2

. B31L
680

294
331
1020

269
&23
512

K1)
=4

673
794

The number and percent of light, medium: or heavy viewaTs uithin wach control group (eg. males/females) who give
this response; the percents within sach column.or row do not add to 1004



Table 3&

Number and Parcent of Respondents Whao
Disagrea That Science Causes More Problems Than Solutions

Telgvision Viawing: _ co :
~Jotal .—tight __ Medium = - _Heawvy {iHeavy- Famma Total N
N % N % N % N % A.ight?

Q!gggll. 1158 74 284 79 572 . 73 303 &8 ‘ -11 —, 173 1973
Sex

Male . 963 79 163 80 287 73 114 &7 -13 -, 201%% 756

Female : 594 73 121 78 285 75 189 6B -8 e 140% 817
Age : ) : .

iB-34 ) 483 79 98 a4 244 a1 141 72 .o =12 —. 221 %% &14

35-34 370 78 108 83 189 79 73 . 71 -12 . - 207% . 474

55 and older . 292 &2 73 &7 131 61 - 8b 58 -9 - 112 474

d o , : ' _

No College &37 &8 138 - 70 333 70 226 &8 Co= & -. 100 1029

Some College 4460 89 146 - a9 237 B4 B ¥ 4 83 - & - 172 540
BEEE . .

White : 1003 77 264 a3 207 77 »32 71 -12 -, ROg*R% 1307

Non-white N 147 n8 . 18 43 &0 63 &7 59 +14 . 093 2892
Income

Under %23 000 . 343 - &7 110 T2 263 &B 172 &2 -10 - = 147% 8146

Over %23, 000 Ine B3 163 - 84 279 84 114 77 -5 -. 097 &72
Newspaper Read) . .

Rarely or Never 158 &4 31 L2 81 &8 45 39 -3 ~, Q&3 247

Often 243 75 B4 79 123 79 &8 &7 ~-12 -, 209" az2

Daily 788 76 199 82 368 75 191 70 ~-12 T 190%% 1004
Wat n : '

Hardly Ever 280 [-3) - 83 &8 130 &3 &7 -3 -17 -, 233n% 449

Once in a While 470 77 113 20 222 78 13% 76 - 4 - = 089 &07

Freguently . 408 81 arz 91 220 ai 101 74 -17 =, FLnen 505

ea n agazines . . ) .

Rarely 483 74 94 7é 241 75 148 72 -4 —-. 057 482

Frequently 314 az . 131 88 250 a2 113 73 =13 -, 2T1n . 62&

Low 503 ™ 129 B84 247 78 127 &4 -20 —. 33FEnR &ab

High a91 72 127 73 @72 72 182 &9 - a -. 061 770
*p<. 05 wapC. 01 #e#p<. 001 '

The number and percent of light, medium, or heavy viewers within each control group (eg. males/females) who give
this rlspnn-e:_ghl percents within each column or row do not add to 100%.



Table 37

Number and Percent of Respondents Who
Agree That The Benefits of Science Ovtweigh The Harm

Tg]év;s;gn Yiswing ch o
Total Light Medium Heawvy (ZHeawvy— GCamma Tatal N
N % N % N % N % “ight) ’ .
ral ‘937 62 230 56 433 b1 262 &0 -6 ~.o@d 1522
Sex .
Male ’ 4463 63 1253 &3 238 . (-] 100 59 - 4 . 054 73g
Famale 474 -1+ 104 70 207 87 143 &40 -10 . 089 : 784
Age : ’ )
’ 18-34 a2é 53 64 -1} 1ne 52 103 54 -2 . oRz2 alo
3554 301 -] 90 70 152 &é 3% uB -12 . 142 440
5% and older ) 303 &8 73 71 131 . &7 100 &8 - 3 . 031 : 443
Education . . ) o

No College &07 61 ilw &9 ar7 &0 211 &1 -4 . 084 . 989

Some College e &2 111 . 4B 147 &1 31 55 —13 . 140% 530
Race . . ] . :

" White . 801 &4 204 [-1.8 399 &3 198 . &2 -4 . Q&0 1242

Non—-white ’ 130 52 23 &2 43 48 &2 53 - L 033 249
Income ) . ‘ : '

Under $2%, 000 s aB4a &2 98 68 218 &0 1468 &2 - & . . 044 782

Over %29, 000 A0A b2 124 &6 206 &3 74 23 =13 . 186% &59
Newspaper Reading : . .

Rarely or Never 137 ag az &8 61 o3 44 -1 -12 116 L 237

Oecasionally ' i8g 57 as &0 93 &0 % 58 : -2 . 032 317

Daily . 612 63 159 68 291 b2 162 &1 -7 . Qa4 &8
Watch Science TV : )

‘Hardly Ever 244 &0 77 70 120 - al -4 o2 -18 . 222%% 439

Once in a While ’ 374 &3 .71 &% 147 - 42 113 %) -1 . Q03 | 892,

Frequently 298 &1 &1 . &5 136 60 ao &0 - 3 . 043 ) 490

ea lence Magazines _

Rarely 400 -2 B2 &9 202 65 115 58 -11 L 196% &£28

Frequently 73 61 110 1] 169 56 97 [-1. -1 . 020 611
interest in Reliaion : . »

Low 396 b1 59 &% 177 59 119 &0 -9 . 033 647

High 471 &3 111 . &8 234 &4 125 59 -9 - . 137 7449
#p<. OB #¥pC. O1 *uup <, 001

The number and percent of light, medium, or heavy viewsrs within sach control group (eg. ﬁalnsffcmales) whe give
this responsel the percents within each column or rew do not add to 100% ’



