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The aims and.limitations of this report require
O&r.intention is twofold: (1) to ﬁoﬁsider how
efé might be identified and measured, and (2) i
iﬁital stéges of a project which has attempted
qﬁestion. Thg theory which we are detailiﬁg an

p?rt of a larger enterprise, the Cultural Indic

and the senior author are co-investigators. Th
|

some-prefétory claéification;

the effects of tele&isién'bn view-
o present a progres% report on the:_
to formulate and in%estigate thét
d the progféss we aﬁe reporting are

ators project, on Wﬁich George Gerbﬁer 

e concepts, concerné (and contribu-
. I

_ t%ons,_if any), embodied in this report would not have come into being were it not

for Gerbner's initial inspiration and continued

We must also note that we are reporting here on only a small part of the aims and.

a&complishmeﬂts of the Cuituralslndicators PLo ]

of that part of the projeCt that is particulafl

collaboration.

éct, specifically'tﬁe early phasés

y relevant to the problem of assess~ -

'ipg the role of television drama in the cultivation of sex-role re}ated beliefs,

v?lues and aspirations among children.. There gre many dimensiohs'éf our research .

‘we have not mentioned. In most instances these

‘role related aspects of television content and

l;efsland behavior. We rxefer the interested re

héﬁe detailed the 1argér scope and gome .of the.
] S T .

cited in the references gections of this report

ate also concernedin patf with sex-
Iits possible effecté on Viewe_rsi be- -
ader to several dth%r.repdrts.ﬁhiéh3‘
résults'of thé'ﬁrojéct. f(These'are-_

)
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7;"Round up the usual suspeéts"~

‘tain kinds of receivers.

for comparison with -the latér,.poét-exposureﬂ

viewers; or,,if possiblé, even attempt Lo maij

1. Can We Measure The "Effects" of Television?

The accumulated wisdom of social science

research offers a clear and respec-’

;tabie ﬁethod f0r the.identification and:measurement of the effecﬁs of éxpoéure-to' 
.;mgssages, namely to assess the differences between the state of éhé :eceivérs bé%

jfore and afté: exposﬁre and'tq compare these |differences with tﬁése obtained ff&mﬁ’

‘a control. group who have not received the message. iQne may thgn%venture.to.dfaﬁs

. .conclusions about the consequences of exposure to that message, at least for cexr~-

When the "message" whose "effects" we wish to identifyAand measure is tele-

‘vision drama, however, this traditional apprdach may be inappropriate. Indeed, -

for reasons to be outlinéd-below; it is our“belief.fhaﬁ any atteﬁpt”tO'congeptualu

‘'ize, isolate and .assess the éonsequencésaof egposure to téleviéidn'drama must begin
" by categorically abandoning approaches based Fn either compaqisoﬁ'of-pre- vs. post-

.exposure or experimental vs. control-group vipwers.

A fond hope of researchers in this area has been to'locatewah is1and_0f unex-

The researcher might attempt to gather data o

pnexposed long enough to serve 3 a controk ce

;posed (or, as it usudlly ha@penS; ébbut+to-be—exposed) potential_#iewers iﬁ'ordef

to achieve scientifically valid measures of the effects of'exposu?e'to television.

h' the pre-exposure state'of natureVi'
beliefs and behavioxr; of these new
htain (or locate) a grouplwho remain

smparisons for . the newly'exposed;' The

.broblem,-hoﬁeverm is hqw.sﬁch fortuitous natural experiments can tell us anything
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,'abbut‘-the‘effects-of'exposure to télevision in a society in which television‘has_'

been. ubquItOUS for the entire llfetlme of hailf of the. populatlon. The results
of this type of research may answer a host of theoretlcal and practlcal questlons..
' aboutvthe introduction of television'to the  few remaining.uneXposed corners‘of the
eafth! they have nothing’usefui to ssy, however; aeout the effects of television onm
:the.bE1iefs'and behavior of adults or children in our society,

Anosher'populsr research route which.we believe to be inappropriate is ﬁhé'éx_
:pefimental.or qﬁasi~experimental‘test of the consequences-of exposure to.a particu--
lar ﬁsample"'bf teieﬁisisn-progragming. Much sf tﬁe research en;the effects of
' teléﬁision ﬁedis fioleneé has fosused on the'observatioﬁ snd measureﬁent of viewers'
'behavior after.equsqre fo a partieﬁlar televiSion program. All such studies;_how_
evef,;no matter'hoﬁ clean the desigs and clear the_resqlts,'sre of.limited vsiﬁe :
becaﬁse thej ignoxe the fundamental featsre of television drama, namely that it com-
sists of-a:vast, complex and integrated systEmlof characters, events, and relationships:'
and that its “effeets“ casﬁot be measured with regard to any single program'(or set

of programs) seen in isolation.

The system is the message

How, then,'csn the effects of teleyision be csnceptualised'and studied?' We

,  believe that one ﬁhst begip with a fuller understanding of the total phenomenon of
televisien.'.We begin with two fun&amental aﬁd related assumptions. The_first.is
‘that television is a cultural srmiof the established industrial order and as such
sefves Primarily to maintain, stabilize and reinforce rather than to alter, threaten
' ox weskes csﬁventional conceptions, beliefs and_behaviorse 'Eecsuse media messages'
are cpmmoditie manufdctured for sale, thelr perspectlve reflects lnstltutlonal or-

ganizatidn' and control., The goal of greatest audlence appeal at least cost demands



:that;these'messagee follow c0nvéntiqna1 secial morelify. The eeeond assumpfion
is”phat in mest relevant respects(}eleviSion drama is not'essentially differeﬁt
frpm‘ethe? forms of “maiestreaﬁ“ cultural'entertainment.

;These assumptions require us te'question many of the common argumenes_aﬁd_
concerns raised'in discﬁssions'cfitelevieion's.effeets, An importaﬁt exaﬁple is
the eoncern_over the eonsequenees of_ﬁiolence on television. In coﬂtrast.tq ehe
worries that areemost.oftentéﬁﬁfessed; we do not Believe'that'the Primery result
of.teleeisien;yiglence.is the stimulation of violence or aggression en the part
of viewers. |

' The symbolic representation of violence is also communication about
social relationships and human types, about goals and means, about
winners.and losers, about the norms of society and the price for

_jtransgre551on, about the risks of life, and about a variety of other
messages -- most of them dealing with who gets away with what, when,
how, why, and against whom, and demonstrating. some aspect of social

. typing and the exercise of power. Victims as well as 'violents" may
'have to learn their roles. Fear may be a more critical concomitant of
'a show of violence than aggression, Assumptions about life and concep=
tions of social reality may be more telling indicators of what vieolent =
representation cultivate than any individual behavior. . Acceptance of

lviolence and passivity in the face of injustice may be consequences of
great social concern.  (Gerbmer and Gross,. 1974)

| The invention'and.developmenf'of systems which.produce and disseminate mass
medieied-fictionaliimages have historically raised_é specter of subversicn, cor-
fuption and enrest being.encouraged among the various lowe: ordefs -~ poor people,
ethn;c and racial ﬁiﬁofities5 Ehildfen'and women. Whether the suspect and controver -
siaiemedia;are>newspapers, novels and theaee:, as in the 19th eentury; or movies,

radio, comicbooks and television .in the 20th century, concern tends to focus on

the p0351b111t1es of disruption that threaten the establlshed ROXms of bellef be-~
havior_and morality. Therefore, in our view -the prlmary function of these SymbOllC

images is the demonstration ofBPOWer and authority -- often through the dramatic use



of viblence{ Moreoﬁéﬁ; the.ieésdnsfa:é&éénefally éffeétiye;_thefsocial'order is
only.farely and,peripherally threaténed. The system is the message_and?_és’our
'politiéians like to say, the systeﬁ_wofks.

