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Television is on in the average hoﬁe over 6 hours a day. It presents
a window to a world in which the typical viewer lives.and learns moré thﬁn
30 hours a.week. A third of that viewing occurs from 8:00 to 11:00 p.m.

During those hours, children and adults of all ages—-about 90 million
each_night~—gather-at the sef._ Thaf time is called p:ime"time.

Aﬁotﬁer vieﬁing time offSpecial significance.is weekend daytime (8:00 a.m.
to 2:00 p.m.), the children's.héurs. Although actually onlﬁlabout 12 percent
of the vieﬁing time of chiidran unde; 7 is spént watching weekend dayﬁime chil—‘
dren's programs,-i; is_a time when the audiance.is composed mostly of child?gg;
the industrf call§ it the "kidvid ghetto." iherefore it is the ‘best example
of a worid.television creatés specifically for cﬁildren.

B In ﬁhis repdrt we present an_analysis of (1) the charécters creéted to

_ popﬁlate ;hé Wprlds of p:ime'time and wéekend daytime network television drama,*-
and. (2) somé viewer conceptions ass;ciatéd with exposure to telévisian. The
report is based on 10 vears of monitoring 1,365 programs, analyzing 16,888
charactefs, and conduttiﬁg sﬁrveys of child and adult viewers. |

Of all of televisionfé:nessages, fhe most pervasive and telling méy be

the message of casting. We shall report ten-year averages and trends in the

*This analysis updates and extends certain parts of previous studies we con-
ducted for the United States Commission on Civil Rights. For a full report
and methodology see Window Dressing on the Set: Women and Minorities on
Television. A Report of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Washington,
D.C., August 1977; and Window Dressing on the Set: An Update. A eport of
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Washington, D.C., January 1979.




representation of women and miﬁorities (nonwhites,'Hispanics, young and

ald ?eople), some findings on role characteristics and occupationms, and a
measure of violence as demonstration of power. Finally, we shall note some
assoclations between telévisian exposure and viewer conceptions of social
reélity.

It is imﬁortant to keep in mind that we look at aggregate systems of_
messages. We do net focus on individual programs, networks, or productions.
What we report does not reflect what an individual seés but what large com~
k munities absorb over long periods of time. It is somewhat like £lying over
one's own neighborhood; the territory is real but the patterns are‘differént
and are seen in a broader context.

These ﬁatterns are not the creation of éiugle individuals ot groups..
They are the creation of a system of broadcastlng and of story—telling with
deeo hlstorlcal, cultural and commerc;al roots. It is a system which allows
vaery few deyrees of freedom. But within those few degrees, the creative workers
and the executives of the industry can act-hprovided they have the information
upon witich to act. The purpose of this report'is to continue to provide anﬁ

to amplify that information.

Methodologz

The research we are reporting is part ofra multi-faceted project |
entitled Culfural Indicators. This désign consists of two interrelated
procedurés: (1) Message Sjstem Anaglysig——the periodic contént analysis of
primeﬂtiﬁe and weekend-daytime network televisiop dramatic programming and
(2) Cultivation Analysis—*detérmining conceptions of social reality televi-

: %
sion viewing tends to cultivate in different groups of viewers. This

.*A full description of the methodology employed in this research can be found
in George Gerbmer, Larry Gross, Marilyn Jackson-Beeck, Suzanne Jeffries-Fox,
and Nancy Slgnorlelll, "Cultural Indicators: Violence Profile No. 9,"
Journal of Communication, Summer 1978.




research has Seen in progress since 1968. Different phéses of the research
and of its presentation have been supported by a Natiomal Commission éh the
Cause and Prevention of Violence, the Surgeon General's Scientific Advisory
Committee on Television and Social Behavior, the National Institute of ﬁental
Health, the White House Office of Telecommunications Policy, thé American
Médical.Association, the Admiﬁistration on Aging (HEW), and the Screen
"Actors Guild. _.

The programs included in our sample are those aired from 1969 through
1978 during one week of prime-time (8 - 11 p.m. EST) and weekend-daytime
(8 a.m. to 2 p.m Saturday and Sunday) programming'iﬁ the fall of each year,
plus spring samplés in 1975 and 1976. Thé sample programs were videotaped,
suﬁjected tp.the message analysis, and archived. A 6-year sample (1970-1976)
was suﬁjected to special analygis to determine the ethnié background of the
characters.*

Messagé System data are generated b'y .pa:j.rs. of_ highly traiine;d observers -
_Who'ﬁake detailed objective records about different ASpects of program con-
tent. Tﬁis report focuses uﬁon alllspeaking characters and major cﬁaracteréQ
those who portray leading roles,_.ﬁramatic orograms include television
plays, movies on television, anﬁ cartoons. with a-fictional stofy line. .

) The data were subjected to an exhaustive reliability analysis éo as
to insure that the observations reflect the propérties of the material
under investigation rather than instrument ambiguity or observer bias.
Only tﬁoSe content items meeting acceptable levéls of reliability were

includéd in the analyses.

*A part of that analysis appears in Mauricio Gerson Eidelman, "'Television,
Latin Portrayal and Spanish Speaking Philadelphians' Acculturation Process.”
M.A. Thesis, The Annenberg School of Communications, University of Pennsyl-
vania, Philadelphia, 1978.



Cultivation Analysis is that part of our research which investigates
the contributions of television viewing to people's conceptions of s&cial
reality. It consists of surveys conducted as ﬁart of this research and secondary
analysis of other surveys of adult and child sémples. In all of these,
patterns of respomses to relevant questidns are compared so as to isclate
the differences between heavier and lighter viewers of television,'controlﬁ

ling for other major differences between the two groups.

The World of Television Drama

Information c&nveyed by drama and fiction differs from information con#eyed
by b;tS/OE fact, but plays an equally sigﬁificant function. Factual description
such as news constructs a selective image of what things a:é. Drama and
fiction demonstrate the invisible'connections ﬁhat show How thingé work and
why. | |

That.storyQtelling process is essential to human socialization, the
introduction to and cultiﬁatiﬁn.of.concgpts of rqies and values. Television
is the central and universal story-teller in our.éeciéty. Ité dramatic pro-~
gramming presents a transluceﬁt and coﬁpelling world of times, places, social
"types, sﬁrivings, powers, and fate; The world cf television drama is a highly
stguctured, relatively stable, and compelling ritual, used nonselectively by
most viewars. Our task is mofe to diagnose than to judge it, but we réport
our findings in terms of general standards of equity, fairness, and justice.

_Tﬂe world of television drama is also a highly éontrolled assembly-line _'
product governed by a relétively few formulas. Its people do not live or &ié
but are creaﬁed of destroyed to tell a story. The message of all stories
emerges frbm aggregate_patterns of casting, chafacterization, and fate.

Reles are created in direct relation to usefulmess in the world of

television. The most numerous are those for whom the world of television has



“more use--more jobs, adventure, sex, power, and other opportunities and life
chances. These values are distributed as most resources are distributed:
according to status and power. Dominant social groups tend to be over-

represented and over-endowed not only absolutely but even in relation to

their numbers in the real population. Minorities are defined by having less

than their proportionate share of values and resources. In the world
of television drama this means less usefulness and fewer opportunities.
Underrepreseotation means restricted scope of action, stereotyped roles,
&iminiohed life chances, and undervaluation ranging from relati?e neglect
to symoolic annihilation.
.. We do not wish to imply that faithful proportional representation of -
raalioy is necessarily fair or just. Artistic and dramatic fﬁnctions require
i selection, amplifioation, and inveﬁtion, all of whioh may deviaoe from'what
the census reports or what inoependent expérienca reflects. Reality provides
a standard by which the nature and extent of the deviations can be measured.
The important question io-not'so much whether tﬁere are-deviations-as what
kind and with what oonsequenoés for thinking, action, and policy. Some ofo
these consequences may bé inferred from thé associations with.conceptions of
sex and age rolés! we présent at ﬁhe end of our report.

Representation of Women and Mincrities

Television drama oresents a world in which:

% Men outnumber women 3 to 1.

'iiBlacks and Hispanics are underreoresented. '

*.Most majority types get proportionately mofe leading roles than
minority types. |

* Weekend daytime children's programming both conooals and exagger-
ates the inequities reflected in prime time.

These basic facts fundamentally constiain every aspect of life and

action in the symbolic world of television.



Figure 1 shows the percentage of men and women in the U.S. census
and the corresponding percentages of all speaking characteré and majér
(leading) characters in prime time network television.dramaf It is clear
that men are greatly overrepresented and women are underrepresented. The
imbalance is even more glaring in wéekend children's prégréms. |

The Representation Iﬁdex.is a single measure of over apd underrepre=
sentation. We will use that Index im subsequent illustrations of out
findings. The.Representation Index is a ratio of thé_percentége of TV
reﬁreseg;ation to the actual popuiation perceﬁtage;'ﬁnltiplied-by.lOO.'
'Thefefore, it can be seen as a pércentage of over ahd underrépreseﬁtation
with the criterion level being 100 perbent. For example, as Figure 1 shdws,'

all male characters are 73 percent of thg'total television prime time
population, ﬁut 49 percent of thé total U.S. population. The 73 percent is
1.49“timés of the 49 percent, giving a Représentation Index §f 149. This
can-be-intérpreted to show that prime time males.represénﬁ 149 pér;ent of
che éctual s male popuiatibn, an overrapresentation éf 49 percént,

Figure 2 shows the differences.in representation by sex; based
ron the percentages of Figure 1. (The actual freqﬁencies, more preéise
.petﬁentages, énd the Represeﬁtaticn Index for sex and race can be seen in
Téﬂie 1 in the Appén&ix.) The Representation Index by sex shows the
extent of ﬁale overrepresentation and female under:epreséntation, and
the greatér imbalance between the tﬁo in wegkéﬁd daytime childrén's pro-
grams. Among leading charécte?s created specificéliy for children, males
outnumber females 5.4 to.l compafed to.a similar prime time ratio of 2.3.
Children get the message in double doses.

