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administration of structured questionnaires to the childres in 254
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"approximately 3-1/2 hours daily to television; (2) parental ‘
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morning programs listed on the questionnaires. Demographic analyses

of the data are also reported. (Author/CMV)
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. v ") < CHAPTER I - T s o
| . XX INTRODUCTION s - .
} Between the déf?,and-the day]ight;, Lo L R p
When the night .i5 beginning to lower ¢ -, IR S
Comes a pause_in the day's occupations., Lo T
That-is-knewn asi'the Children's Hour. . 7 . b

-

&

‘e

R ~° (Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, 1807-1g82)

Throughout thé\Eﬁﬁduct‘of this study, on occasion I have found myself °
remembering with some“nostalgia "The Children's Hour," written by that
~ great American poet of the nineteenth century. The poem, the first stanza
¢¢{0f which isgquoted above, and others crafted by Longfellow's pen:(e.g., "The
# Village Blacksmith," "The Psalm of Life," and "The Courtship of Miles
.. Standish") were required readings in the elementary school I attended many
years ago. B ST o o

) , " "The Children's Hour" suggested a rather idyllic image of the home ,
' ~during a period of the day in whi¢ch Some of the most joyful and meaningful-
'+ interaction apd play .occurred ¥mong children and their parents. Children
_'were :home fggﬁbschool. The father had returned from his labors. The
. geﬁen?ng meal, prepared by an affectionate, devdted wife and mother, had o
»” been consumed by an apprecfative family. The dishesywere washed and put §5~Q\\,
-" away, and there was a period for family conversation% rollicking, and, as
~ needed;, serious. parental counselling--a period which reluctantly was ter-
minated aggthe time came for children to turn.to théir studies, for the
father to read a book, newspaper, or the Bible, and for the méther to
"begin -the ‘daily’repair of holes in stockings and breeches. To a degree,
this stereotyped jmage of family 1ife #n earlder .years, with a daily al-* ~
lTocation of time to concerns and interests of childrem, has been recreated
in a.current ‘television series, "Little House on-the Frairte."

: - ' . : .
My nostalgia, of coursej is a vicarious one, as ‘I am not of Longfellow's
generation.. In my youth, tHe first of the electronic mass media had ayrived
in force, and my post-school, pre-homework -hours were devoted in considerable
part-to the exciting comedies ‘and dramas of ‘radio, often in the company
_of the rest of the family. ' SR

#  Self-indulgence in nostalgia and reminiscence, however, is not the -
P * purpose of, this introduction. I do wish to suggest very briefly and very
) . broadly that over the years--during the "golden days* of radio, and later _
* with the advent of television-and the increasing pervasiveness Qf that medium
“in  the home--there has, always been some attention given to the concept of ‘
“family time." For their part, in varying degrees, broadcasters appear to
~ have recognized the family listening/viewing concept in the scheduling of
“their programs, although never to the satisfaction of all concerned.
Elementary examples are found-in the scheduling of programs of purpﬂrtgd??

~ .

p.’.‘: . . , 1 ‘() ) ’ l . »( \ ' - .




“greater appeal "to children #n the 1ate afternoons and ear]y even1ngs :;d} R
arly -

_'broadcasters "is the period of the broadcast day when both adults and ch11dreng-u
are equally available. Consider, for example, the so-called "early fringé

:
i
]

on Saturday morn1ngs .On weekdays, the content of" programming jin the

afternoons and in the evenings after 8:00 P.M. genera]]y has been moré.,

"adult" in nature. ‘Such obvijous scheduling probably is, des1gned with at iy
least three purposes in mind: (1) to accommodateé children when.they are. Y
most available; (2) to provide mature programming §o“parents and bther 'ﬂ< :

.adults at times when_they are more available; and (3) for both groups,*tb
» ‘prov1de appropr1ate veh1c1es for the. advert1s1ng of products relﬂyant to;
.+ each.’ ) 14‘° ‘ T ;;-\,__, R .

What must have been and cont1nues to be someth1ng of a d11emma to

time" from 4:30 to 7:30 P.M. Z Monday through Friday. 1In 1976, the A.C.

.Nielsen Company estimated that the average'television household devoted
. approximately six and-one-half hours week]y to viewing dur1ng that per1od

(N1elsen, 1976 15).