%he world wiew whiéh'teieﬁisioﬁ drama reflégts and supports is a ﬁixture of
truth;and'falséhood, of accuracy and.distortion. The audience for which thé'meséage
'6flteievision is:pfimarily intended {(recall that an audience of 20 million viewers
is neéessary for a pfograﬁ'g survival) is the great majority of wﬁite, middié élass‘
citizéns.for whom America is a democracy (our leaders act in accordénce with'the__
desirés of the_people), for whom our econoﬁy is baSEd on a free mafkét (governed by
the laws of supply and demand and free.competitioﬁ), aﬁd,.most likely, for'whbm
God is alive,fﬁhite and male, The reinforcement éf such béliefs can be séén as the

major message of television, including television drama.

-~ II. Primus Inter Pares

The re@iitﬁ of televisionfdréma does not differ in its basic assumptions from

" the reality of our public (éndﬂfalse}.consciousness; indeed, giVen:televisionfs
corpoféte, instiﬁutionai_sourcé and economic imperatives, how could it? Public pro-

tést énd scientific research may bring about adjustments in the cruder, more contro-

versiél or repellaﬁt gspects of television;s fictional fare; they are unlikeiy to

.challgﬁge.its central p;inéiplés anﬁ iineaments.

At this point, howevér, ﬁe may appear to have eliminated any ﬁoséibility Qf.
success in our task, i.e.; the'identifi;ation and assessment 6f thé Yeffects" of -
television dramé. 1f iﬁ ié-tbe case tﬁat television fgnétions to prevent or mini-
mizé ?hanges_in beliefs aﬁd behavior, and if it'is thé case that feievisidn'draﬁa

pexrforms this function inm concert with all -other major cultural institutions, how



~ can (and why should) one hope to isolate its effects, let alone presume to measure
them? Clearly, this is a dilemma for policy makers as well as for researchers, a

- favorite rejoinder on tﬁe'part of the television industry béing "Why pick om us?”

The medium of the masses

First, television is more persuasive than the other media. o

(We) cannot emphasize too strongly the historically novel role of

television in standardizing and sharing with all as the common norm -

.what had before been more parochial, local, and selective cultural

patterns. We assume, therefore, that TV's standardizing and legiti-

mizing influence comes largely from its ability to streamline, amplify,
ritualize, and spread (to previously unreached groups) the conventional

-capsules of mass-produced information and entertainment. (Gerbmer and

-Gross, 1974) - ’ S ' :

Television may thus be credited with an unprecedented ubiquity that makes it
potentially much more effective than the other branches of mass ‘culture. Tt reaches
ninety-six per. cent of U.5. households, is available literally roﬁndftheuclock for
most of the population, and is watched over five hours per day in the average house-
hold.

Second, the nature of the medium itself contributes to the degree and the depth
of television's cultural penetration, Unlike the print media, television does not-
require literacy from its audience. Unlike the movies, television is free (at least
‘one doesn't pay by the show - we all pay over the counter, whether .or not we.watch

TV), end truly runs continuously. Unlike radio, television can show as well as tell,
Each of these characteristics is significant in‘itSelf,‘and”the combined force of
all three is overwhelming. This constellation of medium-specific characteristics
endows television with a dangerously seductive credibility. It seems to us indis-

- putable that television's predominance can be attributed to-its "transparent" in-

telligibility as well as to its omnipresence, Tn fact, it is probable that the for-



‘mer has helped make the latter possible.

' The message is the sy tem ;

We are arguing:thsf the-appropfiate-”stimuius“sor “treétment".is-ﬁdt‘anys
- gpecific-prsgraﬁ'or type sf.program, nof any particulsr hsro or villais or_sc;ion;
The imﬁortant.stimulus-is the entire.world of television drama. ‘We.arsﬂcoﬁcerned
- w1th the system of messages to Whlch total communiéles are EXPOSEd and whlch pro-
vide bases for interaction and common dsgumptions and deflnltlons (though_not
necessarmly sgteement) among large and heterogeneous publlcs.
.- The dominant agencles of communlcaflon produce ‘the messages that

”cultlvate the dominant. image patterns. They structure the publlc

. agenda of existence, prlorltles, values and relatlons. (Gerbner, 1972)

By contrast,spublic concern about the content and_effects of chs? symbolic
_ ﬁessage systems if”gesefaily_directed towards'specific and 1imited‘asp%cts.of con~
fent,'bafticul&rly:is such content could instill ig.audisﬁcssrambition% and notions
inspprOPriéte to their stations in 1i£e. In'the-ﬁermSlof oqr:analysisésuch soncerns

are missing the point. “The ground, as well as the figure, is crucially important.

Fictional figures on "real' grounds

The dominant stylistic convention of Western narrative art ~-
novels, plays, films, TV dramas -- is that of representational
- realism. However stereotyped ‘television plots are, viewers assume
‘" that they take place against a backdrop of the real world. - Char-
acters must behave as normal people would in-most situations. When
the impossible does occur, it will often be t¥eated as it, too, were -
.- part of a natural order in which nuns can. fly and horses speak
- (Gross, 1974)

:Nothing impeaches the basic “reality" of the world of television Hrama; TV -
offers the viewer an apparently rich array of windows through which he?can glimpse

apparently diverse images andractioas,;bﬁt.the diversity.is only in ths shape of



ﬁ  the.winaow.and'tﬁe angie of the glimpse -- the_Basié'topography_of the fictional
.world_is_constant. it is aiso H%ghly informative, offering a.continuous étreém of
ffacﬁsﬁ and‘imp;essions'aboutﬁthe way of the world, the cénstancies and vagaries of
: humén'natqre, and the_consequenceé.of actions; "The premise of realism ié a Trojaﬁ
3 horse'ﬁhich carries within it a highly selégtive'and purposeful image of the fagtsn
of 1ife." (Gross, 1974) | | |

Can WeAassume; however,.that Qiewe?s_absorb thesé facts of life from the world
.of media fiction? - More iﬁportant,_caﬁ_we deterﬁine whether and*to what degree.they
:assimilaté these "facts" int§ their images and beliefs about the real world?

A normal adult viewer is not likely to be unaware ofithe fictiveness of'tele—
vision drama.. No one calls the police'or=an'émbulanﬁe when a character in a tele-
vision program is shot. Still, one may wonder how often énd:to what -extent ﬁiewers _
suspend their disbelief‘in the reality of the symbolic world. Surely.viewers know -
Ehat Robert Young is not a doctor and that Marcus Welby is_an M.D, only by poetic
1icense; Yet in the first five years of the prbgram, Mr.lYoung.(or should we say'

- -Dr. Welby) received over a quarter of a million letters from_vieWérs, mogt - containing

requesﬁs'for medical adwvice (The Bullétin, Phila., 7/10/74).

-Tﬁe ﬁaivete which leads viewers to ask ﬁr.hk&v' forjmedical advice; however, is
a_ﬁisleading minor example of the phenomenon we are interested in. After 311; many
_,of.thesé viewers may simply have assumed that Robert Young had picked uﬁ a lot of
médical knowledge or that he has a staff of medical experts working on the show. Under-
, lyiﬁg-either of these explanations, however, is the'xeai éruX'of the issue -~ the appaf-

.ently convincing nétﬁralism_of the Df. Welby.programjthét could give a viewer grounﬁs
~ for making either of those exculpatory assumptions. In tﬁe ﬁewspaper story cited abbve,

-the Peﬁnsylvania Insurance Commissioner was reported to have "blamed" Dr. Welby for



-CauSiﬁg_the éublic ﬁolexpect{mugﬁumoré aéidoctqrs and.to ﬁavé_claimed;thé:sefies
might be one reason for the :increase in malpractice Quitsl |

Doctot éhows afe ﬁpt the.only'targeﬁs 6f sﬁch accusations. A for@ér NeW fork7
City police.officialThas'complained_that jury memberé have fOrméd:images and ex-
peétafions of trial'procedﬁ:és aﬁd”@utcomeS'from television Which often prejudiée.
them in actual trials. | | | l