Let us now look at representation by race, shown on Figure 3. The
differences between white and nonwhite representatiop are reducéd by greater

differences between men and women and the réduced numbef of characters for



Census
) TV Alt Characters s
TV Major Characters  muss

1;o~_'._ - ' o - Figuret

Percent
_ o _
|

|

e - . %f?éigzg%g i e
Males . Femaies Females
PRIME TIME WEEKEND DAYTIME {CHILDREN’S)

Males and Females in us and
TV Dramatic Populatuon




Percent

10— : | ' Flgure 2 ' Femglz m
180 — . C ‘ .
170 —

|

Ali Characters - ‘(')f Characters All Characters Major Characters
PHRIME TIME WEEKEND DAYTIME (CHILDREN’S)

Representatlon Index by Sex

i




‘§ - 100
90— &
80— Rl
gt 7
70___ i |
60__ i
.50"“"" } i,
0. q
30 4
20 :
10__
o ___11 | ==
All Characters Maijor Characters
PmME TIME

Represeniatlon Index by

White ey

Figure 3 e =

All Characters . Major Characters

54

WEEKEND DAYTIME (CHILDREN’S)




10

whom reliazble racial identifications can bde made, especiélly in children's
cartoons. Nevertheless, it'is clear that nonwhites are underrepresented in
television drama; that nonwhites get proportionatel& fewer leading roles;
and that identifiable nonwhites in weekend daytime programs éuffer even
greater underrepresentation than in prime time.

A clearer picture of.the coﬁbined effects of sex and race upon
representation in the world of television emerges from Figure 4. in
.descending ordér of'represeﬁtation are white males, nonwhite males,
white females and nonwhite females. Gender as a more homogenéous category
is cléarly more inflﬁential than a white-nonwhite racial classification.

The latter, as we shall see, hides contraéting specific racial representa-
tion ratios.: |

.At any rate; the distance $etweeﬁ white'male.overrepresentation and
nonwhite female underrepresentation increases with major and tﬁén childrénis -
program roles. The ratio between the white male and nonwhite female indiées
for éll prime time charécté:s is 3.5, for prime time major_cﬁarac;ers 4.6 and
for weekend daytime major characters 7.0. .

A more specific indication 6f ethnic minority represeﬁtation can be -
found in Figure 5. These data come froﬁ a special 6-year study of minority _.
Eépresentation conducted By Maﬁriéio_Gerson Eidelman froﬁ Cultural Indicators
archives for 1970 through 1976. The findings reveal that Ofientals have beeé
‘ overrepresented relative to tﬁeiﬁ percentage of the population, and tha; |
American indian characters_in_prime time television dfama matchéd their share-
qf_the'population; élthough nbt_in 1eadipg roles. On the othgr Hand, Blacks
and Hispénicé have been.underrepresented in both prime time and children's
weekend daytime ﬁrogramming, and, curiously enough, Indiags have been virtu-
 a1ly absent ffqm'children's programs. (Frequencies and percentages of min-

ority characters for the six years can be found in Tablq 2 in the Appéndix.
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The Representation Index was calculated on the basis of Census figu;as in

the Stotistical Abstracts of the United States, 1973, Tables No.-32 and-40.)
Trends in the'pcrcentage of women, nonwhites, Blacks, Hisoahics, cnd

Orientals in pfime time can be seen on Figures 6, 7, and 8. (For actual

frequencies and more precise percentages see Tables 3 and & in the_Appendix.)

These findings show that:

* White female leads increased their proportlon in the past three

years. |

* Nonwhlte minor characters mostly Blacks, 1ncreased 'slightly their

share of the Prime Time population through 1977, but dropped in 1978.

* The proportion of Hispanics and Orientals increased through the

mid=70's but dropped after that time.

Flgure 6 shows trends in the percents of wooen and nonwhites. The _
proportion of leadlng women characters has been rlslng from ltS lowest point
in 1975-76 (25 percent) to its highest point_in_l978_(37 percent of all prime
time characteré.) However; totzal female representation has changed litrle,
if at all, since 1969. Furthefmore, the increase in the-percentage of female
leads has been nmostly white; there was no cor*espond1n5 increase in the percent
of nonwhlte female leads.

There has been a slow, slight, and halting increase in the percect of
511 nonwhite characters thﬁpugh 1977 ‘and a drop in 1978. The increase has
been limited, on the whole, to.minor chafacters; Major nonwhite characters.
fluctuated betﬁeen‘é»and 13 percent of_the prime time'population; in 1978,
they accounted for 5_percent. Nonwhite female leads ranged between 1 and 4
percent of the prime.time pooulation; in‘1978, they were 1 percent.

Figures 7 and 8 illustrate trends in the percents of Blacks, Hispanios,
 aod Orientals for the 6-year period 1970-76. They show that the slow and

-slight increase in the proportion of minor nonwhites-is'largely due to the
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rise in the percent of Blacks éince 1971, at least until'reéently. ﬁajor
Hispanie and Oriental characters became visible in the early 1970's. on
the whole, there has been a slight rise in Hispaniec and Oriental-fepresenta—
tion Fhrough the mid-?ﬂ's and a decline sincgrthep through 1976,

rAvailaBle data on_womeﬁ and minorities in weekend daytime children's
programming (not included) reflects the same trends buﬁ cannot be considered
réliable on an annual basis because of thé small nuﬁber of characters in the

minority categories.

Role Characteristics

) Selected role characteristics of major white and nonwhite characters
ir prime time are compared on Figure 9. (See Tables 5, 6,.ahd 7 in the
Appendix.) These depict differences in marital, romantic, and other family

' and success of the roles

relationships, and ig therseriousness,'"éqodness;'
enacted. o _ - |
Marriage, roﬁanée,_aﬁd faﬁily aré wqmen's coﬁcerns in.the_world of
television. Such tﬁpecasting indiéates not only a concentration of wﬁmen's
roles in tﬁesé areas but also a festriction of opﬁortunities. The:portrayal_
of iaﬁily lifé_as important to the role,.valuéd though it is in real life,
- limits a disprqportionate number of minority characters to situétion comedies
and other drama of limited action scope.

This is also reflected in thé limired cpportunitiéé of women and
nonWhités té play sgrious roles. However, even though women and most
minority types are déprived §f adeqﬁate representation an& rest:icted in

. their scope of activities, they are not presented as evil or inept. 1In
fact, they haQe more than their share of positive characterizations and
less than‘their share of failure. Benigﬁ roles, limited but agreeablé f;te,

and, as we shall see later, diminished powers are the favored role character-

istics_of_woﬁen and minorities on prime time television.
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Thg world of work in television drama overrepresents professionals

(especially ﬁedical and legal) and of course police and criminals, buﬁ under-
fepresents clerical, séles, andrblue-collar workers. {(See Table 8 in the
Appéndiﬁ.) ﬁomen and mihorities sharé (aﬁd at times even extend) both over
and underrepresentation, with but one major reversal. The largest real-life
profeésional oqcupatioﬁ for women is that of teacher., According to the 1970
census, 64 percent of teachers are women and 36 percent are ﬁen. Ot prime

time, however, 59 percent of teachers are men and only 41 percent are women,

Children and Older Persons As Minorities

We are thought to be a "youth culture " In fact, we underrepresent

and in many ways devalue children and adolescents, as well as old people.

Alép, we treat age on television as a resource.to be distributéd.as other .
resources are distributed. |

On Figure 10 (Table 9 in the Appendix)_we see.ﬁﬁe-groés underrepresenta-
tion ofrboth young aﬁd.old.people in the world of ﬁrime.time.' The middle- |
years bulge-does not. exist in the real-life poéuiatibn gurve‘but is similar

to the profile of consumer income by age. Only'27 percent of the real popu-

" lation but more than half of the prime time population. is between 25 and 43.