But_broadcasters' and parents"cohcerns,_unhappi]y; are not Timited to
the early fringe pég1od It is clearly evident in many households that
children not only do not "march to their books" at the end of the early
fringe period, but, in fact, often cont1nue to view during the "prime’ time"
hours of 7:30 to 11:00 P.M.. The same Nielsen estimates revealed that

-children spend more hours viewing television dur1ng pr1me time than in any
other day/part, the averages ranging from about six to eight and one- -half .

hours per week, ,depending on the age group (N1elsen, 1976 17).

P

To .add to their woes, deserved]y or not, broadcasters have been, subJected
to increasing complaints that many television programs contain excessive,

" gratuitous, and explicit portrayals of violence, crime, and. sex which
allegedTy have caused or cou]d cause’ aggress1ve and ant1soc1a1 behav1or

of children.

- b . . * . ’ Y . /
In 1975, in response to mounting Jressures from governmental agenc1es

“and viewer interest groups, and as a "gelf- regu]at1ng measures" broadcasters .

incorporated in the Television Code of the National Association of Broad-
casters -(NAB) a two-year provision for programming for family v1ew1ng
Specifically, this concept called for de-emphasis on v101ence in programm1ng .
dur1ng the first half of the prime time block. For their part, the three \
major commercial networks undertook to prov1de programming appropriate for_ .
adults and children alike during the periods of 8:00-9: 00 P.M. on weekdayS\ a
and 7:00-9:00 P.M. on Sundays. -It should be noted that these so- -called
"family hours" started gnd ended one:hour earlier 1n the centrdl time zone.

7 L

During the first two weeks (September 8-21) of ‘the 1975-1976 season,
the size and composition of the television audience’ reflected minor changes
compared with estimates for' the same time period in the previous season.
C1t1ng the Nielsen "rat1ngs," Broadcasting magazine reported’ that adult -
viewing du%1ng the networks' 8:00-9:00 P.M. "family hour" declined six - '

~ per.cent. However, v1ew1ng by non-adults: increased four per cent. There

was a seven per cent Jump in the number of teenagers during the per1od
while a three per cent increase was noted for the two- to eleven-year olds.
PerhaPs more sigpificantly, a fourteen per cent 1ncr§as?_1n the number of

-
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teenagers' ‘'viewing was noted in pos fam11y hours from 9: OQ to 11 00 P.M.
(EST). (Broadcast1ng, October 6, 1975 24.), .

. Akso'in September 1975, two groups, the,U.S. Catholic Converence
_ +' (USCC) and Morality in Media (MIN), expressed their dissatisfaction with
ha the fam11y 'viewing concept to Richard E. Wiley, Chairman of the Federal

=€ommun1cat1ons Commission., . The latter replied that, while he ‘shared some

“of - the feelings.of the USCC and MIN, the no- cenSorsh1p provisions of the
Federal Communications Act -of 1934. prevented the FCC from. interfering .
with the programm1ng po]1c1es of the networks. Wiley further commented ‘"ff"

‘that- the fam1}y-v1ew1ng ‘plan™"is, if not a soTut1on to the'whole probtem,- &

" step din the r1gzt d1rect1on " (Broadcast1ng, September 22, 1975 25 26 )

. Early in the 1975 1976 season, talent un#ons .and producers 1nd1cated
their intent to seek a.court injunction against the continuance of the
"family hour" proVisions in the NAB code. The basis of their discontent - -
was that' the networks' programming allegedly constituted pr1or/censorsh1p
and tended to stifle the éreativity of writers, producers, and directors,

Broadcast1ng?rSeptember 29, 1975, 41: October 20,.1975, 42)

a In December, 1975 the vice presidents for programming of the three
major commercial networks discussed the "family hour" with the Ho]]ywood
Chapter of the Nat1ona1 "Academy of Arts and Sciences. Michael Eisner
(ABC) cons1dered it a "calculated risk," but emphasized that the family ~
hour "is not the children's hour," and that "parents have an equal res-
ponsibility to monitor the1r children's viewing after 9:00 P.M." - Steve
Mills (CBS) commented that "it's only a test." John McMahon (NBC) opined
that he was "sure it#S'here to stay" (Broadcasting, December 8, 1975 68).