Qverall

Sex
Male
Female

Agqe
1834
35-54
55 and older

No Callege
Some College

Race
White
Non~white

Iincome
Under 525,000

Dver %23, 000

Newspapey Regging

Rarely or Never
Occasionally
Daily

Watch Science TV
Hardly Ever

Once in a Whila
Frequently ’

flead Scignce Magazines

Rarely
Frequently

terest Religi
Low
High

*p<. 05 #ap OF

The number and percent of light,

Number and Percent of Respondents Who
Respond That Muclear Fouwer Plants Are A Good Thing

.Table 38

Tulavision Viewing

*###p<. 001

mediom,

Total Light
N % N %
408 26 108 30
259 34 82 40
149 19 ar 18
139 22 az 27
130 =8 37 29
140 30 a9 36
261 26 35 26
145 27 . a3 az
397 27 92 29
48 19 15 37
183 23 52 . 28
199 30 &4 a3
72 29. 23 A3
&6 20 15 23
270 27 71 29
112 29 a9 32
149 24 44 32
147 29 26 27
144 26 29 23
170 27 sz 30
180 27 43 29
188 24 54 32

Medium
N %
211 z8
136 3s
75 20
72 24
72 33
&6 31
137 29
72 26
194 30
16 17
) 24
102 a1
3 27
3q 22
145 30
47 ‘24
73 26
91 a3
3 29
85 28
a9 29
97 26

Heawvy

N %

a9 20
41 24
a7 17
35 18
20 19
34 24
&9 1%
20 21
71 22
16 14
=0 18
33 23
17 22
17 17
] 20
‘26 20
a2 17
a1 23
41 20
a3 az
445 23
38 17

this response; the. pdrcents within sach column or row do not add to IOOZ

or heavy viewers within each control group (eg.

cn
(UHeavy-

_%Light)

-10

~1&
-1

-10
=12

~-11

-7
~=23

-10
-10

- &
-13

Qam!gg
L 137 %4

. 19FeRe
o222 .

. 118%
. 137%
. 148%

. 113%%
. 180+

. 109%%
- 189

. 073
. 143%n

. ROINE
. 071
. 114%m

. 144%
NRY--0 2
. 128+

. 020
. 098

. 097
L1 T74KNR

Tokal N
1368

746
802

622
349
466

1024
340

1305
230

812
667

251
329
992

431
&09
309

642
&24

643
768

maleg/females) who give



Number and Percent of Respondents Who

Table 39

Respond That The Covernment Spends The Right Amount Or Tun Little Dn Space Exploration

Overall

Sex
Male
Female

19-34
35-54
855 and older

No College
Some College

Race
HWhite )
MNon—white

Incgme
Unider %295, 000

Gver %23, 000

Newspaper Reading
Rarely or Never

Occasionally
Daily

HWatch Bcience TV
Hardly Ever
Once in 3 While
Frequently’

Ren enc az
Rarely ’
Frequently

Intergst in Religion

Low
High

#p<. 09 *##p<. 01

*#¥%p < 001

Talnviilnn_glguinu

~—Jlotal Light . _Heavy
N % N M % N %

798 &2 253 70 509 &3 237 52
539 70 159 75 281 73 . 103 59
459 5% 97 62 . 227 58 134 48
410 &% a7 74 212 &9 112 a3
919 &5 98 79 168 &8 4% 46
267 LT &3 a8 1237 58 79 51
LI 24 114 L1 aoo 6L 182 50
399 74 139 a4 206 73 55 &0
az4 FYS- - 71 448 &7 199 59
113 44 ae LTS LY 54 37 a3z
459 ss - @7 57 240 a1 132 47
495 73 159 a1 241 71 94 &6
138 o5 30 58 72. &0 29 44
203 &2 45 &% 101 &4 -1 55
&87 &4 177 72 333 &7 143 33
21& Ak &3 o2 . 103 .90 48 33
40% &% 107" 76 198 &7 oy 54
ars 74 78 az 207 75 a7 66
370 5& 74 &0 200 &0 96 48
49 79 143 a3 243 80 109 71
462 3] 120 78 231 73 110 54
434 LL 102 -2 a7 9 109 48

cD
{YHeavy—
_#ight)

-8
-24

C 12
-24

-10
-15

-13
-14
-19

-17
~-22
-16

-i4
-12

-24
=11

——Qm——-‘ .

-, 23BN

~. 220%%
—. 124N

© - RG0N#E
-, 352%%%

-. 094

=, 131w
=. 330#x*

Y-

—. 353

—=. 1435%%
~. 23T##

- 177

=182

-, 2eaner

—. 215%%
—. 300x4*

C o= 242%%

= 204%%
-, 218%%

=, 3VQwAx
-, 142%

Yota

1597

. 7867
830

&28
481
478

1094
239

1327
a8

829
&79

2932
324
1020

/67
&al19
306

664
633

673
786

The number and percent of light, medium, ov heavy viswars within sach control group (eg. males/females) who give
this response; the percents within each column or row do not add to 100%



Table 40

Number and Parcent of Respondents Who
Reply That They Have Contacted A Public Officlal About Science

Islevision Viewing : : CD
__Yotal _  _Light . __Medium . aav {#Heavy- _ Gamma _  Total N
N % N % . N Z N % _#Light)

Overall : S 167 10 54 i4 83 10 30 & -8 —=. 2461 %% 1640
Bex '

Male ) 9 12 36 17 ] i2 13 8 -9 - 272un 780

Female 72 8 18 11 38 9 17 & -9 = 2i1» 840,

18-34 ' &4 10 - 13 11 38 12, 13 & -9 ~.190 &37

35~-34 99 12 26 20 . 29 10 a a - ~12" S=L342%% . 490

9% and older 45 L 1% 13 21 2 L & -7 -, 249 S02
Education : )