Characters under 19 number one-third of the real populétion but make
up'only one-tenth of the fiction&l population. Characters over 65 comprise
11 percent of the real population but make up 2.2 percent of the fictiomal
population. |

| Weekend~daytime television is different in tha; the mid-teens number
.ﬁore.than their share. But children's viewing time neglecfs older people
even more than prime time. Only 1.4 of all weekend daytime characters are.
65.or older. |

' Thé percent of men and women in each age group wifhin their respective

genders is shown on Figure 11. The age distfibution of females,compared to

that of males, favors young girls and women under 30, While women.are most
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concéntrated, with a third of .their total numbers, in the 25 to 34 age
bracket, men are the most cénceptrated, also with almost one-third of théir
- numbers, in the 35 to 44 age bracket. The character population is structured
'to'p:ovide-a relative abundance of youngér'women for older men, but no.such
abundancg of younger men for older women. Men age slower and enjoy life
lbnger.._Teievision perpetuates an inequitable--if conventional--pattern.
The disproportionate ﬁse of young women to play oppositéiolder men

means that women on television "age” faster than men. Figure 12 presents
coﬁparisons betweén.chronological.age énd'social age.categories. It shows
-that already in their teens, a largef perceﬁtage (38 percent) of female
prime time major characters is assignéd to the older social énd dramatic
age'éategéry'of young adults than males of the same age (30 pérceg;).
'In their twenties, only 26 percent of the men but -33 pércent of the wémen
will be cast as settled adults (the rest are of course youﬁg.adultsj.
Amoﬁg'charactefs froﬁ 55 through 64,-only-22 percént of the men but 33 per-
'cént of the women will_be east as old. Amoné characters 65 and over, 28
.pefcenﬁ of the men will still play settled adult roles with romantic possi-
bilities éﬁd 72 percent will be cast as old but 90 percent of women.of the
séme chfoﬁolﬁgical age will be.cast as old.

’ . The distribution of agé roles by_face,'as wall as by gender, shows
tﬁ; value_sttuctuie'of the.syﬁbolic world. Figufe 13 (Tables 11 and 12
in the Appendix) compares the age distributions of white and nonwhite
ﬁen and women in prime ﬁime; It shows both populations bulge in the
.middle,_but ﬁhile white men dominate the age of draﬁatic'authority between
35 and 45, nonwhite ﬁen (as all women).are concentréted between 25 and 35.
Nonwhite men agé as women do, not as white men do._ Uﬁlike older white men,
older nonwﬁite men have a §ery hard time finding younger women of any race.

Age as a resource cuts two ways for race as well as for gender.
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Television presents a rather gloomy picture of aging. Older pérsons
.-are practically invisiblae. Elderly women are élso quite likely to be hurt
or killed-and to fail. Elderly characters are more likely to bg cast as comic
characters, to be treate& with disrespect and to be ﬁortrayed ;s stubbofn,

. *
eccentric and foolish.

Violence and Power

Dominated as it is by males and masculine values; much of - the wnrl& éf

- prime time révolves around questions of power. Who can get away with what
againsﬁ whom? How secure are different social typeS'wﬁen confrﬁnted with
conflict and danger? What hierarchies of risk and vulnera.bilir.y”def:’..ne‘.so—.‘
cial'relatiéns? In other words, how power works in society.

The simplest and chedpest dramatic demonstration of power 1is an.
overt expregsion of physical fofce compelling action against one's wili.
on pain of being.hurt or killed, or actually hurting or killing. That

- is our definition of violence. .

Violence rules the symbolic world of teievision ig that it oceurs at an
aﬁerage lé*year rate of S_violent incidents per hour in prime time and 18
perfhouf in weekena daytiﬁe children's programming--a triple dose.

Violence as a demnnstration'of powar can be measursd by relating
the“percent of viblenﬁs to the percent of victims within each social group.
That ratic shows the chances of men and women, blacks and whites,'young.énd
ol4d, étc., to come out on top instead of the bottom. Converseiy, it shows
-the_risks of each group to end up.as victims.instead of victors.

. Overall, 56 percent of all prime time characters and 80 percent of

.

*For'details of these and other age-related findings see George Gerbmer,:
Larry Gross, and Nancy Signorielli, 'Aging With Television." The Annenberg
"School of Communications, University of Pennsylvania, 1979. :
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‘all weekend daytime characters are involved in violence. But involvement
and its outcome—--as all othér values and resources-—are not equally distri-
buted.
Combining prime time and daytime ;haracters, we find that victimization
rates define a social hierarchy of risks and vulnerabilities. For every
10 characters who commit vieolence within each of the following groups,
the average number of victims
for white men is ...............‘12
for nonwhite men is .vevvvnvesas 13
for lower class women isli.j.... 17
for young women is ...;;......Q. 18
for.nonwhite WOMen 8 +...eon... 18
for old wonen iS sievvercacersie 33
If and when involved in violence,:wémen and minoritiés,'and especially
.young aﬁarold as well as minori;y women characters, are more ﬁulnerable thau_
their majority counterparts. Our research report;, ciﬁed above,'suggest that
a_héightened senge of dénger, insecﬁrity, and mistrust, or what we call the
"mean world" s&ndréme, is reflected iﬁ the responses‘of ﬁeavy viewers of
television, This brings ué to the consequences of viewiﬁg, aﬁd eépecially

those most relevant to women and minorities.

The-Lessons of Telgvision:_Sexism, Agism
Cultivation Analysis is the study of what.is usually called effects or
 impact. Thé effeqts of a-pervasiﬁe mé&ium_are subtle, complek and mingle
with other influences. The éoﬁcept of causation, borrowed frum;simplef
experimentai‘studies in the physical and biolegical sciences, is not fuliy
applicable to the steady flow of images and messages that ﬁakes.up much of

the stable symbolic structure of contemporary popular culture.



Cultivation Analysis begins with the patﬁerns found in thé "world".
of television drama. The message system composing that world presenis a
coherent image of life and soéiety. How is this image reflected im the
assumptions and values held by its audiences? How are the "lessons” of
symbolic.behavior presented in fictional forms applied to conceptions aﬁou:
real 1ife? The evidence we can report at this time déals with the.cultiva—
tion of sex role and age—reiéted sterasotyping.

These days nearly everyoﬁe "lives" to some extent in the world of
telévisioﬁ, so that the problem of studying television's effects is a diffi-
éulﬁ'oné!'.Without control groups of non~viewers,'it is hard to isolate.
te;eviéion's impact. Experiments do not solve the éroblem, for they are
not comparable to people's d;y—to—day viewing of televisién, Our approach
reflecﬁs the hypothesis that heavier viewers of television—-those expoéed
t§ a greater extent than lighter viewers to its meééagés?—arg more likelf
ﬁq understand spcialhreality iﬁ terms of the "facts' they see én television.
To investiéate thiéfidea we partition the population aﬁd our samples
a&cording to'television expoéure; By. contrasting light and heavy viewers,
the contrlbutlon television makes to people’s conceptlon of social reality
.can be examiped. |

Adul; Viewers and Sexism

The relationship between television viewing and conceptions of
sex roles was examined* for respondents to the 1975, 1977, and 1978
NORC General SOClal Surveys by compiling four sex1sm—related items

into'an index.

Nancy Signorielli, "Television's Contribution to Sex: Role Socialization."
Paper presented at the Seventh Annual Telecommunications Policy Research
Conference, Skytop, Pennsylvania, April 1979
e

We would lika to thank the Wational Opinion Research €enter, University
of Chicago, for sharing the 1975, 1977, and 1978 General Social Surveys.
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- The analysis (Table 13) -of the sexism index among adults .z'evealed.that
there is a positive felationship ﬁetween television viewing and respénéing
that women should' stay home, that é woman shOuld not.work 1f her husband
can support her, that men are better suited emotionally for polities, and
;hat.people would not ﬁo#e for a qualified woman nominated for Presideﬁt by
their party. T?is relationship is positive and statistically significant
fér most groups of viewers except non-whites. Among nonwhites, who score
quite high on.the sexism scale,'heavy viewing tends to rgduﬁe sexism.
| Televiéion viewing thus seems to cultivate a certain level of sexist
orientation. ?dr those groupé who are‘generally 1gss séxist, such as most
.foung respondénts,.and especially those respondents who have been to col}ege,
célevision viewing cultivates a more sexist view of the world. TFor the
groups who are initially'mofe'sexist, televiéion viewing may be a some-
what enlightening expe;ience. .For-the méjo:ity of gfoups in our sociétj,
television viewing may serve to pérpetuate traditional sex roles.

‘Adult Viewérs.and Aging

Using data”® from the National Council on Aging's '"Myth and Reality
.of_Aging" surveyrconduéted by Louis Harris and Associates. in 1974, we
constructed an index from responses to.statements asserting that the number
-of.older §e0ple,'the_health of'dlder péople; and the longevity of older
people are declining. These statements réflect a generalized belief, con-
trary teo reality, that old people rep;ese;t a2 diminishing father thaﬁ growing
segménﬁ of American soéiety. |

' We found that there is a significant positive relationship between

amount of television viewing and scores on this index. Tables 14 and 15

* K - .
George Gerbner, Larry Gross and Nancy Signorielli. "Aging With Television."