1501$ted anécdotes and-eXampies éﬂpuld not, HoweVer, éonfﬁse or triviélize
the real point m; that even the mosﬁ sophisﬁicated-among.uéigan find many.lafgej
and important components.of dﬁf.knowiedge:of:the reé}_wérld_which}:upOn'refiéction,
are found to deriﬁe‘in whole or part from-fictitioﬁ; sﬁmboiic'rEpfesentétions._ Hdw_
often, in'fact; do we un~stﬁénd our diébeiiéf as we attené.to.the action;figure
(which we know is not "real“) but also assimi1ate'the gfoqnd (whiéh is,.aftef ail,
. "fealistic“)? | | | | |
| Most viewers haﬁe néﬁer béen.in aﬁ‘o?efating:roqm, a criminal_COUrfroom? a
police station3or a2 jail, a corporate boaxd foom, of_a movie studio. Much'of what
they "know' about these divetse-spheres of activity, about hOW'fheée various kinds -
of people live:and whaf they dd“-—'much.af their "real” world has been learned from
fictional ”wquds." To the‘extent that viewers see televisioﬁ drama -- the“foren
ground of plot ox the background of the televisioﬁ World_—-.as naturalistic, they'
may derive a wealth éf "incidentalﬁ'know1edge.' This incidenfal leérning may be.
~ effected by bald ﬁfacts” and by the subtle interplay of occurrence, éo—occurreﬁce
and.non-occurrénce of actors and-actioﬁs..: | | |

The preﬁisé ofzrealism isamajor prbmoter of such tacit learning bécaﬁse it
predisposes Qs}to f#isely assess the statﬁs of the imapges we observe. To recognize
-.an event as symboiic is to see it as inténtionally articulated in accofdancé with

known conventions of communicative behavior (Worth & Gross, 1974). However, if we



assess that evént-és néturél Wélméké a vef&‘différent assﬁmption ék.ﬁatural évents
.afe governed by the.facts of life, not by the tonventiﬁﬁs of arf;.-The naturalistic
" conventions of teievisipn réaiism, while far from hatqral iﬁ any sense of.objectiﬁé
trath, are perilouslyﬁsuéceptiﬁle to such assessment errors. We ﬁay.therefore have
.groﬁndS'for apprehension that all 6f_us are fooleﬁ some of the time and some of us
may be fooled all of fhe tiﬁe; - | ' S o
In addition to the subtig patferns againét whoée influence we may all be sdme-
what defeﬁseless, feievision provides another seductively persuasive sort of imagery.
In real life much is hidden from our eyeé,.motives are 0ften obsquré, outcomes ambigu-
-ous, personalities complex, people'ﬁnpredictable.' Thé truth is nevgr'ﬁurenand rafely
‘gimple. The world of television, in contrast, offers us clarity'and reS&lﬁtion. Un-
like 1ife, television is aﬁ open book. Problems are never left haﬁging, ;ewafdé and’
pﬁnishments are present énd accounted for; the rules of.the game are known and rarely
chaﬁge.. Not only does televigion "show'" us the normally. hidden ﬁorkings Qf many im-
portant and fascinating institutions';.medicine, Law enforcement and justice, big'
business;.the glgmorbus world of entertainment, etc. -- but.we "gee" tﬁe people who.
fill .imp_ortant and exciting .roles.' We see who they are in crude terms l.of; sex, _gg.e.,
face And class and we aiso see them as personaiities -~ dedicated and selfless, ruth-
less and amﬁitious, good;hearted:but ineffeétual, lazy and shiftiess, corrupt and cor-
rupting. | “

" From the my:iad of images, events.and'patterns a;wdrld.emerges_thét.is often in-
termingled with our "feal" wqudf_ In an iﬁterviéw with a midd1e~éged Philadelphia man,
one of our researchers_was_tdld that ﬁhe pdlice he saw on television were "more real"
than those in real 1life, because in real life one ocpasionally foun& a.bad.apple who
wasn't, therefore; a'real" policeman. While that opinidn_seems’;elatiﬁel&_rare, this

viewer was joined by many others in'justifying his belief in the realism of television -
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" police shows by saying, "Well, if it wasn't real they wouldn't be allowed to show

it, would they?"

. "The Seduction of the Innocent"

Fihally, howevey generous we may be in granting adults a degree of_sophisticated

. immupity to many of the subtle lessons of television's hidden curriculum, it is not

. ?ossible to be as ‘sanguine about the ability of children to distinguish the accurately

realisfic.from the,impfobable-and the downright misleading -~ but equally reglistic --
"facts of life" théy see on televi,s;'.-on.' | |

Therg dre.several réasbns.fot_tﬁinking that-children may'be-particuiarly susCepw._
‘tible to those aspects of television drama which cultivate systems of belief and "know-

ledge” that may be assimilated iﬁtd their basic world view. 1In the first place, they

. simply have less opportunity to contrast the world of televisioﬁ'with the real world.

Much of what they see on television is no more directly familiar to them than are the

depictions oficowboys and Indians in the 0ld West (from which'most of us have also

. learned many false “facts"). Moreover, much of what they watch, Saturday morning car-

toons in particular, presents the legsons of television in starkly blatant form.

.Children also have a particulafly strong belief in the inherent reality and truth

of photographic and filmic images. Worth and Gross (1974} have pfoposed a théqretical

model of the ways in which we learn to assess and interpret natural and symbolic events.
Studies conducted by them and their students have. shown that children will respond to

a_stofy shown them in the form of photographic slides by stating that it was "real" --

" that it really happened; The reasons the children give for these judgments are based

precisely on the assumption of realism: they "know'" the story is real because, after -

' allg.photqgraphs show reality and don't lie (Murphy, 1973; Harlan, 1972).
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Our :concern ovér'the:likelithd‘that chiidren are the most vulnerable consumers

i

of teléviéion's messages i$ heighﬁéﬁed byifhe research of Meiviﬁ and LoisIDeFleur.
.The'DeFleurs get out to_ésseés.thé relative influence of television on'éhildren's oc-
cupational knoﬁledge.(1967)._ Ufilizing an analysis of the ﬁortrayal of occupafional"
rolés_on“television_(DeFleur,.1964), they selegted groups of occupations in three
_catégories -- these with.which.the'ordinary éhild comes into direct contaét, those,
fhét aré rafelﬁ éeen directly but which are freque#tly portraved on felevision, and
those that ére_neither encountered directly.nor éeéﬂ on television. .Whén they-askéd.
children of wvarious ages to identify and describe and to assess the relative prestige’
of these occupations, thé influence of television was obvious and péwerful;
| (It) seemé safe to conclue that,'within the limits of the present

sample of children and occupations, television-is a more potent

source of occupational status knowledge than either personal contact

or the general community culture. (DeFleur & DeFleur, 1967)

Moreover, the DeFleurs reported an effect that is even more supportive of our

approach. Television was indeed a;”potent source of 'incidental' learning for children

éoncerning_adult‘occupational roles," but what were they learning? The DeFleurs noted
that tﬁe TV portréyals were, in.fact, stereotyped and that their data sﬁowed a homogen-
“ization effec#_~— both among the childfen and between.the children, their parenté and
‘experts -~ in "ranking the ocCupations for which TV was fhe méjdr learning source."
They_cdncluded with an éxpression of.concern about.television's influence:

Given the limited amount. of objective research data on incidental learning
which has been assembled at present, we can do little more than note that
television appears to be an important agency of socialization for children
~concerning the adult world. Howeéver, there is ample reason to suspect that
the information it presents is often distorted in a variety of ways.
- (It) can be suggested that TV provides children with much superficial
and misleading information about the labor force of theix society. From .
- this they acquire stereotyped beliefs about the world of work. '
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" T1I. "What's a‘researcher to do?"

Television drama funétiéns'primarilyg we ﬁave argued, to stabilize and rein~
férce rather than challenge or élter‘established norms, cenventions and‘bghaviqr.