No College 73 7 13 7 43 8 13 4 -3 = 213 i084

Some College : 94 17 a9 23 40 14 13 16 -7 = 190 952
Race

Hhite ) . 144 11 a9t 1& 70 10 24 7 -9 - REARRR 1361

Non-white i 7 3 7 ? 9 & 9 -2 - L&z 265

e : :

Under $29%, 000 74 9 16 10 - 39 10 20 7 -3 -. 134 854

Over 23, 000 . ag 13 a8 1? 40 12 10 7 -12 -, 331ne4 687
Newspaper Read

Rarely ov Never . 23 a 4 7 12 9 7 8 + 1 +. 034 265

Dccasionally o |24 7 & B - 13- 8 ] 5 -3 - 192 333

Daily ) 121 12 a4 18 58 1i i9 7 =11 —. 323xux 1041
Wa cipnce TV

Hardly Ever . 29 & 16 t2 -] 2 9 & - & -. 283 . 487

Once in a While 31 8 15. . 10 30 10 & a -7 ~. 3234 &34

Frequently ' a3 1& 21 - 48 17 16 11 -11 <] 517
Read Science Magazings .

Rarely ’ 47 7 12 10 29 7 10 9 -5 -. 237 : 480

Frequently C 107 17 346 - 21 54 1B 17 11 =10 - RLT* &39
xntgtggg.in‘ﬁgligggn _ . ) :

Low . . - b2 LA 19 12 31 19 i2 -] - & -, 2344 &87

High 84 i¢ =8 1% 40 10 1&6 7 - B =, 2574 - 814

#p<. O #upl, 01 #3#p<. 001

The number and percent of light, medium: or hea#q viewers within each cnntrbl group {eg. males/females) who give
this response; the percents within each column or row do not add %o 100X
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Figure 1: Relationship Between TV Viewing and Having a High Score on an -
Index Indicating That Respondents Have a Positive Image of Science
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Figure 12: Relationship Between TV Viewing and
Responding That Science Jobs Rate Better Than Most
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Disagreeing That Seience Makes Life Change Too Fast

mEZEo=RET

100~

100 1 EDUCATION
90 T
80 T Some College
70 1T ¢/
60 T
50 T r\
40T No College'
30 1
201
10 1
0 t 1 }
Light Heavy
Med ium

90+
8ot
70T
60T

40T

TELEVISION VIFEWING

-SCIENCE MACAZINE READING

Frequently

TR

Rarely

} i L
i I T

Light Heavy
Medium

TELEVISTON VIFWING



O oo

=z

= Z2 MO Ry

SEX

IOO“F
20 T
80 T
Male
70T d
60T (
0T Female
40T .
30T
207
107 _
0 } 1 }
Light . Heavy
_ Medium
TELEVISTON VIEWING
NEWSPAPE i 3
100 T _ ER READTN(
90T
80 Daily
7071 < _
T —
| VY
20 /r Rarely of_Never
40 -Occésionally
30T )
20T
10T
0 —+ t 3
Light Heav
& Medium y_

TELEVISTION VIEWING

90 T
p BOT 55 & Older
E 70T /
R 35-54 A '
60 T
C \\‘___——-
E S0t T _
N 1 18-34
T 40
30T
20T
10T
0o b——+—+
Light - Heav
R Medium Y
TELEVISION VIEWING
100 T .SCIENCE TV WATCHING
30T Hardly Ever
80T ]
P J Once in a While
E 70T 1
R 1 :;52:5;:;EEEE
C 60 )p.
E - 0T Frequently
T 40
3T
207
10T
0 } Pt
Light Heavy
Medium

TELEVISION VIEWING

_ZmOo®”mT

sHZ@Eo®=my

Figure 19: Relationship Between TV Viewing and
Agreeing That The Benefits Of Science Outweigh The Harm
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 Figure 20: Relationship Between TV Viewing and
- Disagreeing That Science Causes More Problems Than Solutions
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Responding That Nuclear Power Flants Are A Good Thing
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Appendix III

Methodology



Message System Analysis

Message system analysis is designed to investigate the aggregate
and collective premises defining life in representative samples of
massfproduced symbolic material.' This'analysis rests ﬁpon the reliéble
determinatién of unambiguously perceived elements of communigations.
The daté analyzed in this project db not reflect what particulﬁr
individuals may see but what large communities absorbed over long

periocds of time.
The recoprdi inst e

The‘recording instrument examines numerous aspects of the
programming and its characters. It isolates time, plaée and setting of
programs, as well as themes and aspects of-life (seience,'nature,
violence)_inclpded in the plots of.these programs. Items reqqrded for
characters include demographic variables‘(oecupation, age, sex, race,
marital status), as well-as-a number of descriptive variables
("good-bad", success, committing violence, victimization, marital
status, physical and méntal iliness, and other health-related
information). |

The instrument was designed using an analytic framework that
isolateé the overall portrayal of topies, such as scienee.and

'technélogy, in régard to four basic notions called attention, emphasis,
tendency, énd structure (Gerbner, 1969). Attention is measured by
determining the kinds of topics, scientifiec and other,_that are present
and how often they appear. BEaphasis examines these content eleménts in
terms of their importance or relevance to the plot of the program.