The Annenberg School of Communicatioms, University of Pennsylvania, 1979.
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show that the relatipnship is not reduéed'by controls fo? education,.'
income, sex or age, and thaf it is much stronger for younger people.i

Thus, even with important demographic variables held constant,
heavy viewers are more fikely'to believe that old people are disappearing.
The more time one spends watching television, the mo;e one thinks that:
there arerfewer older people around, énd that those who are may be dying
sooner. And, finally, yoﬁnger viewers who were already born into a television
world are even more imbued with ifs depiction of people and less likely to

express'an indepeﬁdent view of reality.
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TABLE 1

Representation of Males and Females in the U.S. and
. Television Prime-Time and Weekend-Daytime Dramatic Population

{1969-1978)
TV Prime~Time: TV Prime-Time:
U.S. Census All Characters Major Characters
¥ 2 N 2 Index* = N %  Index!l
Total Population 218,548 100.0 11,754 100.0 | .2,349 100.0
Males - ' 106,502 43.7 8,542 72.7 149.3 1,673 - 71.2 146.2
Females . 112,046 51.3 3,164 26.9 52.4 674  28.7 55.9
. Whites 188,894 86.4 10,222 87.0 100.7 2,092 89.1 103.1
Non-Whites . 29,654 13.6 1,384 11.8 86.8 231 9.8 72,1
White Males 92,324 -42.2 7,431 63.2 149.8° 1,480 63.0. 149.3
Non~White Males 14,177 6.5 1,034 8.8 135,45 - 176 7.5 115.4
White Females 96,570 44.2 2,786 23.7 53.6 612 26.1 59.0
Non-White Females 15,477 7.1 - 348 3.0 42.3 55 2.3 - 32.4
TV Weekend Daytime: 7 TV Weekend Daytime:
All Characters Major Characters
! . %2 Index N % Index
Total Population _ 4,934 100.0 - 1,370 100.0
Males - | : 3,728 75.6 155.2 - 1,110 81.0 166.3
Whites = | | 3,165 64.1 74.2 797  58.2  67.4
Non-Whites . 440 8.9 65.4 102 7.4  354.4
White Males o 2,436 49.4 117.1 625 45.6 108.1
Non-White Males 352 7.1 109.2 84 6.1 - 93.8
White Females ) _ - 727 14,7 33.3 172 12.6 28.%6
Non-White Females _ 70 1.4 19.7 15 1.1 15.5

lThe Representation Index is a ratio of the percent of characters to the corresponding
percent of the U.S. population (second column, top part} multiplied by 100. Thus,

it can be seen as a percentage of over or underrepresentation, with a base of 100
percent. For example, all male TV chdracters are 149.3 percent of their share of

the U.S. population (overrepresented by 49.3 percent), while all female TV characters
are only 52.4 percent of their share of the U.S. population (underrepresented by
47.6. percent)



Representation of Whites, Blacks, Hispanics, Orientals

TABLE 2

and American Indians by Sex in Prime-Time and
Weekend Daytime Television Drama

All Programs

(1970-1976)

Prime-Time Programs

Weekend-Daytime Programs

All Major . All - Major ‘All Major

Characters Characters Characters - Characters Characters Characters

N & TN % A ] N & T8N % 8N %

All Characters ~ 11080 100.0 2321 100.0 - B475 100.0 1709 100.0 2605 100.0 612 100.0
Male 8243 74.4 1724 74,3 6236 73.6 1242 72.7 2007 77.0 482 78.8

" Female = " 2837  25.6 597 - 25.7 2239 26.4 467  27.3 598 23.0 130 21.2

. White 9626 86.9 2063 88.9 7292  86.0 1495 87.5 2334 89.6 568 92.8
Male 7122 64.3 1515 65.3 53457 63.3 1073  67.8 1777 68.2 442 72,2
Female - 2504  22.6 548 23,6 1947 23.0 422 24,7 557 21.4 126  20.6

. Black - | 860 7.8 173 1.5 . 691 8.2 145 8.5 169 6.5 28 4.6
- Male 663 6.0 136 5.9 512 - 6.0 111 6.5 15 5.8 25 4,1
Female _ 197 1.8 37 1.6 179 2.1 34 2.0 18 0.7 3 0.5
Hisbanic 272 2.5 48 - 2.1 - 245 2.9 43 2.5 27 1.0 5 0.8

- Male 210 1.9 * 40 1.7 187 2.2 36 2.1 - 23 0.9 4 0.7
Female 62 0.6 8 0.3 - 58 6.7 1 0.4 4 0.2 1 0.2
Oriental 1283 2.6 33 1.4 - 213 2,5 22 1.3 70 2.7 11 1.8
" Male 213 1.9 29 1.2 162 1.9 18 1.1 ' 51 2.0 11 1.8
"Female 70 0.6 4 0.2 51 0.6 4 0.2 19 - 0.7 0 0.0
Indian | C 39 0.4 4 0.2 3% 0.4 4 0.2 5 0.2 0 0.0
Male 3 . 0.3 4 0.2 30 0.4 4 0.2 5 0.2 . 0 0.0
0.0 0 0.0 4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Female _ 4



All Characterxrs

Males
Females

Whites
Males

Females
Non-Whites

Males

Females

Major Charactexs

Trends in Representation by Race and Sex

Major Charactera in Prime-
(1969-1978) -

for all Characters and

TABLE 3

Time Prama

Males
Females

Whites
Males
Females

Non-Whites
Males
Femalea

| - 1974-" 1975-" - ALl
1969 1976 1971 1972 1973 }975 1976 1976 19717 1978 Years
N ¥ L] ¥ ¥ N % N % N ¥ 2 8 % ¥ L]
901 B83 954 938 891 100.0 1855 100,0 2071 984 100.0 1121 160.,0 1156 100.0 11?54 100.0
658 644 - 706 688 658 73.8 1389 74,9 1486 713 72.5 174 69.0 ° B32 8542 72.1
242 226 251 248 227 25.5 464 25.0 512 27Tt 21,5 340 30.3 . 323 3164 26,9
838 782 450 812 759 85.2 1587 B5.6 1791 _. B76 89.0 937 83.6 990 10222 87.0
611 580 619 589 539 62.7 1191 64.2 1294 631 64.1 641 57.2 716 7431 63.2
227 202. 230 221 ° 200 22,4 395 -~ 21.3 497 255 24.% 296  26.4 213 2786 23,7
60 81 93 123 109 12,2 250 13.5 250 99 10:1 166 14.8 153 1384 11.8
47 61 1) ©97. 89 10.0 184 9.9 176 5 1.6 124 11.1% 105 1034 8.8
13 19 17 26 20 2.2 66 3.6 74 24 2.4 41 3.7 48 348 3.0
2;8 132 169 217 214 100,0 395 100.0 431 172 100.0 230 109,0 191 2349 100.0
151 a8 124 152 1560 70,1 ‘290 73.4 324 75.2 120 69.8 144 68,6 120 1673 71.2
<67 34 44 65 64 29.9 105 26.6 107 24.8 52 30,2 65 131.0 n 674 28.7
202 116 161 190 - 189 88.3 341 86.3 - 314 86.8 158 91.9 180 85.7 181 2092 89,1
139 88 . 118 127 127 59.3 253 64,1 283 65.7 107 62.2 125 59.5 113 1480 63.0
63 28 43 63 62 29,0° 88 22,3 91 21.1 51 29,17 55  26.2 68 612 26.1
14 15 . 7 26 20 9.3 51 12,9 50 11.6 14 8.1 25 11.9 9 231 9.8
12 10 6 24 19 8,9 35 8.9 34 7.9 . 13 7.6 16 7.6 -1 176 1.5
2 5 i 2 1 0.5 16 4.1 3.7 1 0.6 9 4.3 2 355 2.3

X ' :
These flgures are based upon 2 one-week samples, one broadcast in the

16

spring and one in the fall.



TABLE 4
Trends in Representation of Whites, Blacks, Hispanics, Orjentals, and American Iadians

- by Sex 1a Prime-Time
(1970-1976)

All Characters : -_Major Characters

. 1974~  1975- - ' . 1973~ 1975-
1970 1971 1972 1973 19758 19768 1976 Total 1970 1971 1972 1973 19755 19768 -1976  Fotal
r Tz LA | 3 i X r Tz 4 1 i T 3 Z X
All Characters ~ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 108.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 . 300.0 = 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male L A 13T 736 16,7 14,9 72.0 72.5 . 73.6 . 14.8 73.8  69.9  69.9 73.1 74.8 69.4 72.1
Female © 25,6 26.3 . 26.4 25.3  25.1 28.0 - 27.5 26.4 25.2 26,2 - 30,1 30.1 26.3 25.2 6.6  27.3
White 88.8 89.3. 86,8 B85.9  82.4 85.9 87.1 86.0 . 89,3 94,6 88,0 B7.6 83.9 85.8  90.6 a7.5
Male 65.8  65.3 . 63.1 63.2 61.8 62.0 62.9 63.1 67.2 69.00 59.3 58.4 61.9 64.6 60.6 62.8
Female 23,0 24,0 23.7 22.7 20.5 23.9 24,2 23.0 22.1 25.6 28,7 29,2 22.0 21.2 0.0 24.7
niack 6.8 6.3 5.0 8.8 8.8 9,9 8.8 8.2 10.7 3.0 6.9 7.7 10.0 10.6 6.5 8.5
Male 5.0 5.2 4.2 1.0 6.2 6.9 6.6 6.0 7.6 3,0 6.0 1.7 6.9 7.1 5.9 6.5
Female 1.8 1.2 - 0.9 1.7 2,6 3.0 |, 2.1 2.1 3.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 3.1 3.5 0.6 2.0
Hispanic 2.5 1.8 5.8 2,0 3.8 2,2 2.2 2.9 0.0 1.2 3.2 3.3 3.3 2.4 2.4 2.5
Male 1.9 1.3 4.4 1.5 3.0 1.6 1.6 2.2 0.0 1.2 2.8 2.9 2.6 1.9 2.4 2.1
Female 6.6 0.5 1.4 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.4
Oriental 1.4 2,0 . L3 2.8 4,5 1.9 1.6 2.5 a0 - 1.2 1.4 1.0 2,6 0,9 0.6 1.3
. Male o 1.2 1.4 1.8 2.4 3.4 1.4 1.1 1.9 9.0 0.6 1.4 0.5 2.0 0.9 0.6 1.1
_Female 0.2 0.6 B.4 0.3 1.1 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.0 0.6 . 0,0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2
Indian 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0,5 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.2
Male .06 0.6 0.1 0.5 A 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.¢ 0,2
0-0 . 010 0.0 0.1 ) 0.1 0-0 011 ocﬂ 0-0 0-0 0:0 ) 0.0 0.0 0|0 0.0 000

Female



TABLE 5

Marital, Rowsntlc and Family Relatlonships
of White and Non-White Major Characters in Prime~Time Programas

Non-White . All

. __White
Al} - _Male Female All Male - Female AllL Hale Female
L z N x N x Nox N 8 2 L] x | X Ll z
Marital Status* ] i . : ; .