For this reason;‘one might think that_the qugstién of effects would be better addressed
_by focusing on those who are mot exﬁosed-to teievision rather than on those wh6 éfe ex-
posed. But then, it will be'ﬁbjectéd, surely such people must Aiffer from the general
population on ﬁany grounds and dime#siongzthat Will be at least as im?ortant in déterw

mining £heir beliefs.-and behévior_thén not watdhing televisiqn coﬁl& ever bé;'

In fact, the c;ﬁsailquestidn is fpndamentaily insolubie. The arguments‘that lead
S us to reject the értﬁodox effeétsﬂrésearch approach do not ‘at the same time sﬁggest any
- easy alternative solutionsf 1f television is all of a piece, and if_that piece is it-
self interwoven into a wider nét of social institutions and valués,'ﬁéw-éan we possibly
hofe:to isolate, let alone measure its effects?._The verﬁ title of our project -~ Cul~
tural Indicators -~ embodies the belief thét television drama can be téken, and studied;
aé a reflection and manifestation of a culture thaf-it may also help shape'and maintain.

Qur views of the nature of the médium and.bf tﬁe-content and function of its mes -
sages lead us to begin the study of television'é effectg with'the delineation of the
ceptral and critical facts of 1ife in the world of television. Once we despribe'and_
enumefate many of the elements; relétionships and emﬁhases oﬁ this system we should be
able to tackle the problemé of assessing their contributions to the beiiefs, behaviér
and ﬁéiues of viewers. | | |

| It has been noted that if evérything a.pefsdn knew were learned from tele#ision

drama his perce;ved world would differ éharply from the so-called "real" world. Be-

- liefs about population parameters, the chances of people like himself for success and
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hapﬁiness, hisichaﬁCEQ pfjﬁeeﬁiﬁgiwith viqiénce ;-ﬁall ére ﬁoftrayed differently-by
B Tﬁ aqd the cénsus.statistics. Wh£;h~veréigﬁ of the world is the "real" one. for mogt
.people? |
One of our strategies is’to-pick out of our anélﬁsis.and description of the con~-

“tent . of televiéion drama instanceé which exemplify its distortioné and qﬁestioﬁ view-
ers about their beliefs and ﬁercepfiogs dn such issues. While no member of society
‘can remain unaffected.by an:inflﬁence sé bervasive_as television, those who spend
more of their time in the world of TV facts may be more likely to perceive the wofld
in terms of télevision's‘lessons; .Responses to our questions.allow us to assess the
.degree'UJ which the more frequent teleﬁision viewers may be mofe likely than less fré—
quent vi.ewers to give answers which reflect teiévision's image of the worid.' These
patternsg can then be eﬁamined'in.light'of*various controls -- age, sex; education,
occupaﬁion, etc, == in'order.to determine the extent to which it is pdssible to. view
television'é influence as indgpendenf, compleméntary or contrary to these other major
social variébles. | |

This-strategy is least'appropfiate wheﬁ we are trying to study the role of tele;
vision in shaping or cultivating images and beliefs in areas'abput which viewers have
a great deal of first#hémd knowledge, and_in which télévision presumably presents an
over-sinmplified but not.e#actly-distorted view of reality. This is ceftainly the case
in tﬁe area of sex-role portréyals and patterns.’

Asa purveydr of sex-role images television drama can be indicted on at least
three distinct grounds, There akre ways in which television presents a false image
that can be attributed to the:indireét-consequeﬁces-bf its dramatié.conveﬁtiéﬁs-and 

" plot stereotypes.._Thesé:conventions limit and restrict the roles and.characters por-
‘trayed by women for reasons that have little or nothing to do with the true staﬁe_of
the world. We are all in somé sense the "stérsf of our own life stories but only a

very few kinds of stories are ever presented in fiction and most of them feature male
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heroes. The fact that most television programs have male heroes derives entirely

- from the conventions of fiction..

.'Iﬁ'additioﬂ*to“diﬁﬁxyi~H@z§%ﬁ@%%?%ﬁﬂﬁ%%é to étory teiling conventions which pre-
'..sumébiy reflect the Basic values of thefcultufé,fthere is a second form‘of bias that
is characteristic ofjmasé media:porﬁrayéls. ‘When women are shéwn in the fictional
 W0r1d (and they comprise only about 25% of the Charactérs.in teievision drama) théy.
are usually‘depicted“in.a fashion which mirrors stereotypes. This type of distortion
is fuﬁétionaliy‘Sepaiate from -the fi?st kindIWEﬂmentioged in that even when a program
has a female hero she is generaily presented as al”typicél“ female.

To cite one example, Mary Tyler Moore is the lead chafadte; inra very popular
show,'yet'the way she is.depicted managGSafo subtly un&ermine her status as staf—char-
acter. .Althbugh éfficially thg fictional Mary works as an associate producer of a -

. televisioh.news_prograﬁ, the viewer who knew only What_he or she actually saw on the
.screen.wéuld be 1ikeiy to think she is a secfetary, an impression that is reinforced
.. by the.fact that.her bosé calls her “Méfy” and shé calls him “Mr; Grantﬁ.whiie.gll the

males on the staff call him “Lou." | |

The ﬁhird sort.of biaé_is in some ﬂmoral“ sense more ambiguous than the 6thers.

Many of the more stereotyped features of the_portrayal.of womein on'telefision are also
- accurate reflections of the sexist reality of our society. This should not be taken
“in any:sense és a justification for the.existence or thé coﬁtinuaﬁion ofISuch pattérns;

. it does, however, complicéte_the.process of identifying and studying‘the congequences

_§f suéh_stéreotypes for'viewefs'_conceptions of the world, |

At this point it must be clear that we do not have any'simplé'or satisfactory
answer.to.the question of how to proceed. .Our.fejection-of many "orthodox" attempts
to fofmulate-an& investigate the question of televisionﬁs_effects dbes nét reflect the

-smugness of those-who,possess.the_iinalusﬂlutiénwto‘the'problem. We feel strongly,
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-fhbugh; that any hope of achieving even a partial solution must fest.up0n the kinds
of gonsideration we haﬁe &etaiied. “In the remaining seétioﬁs of this paper we shall
'deééribé.énd_bfiefly.illust:ate an aﬁbitious, bﬁt'still.eﬁbryﬁnic,:effort to_ﬁ@r;ue,
'iilﬁminaté and possibly_cdnfirm:the DeFleurs' coﬁclusion'that "television appears to

be an important agency of socialization for'children_concerning the adult world."



16

' Plus Ca Change . . 2

In the spring of 1955, .the Kefauver Committee;'which was investigating juveni1e“
deliﬁqﬁency, held hearings on the effects of television, One of ‘the prominent wit-
nesses was Paul Lazarsfeld and hisitestimony was later published under the title,
_"Why is so little known about the effects of television on chil&ren and what can. be
~done?" - (1955) These questions are still being asked and still lack definitive an-
swers. Part of Lazarsfeld's testimony is especially relevant to our enterprise:

We-in the universities, with our limited funds, can do only short- ~term

studies. We put kids into laboratories, have. them listen to programs and

then find out what they think or feel a few minutes later. But the real
problem is the cumulative effect of telev151on, what it does to children

. 8ix years, not six minutes, later,

+ + + What T am trying to argue is that we probably have to follow' up all
sorts of children for a period of 4 to 8 years to get a real picture of _
what role television plays in the development of personality . . T submit

~ that only such long~term studies would give us a realistic plcture of the

role of Lelev1510n in a chlld s personallty development

One of the larger ambitions of the Cultural Indicators project ig to investi-
‘gate the long-range effects of television.