Tendency measures whether a particulab topic or character is presented



in a positive, neutral, or negative way. Finally, the last construct
combines the three others in a cohefent structure. appear together in

the entire message system.
The es

The sample inéludes all prime-time dramatic progréms in the
CultUral.Iﬁdicators_videotape archives broadcast between 1973,_the-year
a detailed.oecupational cbding'sﬁheme_wasradded to thé recﬁrding
instrument, and 1983.. | '

The time parameters of the sample were: Monday through S_aturday
evenings from 8:00 to 11:00 p.m. EST and Sunday evenings from 7:00 to
- 11 p.m. EST. Each program broadcast during these time parameters was 
videotaped, logged and placed in the archive.. Iwelfe week-long samples
were vidéotaped and subjected to the reeording'instrument'over this ten
year.period. Nine of the samples (each year but 1980) were annual |
weeks of.fall programﬁing. For the 1980 éample we had to use arweek-of
programmihg broadeast in the spring of 1981 due to a.strike by the |
Screen Actpfs Guiid that delayed the normal start of this season. Tﬁo
édditional week-long samplés of programming, broadcast in the spring of
1975Iand 1976, were analyzed as ﬁart of our_methodologica; work on
' sampling,_\ | 7

._The size of the year'ly.sample -- one week of programming -;— 'has
been éubjectéd to a number of methodological studies. We find that the
week-long éﬁmple is adequate and that in regard to dramatic
'programmiﬁg, the_solid;week sample is at least as generalizable to a
'year's programming_for basic¢c dimensions -- netwgrk, program format,
program type, and tone -- as larger randonly drawn samples (Eleey,

1969).



Moreover, analyses of variance conducted oﬁ_viﬁlence-related
coﬁtent datg)collected over seven consecutive weeks of fall 1976
prime-time dramatic programming fevealed no significant d'ifferjeﬁces By |
week for dépeﬁdenﬁ measufés such as the number of violent actions, the
duration df violence, and the significance of Violénce. There kere,
however; significant méin—effeéts for program-related variables
inclﬁdiﬁg netﬁork, type of program, time of broadcast,.new or continued
progranm,  and so on;‘ggg:there were no significant interﬁctions by
sample week (Signobielli,_Gfoss_& Morgan, 1982).

While a larger sample may increase precision, our work has éhoﬁn'
that, given our opérational'definitions and multidimensionél_ﬁeasures
_that ére sensitiverto a variety of significant.aspects of'teievision
~content, the one-week Sample yields remarkébly stablé résults-with

high-éost efficiency.

Two basic.units of analysis wefe examined in this
study: individual fictional'sﬁpries {programs) and'characters. The
fictional story unit was ﬁ play produced for teievision {(including
situation comedies), a feature film or a made-for-television novie
broadcast_during the sample period, or a cartooﬁ. The character unit
of analysis exﬁminéd najor Qharacters (those who portrayed roles

essential to the plot) and minor characters (all other speaking roles).



Cod ang tr

In message system analysis codgrs ére trained to do a spééialiﬁed
kind of observation. They must reliably make the discriminations
required by the recording instrument and record them in a specific
form. Coders must focus only upon what is bresenfed explicitly in the
material they are coding and pot how it might be judged by a eritical
viewer; Coders are ihstruéted_to use oﬁlyrspecifie evidence in the
program for each'cbding decision they make; they cannot fall back upﬁn
or use their priér knowledge of specific programs‘of characters. Their
task is to generate the data for the subsequent analysis that will
permit interﬁr'etati_on of the common .meésage elements and structﬁr_es
that are available to the public of diversé viewers. |

For the full analysis of the sample of programs a coding étaff of
12 to 16 people wasrreeruited and hifeﬁreach year to work fof a maximum
‘of 20 to 25 hours each week. The training period required about four °
weeks of'instruction'and testing. Traininé bég&n with an-introdﬁctory
seésion devoted to item;by-item discussiqns‘of the fecording
instrument. The trainee group ﬁas then split into randomly assigned
coding teams of two each, and all coder-pairs began a trainiﬁg task.
that involved the viewing and coding of ten specifically selected
draﬁatic programs.that had been previously viewed and coded by the
supervisory staff. Each coder-pair, in both tréining and in the aétual
data collection phase of the study, worked independently of all other
pairs, aﬁd returned a joint coding for each program. Coder-pairs then
met with members of the supefvisory staff to discuss the difficulties
encountered in the training-exercise and to compare their coding of the

programs with that of the supervisory staff. Coders continued to code



training programs and consultéd with the'staff'untii all problems were
resolved.

During both the training and data-collection phases of the study,'
the coder-pairs worked independently of all other pairs and were able
to monitor the assigzled videotape of the program as often as necessary.
411l programs in the annuval samples were 1ndependent1y coded by two

'eoder—palrs for the rellablllty analysis.
. Asse ent of re bi

The ﬁurpose of reliability measures in content analysis is to
ascertair the degree to which the data are consistent -- that is,
coders have appliedrthe reéordirg instrument in the samé wéy.
Ineopsistenciés in the data may'result_either from bias on'the part of
the coder or amgibuity in the coding instrument. Theoreticallf, botﬁ

types of coﬁtaminaiion'caﬁ be correeted by refining the instrumegf, bf
intehsifying coder training, or, as a laét,resort, by eliminéting the
unsalrageébie variable or disﬁissing the incorrigible coders. Measures
6f reliability thus serve both as diagnostic tools in the ednfinmation
.'of the recording insfrument and as arbiters of the replicability of the
procedure, ensuring confidence in the final data.

In this project reliability measuresrservéd both of tﬁeée
functions.' During the preliminary_period'qf.instrument revision and
coder'tréining, tﬁey were used to.identify problem areas in the
recording process; éfter all the data had been. collected, the final_
measures computed on the body of double-coded data determined the
acceptébility of varibles for the anélysis and provided guidelines for

their interpretation.