Total - 2092 100.0 1480 100.0 612 100.0 231 100.0 176 100,0 55 100.0 2349 100.0 1673 100.0 674 100,0
Cannot Code 413 19.7 359 24,3 54 8.8 41 12.7 32 18.2 9 16.4 472 20.1 403 24.1 67 9.9
Not Married 950 45.4 - 666 45.0 284 46.4 107 46.3 91 5.7 16 129.% 1063 45.2 761 45.5 302 44.8
Married 729  34.8 455 30.7 274 44,8 83 135.9 33 30.1 30 54.5 8l4  34.7 509 30.5 305 45.2

Romantic Involvementt

Total ) 1042 160.0 738 100.0 304 100.0 120 100.0 85 100.0 35 100.0 1175 100.0 833 100,0 341 100.0
Cannot Code 19 1.8 12 1.6 7 2.3 2 1.7 2 2.4 0 0.0 21 1.8 14 1.7 7 2.1
Not Involved 622 59.7 479 64.9 143 47,0 72 60.0 ‘54 63,5 18 51.4 707 60,2 543 65.2 163 47.8
Involved 401 38.5 247 33.5 154 50.7 46 38.3 29 73&._1 17 48.6 447 38.0 276 33.1 171 50.1

Importance of
Family Lifet .

Total 1042 100.0 .738 100.0 304 100.0 120 100.0 85 100.0 35 100.0 1175 160.0 833 100.0 341 100.0
Cannot Code 486 46,6 380 51,5 106 34.9 39 32.5 33 38.8 6  17.1 537 45.7 422 50.1 114 334
Important 451 43.3 274 37.1 177 58.2 17 64,2 52 61.2 25 71.4 529 45.0 327 39.3 202 59.1
-Not Important 105 10.1 84 11.4 21 6.9 4 3.3 0 0.0 4 11.4 109 9.3 84 10.1 25 7.3

" *1969-1978
+1973.1978



TABLE &

cémic and Serlous Roles of White and Non-Whiteé Major Cliaracters
' : {1969-1978) : '

. C ALl Programs ) Prime-Time Programs ) Weekend-Daytime Programs

All Characters Males Females " All_Characters Males Females All Characters Malesg Females

N Z __N z- N -2 N. 3 ¥ X N X R % N % R Z

All Characters : 3719 100.0 2783 100.0 #81 100.0 - 2349 100.0 1673 100.08 674 100.0 1370 100.6 111¢ 100.0 207 100.90

Comic _ 853 22.9 638 22.9 183 20.8 327 13.9 208 12.4 118 17.5 526 38.4 - 430 38,7 65 31.4

_Mixed 896 24.1 644 23.1 235 26.7 486 20.7 313 18.7 173 25.7 410 29.9 331 29.8 62 30.0
Serious 197G 53.0 1501 53.9 463 52.6 -~ - 1536 65.4 - 1152 68.9 383 56.8° 434 317 349 31.4 80 38.6
White Characters 2889 100.4. 2105 100.0 = 784 100.0 2092 100,0 1480 100.0 612 100.0 797 100.0 625 100.0 172 100.0
Comiec . 510 17.7 IS 16,4 165 21.0 276 13.2 166 . 11.2 1o 18.0 23 29.4 179 28.6 35 32.0
Mixed 653 22,6 450 21.4 203 25.9 425 20,3 277 18.7 148 24,2 228 28.6 173 27.7 55 32,0
Serious 1726 59.7 1310 62.2 16 53.1 . 1391 66.5 1037 704 354 57.8 333 42,0 273 43.7 62 36.0
Non-White Characters 333 100.0 260 100,0 70 100.0 231 100.0 176 100.0 55 100.0- - 162 100.0 84 100.0 15 100.0
Comic 72 21i.6 64 24.6 B 11.4 42 18.2 5 19.9 7 12,7 30 29.4 29 34,5 1 6.7
Hixed 96 28.8 . 66 25.4- 27 38.6° 59 25.3 35 19.9 26 43.6 37 36.3 31 36.9 3 20.0
73.3

"Serioua ' 165 49,5 130 50.0 35 50.0 - 130 56.3 106 60.2 24 43.6 35 34.3 24 28.6 11



TABLE 7

“Goodnesn" and Success of'ﬂhtte and. Non-White Charactars
v . . in Prime~Time Programs
‘ (1969-1978)

White _ ' _ o o Nnn—white  : All Characters

Al Male Female All Male - _. Female Al _ Male Female
¥ f & % ® ¥ W ¥ ¥ x T® % § £ "8 % § X
All characters - 10222 100.0 . 7431 100.0 2786 100.0 1386 100.0 1034 100,0 348 100.0 11754 100.0 8542 100.0 3164 100.0
Type B ) o ) . .
Cannot Code (1540) 15.1 (1121) 15.1 (416) 14.9 (161) 11.6 - (117) 11,3 (44) 12.6 (1732) 14.7  (1252) 14.7 (469) 14.8
Good Guy (3693). 36,1  (2546) 34.3 (1146) 41.1 C . (607) 43.9 (441) 42.6 (164) 47,1 (4362) 37.1  (3017) 35.3 (1324) 4i.8
Mixed E (3862) 37.8 (2775) 37.3 (1087) 39.0 (480) 34,7 (350) 33.8 (130) 37.4 (4374) 37.2  (3144) 36.8 (1220) 38.6
Bad Guy (1127) 11,0 (989) 13.3° {(137) 4.9 {(136) 9.8 (126) 12,2 (10) 2.9 {(1286) 10.9 (1129) 13.2 (151) 4.8
Success : : _ ‘ ‘ - '
Cannot Code (2089) 20.4 (1496) 0.)L (590) 21,2 (244) 17.6 (182) 17.6 (62) 17.8 . (2371) 20.2° (1697) 19.9  (660) 20.9
Success Clear . (2442) 23,9 - (1753) 3.6 = (689) 24.7 . (352) 25.4 {271) 26.2 {80) 23.0 ©{2833) 24,1 (2047) 24.0  (7719) .6
Mixed ' (3990) 39.0 (2811} 137.8 (1179) 42.3 (587) 42.4 (412) 39.8 (174) 50,0 ' (4626) 139.4 (3250) 38.0 (1359) 43.0
_ Failure ~(1701) - 16.6  {(1371) 18.4 (328) 11,8 {201) 14.5 (169) 14,3 - .(32) 9.2 {1924) 16.4 (1548) 18.1 (366) 11.6
Major Characters ~ 2092 100.0 1480 100.0 612 100.0 231 100.0 176 100.0 55 100.0 2349 100.8 1673 100.0 674 100.0
e . ) .
Cannot Code (1) 0.0 () 0.0 )y 6.2 ( "6.0 . (0) 0.0 0y 6.0 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (1) o0
Good Guy (1198) 57.3 (832) 56.2 (356) 59.8 (146) 63.2 (108) 61.4 (38) 69.1 (1362) 58.0 (952) 56.9 (410) 60.8
Mixed {617) 29.5 (415) 28.0 (202) 33.0 (73) 31p.6 (58) 33.6 (15) 27.3 (696) 29.6 (477) 28.5 (217) 32.2
Bad Guy . (276} 13.2 {233) 15.7 43y 1.0 (12) 5.2 (18) 5.7 (2) 3.6 (298) 12.3 (244) 14.6 {46) 6.8
* Succeads ' _ ' ' . _ .