" We have noted that there are many things that most of us have learned exclu-
sively or primarily via the mass media. In.contfaSt to these arguably media-derived
images, however, there are many more things we know and believe in whole or large
part as a result of our personal experiences and observations of the real wotldr
" around us.  Some of the most faséinating and critical'questiqns facing us. in our
‘attempt to identify and assess the effects of television drama lie primarily in this.
second area. (Questions of what children (or adults) think and believe about the
nature of men and women -~ their differences and similarities, their potentials and

proper roles in sociefy, etc. --cannot be answered without attending to a complex

- of familial, social, mass-mediated and other influences.
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The attractions of'longitudinal_research,.th;réfore,_go far beyend'our &isf
trust of and lack of intereSt in'the demdﬁstration of_effe;ts that'are.observéd
six minﬁtes aftér axchiid.is sﬁown a pérticular television program. By gathering
1nformat10n on a variety of dlmen51ons and varlables and traCLng patterns and re-
latlonshlps over time, we may-be gble to achleve.1n31ght into the 1qtr1cac1es of

assoclatlon, correlation and :.perhaps even causes and effects.

getting the stage

 _'buf.faith.in1the theoretical‘iéportance and potential empirical riches.of a
‘1ongitﬁdiﬁa1 study.pf television's effects on chiidren has yet to be squeéted to
-the:inevitablé_triéls_aﬁd.disappbintmeﬂts that lie aheéd. Our willingneés.evén to
_cén;empléte such én qndertéking has_derivéd'in 1érgé part from the raising of our
;olléétive consciousness by Pfofessor Erank Fufsteﬁﬁérg of the Sociology Department
'of.the'Universitﬁ-of Pennsylvaniaf. Haviné helped us to reélize the criticai nécesj
Siff'of_askihg the right quéstioﬁs} he haS'contributed‘genérously to our attempts
to achie#e;some answers. | )

-We .also have enjoyed the uﬁstlntlng cooperatlon of Lhe public school officials
.through whom we were able.to initiate a prOposed three-year panel SLudy 1nv01v1n$
approx1mately 350 children now in the 6th, 7th and 8th grades of a suburban/rural
school. At present we have concluded two rounds.of questionnaire admlnlstratlon
(iﬁ'Décember, 1974 énd.Mépch, 1975) and.are ﬁowwengéged in the éqmplexities of codiug,:
'ciaésifying, compiling, and cautiously contemplating the still rather chaotic conglom-
eration of rgsponées. Consequénfly, the most we can hope to comprehend or éommuni-
catejin this report are a.few of the simpler, preliminary "results." Qur discussion
ﬁill_also:refléct the éfimary'goal of this inital analysis ~- the delineation of

patterns and relationships that can serve as the baseline levels for our projected
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longitudinal comparisons and 1nterpretat10ns.t.

Too much, too éarly?-

- One of the first things we.wanted to iook-at was the amount and the pattern
of television vieWing.iﬁ our éample. Those readers who havé:not been exposed to.
previoﬁs research in this area are likely to be éomewhat surpriséd by ﬁhe sheér‘
amount of television chiidren report watchingm The distributi0ﬁ of reﬁortéd fele-
vision viewiﬁg_byzéex and:grade is given'in Table L. 1In our analyses we have con-
sﬁructed a three-way classification of low, medium and high_vieﬁers. In Qrdef to
isblate a group of*children we could comfortably term low Viewer5,‘given-thé high

levels overall,-we have settiedeor.an unevern distributibn.in which only 17% fall

iﬁ the lowest category-and 37% of thé cﬁildrenjaré classified as high viewers. As
the table indicates, 6ur.group of medium viewers waﬁch up to five.and a half hours
per day and the heavy viewers élaim_six or more hours per day of.tglevision!

While the sheer amount of viewing seems obviousl& important it may be ﬁhat_most
adults will ﬁot fullf comprehend some df“the implications of this.phenémenon. Let us
suggest, therefore, to thbse readers who wére born-before 1950 or thereabout;'that
they.consider the following. Imagine the reéponée of your parents haﬁ you, at the
age of twelve, develope& the habit of coming home from school every déy, grabbing a
quick bité,_and going off to spend abou£ three houfs at the movie§ Ehen retufning-
ﬁomé for suppér and gding back for another_thrée_hours at the movies (not to mention
speﬁding.even more time at the movies on the weekends), WNeedless to saf ﬁdt iny
would moét parents not have permitted such behavior but most children.would notlhave

.* ‘Although the make-up of our‘samplefwill permit'cross;séctional as well”és longi-

tudinal comparisons we have, for a variety of practical and theoretical reasons,
concentrated in this paper on identifying baseline variables and patterns.
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contemplétea_thé poé;ibility; féét, in;gﬁr sample, 37% of the twelve-year-olds fall
in_the.grdup that watches 6 or more houfs of.television daily. |

"ﬁvén withoﬁf considering.other iﬁportant data and control-comparisons'or'analy~
‘ses, these data seem to have importént implicatibns. One of these is the sﬁrong
possibility that bésides whatever effecté the content.of télevision may Be accused
of, a critical consequence of viewing may bé'the diversion of time'tﬁat would other-
.wise bé spent in other pursuits. .Sections ofﬁour still uﬁanaleed data include many
questions about fimequdgeting andzthe extent to which our résp0ndénts engage in a
wvariety of activities (including ﬁhose that:may'acéompany the watching of television).
.Our suspicion that television does "'drive out" other'acfiﬁities.is stfengthened by
the findings df a study (described by Wright,‘1975)-wﬁich éscapes the range of. our
somewhat sho?gun'condemﬁétion of most researcﬁ in this area by combining independent.
beforé«and—after éufveys with a panel design in investigating the impact of the in-
troduction of television on adolescents in Sydney, Austraiia (Campbell,l962). Find-
ing that telévision.viewing reduced the amount of time spent- on other leisure acti-
vities, "They cbhserve ﬁhat the most strikiﬁg change occurred‘in.a éharp:reduction

in sociai interaction." (Wxight, 1975).

Antecedents and associations

A primary'issue in the iﬁvestigatioﬁ of ﬁeievisidn as a factor in the de%elop-
ment and shaping of sex-role images and beliefs is vhether one can determine tﬁe
~extent to which iﬁ essentially supports and reinforces the lifewstylé patterné,
values and éx@ectations that the child‘s'family and'social.envifonment.emﬁqdy, mani-
fest and transmit. Alternatively, can ﬁelevision be shown to éxeft én independen;

- and potentially divergent influence which may éomplicate, confgée or evén alter the

expectations and aspirations of some of its viewers? Although this is precisely the
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sort of questlon we - feel must be held in abeyance pendlng longitudinal evideﬁce soﬁe
of the ground-work must be initiated at this stage.

Literally,aé well as analytically; 1ight;_médiﬁm-and heavy viéwers are dif-
fefeﬁﬁ prior to becoming tgievisﬁonfﬂiewersz If we want to ask abouf_thé possi-
bleuééﬁéequences of E91evision viewing.fdr}their beliefs.and.behaviér we must
begiﬁ by atténdiﬁg_tq gsome basic.antecedent characteristics'of Ourirespondents.

Many of these.are neither subtle_n6r~unexpecteﬁ. As Table 2 shows, the edpcgtional
attainments of parents is a powérful predictor of the children's_television-viéwing
behavior.t

Althqugh fhis fihding ié-not surprising, it does alert us to‘certain possible
questiqns; ‘We are assuming that the probabie influence of television is the strengthQ
ening and reinfbrcement oflconventional values aﬁd beliefs. To_fhe_extentuthat the
more educated parents caﬁ be'éssqmed'(and it is a tentative assumption) to be éome—

_what less 1iké1y_to ménifeét and transmit'coﬁventional.values in the realﬁ of sex-
lee related matters, we should be particularly iﬁterested in the correlates.of‘
television viewing amomg their childrén.' The low wviewers in this group might com-
‘prise the.segment of our sample most insﬁlated'from the complex of thosé éonventional—
izing iﬁflﬁences which might result in more traditional sex-role concéptions and
"iower! aspirations amoﬁg the.girls.