-+ In the same month officials of.CBS reported that the_ 1nc1dents of
_violence broadcast in- programs in the fall season during pr1me time had
dropped on _all three networks, c ompared with figures for the previous:
_season. P%rcentage -wise, the decline:in the incidents of violence re-
portedly was’ th1rty-n1ne per cent, thirty-two percent, and twenty per .
cent for CB? -TV, NBC-TV3 and ABC- TV, respect1ve1y (Broadcasting, December

-~ 8, 1975, 68 o .

@

Howbver, Lee W1nfrey, feature wr1ter for Knight Pub11cat1ons, ‘took an
oppos1te view of the "track record" of the family hour during its inaugural
run in thé Fall season of 1975. Draw1ng on research by gr George Gerbner
of the University of Pennsy]van1a s Annenberg School of Communications,
Winfrey commented that the famn]y hour "has been a con game, just another _
public relations ploy intended ‘to convince the gullible that the networks
aEe‘cleaning up their, act." Winfrey further noted from Gerbner's findings

{ that the networkss while reducing the amount of.violence during the family
hour between 8:00 and 9:00. P.M., increased the amount during the later hours
- from 9: 00 to, 11:00 P.M.. According to Winfrey, Gerbner concluded: -

It 1s safe to say- that network policy seems to have responded in
narrow terms, when at all, to very spec1f1c pressure and on]y while
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the heat was ‘on. After nine years of 1n~est1gat1ons, hear1ugs and -’ .
~commissions. . . . 8 of every 10 ($r1me time) programs ‘still contain

some v101ence The averall:rate of¥ violent episodes, 5.6 per p]ay,'

isy If agytthg, the highest on record. (Lee W1nfrey, The W1ch1ta~ :
Eag]e an Beacon April 3, 1976 Section B, 10.) . , {, - T

AS

Am1d such\c1a1ms and counterc]a1msk.the controversy/and criticism
sw1r1ed unabated with respect to both the efficacy of the family hour concept
and the overall suitability of te]ev1s10n pro ramm1ng/for children. -The .

_ulbroadcasf*ng industry cont1nued its eﬁforts to find- mean1ngﬁu1 and -
. acceptable solutions, and sought add1t1ona1 1ns1ght -by comm1ss1on1ng and
-_subs1d1z1ng audignce research stud1es Ih1s 1s a report of onq such study.

=

v , . ' /
Origin, Rationale, and Obiectives of.this'Stbdy

ABC's solicitation of academic research. In January, 1976, the ABC
Television Network solicited research proposals from over 500 colleges .and
universities throughout’ the country.” The announced.objective of the
solicitation was to promote "original research projects that will offer new
1ns1ghts into the social and psychologicai effects of programmﬂhg content."
The Tetter of -solicitation identified ABC-TV's primary interest in "in-

%t1gat1ng the att1tudes, emotions, learning, behavior and perception of .

the television viewer, especially with regard to children." From the pro-
posals reteived, ABC-TV announced that it would select five and award
grants of $20,000 ‘for each. . The deadline for subm1ss1on of entries was

March 15, 1976

- This report is the end pboduct of a research proposal subm1tted by
Wichita State Unjversity.on March 11, 1976--a proposal which I developed, .
and for which I was des1gnated Proaect Director. The rat1od3]e and r§§earch

_quest1ons developed in the proposa] are reviewed in the next subsecti

After evaluating 327 proposa]s, on July 1, 1977, ABC TV notified the
University that it had been awarded a grant along w1th four other institutions »
of higher learning--Harvard Univepsity, “the University of Georg1a, the.