.. Cannot Code (3 0.1 - (2) 0.1 1) 0.2 {0) 0.0 0) 0.0 (0) . 0,0 H 0.1 {2} 0.1 (1) .0.1
Success Clear  (B02) 38.3 (572). 38.6 (230) 37.6 (B&4) - 36.4 ~ (B4) 36.4  (20) 36.4 (898) 38.2 - (642) 38.4 (255) 37.8
Mixed {913) 43.6 (616) 41,6 (297) 48,5 (126) 54.5 (94) 53.4 ° (32) 58.2 (1051) 44.7 (720) 43.0 (330) 49.0

13.7 (21) 9.1 (18) . 10,2 5.5 (397) 16.9 (309) 18.5 (88) 13.1

Failure . 314y 11.9 (290 19.6 (84) &)}



TABLE 8

Representation Indexl for Selected Occupations

All People . __Males i Females - White Kon-Hhite

. . Veekend- L Weekend~- Heekend- . Weekend~ . Weekend-
U.§. Prime Time Daytime U.§, Prime Time _Daytime .8, Prime Time Daytime V.5 Prime Time Daytime U.§ Prime T{me Daytime

X 2 Index % Index X % Index X Index X I Index 2 Index Xz 2 Index X Index 1 X Index I, Index

Unemployed 5.8 1.4 24 5,8 100 5.0 1.2 2% 4.9 98 1.00 1.9 27 9.0 129 5.00 1.3 26 6,0 120 11.90 1.9 16 4,7 1
White Collar . 49,260 M1 69 29.8 . 60 42.09 33,8 B0 .4 A 60,90 34.9 51 231 k1) 51.80 35.1 68 30,4 59 26,82 26,9 93 29.7 103
Professional 14,57 20.2 139 19.7 135 14.12 20,8 147 20,3 144 15.31 18,5 121 17.2 112 15.24 211 138 19.8 130 9.18 13.3 145 21.9 239
Poctors © .35 3.0 B57 0.5 143 0.52 3,2 750 0.6 115 08 0.6 750 0.0 0 .17 a3l 96 - 0.5 16 0.22 2.6 1182 0.8 364
Other Doctors® 4 0.4 286 0.2 143 0.23 0.5 217 0.3 130 01 0.1 1000 0.0 o 0.16 0.4 250 0.2 125 0.05 0.0 0 o.¢ 0
Nursesd 1,06 1.5 142 6.3 28 0.064 .001 2 0.D. 0 2,71 - 5.3 201 1.4 57 - 1.08 1.5 139 0.3 18 0.92 1.6 174 0.0 0
Lavyers 33 1.6 &85 0.1 30 0.51 2.9 392 0.1 19 . .04 0.5 1250 0.6 4] 0.36 1.8 500 0.1 28 0,06 0.5 8313 0.0 L]
Judges i 02 0.5 2500 0.1 500 0.02 0.6 3000 0.1 500 .002 0.2 10000 0.3 15000 0.02 6.6 3000 0.1 500 0.004 0.1 2500 0.0 0
Teachers 4.10 1.0 2 1.3 32 2,37 0.8 3, 0.8 34 6.990 1.5 22 3.1 43 4.22 1.1 26 1.1 26 3.15 0.2 6 4,7 149
Scieatista 1.8 0.6 32 33 11 2.91 0.6 21 38 13 .20 0.5 2500 1.4 700 .03 0.5 25 3.3 163 ¢.60 0.7 117 3.9 6350
Managers 9.8 9.0 91 7.8 79. 13.64 10.7* 78 8.6 63 3,79 4.6 116 4.8 127 18.712 9.0 84 8.1 76 3.17 2.0 284 7.0 22t
Clerical 17.80 4.0 22 1.4 8 7.54 1,5 20 1.3 17 34,44 11,3 33 1.7 3 18.27 4.1 2 1.5 8 14.00 3.8 27 0.0 [
. Sales 7.0 0.9 13 11.1 16 6.79 1.0 15 1.3 19 1.31° 0.6 8 0.0 0. 1.57 0.9 1z 1.1 15 2,46 0.7 28 0.8 33
Blue Collar* 49.67 9.9 20 15.3 2] 56.43 10,3 18 12.3 22 JA8.71 8.8 23 7.6 20 . 411 4. 20 11.6 25 70.28 12.9 18 12.5 18
Crafts 13.87 2.7 19 2.5 19 211 1.4 16 - 3,2 15 1.79 0.8 45 0.3 17 l4.44 2.9 20 2.7 19 9.25 1.7 18 2,3 125
Service 11.93 6.1 51 3.5 46 - 6.73 5.5 82 5.5 82 20,35 7.8 i8 5.6 8 10.15 5.7 5 5.6 55 26.24 9.0 ¥ 1.0 27
Laborers 5.96 1.1 15 3.2 54 8.65 1.5 17 36 42 1.60 0.2 12 1.7 106 ©5.25 1.0 19 3.3 63 -~ 11.69 2.1 18 31 27
Law Enforcement . .94 16.2 1723 7,2 766 1.45 20.9 1441 8.6 593 “ 0,11 2.8 2545 1.7 1545 0.96 16.3 1698 7.7 802 0.75 15.7 2093 2.3 o7
Folice : ©.45 12,8 2844 5.8 1289 .70 16.6 2371 6.8 971 040 1.9 4750 1.4 3500 Q.47 12.5 2660 6.3 1340 .28 14.5 5119 0.8 286
Private Eye 02 1,2 6000 0.3 1500 .03 1.4 4667 0.4 1331 1 0.5 5000 0.0 ¢ 0.02 1.3 6500 0.& 2000 0.02 0.2 1000 0.0 O

lThe Representation Index ia a ratio of the percent of charactera to the correaponding percent of the U,§. population
muleiplied by 100. Thus, it can be seen as a percentage of over or underrepresentation, with a base of 100 percent.
For example, all TV characters who are professionala are 139 percent of thelr share of the U.8. working populatien
(overrepresented by 39 percent), while all TV characters who are in white collar occupution- are only 69 percent of
thelr share of the V.8, papulat!on {underrepresented by k11 percent)

*Dontiats, Veterinariana, Podiatrista.

*Does not include Law Enforcement.



TABLE 9

Age Distribution of U.S. Population Estimates*
(July 1, 1978)

U.S. Population - Total (In thousands, except percent)

. All People _ Male Female
N*& - i+ N#*# 7+ N#* %k
Total = 218,548 100.0 106,502 ° 100.0 - 112,046 100.0
Q- 4 Yrs. - 15,361 7.0 7,855 7.4 7,507 6.7
- 5= 9 _-f 16,885 . 7.7 8,617 8.1 - - 8,268 7.4
10-14 - 18,577 8.5 9,473 8.9 9,105 3.1
15-19 . 21,057 - 9.6 © 10,695 10.0 10,362 - 9.2
20=-24 C 20,451 9.4 10,291 9.7 10,150 9.1
25-29 o -18,n41 8.2 3,983 8.4 9,058 8.1
30-34 - 15,895 7.3 7,879 N 8,016 7.2
© . 35-39 13,065 6.0 6,390 "~ 6.0 - 6,675 6.0
40-44 11,319 5.2 . 5,519 5.2 5,800 5.2
45=49 - 11,359 5.2 5,540 5.2 5,819 5.2
50-54 _ 11,825 5.4 5,699 5.4 6,126 5.5
5559 - 11,236 5.1 - 5,364 5.0 5,872 5.2
" 60=-64 9,432 4.3 4,418 4.1 .5,014 4.5
6569 _ 3,57% 3.9 3,803 3.8 4,771 4.2
. 70=-74 ' : 6,359 2.9 2,684 2.5 . 3,675 3.3 .
75-79 : 4,168 1.9 1,628 - . 1.5 2,540 2.3
2.3 1,662 1.6 - 3,289 2.9

80 and older - 4,952

*Source of N's - U.S. Bureau of the Census Current Population Reports .
Population Estimates and Projections. Series P-25 #800 Washington,
D.C. April, 1979. :

*#%"Each figure in this report has been rounded independently to the nearest
thousand from figures computed to the last digit; hence, the sum of parts
. may differ from the totals shown." '

+Percentages are derived from the rounded figures.