An impértant demographic chacteristic which does not haﬁe an effect on the
level of telévision viewing is the pattern of parentél eﬁploymentf(we have left out
the vefy few cases ﬁhefe'dnly.thé mother'wdrks full-time). In terms 6f a Varietf

of sex-role dimensions it is cleaxr ( and has been often demonstrated) that parental

* Two caveats: at this stage in our data gathering and analysis we have only
indirect, incomplete and not necessarily walid data on parental education --
derived from the children's reports -- and we have also left out of some ini-
tial comparisons those cases in which only the father (19%) or the mother (8%)
was reported to have gome to college. A possible artifact we cannot rule out
‘at this moment is that the children of college-educated parents may be more .
Likely to under- -report’ the amount of television they watch. : '
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emﬁléyﬁent has a great jmpact on children's béiiéfs aﬁd'aspirations. At the
' mOmeﬁt itzalso'apﬁéaré not to direcfly,affect their;viewi#g habits.*
- A third Variable, whicﬁ.is arguably a corielate*(qr-éven consequence):as|
" well as an.antecedgnt of television viewing, ié the éhildfs'leﬁellof educaﬁipﬁal'
“aspiration gnd expectation. Table 3 shows the distributilon of viewing patterns
::ih teﬁmé sztbe level of schooling the children said they hope to achieve and the
iével they expecﬁ to achieve.'.Agaiﬁ unsurprisingly, these are inversely fela&ed
té the.ampuntaof televisiﬁn they repért.viewing. (Clearly, fhé.tﬁé "educaﬁioﬁ"
méasﬁfeé are highly correlétéd;-th@y are alsq.correlated with parental education.)h

- None of these daté gre novel or unexpected, of course; but they:do.prﬁvide

a basis for some'interesting if tentative forays into the rest of our data.

. Subjective careers

}Having gfénted the'obvious fact that our heavy, medium and light vieﬁefs
weré different: (within as welL as befween groups) conceptually as well as chrono-
1ogically prior t§ being exposed to television, we also maﬁ ask whether thgy are
different in aﬁy_intéresting ways éfter (conceptuallyﬁif not, in this caSe,gchrono-'”
.logically) such éxposure; Specifically,-in the areas:on which we are ;ePorting,

- ‘can we find consistent andfinterpretablé-différences beﬁﬁeen sex-role rglaﬁed be-~
.liefs and aspiratiqns_of our heaviér and lighter viewers-of-televisiqﬁ, holding our
anteéedent coptrol variables constént?
j'-The.question is deceptively éimple and possibly misléading. While.we have
.argued that television's influence should reinforece and support (and, in some
possible instances, introduce) conventional beliefs and traditional aspirations,

*_ As might be expected from the two comparisons in Table 2, there is no relation-
‘ship between parental education and parental employment patterns.
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we must recognize'that iﬁ tﬁe rgalm.of sex—iole images television is bﬁt éng_' -
: gémong éany powerfﬁl-symbolic and.éocial forces. Many of'these,.a; other résearch
o haéu9emonstraﬁed, share she same'distortéd.se§ist biases we have ascribed to tele-
:visicn; but at the same time all, television included,.are'beginningtto show at"
1 1east tokens_of change to é'more egalifqrian and‘eVeﬁ~handed portfayal of the sexes.
.Oﬁr content analysis'pf télevision drama hés SQ_far not shown'signs of change that
can be cdnéidered more thaﬁ token, but thét may not.hbe trﬁe in the.future‘(although
.we have found the more subtly iﬁsidious étgrééfypes'quite résilieﬁt -~ cf. Gerbqer
& Gross, 1974); and it is difficult to estimate the shﬁrt or long term impact of
eveﬁ a few.highiy—visible token'improvements,. |
| _Further,_although-our conceptual model':equires us to ﬁredict that high levels
of expoéure to ﬁelevision should.be correlated with "lower'", more traditional aspira-
tions among the‘giriq in oﬁt.éample,_evan the most powerful cbnt:olS wiL1 not allow
us_ﬁo'infer ffom our data causal directioﬁs from such relationships., 'In part these
may eventually emerge from our longitudinal analysesj'but regardlesé of the outcome
of sﬁch assessments we do not believe that the question is meaningfully poséd in that
.way. Certainly, we'might discover that our ”deﬁen@ent variables" of attitudes and
behavior are overwhelmingly attributable to the complex of life-style dimensions that
:we have termed the antecedents of "television viewing., This could lead us.td-question
the influence of felevision in.cﬁltivatiﬁg the cdncéptioﬁs ana;vdlﬁes of the parents
thch, in turn, are embodied and transmitted via the-lifejsﬁyle and eﬁvifoﬁment_in
which they raise their children. Whenthe burden of tﬁe_message_system is thé main-
tenance and stabilizatién of conventional'patterns,'ﬁowever, it may be both wrong-
headed and fruitless to'define'or'search for change_( ﬁithin or across genépations).
as the wéy of demonstrating effects. :
| AccePting ﬁhese limitations, 'let us look.ét somé patterns which suggesE that

' we may be able to make some headway. Borrowing a term from Everett Hughes, we will
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.present a few base-liné.”findingsﬂ which Béar_on the ”subjective career" aspira-
.tioﬁé and images'of.our;respoﬁdents; partiéularly the girls. We haﬁe already noted
_tha£ tbere is a prediétably strong relétionghipibetween parents' edu@étionél attain—
meﬁts.énd_the children's reported educational aépiratioﬁs and expectations (the
latter measures are of course highly correlated)., We have also notéd.thaf there-is
.a gigﬁificant._ negative rexationship between these expressions of édﬁcationai goéls.

: énd reported.levels of television viewing. iet uslnﬂw turn to some other career and
1ifé-sty1e questions_which_should be related to:educatioﬁal.plans.

Tab18=4 shows the.patterns of association between the boys' and the girls'

.'educafionél expectationé;and aspifétions and their estimations of two other aspects
of their futufes'-— thé age at which they expect to begih'working‘at a full—time.job
and ﬁhe'age at which they éXpect to get married. (As it happens, only a few respon-~
'denté do'not expect ever to hold a full-time job, however briefly; even fewer do not

- expect to.marry.) .

The relationships in Table 4 are not sﬁrprising-but they do begin to show-SOmé
intefesting sex—iinked differences. While.the'rélationship.between educationai as-
pirations and the age of beginning.to work are understandably poéitive and strong,
they. are clearly stronger for boys. Much more'interesting,:however; is.the reiation—'

.sﬁip between edugatibnal aspirations and expected age at marriage. Here the boys
sﬁow the same strong assééiatipn pattern (which is presumably an accurate‘éSSQSSment

- of the way things tend to Work‘out), but there is no relationship at.all'in ﬁhe case
6f fhe girls. One can begin to.éuspect.or suggest that contrédictions are deﬁeloping
within the various carreer images and aspiations of the girls, at 1eaét_in contrast
-to the boys;- |
| If we turn now to the relationships between these careef variableé and televiéion

viewing habits we can see some further indications of the difference between the as-
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_ :
: piratidns of the ﬁoys_and the girls. Tables 5 and 6 show the associations between
'.the‘responées.to the qﬁestiéné and- the level of televisioﬁ viewing, controlliﬁg fof'
the two demographic féctqrs we.éonsidéred earlier, | | |

o If we_assume'fhat.egfecting,tb start to work full-time ét an earlier ége is an
indication-éflldwé%.mobility éspirations, we can see that thére is an overéll'nega—-=-
.hive pattern cf_aSSociation between television viewing amh aspiration wﬁich is, how-
EVer; étréngef for:the girls; More impbftahtly,'whilg uﬁrelated to péreﬁﬁal employ~
: ment;'the pattern is'ﬁuch-étronger for children whose pérents'are.collegefeducated,
and égéin.the.relétionshipgisiétronger fpr.girls.“_clearly,-this seems to suggest
that these girlé.aré gviﬁcing:a strong.felationéﬁip betwéen-thé amount of_tele#ision
 the§ watch and a.méasﬁre which may be taken és.a'coﬁ?oﬂent of ‘the conventionaily lower
' cafeer'aspirations of girls in ouxr society (Table 6 shows a similar pattern)., The
. 3tréngth of-the ;elationship.derives from the_fact that the 10w*viewiﬁg girlé whosge
parents went tQ'collége are extremely un1ike1y to estimate an early age.of startiag
~work (as compared with the low-viewing girls Whose.pérents.did not go to college),
- and - the high-viewing girls whose parents went to college afé even more likely:to.givé
.an ea?ly staft—age than the high~viewing daughters of thé-non—cdllege group! . To re-
call é point we made earlief; in such anaiyses the respoﬁses,of the low vieweré are
_cf.equal if not gréater importance thén,thosé of the high viewers.
| _ Table 5 aléo_giveé_the aésociations between, éelevisibn.viewing and.thé age they
expect té begin work for those resﬁbﬁdents ﬁho désife and/or exﬁéct to complete
lqollegeﬁ&he modal.responsej.“Here we see a second indication of the possible emer-.
génce of contradiétipns and ééﬁflict in the aspirations and expectations of the girls.
Although Table 4 shows that there is an understandably bositive association between
educational aspirations and the age_the girls expect to begiﬁ-ﬁorking (and, as noted

in Table 3, television viewing is negatively associated with educational aspira-
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“tions), wé néw éee that for ﬁhose girls who want to go to college tﬁere is s?ill
. a strong ﬁattetn.of high viewers giving an earlier.éstimation of their'wqugstaréing
age, For the bqys there iSféP501UtelY no éugh relétionship.