Simple measures of the percent of agreement between céders are
inadequate indicators'of reliability, since they fail to account for
the amount of agreement expected by chaneé. Agreement due merely to
chance gives no indication that the coders are actually using the
reeofding instrument in the same way and can truly isolate a épecific
' "aspect of a phenomenon when it occurs. Reliability measures in the
form_of agréament coefficients, however, indicate the degreé to which
agreement among'indépendent-observérs is greater than that'which would
be eXpecﬁed merely by chance. Wé use a family.of agreeament
coefficients developed by Krippendorff (1970, 1980) that take the
chance factor inte account,

.Five_computationalrformulas are available for calculating the
agreement éoefficienf. The'variations.are distinguished by a |
difference function, the form of Whiéh depends upon whether the
variable is considered to constitute a nominai, ordinal, interval,
polar, of ratio scéle. Except for their respecﬁive scalé—appropriate
sensitivity to deviations from perfeqt agréanent, the coefficients make
the same basic assumptions as the prototype for nominal.scales devised
by Scott (19.55). Thus, in the case of the binary variable, all
formulas yield identical results. |

The coefficient of agreement takes the general ﬁarm:

1 - chserved disagreement
expected disagreement
Values for coefficients range from +1.00 when agreement is perfect to.
.00 when agreement is purely accidental {or perfectly random) to
negative values when agregment is 1es$ than that expected due to
chance. A coefficient of .50 indicates that perfofmance is 50 percent

above the level expected by chance. Because chance is taken into



consideration,'these coefficients generally give more eenservative
ﬁeaeures of reliebility than simpie percenﬁ-agreement measures. - Items
whose agreement coefficients were greater tﬁan .75 were accepted |
unconditionally; items with agreement coefficients between_.SO and .75
were aecepted conditionally. Data from content items with
conditionally acceptable agreement coefficients should be interpreted
and used cautiously. Only content items meefiﬁg'these standards for
reliability were ihcluded in the'message.SYStem analysis. A table of
the reliability coeffients of content items may be foun_d at the end of
this Appendix (III).

Survey_ Methodolo,

‘A national felephone survey ef adults (f8 and older) in ﬁouseholds

throughout the U. S. was conducted by the Public Opinion Leboratory at
.I\_Iorthern Illinois University in the epring of 1983. The survey
instrument was developed by our research team, eoheqlting with Jon
Miller of the Public Opinion Laboratary. Questions in the interview
schedule included seme'that had been asked in previeus surveys. Many
were related to findings from the message system anelysis of science
programs and the yeariy content analyses qf prime-time programs .
conducted as part of fhe Cultural Indicators projeet. Overall, the
questions focused upon attitudes and orientations towarde scieneerand
technology, as well as characteristics of soientists. A copy of the

instrument is in Appendix 1V,
The sample

A multi-stage. cluster design was used to generate the sample for

this survey. The Public Opinion Laboratory's sampling procedures are



designed so that each adyltrih the U;S. with a telephone has a egual
'chénee of being selected ﬁs a resondent. 'Oniy one respondent from each
household, randomly selected, was interviewed.

Out of a totél bf 1,847 attempted interviews, 1,631 were acpually'
completed, giving a completion rate of 88 percent. Three_"cali backs"
were made to each_hoﬁsehold'before replacement; In order tﬁ.insure

" that tﬁe actual mix of respondents in the finai data base'refleeted the
propbrtions of the U.S. population, a weighting factor was calculated
along five dimensions: (1) non-response (to correct for differential
response rates across'the primary sampling units), (2) humber of adults
in the hoﬁsehold, (3) sex, (4) agé, and (5) race. All analyses use

weighted data, the total number of respondents is 71,644,
" Measures of television viewing

The average daily television viewing of each respondernt was
megzured by the following question:
“Aitogether, on a average day that you

do watch television, about how many hours
would you say you watch?®

Responses ranged froﬁ 0 to 18 hours per day; onlj one respondent failed
to anéwer this question. | | | |
Television viewing was divided into three groups.-4 light, medium,
and heavy viewers. Light viewers'(zu peréenﬁ_of the sample) viéwed one
and a half hours or iess each day, Medium viewers (49 peréent of the

sample) watched from two to three and threehquartef hours each day.



Heévy viewers (27'pefeent of the sample) watched four br ﬁoré hours
éaeh day.

Overall, the abédlute levels of viewing are somewhat iower than we
have found in other surveys. This is probably due to the fact that the
survey weﬁt into the field in the 1afe spring when respondénts start to
spend somewhat less timé watching telévision.--Ouf basic concern with
measuring television viéwing'is.nét, however, the_abéolute amoqnt of
television seen by each fespondent. ﬁather, we.are eﬁncerned with the
relative differences between those who watch mﬁre television (heavy
viewers) and those who watch less (light viewers).

The survey instrizmen_t alsg included four other questions related
ﬁo televiéion viewing that were used to validate the responses.froﬁ the
question discussed ébove. Theée §uestioﬁs were: |

"How often do yoﬁ watch television -- almost
every day, a few days a week, or hardly ever?"

"On an 'average day', how many hours do you
spend watching television in the morning --
that is, beftween the time you get up and the
time you each lunch?"

How many hours do you watech in the after-noon --
say between lunch and dinnertime?" :

and how many hours do you usually watch in
the evening -- between dinner and the time
you go to bed?" :

A number of control vafiables were used in the analyses to check
for spurious relatidnships and to illuminate any subgroup
spe;zif‘ieations. Two basic groups and control variables were
used: demographic variables and media-related variables. They will be .

noted, along with the scales and indices used, in the section on

Cultivation Apalysis and in the Tables of Appendix I.