* University of=North Carolina, and the University of Pennsylvania. Eack of -

the research projects selected represented an independent investigation,

~i.e., there were no provisions for collaboration among the award recipients,
_nor are the projects componeqts of a coord1nafed program of research among

the five 1nst1tut1ons ) . ;) S

Rationale of the study. Wichita’ State University and I share w1t0 -

* ABC-TV. .an interest in the social significance of television, and for several

years prior to receipt of the research solicitation we have been aware-of _

- a widely expressed concern over the impact of television programming IR

content upon society, especially upon children. " Much of this concern stems

_from a poss1b1e causal  connection between television portraya]s of violence.

and ‘aggressive or antisocial behavior of young viewers. v )

N

e i
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“‘yearn for a resolution of these matters. Before the "case goes to the Jury,"'

e .
In 1969, under my superv1s1on J. A. Gorsky (M. Ed., Wichita State
University) conducted an-extensive revigw of the 11terature avavylable on
the effects of. te]ev1s1on\upon ‘children. “After synthes1z1ng and ba]anc1ng
the "pro's and con'$,"” Gorsky conc]uged » - '
) { N ’ '
Television v1ew1ng does not affect arl ch11dren .and perhaps .
""as indicated it:influences only those who could be. easllx-1nf1uenced .
by any action. Children who Jook to the TV for-adult guidance will

. no doubt” find wrong answers, but. that~is not necessarily the fault of
. the TV. . When a child needs parenta] care and-guidance and receives
v - none, then the fault 1ies with the parent concerned and | t)with,the‘
' Y‘_'adult subst1tute (Gorsky, 1969) T - -

I ‘am 1nc11ned to’ agree with Gorsky S observat1ons that there are many other |

~influences which may modify a child's behavior, and- that it may be. somewhat

unfair.to single out television-as.the "culprit,” while ignoring the effects
and rqles of other media, schools, community env1ronment friends,” peers,
and parents. . - R :

Not 1ncons1stent w1th Gorsky's conclusions were the f1nd1ngs of & group

~ of distinguished behavioral scientists, the Surgeon General's Scientific

Adv1sory Committee on TFelevision dnd Social Behavior. The Committee was
formed in response to a request to the Surgeon General b jnator John -
Pastore, Chairman of the Senate's Commun1cat1on Subcomyittee, to find
def1n1t1vg answers to the questions of causal relation

conducted prior to and during the period of the 1nvest1gat1on, the Committee
concluded that there are: =

.4 pre11m1nary and tentat1ve indication of a causa] relation
, between v1ew1ng violence on télevision and aggressive behavior; an
~indication that any such causal relation ope{ates only on some children
{who are pred1sposed 'to. be aggressive); and an indication that it
operates‘only in some environmental contexts. Such .tentative ‘and

and limited conclusions are not very satisfying. They represent sub- = -

stantially more knowledge than we had two years ago, but they leave
many questions upanswered. (Surgeon General's Scientific Advisory

Committee on Television and Social Behav1or, 1972.)

-+

Since the Committee's report, the "unanswered questions” have continued

to be the subjects of numerous new behav1ora] stud1es, re-evaluations of 3\

extsting studies, and public -hearings before viewer 1nteﬁest groups -and .
congréssional committees, the findings of which, in my JUngent have been
inc§?c1u51ve I do not mean to degrade such .efforts nor to. imply that they
should not be continued. Surely, all people of integrity ‘and good’ will mu§t‘

1t would appear that some consensus must emerge with respect to: What-is
"violence"? ‘How can or should it be measured? . Are there polarities of
"good" and "bad" vioience, with ."shades of gray" in between? 1Is it feasible

or advisable to effect. tota] elimination .of violence, however it may b 3

.defined, from one mass medium's- prograqn1ng content7‘ F1na11y, and per aps

1

.23

ips_between televised
crime and violence and antisocial behavior of childrepn. 1972, after more
“than two years of study, which included a review of gn1f1cant research

4
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~an equally 1mportant area of legi

-

Ly : ) ‘.
~ ' - Ly y } _
even more 1mportant1y, who shall makE'the Judgments? - v : -

‘I shall not, belabor thesex quest1ons Suff1ce to say that!1n the six-
week period between receipt of ABC-TV's solicitation and the submission- of
the research” proposal I conc]uded (1) Within the constraints of* time,
funds, ;and ava11ab1é resources certa1n1y no.one "pilot research project"

effects of televised violence upoy children may”have inhibited inquiry into

" could: presume to prov%de the answ’ei;sJ 2) Preoccupation with' the potent1a1

monitor, supervjse, and control their children's exposure-to television,

‘whatever ‘the programm1ng content of that med1um may be

W1thout assum1ng any pos1t1on of advocacy, 1 reasoned that even 1f
as. alleged, television is 2ﬁ}ent1a]1y harmful-to children, in programming
content or in the ipcidenceyand amount of v1ew1ng, parents presumably do or
should have/ some control over their ¢hildren's exposure. Exercise of such
control could have considerable impact upon,the television "menu."” Because ¢
"of the economic ‘bdsis of comercial broadcast1ng in_a Tree enterpr1se syszﬁ
if for no other reason, networks and stations understandab]y are ‘sensitive
to any reduction in their audiences that might result from ob3ect1onab1e
programm1ng v . , .