TAHLE 0

Age Digtribution of the Prime-Time and Weekend-Daytime

All Characters

Dramacic Television Papulation
(1969- 1978}

PRIHEHTIME PROGRAMS

Majox characters

ainor Chqracters _

All Male Female All Male Female All Male Female
) % [ I ) 2 [} 1. % oy X ny =X (€] % (M) X
Total (11754) 100.0 (B542) 100.0 (3164) 100.0 {2349) 100.0_ {1673) 100.0 (674) 100.¢ {9405) 100.0 {6896} 100.0 (2490). 100.0
Cannot Code (249) 2.} {155) 1.8 (53 1.7 (52) 2.2 (36) 2.2 (14 2.1 (197) 2.1 (119) 1.7 (39) 1.6
Under 5 Yrs. (22 0.2 {11y 6.1 8y 0.3 (o) 0.0 (0) o.0 (M 0.0 {22) 0.2 (11) 8.2 8) 0.3
5--9 {170) 1.4 (107) L.3 {63y 2.0 (20} 0.9 {(14) 0.8 6) 0.9 {150) 1.6 (93 L.} 51 2.3
10-14 (372) 3.2 {235) 2.8 (137) 4.3 {71y 3.0 (48) 2.9 (23) 3.4 (301) 3.2 (187 2.7 (114) 4.6
15-19 {537} 4.6 (326) 1.8 {211) 6.7 {105) - 4.5 (66) 3.9 (39) 5.8 (432) 4.6 (260) 1.8 (172) 6.9
20-24 (835) 7.1 (410) 4.8 (424) 13.4 (1B6) . 7.9 {8%) 5.1 (101) 15.0 (649) 6.9 (325) 4.7 (323) 13.0
25-29 (1521) 12.9 (904) 10.6 (615) 19.4 (320) 13.6 (190) 11.4 (130) 19,3 (1201) 12.8 {(114) 10.4% (485) 19.5
16-34 (1546) 13,2 (1140) 13.3 (405) 12.8 {320) 13.6 (224) 13.4 {(96) 14.2 {1226) 13.0 (916) 13.3 (309 12.4
35-39 (1789) 15.2 €1410) 16.5 {379) 12.0 (388) 16.5 (277 16.6 (111) 16.5 {1401) 14.9 (1133) 16.4 (268) 10.8
40-44 (1482) 12.6 {(1227) 4.4 (255) 8.1 (258) 11.4 (228) 13.6 (46} 5.9 {1214y 12.9 {999) 14.5 (215) 8.6
45~49 (1292) 11.0 (1076) 12.6 (216) 6.8 (256) 10,9 {210} 12,6 (46) 6.8 (1036) 11.0 {866) 12.6 {170} 6.8
50-54 {907) 1.7 (756) 8.9 - (151) 4.8 (149) 6.3 {(118) 7.0 31y 4.6 (758) 8.1 {638) 9.3 (120) 4.8
55-59 . (469) 4.0 “{368) . 4.3 (161y 3.2 {92) 3.9 (76) 4.5 (16) 2.4 377y 4.0 (292) 4.2 (85) 3.4
60-64 (301) 2.6 (238) 2.8 {63) 2.0 (76) 3.2 (65) 3.9 (1) 1.6 (225) 2.4 {173) 2.5 (52) 2.1
65-69 - {159 L.4 {103) 1.3 (50 1.6 (29) 1.2 - {23) 1.4 6 0,9 (130) 1.4 (86) 1.2 (44 1.8
70-74 . (75) 0.6 {54) 0.6 (21) - 0.7 {19 0.6 (i) 0.7 (3) 0.4 (6Q) 0.6 42) 0.6 {18) 0.7
15-719 an 0.1 (10) 0.1 n 0.2 (1) 0.0 (1) 0.1 ©{0) 0.0 (16) 0.2 () 0.1 A7) 0.3
80 and older {11y 0.1 (6 0.1 (5) 0.2 (. 0.0 {0) a.0 (1 0.1 (10) 0.1 (6) 0,1 4) 0.2
WEEKEND=-DAYTIME PROGRAMS
_ All Characters Majer Charactera Minor Characters
All Male Female All ~__Male Female All Male Female
() 4 (N Z () 3 (3] X (N) ] (N % . % (N) X (N) %

Total (4934) 100.0 {3728) 100.0 (902) 100.0 - (1310) 100.0 (1110) 100:6 (207) 100.0 (3564) .100.0 (2618) 100.0 {695) 100.0
Cannot Code (l466) 29.7 {1041) 27.9 (130) 4.4 -€521) 38,0 (440) 139.6 (32) 15.5 (945) 26.5 (601) 23.0 (98) 14.1
Under 5 Yrs, 10) 0.2 {4y 0.1 (3 0.3 {4) 0.3 (3 0.3 - (0) 0,0 (6) 0.2 (1) ©.0 (3) 0.4
5-9 (89) 1.8 {63 1.7 {25) 2.8 (22) 1.6 (20 1.8 () 1.0 67y 1.9 (43 1.6 (23) 3.3
10-14 (281) 5.7 (210) 5.6 {68) 1.5 - (87 6.4 66y 5,9 - (18) 8.7 (194) 5.4 (144) 5.5 50y 1.2
15-19 (643) 13.0 (396) 10.6 (245) 27,2 (213) 15,5 (i3e) 12,3 (1 31.2 (430) 12.1 (260) 9.9 - (168) 24.2
20~24 {206) 4.2 {131) 3.5 (75 8.3 (58) 4.2 -(43) 3.9 (15) 7.2 (148) 4.2 (88) 3.4 (60) 8.6
25-29 (215) 4.4 {151y 4.1 {64y 1.1 {(60) 4.4 (40} 3.6 20y 9.7 {155) 4.3 (111) 4.2 (44} 6.3
e-34 (302) 6.1 (248) 6.7 {34) 6.0 (56) 4.1 47y 4.2 (9 4.3 {246) 6.9 €201) 7.7 (45) 6.5
35-39 (448) 9.1 {395) 10.6 (53) 5.9 (83 6,1 (70) 6.3 {11) 6.3 (365) 10.2 €325) 12.4 (40) 5.8
40-44 {549) - 11.1 {491) 13.2 (58) 6.4 {111) 8.1 {105} 9.5 (6) 2.9 (438) 12.3 (386) 14.7 - (52) 1.5
45-49 {306) 6.2 214y 7.3 - €32) 3.5 (1) 5.1 (69) 6,2 {1y 08,5 {236) 6.6 (205 7.8 (31) 4.5
50-54 {170}y 3.4 (143) 3.8 (27) 3.0 (36) ~ 2.6 (32 2.9 {4) 1.9 (134 3.8 €111) 4.2 (23) 3.3
55-59 {92) 1.9 (68) 1.8 (24) 2.7 (14 1.0 (10} 0.9 (4) 1.9 (78 2.2 {58) 2.2 (20) 2.9
60~64 (85} 1.7 (711 1.9 (14 1l.e {22) 1.6 (19) - 1.7 (3) 1.4 {63) 1.8 (52) 2.0 (1) 1.6
65-69 (35) 0.7 (24) 0.6 {11y 1.2 {8) 0.6 {6) 0.5 {2 1.0 21y 0.8 (18) 0.7 (9 1.3
70-74 {26) 0.5 (12) 0.3 (14). 1l.e {4) 0.3 (3 0.3 (1) 0.5 (22) 0.6 (3) 0.3 (13) 1.9
75-19 : (9) 0.2 (5) 0.1 (4 0.4 (1) 0.1 (1) 0.1 -0y 0.0 (8 0,2 4y 0.2 (4) o.6
80 and older 2) 0.0 (1) 0.0 (1) 6.1 () 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0)y 0.0 (2) 0,1 (1} 0.9 {1y o0.1



TABLE 11

"Age Distribution of U.S, White and Non-White
Population Estimates® o
(luly 1, 1978)

White . Non-White (Black and Other Racea)
All L Male - Female All Male Female

N&* Yk LI Ykkk Nk Lkkk Nk - Lakk NAk Kk ke N&* Axkk

Total 188,894 100.0 92,324  100.0 96,570 . 100.0 - 29,654  100,0 14,177  100.0 15,477  100.0
Under § . 12,624 6.7 ‘ 6,470 7.0 6,154 6.4 2,737 §.2 1,385 9.8 1,352 8.7
5-9 : 13,951 7.4 7,139 1.7 6,811 7.1 2,915 9.9 1,478 10.4 1,457 9.4
10-14 15,473 8.2 7,916 8.6 - 7,563 7.8, 3,104 10.5 1,562 11.0 1,542 10.0
15-19 ) 17,749 9.4 9,834 9.8 8,715 9.0 3,308 11.2 1,661 11.7 1,647 10.6
20-24 : 17,432 9.2 8,827 9.6 8,605 8.9 3,009 10,1 1,464 10.3 1,545 10.0
25-29 15,570 8.2 7,831 8,5 1,737 8.0 2,471 8.3 1,150 8.1 1,321 8.5
30-34 13,869 7.3 6,948 “ 7.5 6,921 7.2 2,026 - 6.8 ‘931 6.6 1,095 7.1
35-39 11,422 6.0 5,641 6.1 5,775 6.0 1,643 5.5 793 5.6 899 5.8
Ch0-44 . 9,877 5.2 4,867 5.3 5,010 5.2 1,441 4.9 652 4.6 189 5.1
45-49 9,965 5.3 4,892 5.3 5,073 5.3 1,394 4,7 648 4.6 746 4.8
50-54 10,523 5.6 5,095 5.3 5,428 5.6 1,302 4.4 604 4.3 698 4.5
55-59 : 10,094 5.3 4,833 5.2 5,261 5.4 1,141 3.8 531 3.7 610 3.9
60-64 . 8,544 4.5 4,014 4.1 ‘4,531, 4.7 888 3.0 405 2.9 483 3.1
65~-69 7,649 4.0 3,390 3.7 4,251 4.4 926 3.1 405 - 2.9 520 3.4
10-74 5,814 1.1 2,540 2.6 3,374 3.5 . 546 1.8 244 1.7 301 1.9
75-719 3,840 2,0 1,484 1.6 2,356 2.4 328 1.1 144 1.0 184 1.2

2.4 1,493 1.6 3,006 '« 3.1 454 1,5 170 1.2 285 1.8 .