The age'ét which they expeét to get'marriéd is ﬁot:qﬁite_as implicéted_in other
careef expebtations_(although we shall turn next to_séme related'questions which‘afe
more s0). .WQ finé.less Qverail.aifference_between the boys and the gifls_in terms
of the'assdciétion-between this question and their television viewiﬁg_although there
is é_highiy significanﬁ tendepcy for.high viewers ﬁo'expeét.to marry at a younger
#ge than do théiligﬁt viewers., Again we find the relationship strongef for the .
children of college-educated parents. ‘in this instance, however, it is the bbys
rather than the girls iﬁ this group who show the paﬁtern of ”startingﬁ Lower and
“ending" higher than the boys whose parents did not go to. college. The associations
we finﬁ When we -control fqr.parental employment are puzzling (fhere are no Strong
differences in the péttern of responsés to the marriage age question between these

.groupé), but then, at this stége of our research the puzzleg are as pUmerous as they
are natural.
A-final péir 6f'reéponses'that are related te this complex of career images are
_tﬁe anéﬁers given by the children to the questions of how happy or‘unhapﬁy they would
feel if they (or; for.boys;.if their wife)_ﬁere to be a "full-time mother' at age
'30, and if.they Were'ﬁo have qur children at age 30. (As we would expecﬁ; thé an-
 swers to thé £wo qﬁestions are positively corfelatéd.) Tébie 7.and 8 show thé asso-
ciations between the responses to thesé éuestions and television ﬁiewing, controlling
.fbr our:two paréntal Variableé. |

We can first note that the relatioﬁéhip between television viéwing and being‘
happy about being a full-timé mother are strong only for the daughﬁeré of'co11ege-

educated paﬁénts, or of families im which only the father works full-time (the-twd
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'éongrol ﬁariableé, as wé have noted, are orthogonal). In the case'of.the aaughters
of_tﬁe.céllege;edﬁcated we have anéther_instgnce in which‘the low televisioﬁ.viewers
. éfe ext:emeiy unlikely to giVé what we would call the traditional answer énd_the
high vieﬁeré afe extreﬁely‘likely to do so. The absolute levels bf_responée for the
'_daughters 6f the nonfcollegé group ére unifo:mly'traditional (although not‘éé extreﬁe
aé the high viewers:in the.parents-college grbup),'regardless of viewing leygis. 
ihé'significaﬁf patgerﬁ for the boys in the nom-college graup results from a steady
_.buﬁ non—draﬁatic'increase in line with viewing level,
| 3$he fact that the girls whose mothers and fathers both ﬁork_full~tbne show no

félationship bétween te;evision viewing and thelr responses.to this queStibﬁ,'whilel
.thosé_whose mothers d0 not: work:show an extremelyIStrong_association mighf be takgn
:as gn.indicatiﬁn of fhe complex inter-relationship of television viewing‘aﬁd.prior,_
' qoncurfent'an& possiEly consequent manifestétions of conventional values and aspira-
'tions;-'Aithough the associations are more dramatie here thén'the differencés in
3380;uté levels, this finding was perfectlj matched.in the reponse to anqthér ques-
tion in vhich the children were asked whether they thought Ehe father, the mbther,.
or both parents should have a full-time job. Again, although overall thé high view-
érs_wereisignificantly,moré likely to Say:that only the father shoﬁld have a fullf
.fimé job (this was also the modal responsé for all groups), the.effect was almost

éntipelj_due to the ovérwheimingly skewed responses of the male and female high

ale
i

viewers whose fathers, but not mothers, had a full-time job.
Finally, Table 8 shows the associations between the kids' television viewing

and the likelihood of their saying they would be happy if they were to have four

i

*  Incidentally, quite independent of television viewing, previous research
has shown that the mothler's employment history and status does increase
daughters’ expectations of combining marriage and a career. (c.f. Brover-
man, et al, 1972)
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éhildfén by the tiﬁé they.are 30; Here we find another instance_df the positive
felationship betweén the girls' espousal of traditional female-role values aﬁd
'_éspirations and the amoﬁnt of television viewing they repbrt (and, égain, the low-
viewing girls iﬁ ?he collegé.gréup are less traditional and the:high.viewers more
.fradi?ional than their counterparts in thé non-college_gron?}.

There is also an interesting.finding in the case of the boys?:where we find.
'tﬁat those sons of the coliegeéedﬁc;ted parents who watch the:least televiéion:are
the most in féﬁor of having four children (both absolutely and in ébmparison Wifh
the high vieWets).."One might speculate thatﬁin the case of the_boys fﬁere is no
necegsary contradictioﬁ'between their Careér aséirationé and the number of cﬁildren

they want -- as long as it is their wife who stays home and takes care of the kids.

To be continued ., ..

Itlw0ula be'neithér necessary nor appropriate to end.this report.with a_cén—‘
ciuding discussion ér summary -- UNnecessary because the . theoretical and'methodo—
logical analysis has been stafed at great length; inappropriafe-because the data
pregented are from what is very much Work-iﬁ.progress. In place of a summary or
conciusioﬁ,_tﬁen? we offer a parable, |

Suppose that.your doorbell réng and you oﬁehed"the.doofito-find a vefy pleasant,
well—dressed and respectable-léoking man standing there. You émile inquiringly at
. the m§n (he doesn't look like a salesman or F.B,I. agent) and.ask ﬁhat-ybu can do'
for him. He replies that, on the cbntrary,Ahe wants to do éomething for you. e
still.doesn?t ioék_like a salesmaﬁ,_so you walt, still smiling, to hear what he has
fo éay. He has a very simple prOposal._ He wants to come and visit your hOuse.evérf
daﬁ'for a few hours (particﬁlarly.in the day—fime while YOﬁ aré working and on week-

end mornings when you want to sleep late) and tell stories to your children. He
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has no ulterlor motlve he Just 11kes to tell stories to chlldren (ﬁaybe, just
occaclonally, he will tell them ‘about some ‘toy they might Ilike to have or same
new cereal they would like to eat),-and he would love to baby51t for your child-"
ren and'kéep'theﬁ happily ente#tained while you ére busy or when youlwant.to get |

away from the kids.