0b;ect1ves of the study Hav1ng deve]oped the rat1ona1e outlined Above,
the proposal to ABC-TV focused on the need for; and thé intent to studs]

. i ' L I

mate concern--the extent to which parents

data with respect to the research questions listed below. After enumerat1ng :

these questigns, a brief review of-existing, relevant information will be
prov1ded in the succeed1ng subsection. The research quest1ons were:

‘1. What s the incidence and amount of ch11dren s v1ew1ng before,
dur1ng, and after the I'famﬂy viewing per1od" in the afternoons .and evenféps
before-Sthool. days?, _ .

.t

2. What are the att1tudes of ch11dren and the1r parents toward
specific programs broadcast during and after the "family viewing period" on,

each night of the week, Sunday through'Saturday, from 6:00 P.M. to 10'00 P. M.?

©

~ " ,3. What are the att1tudes of children and the1r parents toward .
spec1f1c programs broadcast on Saturday mornings? .

4. To what- extent do parenté require their ch11dren to stop

, v1ew1ng television at specified times, 1n the even1ngs before school days-

and before non-school days?

- What parenta] guidance is prov1ded to children on the viewing
of spec1f1c programs broadcast in the evenings and on Saturday mornings, and "
how do children's and ‘pargnts’ perceptions of such gu1dance obtained
1ndependent1y of each other, compare?

6. What are the effects of'demograph1c var1ab1es (age, sex,

educat1o , race, ~degreé.of Urbanization, and parental: relationship) and
“multi- ;92 ava1]ab111ty upon v1ew1ng habits, program. preferences, and parenta]

gu1dan er. . . e T ‘ \

vy " .
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.
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Review.of Relevant Literature -'5
T 2 | . : ’ R
- . .._. ’._ o :’ . . ;_,‘..\; - o ... : -
- Incidence and gfiount of vcfjdren’s viewing. The broadcasting industry
possesses,; of course, considerable data on the viewing habits of both adults
and -children. Much-of .the information is provided by commercial.resdarch -

., “~

- companies,_ semetimes known as)"ratings services," which obtain the'data by

various fmethods--electronic recording of set tunings,‘personaT/inférviews,é

- self-administered questionnaires, or "diaries." $Regard1ess of the.differences

of the éizé-and_composﬁtﬁog.of the television audience. With.the obvious .
exception of “electrfonic récording of set turings," the auydience estimates =

- normally are derived from reports: by adulits, and inferefces about the’
~ingidence and amoun® of children's viewing are, therefore;® based primarily on

., reported viewing an average of four "violent" programs per week. Their

parental reports. SuCh\igfenences are sdbjectftqipos§ible error. - . .
“One possible source of error'liesuip one 'person’s inability to aé@ﬁf@teﬂy
and consistently report on -the behavior of, another. Another source may-be -

- found in different and indépenflent perceptions of a given “"event" by two or °

more peopde. .These types of errors could account for discrepancies noted
in estimates of children!s viewing based on separate reports from parents
and chjildren. : ’ : v :

.
4

_ G;Eénberg, Ericson, and Vlahos (1972) conducted a study of eighty-five
children in the fourth.and fifth grades in ah elemertary-school . n western
Michigan, and compared the children's reports of their viewing a%th
obtained separately from the mothers. The children reported that they
devoted a average'pﬁ six hours daily to viewing television.. The average, *
based on their mothers® reports, was two and one-half hours. The children

~

mothers reported their children's average to be only one and one-half of such
programs. Other discrepancies were noted in reports of: the amount of time

children view.on Saturday; program selection; perceived reality of television;

rules about watching, and family interaction. The highest correlation (ri.=
.522, rather low’in statistical-magnitude) existed between children's and
the mothers' reports on the number:of nonviolent shows viewed by the children.