1 S 4,497



© TABLE }2

Age Distribution of the Prime-Time and Weekend-Daytime

Dramatic Television White and Non-White Population
(1969-1978)

All Characters in Weekend-Daytime Programs

‘White : Non-White

All . Male Female : ‘ All Male : Female

(R) E3 {N) 4 (N) z (M) T (N} X (N} z

Total - i (3,165) 100.0 2,436) 100.0 (727 100.0 {(440) 100.0 (352) 100.0 (70) 106l0
Cannot Code (141) 4.4 {111 T 4.6 {28) 3.9 (95) 21.6 (66) 18.8 {12) 17.1
Under 5 Yrs. (4) 0.1 (1) 0.0 (3) 0.4 {1y 0.2 (1) 0.3 (0) 0.0
5- ¢ {7) 2,2 (52) 2,1 - (19} 2.6 . (s 3.4 (9) 2.6 (5) 7.1
10-14 - {169} 5.3 (114) 4.7 5%y . 1.6 {103) 23.4 (90) 25.6 {1}) 18.6
15-19 {562) 17.8 (3135) 13.8 227 31.2 (64) 4.5 (50) 14,2 (14) 20.0
2024 . {184) 5.8 {117) 4.8 (67 - 9.2 (12) 2.7 (5) 1.4 7N 10,0
25-29 (186) 5.9 (126) 5.2 (60 - 8.3 (20) 4.5 {18) 5.1 (2) 2.8
30-34 (251) 7.9 (205) 8.4 (46) 6.3 (43) 9.8 (35) 9.9 {8) 11.4
35-39 . (414) 13.1 {364) 14.9 (50) 6.9 {29} 6.6 (27 7.7 (2) 2.9
40-44 (499) 15.8 {449) 18,4 . (50) 6.9 {35 8.0 {31) 8.8 (4) 5.7
45-49 N (286) 9.0 (256) = 18.5 - (30) 4.1 (12) 2,7 1) 3.1 (1) 1.4
50~54 (163) 5.2 (137 5,6 (26) 3.6 (3) 0.7 (2) 0.6 {1) 1.4
55-59 (90} 2.8 {66) 2.7 (24) 3.3 (2) 0.5 (2) 0.6 {0) 0.0
60~64 (79 2.5 (65) 2.1 (14) 1.9 (2) 0.5 () 0.6 (0) 0.0
6569 - {32) 1.0 (22) 0.9 (10) 1.4 (2) - 0.5 (2) 0.6 (0) 0.0
10-74 {24) 0.8 {11) 0.5 (13) ¢ 1.8 (2) 0.5 (1) 0.3 {1} 1.4
75-79 {9 0.3 (5) 0.2 (4) 0.6 0y . 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0
BO+ (48 0.0 {0} 0.0 () 0.1 {1)] 0.0 {0) 0.0 - (0) 0.0

All Characters in Prime-Time Programs
White - : ' Non-White
All Male Female : All Male Female
{N) % (N) z N) % : {N) ¥ L)) z (R) 3

Total (10,222) 100.0 {7,431) 100,0 (2,786) 100,0 A1, 384) 100.0 (1,034) 100.0 (348) 100.0
Cannot Code T (92) 0.9 {66) 0.9 (26) 0.9 - (24) - 1.7 (20) ‘1.9 (4) 1.1
Under 5 yra, (13) 0.1 (5) 0.1 - (6) 0.2 (7) 4.5 {6} 0.6 {Q) 0.0
5- 9 {135} 1.3 {84) . 1.1 (51) 1.8 {34) 2.5 (23) 2.2 (11) 3.2
"10-14 ' - (300) 2.9 {178} 2.4 S (122) 4.4 (71) 5.1 - - (56) 5.4 (15) 4.3
15~19 437 4.3 (252) 3.4 - (185) 6.6 (98) 7.1 (79 7.1 - (25) 1.2
20-24 (708} 6.9 (337 4,5 {371) 13.3 (127 9,2 (73) 7.1 (53) 15,2
25-29 : (1,282) i2.5 (73 9.9 (541) 19.4 (239 . 12.3 {165) 16.0 (74) 21.3
30-34 {1,304} 12.8 (948) 12.8 (355} 12.7 (241) 17.4 {141) i8.5 (50) 14.4
35-39 : : {1,592) 15.6 {1,245) 16.8 - (34 12.5 (194} 14.0 (163) 15.8 (31) 6.9
h0-44 (1,353) 13.2 (1,125) 15.1 (228) 8.2 (128) 9.2 (102) 9.9 (26) - 1.5
45-49 - o (1,199 11.7 (1,003) 13,5 (196) 7.0 91) - . 6.6 (72) 1.0 (19) 5.5
 50-54 (855) 8.4 (719} 9.7 (136) 4.9 (52) 3.8 oan 3.6 (15) - 4.3
55-59 : N (Y1) © 4.3 {354) 4.8 (90) 3.2 (25) 1.8 (14) 1.4 (11) 3.2
60-64 ‘ 271 2.7 (221) 1.0 (58) 2.1 (200 . . 1.4 (15) 1.5 (5) 1.4
65-69 (142) 1.4 {99} 1.3 {43) 1.5 in 1.2 (10} 1.0 142 2.0
70-74 (62) 0.6 (43) 0.6 {19) 0.7 - 13) 0.9 (11) 1.1 (2) 0.6
75-79 {14) 0.1 (N 0.1 n 0.3 1) 0.2 - {3) 0.3 (0) 0.9
. 80+ ; {11) G.1 (6) 0.1 9.2 {0 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0

(5)



Table 13

Percent who are High Scorers cm an Index of Sexisml

Teievi.ss___i.gr_;_yiewingz ch
Total Light Medium = Heavy (7. Heavy- Total
% _N . N R N _ & _N_ % Light) - gamma N
Qverall 41 (1838) 37 (403) 41 (846) &5 (589) + 3 0GR 4470
"~ eontrolling .for:
18 - 29 25 (293) 21 (52) 26 (119 29 (122) + 8 «15%% 1163
30 - 54 37 ( 726) 34 (183) 38 (3686) 40 (LIT) + & «00%* 1945
33 and over 60 ( 809) 58 (163) 60 (359) 62 (287 + 4 05 1343
Sex ’ . ' . ' «098 Lo
Male ‘ : 40 (792) 36 (191) 42 (391) 43  (210) +7 o 10%% 1965
Pemale ' {1»2 (l046) 39 (212) 41 (435) 45 (3T® + 6 «09¥k 2505
White 40 (1387) 35 (342) 40 (744) 45 (301) +10 . 4%k 0 3950
Other _ 48 ( 251) 62 ( 61y 50 (10Z) 40 ( 88) - =22 - 27%H 320
Edueation _ _ _ - = 0%
No College : 49 (151%) 52 (311) 49 (684) 48 (520) -4 =048 3068
Some College - 23 (314) 19 (8% 25 (159) 28 ( 66) +9 J16%% - 1386
Newspaper Reading ' ' ' . 11
Everyday _ &1 (1137) 34 (219 41 (347) 47 (37D +13 S i
- Somatimes 41 ( 700) 42 (184) 41 (299) &40 (217) -2 _ -.02 15695
Tncome ' ..04#
leas than $10,000 51 ( 832) 52 €171y 52 (347)Y 50 (31%) -2 -.03 1626 .
© 810,000 - 324,999 36 ( 715) 31 (157) 37 (362) 38 (196) + 7 .08% 1995
$25,000 and more - 24 (" 132) 21 {39} 24 (69) 32 (. 24) +11 - . o« 16% 544

}"Amang all mzjor and minor charactars coded betwaen 1969 and 1977, omly 19.4 percent of

female characters portrayed as marrisd were also employed; 80.6 percent of marzied
female characters were not employed {comparable figurss for mala characters: 358.8
percent of married male characters wera also working). In real life, 42.1 percent
of the women fn the U,S. population who wers married and living with their husbands
“'were also in the civilian labor fores; 52.9 percent were not in the labor force
{U.S. Dapt. of Labor, Bureau of laboy Statisties, B.eport No. 545, spring 1976).

z "Cn the avarage day, ‘about how many hours do you personmally watch l:elevision""

. Light: one hour or less
Mad{um: two to three Hours
Heavy: four hours or more

¥ Pirst-order partial gamma

* p £ .05 (tau)

o L .01 (taw)

. Bata 3ourca: NORC 1975, 1977 and 1978 General Social Surveys
Intervisw Date: February, March, April 1975, 1977 and 1978
Method: Persomal Interview
Question (MCP3YEAR): An index caleylated from respongses to four sexismerelated items:
. ' FEHOME , FEWORK FEPOL, and FEPRES.

2772



Table 14

Partial Correlations Between Amount of Viewing and
Various Images of Older People

Controlling for

. Overall Age Education Income Sex

There are fewer

older neople today = .10 | .11 .oj .09 .'_10' (all p< .001)
e Mtan, B L0 0% 0 G pe0n
today L |

Live alone sedey. .08 .08 .08 .07 .08 (all p<.00D)
.01&er people aré .05 .06 05 . -05-- .05 (a1l v<.01)

not sexually active

DATA SOQURCE: National Council on Aging, "Myth and Reality of Aging"
INTERVIEW DATE: Sprlng 1974 -



Table 15

Correlations Between Amount of Viewing and Various
Images of 0ld People, within Age=-Groups

Age-Group
Overall  Young  Middle 0ld
Older people are . lov** L20%** .05%% -.04
disappearing N
Older people are o .05** CJ19** . 02* - -,07*
worse off fimancially ' _
More older people = .08%F*  pqEEE 08%% .02
live alone today : -
Older people are - .os** .01 .09™* .04

not sexually active

- #p € L05
**p & 01
#serp & 001

DATA SOURCE: National Council on Aging, “Myﬁh and Reality of Aging"
INTERVIEW DATE: Spring 1974 . ' _