Table of Reliability Coefficients

For the Message System Analysis

Average Reliability Coefficients

C te
Erogngm Ttems

'Place
Date
Setting

aracte te

" QOeccupation

Sex

Social Age .
Chronclogical Age
Marital Status
Race

Ethnicity
Nationality
Character Type
Success :
Violence Committed
Vietimization

Personality Trait Sggles

Cold-Warm
Unfair-Fair
Unsociable-Sociable
Repulsive-Attractive
Weak-Strong
Powerlezss-Powerful
Short-Tall
Stupid-Smart

- Irrational-Rational

Unstable-Stable
Inefficient-Efficient
Feminine-Masculine
Young-01d
Unhappy~Happy

Poor-Rich

Dirty-Clean
Violent-Peaceful .
Unsupportive-Supportive

1973-1983

Scale

Nominal
Nominal)
Nominal

. Noeminal

Nominal
Ordinal
Ratio
Nominal
Nominal
Nominal
Nominal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Nominal
Nominal

Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval

Interval

Interval
Interval

~Interval
Interval

Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval
Interval

" Coe

i

.e'

.T40

<737
.636

.810
.955
.814
.878
721
917
.868
JT75

.665

.678
731
.689

.533
.609
.513
571
.398
by
.599
457
438
453
478
770
.553
.533
.601
.306
.540
.501
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Survey Instrument



CULTURAL INDICATORS PROJECT

THE ANNENBERG SCHOOL OF COMMUNICATIONS

Survey Instrument for

THE ROLE OF TELEVISION ENTERTAINMENT IN
PUBLIC EDUCATION ABOUT SCIENCE

<Questionnaire Draft of April 26, 1983>

Introduetion:

Hello, my name is ' . _and I am calling long-distance from the
National Public Attitude Survey. We are conducting a national survey
of people's opinions about current issues in the news and your
telephone number has been selected. Have you ever been interviewed for
a national opinion survey before? '

If yes: As you may know, we are éruniversity-based'group and we have
no products to sell. We are interested in your opinions on a mumber of
current topies and we will treat your answers with striet confidence.

If no: Well, let me take a moment to say that we are a university-
based group and we have no products to sell, We are interested in your
"opinions on a number of current topics and we will treat you answers
with strict confidence.

Now, to assure a representative cross-section of people, I will need to
talk to just one person who lives at this number and I need your help
in selecting that person. How many adults 18 years of age or older
regularly live in your home?

Can you tell me the age of each person in your household from oldest to
youngest ?

Now, éecording to our selection procedure, I need to speak with the
— year old. What is that person's first name? May I speak to
2 . _
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Let me staft by asking how interested you are in current events,
Would you say that you are very interested (1), moderately
interested (2}, or not at all interested (3) in current events?

'There are a lot of issues in the world today and it is hard to
. keep up with every area, I am going to read you a short list of

issues and for each one -- as I read it -- I would like for you to
tell me if you are very interested, moderately interested, or not
at all interested in that particular issue,

a. Internatlonal and foreign policy issues, Are you very
interested (1), moderately interested (2), or not at all
interested (3)?

b. Economic issues and business conditions. Are you very
interested (1), moderately interested {2), or not at all
interested (3)?

¢, Issues about crime and violence. Are you very interested (1),
moderately interested (2), or not at all interested (3)?

d. Issues about new scientific discoveries. Are you very
interested (1), moderately interested (2), or not at all
interested (3)?

e. Issues about the use of new inventions and technologies. Are
you very interested (1), moderately interested (2), or not at
all interested (3)7

f. ZIssues about religion. Are you very interested (1),
: moderately interested (2), or not at all interested (3)?

g. Women's rights issues. Are you very interested (1),

moderately interested (2), or not at all interested (3)?.

h. Issues about energy policy. Are you very interested (1),
moderately interested (2), or not at all interested (3)?

i. Issues about space exploration. Are you very interested (1,
moderately interested (2), or not at all interested (3)?

Now, I'd like to go through this list with you again and for each
issue I'd like for you to tell me if you are very well informed
about that issue, moderately well informed, or pooriy informed.

a. International and foreign policy issues., Would youfsay that
you are very well informed (1), moderately well informed (2),
or poorly informed (3)?

b. Economic issues and busineés conditions. Would you say that
you are well informed (1), moderately well informed (2), or
poorly informed (3)7
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é. Issues about crime and vidlence. Would you say that you are
very well informed (1), moderately well informed (2), or
poorly informed (3)°?

d. Issues about new scientific discoveries.. Would you say that
you are very well informed (1), moderately well informed (2),
or poorly informed (3)?

e. Issues about the use of new inventions and technologies.
Would you say that you are very well informed (1), moderately
well informed (2), or poorly informed (3)?

f. Issues about religlon. Would you say that you are very well
informed (1), moderately well informed (2), or poorly
informed (3)% :

g. Vomen's rlghts issues. Would you say that you'are very well
informed (1), moderately well informed (2), or poorly
informed (3)?

h. Issues about energy policy. Would you say that you are very
well informed (1), moderately well informed (2), or poorly
1nformed (3)?2

i. Issues about space exploration. Would you say'that you are
very well informed (1), moderately well informed (2), or
poorly informed (3)?

Now to another subject. These days, more and more'things that
people used to do are done by machines. Do you think that's a

good thing or a bad thing?

I'm going to name some new inventions and developments. For each
one, please tell me whether you think it is generally a gocod
thing, a bad thing, or a little bit of both:

a. How about computers?

b, Industrial robots?