\_ In addition to inaccuracy ofareporting and selective perception, there
are other factors which may account for disparities\betweenvadu}ts“tﬁnd
children's estimates of the. latter's viewing: LoSciuto (1972}, in a review
of a study by Schramm, Lyle, and Parker (1961), suggested-that the*dif-

[

employed. He found thHat "an unsupervised diary elicited almost twenty per

‘cent less reported viewing than aided recall methods." He noted.that a

1969 study by the Roper organization (which asked respondents to eétimate‘
the amount of time-they spent viewing on an averaée day) "generated television
estimates -for about 250 adolescents that avéraged out to be fifty per cent

~largerf than if-the ado]eséeﬁts'wgre'aﬁked how much tinmg they, had viewed

'yestérday'." . o
T “): . ‘ ',; o«
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:ferences in amounts of reported viewing may be due to different methodologies -

" in methodology, the ratings services provide perfodic and systemat1c”estjmqtes,,‘,“
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7, _ Thusfar considerafion has been g1ven to potent1a1 errors 1n est1mat1ng;a

- ‘ thé‘qnc1dence and amount of Tistening 'by- children--errofs resdlting from™ .
‘ 1naccurate repérting by others, -sel t1ve.percebt1on or-differences in . g
- -~ methodology. < One additional observa ion should be made. On occasion, ' ,_JVf—
_,;‘Q' ‘unreliability of estimates may be4&§tr1butab1e to overgeneraldzation.of . -
. the youth audience as one conslﬁt1ng ofrall- thofp ujder eighteén years#of -, .7
© - age.. In their‘T970 study of s ooT‘ch11dren in the firstd sixth, and tenth o E
- .. ® grades in,a small town on the fringe df Los Angeles, Lyle ‘and, Hoffman (1972) OB
" concluded that there is o such thing as'a "Child audience. w ~In.their ~ PR

ey, and , & .«

study, patterns and amounts of . v1ew1ng varied according to age

other influences such &s adolescente.- Viewing appeared to p¥ak about the -~

' .age.of puberty, with sixth graders repdrtrng significantly<more . v1ew1ng : L
. than e1ther the first graders or the. tenth graders - T AR
1 ". 5 n:. - . "’l/

_ In the jnstant study, the amounts of t1me spent v1ew1ng by ch11dr
= in- the fourth to the ninth grades are. based on their recall.of "1ig 1ﬁﬁ~'
' yesterday' on days and.nights before-school days-. This methodologicals
" proach, 1ﬂ would seem, would be subject to less error than to solici
parental .estimates, parental recording of their children's, v1ew1ng,

_ children's genera11zed estimates of how much t1me they spend wiewing "on an B
/ average day." . . , I o .
v X - . . .. . . - “ “ ) j . . . -
& - Children's andfparents attitudes toward programs. Reélative and com- % . -

~ parative popularities of spe cific programs frequentTy are inferred from the -
‘ratings supp11ed by commerc1a1 researchorganizations, a'“rat1ng" being

the percentage’ of the potential audience which réports viewing a given .

~ program at a given t1me Q@ be sure, there must be a fa1r1y'h1gh correldtion .-
between "rat1ngs" and preferences, the assumption being that peop]e\watch T oee 4
what they prefer. However, as was the case for the 1nc1dence of viewing, -~ -
inferences of program *popularities: from rat1ngs may be subJect to -possible

_error. ) . .

3

“

o

" As noted above, one type of error may be found in the d1screpanc1es L
between parents' reporting of their ch11dren s viewing and the viewing '
reported directly by those chi]dren (Greenberg, Er1cson and Vlahos, 1972).
‘ ’ Another poss1b1e error in this type of 1nference may‘re!u]t from thé -
' . fact that. the act of viewing a program per se does not necessar11y equate to . '
N -Q\\ a preference for that program. Ratings may even reflect the viewing of a "
program which is not preferred; but which may represent only the best of :
med1ocre choices among’ the program offerings in a given t1me per1od ’
N A third error in inferring chqldren 'S preferences from viewing may occur ..
' to thé extent that children do not always have.complete freedom to choose -
the programs they view: Lyle and Hoffman (1972) found that only eight
per cent and fifteen per cent of the sixth-and tenth graders,: respectivély,.
reported -that they controllied -the selection of the programs they-viewed.
Most of the decisions on program selection were made, by sfathers, mothérs, or
1b11ngs, or arr1ved at by a "comprom1se" among the‘members of the fam11y