It is really a very simple, tempting offer. What would you do?
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- Table 1

TV Viewing by Grade by Sex

6th 7th 8th- Total

TV VIEWING

Low | 16% 297 17% (20%)
Medium - K0 4h 59 (487)
High o 43 27 28" ()

N2 (67) (45) (59) (17D)

~~~~~~~ GIRLS -~ - =~ e TQTAL=mmm - mmmmm
--»GRADE~5+e—--n-' - ~-GRADEz==s- - - ;

6th 7th 8th Tétéi 6th 7th S8th Total . ()
15% 8% 187 (13%) 167 17% 18% . (17%) % 56)
L9 39 48 (45%) s G 56 (477 156)
36 _53 36 (hamy 4D 42 28% (1D '5123)
(59) (61) (44) (164)  (126)(106)(103) (335) -

* Association significant at p é:.05 :

*% Association significant at p < .01

- For these and the following tables, TV Viewing is hours reported'watching TV_on_an average day:-

1 All associations reported in these and the following tables are gamma levels:

Low -+ 2 hours or less; medium -- 2% to 5% hours; high -- 6 hours or more.

o€ .



Tabie 2

TV Viewing by Parental Education and Employmenf Status by Sex

< e BOYS-mmmmmmmmn e GIRLS~~=mwmmman mommm—iaa TOTAL=~- === mim e
__PARENTAL _____ _ ___PARENTAL ____ __PARENTAL __._
EDUCATION - EDUCATION EDUCATION
Bofh ‘Neither : Botﬁ Neither : Both 'Neitﬁer _ )
_ : College College Total College College Total =~ College College Total {N)
TV VIEWING & s - , o |
Low 3 : 307 16% (20%) 26%, 10% - (13%) 287 13%  (17%  ( 36)
Medium : 50 46 (487) 46 39 (45%) . 48 42 (477 (156)
High | 20 38 (32%) 28 SUMF (4% 24 a5%* . (377)  (123)
' NT (500 (8D (171) (39) (80) (164) (89)  (161) = (335)
-------- BOYS~mrmrmmrmmn  mmemmen=@QIRLG-rwmenmnn.  mmemeeeeeoTOTALwmmmn s
.-PARENTAL _.. . .  ._PARENTAL" ... -  __PARENTAL ...
EMPLOYMENT : EMPLOYMENT EMPLOYMENT
Father  Both. Father Both : Father  Both- :
S . . Only  Parents Total ‘Only =~ Parents Total Only Parents Total )
TV VIEWING - : ' ' . R g
“Low | 19% - 19%  (19%) 16% 13%  (13%)  17% 16%  (17%) ( 56)
Medium -~ 49 - 49 (49%) 40 47 (£5%) 45 48 (47%)  (156)
High 32 32 (32%) 44 41 (42%) - 38 37 (3T (123)
o | N= (8L - (75) - (182)  (70) (86) -~ (162) (151)  (161) . (324)

€



'_Téﬁie_3

v Viewing by Educationai Desires and Expectations bj Sex

~~~~~~~~ BOYS - =~ ==~~~ o= —=GIRLS -~~~ cmmammr e POTAL = = e mm
__EDUCATIONAL =~ - EDUCATIONAL _ __EDUCATIONAL _
DESIRES = . ~ - DESTRES DESTRES
e — i i |—| o
o (@] o @} Q &)
< : (=] o) ] o] o
o~ : o s £ Rl s}
o o &) Q @ [ o] ar o
5} foha} mo- )] &0 ) w el m
. @ o - <
o — o Ka) i o S — "c:
ot] — @ of = o o] =t < .
- o] ¥ . ol [o) = ot I b ; .
s = ©  Total M ~ © . Total A ~ ©  Total ()
TV VIEWING . _ | |
Low 9% 26% 327 (20%) 6% 15%  23%  (13%) 7% 20%  29%  (17%) ( 56)
Medium 47 49 54 (48%) 40 51 31 . (45%) 46 50 46 (47 (156)
High s 25 18 (3 56 36 a6 (a2my 49 30 267 (377 (123)
' N=  (34) (72) (22) (128)  (35) (80) (13) (128)  (69)(152) (35) (256)
-------- BOYS -~ mem= e muee=~GIRLS -~ -~~~ mmmmmmmmanm 2TOTAL - ==~ = m = mmm
__EDUCATIONAL __EDUCATIONAL . __EDUCATIONAL _
EXPECTATIONS " TEXPECTATTONS EXPECTATIONS
"t — i | — - r
o] Qo c @) Q Q
o] @] o} Q Q . Q
< = Kot A o <=
o ] (4] Q Q@ o 8] @ 4]
L] al [3] [%5] ab & &0 [os] o
1] . ) @
= — b} = =l o = i o .
[sl3] Lo o L0 Lo o o Lol . ®
o o ™ - o R . o RN L R
| =2 9 rotal =9 % Total =9 @ mopal (N)
TV VIEWING - . ' : ' _ '
Low o 187 23% 427 (20%) 77 18% 22% (13%) 11%  20% 46% (17%) ( 56)
Medium o k252 47 (48%) AL 46 56 (45%) 43 48 31 (47%) (136)
 Eigh . 39 26 17 (329 5036 23%%(am) 45 50 14FF(3TR)  (123)
L . Nz

=0 (33) (62) (19) (114) (46) (66) (9 (121) = (79)(128) (28) (235)

4%



Table 4

_ Associstions! Between Educational Desires and Expectations
and Occupational and Marital Expectations, by Sex

BOYS ' GIRLS
AGE AT BEGINNING FULL-TIME WORK
‘Educational Desires | : +, 58%% : +.36’H<
: (N=128) (Nz128)
Educaticnal Expectations, ' +. 435 +, 25
T (N=114) (N:121)
" AGE AT MARRIAGE

Educational Desires . +.37%* _ #.17
: : (N=128) (N=128)

Educational Expectations +.367% +.13
' (N<114) {(N=121)

1 Gamma levels.

*% p &, 0L

33
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. Table 5
Associations Between Age They [xpect to Begin Working Full-Time and

~ Television Viewing, by Sex, Parental Education, Parental Employment,
.Desiring and Expecting to Complete College

‘BOYS . GgIRLS . TOTAL

w171y - (Eledy (§=335) -
PARENTAL EDUCATION |
. Both College (N=86) : ~.32% ' YAl
Neither College.(Nﬁ151) : .13 "_ ~.25K
PARENTAL EMPLOYMENT
Father Only Workihg (N=144) .18 B T
Both Parents Working (1:153) .-.18?’c . 4.20*
DESIRE COLLEGE (N=152) : +.00 | -.34
. BXPECT COLLEGE (N=128)  4.08 B 1
‘ ' ' B % Sk ' ok
TOTAL ] a4 31 -0

* p £.05

*% p .01



35

Table 6

Assoclations Between Age They Expect to Marry and
Televisxon Viewing, by Sex, Parental Education, Parental Employment

BOYS CIRLS - TOTAL

(N=171Yy - (Nizlbd) ~ 4N=335)
PARENTAT, EDUCATION '
'Both College (N&86) o au30" - 34T
Neither College (Nz151) -.16 | 16
PARENTAL EMPLOYMENT
Father Only Working (Ns144) . =-.10 e
Both Parents Working (N:=153) T ' ~. 11
‘ ' ' o *x L % . Fek
TOTAL . - 26 | -.21 | -2

* p&.05

%k pg .0l
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" Table 7

Associations Between Expecting to B& Heppy If They (Or Their Wife).
Were a Full-time Mother at Age 30 and Television Viewing,
by Sex, Parental Education, Parental Employment

'BOYS -  GIRLS TOTAL
(N=171) (N=164) (N=335)
PARENTAL EDUCATION _
Both College (Nz86) -.08 RS N
Neither College (N=151) +, 19% . .02
PARENTAL, EMPLOYMENT
Father Only Working (N=144) +.08 . +.63°%
Both Parents Working (Nz153) _ +.09 - 4.03
ek L Hk




' Table 8
Associations Between Expecting to Be Happy If They Have Four

Children at Age 30 ‘and Television Viewing, by Sex,
Parental Education, Parental Employment

. BOYS GIRLS © TOTAL

(N2163) | (Nz154) (N=317)"
' PARENTAL EDUCATION
o ' Kk . S %
" Both College (W:83) ey _ +.54 *
. Neither College (N=152) +.00 . +.27%
. PARENTAL EMPLOYMENT |
Father Only Working (N=144) -. 03" _ .25
Both Parents Working (N:152) .. 05 .37
. TOTAL T -.03 ' +.3257% +.15%%

* p&.05

*% peg .01