¢. Artificial hearts?

d. Electronic bank tellers?

e. Nuclear power plants?

f. How about video games?

Now I am going to read you some statements about sciencé. After I
read each one, please tell me whether you tend to agree or

disagree with it. If you feel especially strongly about a
statement, please say that you strongly agree or strongly disagree
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with the statement. Okay?

a. One trouble with science is that 1t makes our way of llfe
change too fast,

b. One of the bad effects of science is that it breaks down
people’s ideas of right and wrong.

c. Science is making owr lives healthler, easler, and more
comfortable.

d. Solence is likely to cause more problems than to find
- solutions.

e. The growth of seienee means that a few people could control
our lives.

f. We depend too much on science and not enough on faith.

g. The benefits of science outweigh whatever harm it does.

Do you think that the things that happen in this world are mostly

. controlled by God, or do you think the world runs pretty. much by
itsel f?

Now, about the future. Do you believe that within the next 20
years we will see:

a. A cure for cancer?

b. A cure for mental retardation?

~ ¢. Cars that can fly?

d., 4 way to travel faster than the speed of light?
e. Wars in space? | |
f. Humans communioating with alien beings?

g. People working in space stations?

h. A safe method for disposing of nuclear wastes?

We are faced with many problems in this country. I'm going to

name some of these problems, and for each one I'd like you to tell
me if you think the government is spending tco much money, too
little money, or about the right amount of money:

a. Pollution. Are we spending too much too little, or about the
right amount to reduce and control pollution?
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14,

b. New Weapons.?

c. Conserving energy?

d. Social pr*ogfams?

e. Exploring epace?

Do you consider the amount of fedefal income tax whlch you have to
pay as too high, about rlght, or too low?

In terms of some specific kinds of‘ research, do you think that
scientists should or should not be allowed to conduct: :

a. Studies that could enable people to live to be a hundred or
more?

b. Studies that could allow scientists to create new f'orms of
plant and animal llf‘e?

¢, Studies that-could discover intelligent beings in outer space?

d. Studies that could allow parents to select the sex of their
Ghlld? ,

In your opinion, does the government have any control over what

scientists do?- <yes/no>

a, _§hgyl_d the gover'nment have any control over' what se:.entists

do? <yes/no>

Now I'm going to read yoﬁ some statements a_bdut: computers.  After
I read each one, please tell me whether you tend to agree or
disagree with it. If you feel especially strongly about a :
statement, please say that you strongly agree or strongly disagree -
with the statement. Ckay?

a. Someday computers may be r’unnin-g our lives.

b. Many computers can "think" as well as people think.

¢, On balance, computers will create more jobs than they will .
eliminate. ,

d. Computers can only do what pecple tell them to do.
e. Almost anyone can learn to use a computer,

If you had a son, how would you feel if he_wanted'to. be a
scientist -~ would you feel very happy, very unhappy, or would_yqu_ _
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15.

16.

7.

18,

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

not care one way or the other?

How about if you had a daughter and she.wanted to be a scientist
-- would you feel very happy, very unhappy, or would you not care
one way or the other?

Now I'd like to read you some statements about scientists. Please
tell me if you tend Lo agree or disagree with each one:

a. A scientist usually works'alone.
b. Scientlfic work is dangerous.

¢, Scientists don't get as much fun ocut of life as other people
do.

ld. Scientists usually don't get married.

e, Scientists Who_azg married don't spend too much time with
their families.

f. Scientists are apt to be odd and peculiar people.

g. Many séientists in this country ére foreigners.

h. Scieﬁtists are not likely to be very religious ﬁeobie._

1. Scientists have few other ihtebests but their work.

j;' Most scientists are mainly ihterested in knowledgé'for its own

sake; they don't care much about its practical value.

0veréll how would you rate the job of a sciehtiét° Would you say
it is better than most other jobs, about the same as most other

Jjobs, or worse than most other jobs?

How old do you think most scientists are -- are they mostly in

 their 303, ‘their 40s, their 50s, or their 60s?

'In your oplnion, is a doetor a scientlst?

What proportion of scientists would you say are women? Would you
say that 1 out of 10, or 1 out of 100 scientists are women?

Now, for a different matter. . When you hear the term "scientific

~study," do you have a clear understanding of what it means, a

general sense of what it means, or little understanding of what it
means?

In'your own words, could you tell me what it means to study

. something scientifically?

In your own'words, what would you say a social scientist does?
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) 211.

25.

26.

28,

29.

If we were visited by belngs from another planet, would these
visitors:

a.  Look likerhumans?

b. Would they be friendly, or unfriendly?
Now, I am géing to name somé.insﬁitutions in this céﬁntry. As faﬁ

as the PEOPLE RUNNING these institutions are concerned, would you

say you have.a great deal of confidence, only some confidence, or

hardly any.confidenge-at all in them?

a. the medical community

b. tﬁe‘government

C. organized religion

d. the scientific community

e. Yyour local church

f. _ major companies

g. the breés

h, television

<interviewer should repeat categories as necessary>

Do you think the United States is ahead of, behind, or about equal
with ofher industrialized countries in terms of technology?

How about in our science education -- are we ahead of, behlnd or
about equal with other countries?

People have different oplnions about how science-coufses in public
schools should teach theories of creation. Some people believe
that only the biblical version of creation should be taught, and’

‘some people believe that only the theory of evoluticn should be

taught, while others believe that the biblical version of creation

should be giveh equal weight with the theory of evolution. Which

do you believe -- should science courses in public schools teach
only the biblical version of creation, only the theory of
evolution, or should both be given equal weight?

There are many opinions about how dangerous or safe various things
are to people's health. For each of the following, please tell me
whether you think it is very dangerous, somewhat dangerous, or
pretty safe,

a. wa about caffiene -- do you think caffeine is very dangerous,



30.

31.

32,

33.

34,

i
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somewhat dangerous, or pretty safe?
How about Vitamins?

Cholesterol?

- Smoking? .

Al cohoi ?

Birth control pills?

Peaticides?

Toxic waste?

Asbestos?

<if questioned, intefviewer should say "in the quantities that

How

most pecople normally use" or "would be exposed to">

often do you buekle your seatbelt when riding in a car --

Aimost always, once in awhile, or hardly ever?

If you were buying a car, whleh of the following would be
important to you: .

a.
b.
C.
d-
Now,
a.
b.

C.

d-

In the past y years, have you eontacted an elected official about

A car that goes fast?
a cér that's.easy to park?
A car that's big and comfortable?

A car that doesn't use much gas?

Just a few questlons about you =~ for statlstlcal purposes.

During the last 4 years, have you.

Voted in any election? <yes/no>

Worked for a political party or candidate?

Given money to a candidate or party? .

Worn a campaign button or displayed a campaign poster?

scmething to do with science?

How often do you read horoscopes or your personal astrology
reports? .
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40,

Would you szay that astrology is very sclentlflc, sort of
301entiflc, or not scientific at all?

a.

<if

e,

a.

How

" In the last twelve months, have you visited:

A science or technology museum?
A naturai history museum?
An aquarium or zoo?

An art museum?

_A science fair?

there any magazines that you read regularliy?

yes>
What are they?
no "science magazines"™ named>

Do you ever read any science magazines -- such as : s
y Oor __ (from predetermined list) ?

yes»>

Which science magazinés do you read?

. Any others?

any "science magazines" named>

You mentioned that you read : . Are there any other
science magazines that you read? What are they?

In general, how often do you read science maga21nes -- would
you say regularly, or just once in a while?

* Do you ever read science fiction books or magazines?. {yes/no>

How often would you say you read sclence fiction =~ regularly,
or just once in a while?

often do you read a newspaper -— every day, a few times a

week, once a week, less than once a week, or never?

How

often do you watch television -- almost every day, a few days

a week, or hardly ever?
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¥

42,

43,

L4,

Al together, on an'average day that you do watch television, about
how many hours would you say you watch?

a.. On this "average day," how many hours do you spend watehlng
‘television in the morning -- that is, between the time you
get up and the time you eat lunch?

b. Eow many hours do you wateh in the afternoon -= 33Y, between
lunech and dinnertime?

¢. And how many hours do you usually watch in the evening --
between dinner and the time you go to bed?

{Interviewer should code actual number of hours and minutes given;
code "two to three hours®™ or "two or three hours," etc., as
2.5 hours. Also, interviewer should note whether (and how)
respondent revises or1ginal viewing estimate in response to
daypart 1tems >

Now I am going to name a few kinds of teievision programs. After.
each one, please tell me whether you watch that kind of program
frequently, once in a while, or hardly ever.

ﬁa. How about daytime . serials? Do you watch daytime serials

frequently, once in a while, or hardly ever?

b. How about public telev151on -= do you watch programs on PBS
, frequently, once 1n awhile, or hardly ever?

¢. How about religious programs?
d. Network evening news?

e, And how often do you watch science programs, like "Nova'",
"National Geographic®, or .

Do you have Cable TV?

<if yes>

a. Do you pay for additional cable stations besides those
regularly offered through your primary cable service?

In your home, do you have:

a. A video tape player or disc machine?

b. Video games?

-C. A home computer?
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45.

46 .

a7

48.

)49 o.

{if yes>

d. What kind of home computer would that be?

What is your religious preference -- is it Protestant, Catholie,

Jewish, some other religion, or no religion?

a. Would you call yourself astrong _  ____  or not a very
trong ? : '

Are you currently: married, widoﬁed, divérced, separated, or have -

you never been married?

Did you ever get a high school diploma or a GED?

<if yes> |

a. What is your highést*degree?

<for highest degree>

b, Inwhat field was that degree?

<If Respondent attended college> While you were in college, did
you take any courses in chemistry, physics, or bioclogy? <yes/no>

Lif yes>

a, How many?

Did you take any courses in the social sciences (like psychology,
soeiology)?

<if yes>

"~ a. How many?

50.

51.

52.

Did you take any courses ih computers?

if yes>

‘a. How many?

Last week, were you working full-time, working part-tlme, going to
school, or what?

What kind of work do you (did you) normally do?
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53,

54,

55.

a. What is (was) your job'called? )

b. What do (did) you do in that job? What are some of your main

dutie=s?

c. Does (did) the organization or firm for which yéu work-(last
worked) conduet or sponsor any scientific or technologlcal
research?

d. Do you use computer's or word-processing equipment in your

work?

e. Have you ever considered working in a science-related career?

{if married> Does ybur spouse work? <if yes>

a. Does the organization or firmm for which he/she works conduct
or sponsor any scientific or technological research? -

Would your total yearly household income be upder or over $25,000?

<if UNDER $25, 000).

a. Would it be under $15,0007

<YES = under $15,000; NO = $15,000-$24, 999>

<if OVER $25,000>

b. Would 1t be over $35,000?
<YES =z over $35,000; NO = $25 000- $35 000>

What race do you consider yourself?

i T e e e S S S S S S S G e S
444 -5ttt 4 1 4t 4+ 4 4+ S 445 4 3§

READ: THAT'S ALL THE QUESTIONS. THANKS VERY
MUCH FOR.YOUR TIME !
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