BN
N~

. : . B . ’”
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, - - o K ‘ . " . °
. “ c
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Bauer (1973) reported. similar f1nd1ngs In families with: ch11dren when
~ more-than one’ person viewed a prograim the selection of - that program was
made primarily by the mother or the father. 0n1y seventeen per cent of the
‘decisions were made by ch11dren ’ _ :

\
)) -
“

It wou]d not necessarily follow, therefore that children's viewing
of programs, "violent" or not, represents a.direct preference. “In many
cases, children may.be "capt1ve" v1ewers of programs selected by other
members of.the fam11y . 1

v
-y The instant study was des1gned to obta1n d1rect1y and separate]y from
children and their parents the preferences for, or dislikes of, specific .
P -—programs broadcast during the per1od of 8:00 to 10:00 P.M. (the first half
L , of which represents$ the "fam11y v1ew1ng per1od") on each night of the week
' : and on Saturday morn1ngs ) o )

Parental gu1dance on v1eW1ng As noted above ear11er stud1es have -
-'syggested ‘that much of ‘program selection is made by parents. If_true, and.
if parents themse]ves select violent programs, then-children may - become

G/!e1ther ‘willing or capt1ve v1ewers of those same programs

- Walling (1975) commented that “parents views on and their use of
. television may partially determine how a child responds to television when B
?, "~ he views it, a% we]] as how much time he actua]]y does view 1t " ‘

-

"~ ..Liefer,+Gordon,. and Graves (1974) observed '
¢

_ Parents and other adu]ts in the home have the greatest oppor-

. tunity to influence children's use of television. They may control

" © actual viewing and cultivate program preferences. They also may
comment on specific. content as it is shown orsreact-later when’
children later act out something they have seen. Finally, parents
can he]p children to discern the reality and relevance of what they
are seeing. There is little available evidence that parents con- *
sciously carry out thesg activities. . .

x

Rue (1974) similarly reported that "abundant ev1dence 1nd1cateéfthat
there 1is genera]]y ]1tt1e contro] of televiewing by parents for their
children." _

. . . \ 2
What is the evidence to which Rue and. others refer? Hess: and Goldman
(1962) interviewed 99 mothers in the metropolitan area of Chicago. Based -
on these -interviews, they reported that while the fdthez exerts 1itfle
-, control over the viewing behavior of his children; he may. breempt the set
for his -own use. Sixty per cent of the mothers indicated this to be the
' _case. ‘Seventy-four per cent of the mothers reported that they "seldom
, or never" suggest shows for their ch11dren to-view. Only about one-fourth
" _reported that there are specific programs they forbid their chf]dren to view.

. . .
> . ! ¢
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Rue (1974) cited a survey by Musgrave (1969), unava11ab1e to me, in
which Musgrave found that slightly over one-half of the parents of eleven-
year olds did not prohibit their children from watching any programs, and
that four out of ten did not encourage their children to watch specific

programs.

AN

Ly]e and Hoffman (1972) reported on parental restrictions placed upon
the viewing of first, sixth, and tenth graders The proportion of children
reporting some parental 11m1ts placed on viewing ranged from nineteen per
cent of the first graders to th1rty six per cent of the older ch11dren

Bauer (1973) reported somewhat similar f1nd1ngs © Parents of children
between the ages of four and twelve asserted that they exert some control.
Forty-six per cent said they had l'de1’1n1te rules," while twenty-seven
per cent sa1d they had no rules.

Wh11e there appears to be greater evidence of parenta] guidance b

-that suggested by Leifer, fiordon and Graves or Rue, this brief overview of

the research suggests that less than half of the parents do control the
v1ew1ng of their children.

The 1nstant study represents an effort to obtain more information about

parental guidance, as perce1ved separately by children and parents, and
the impact thereon of the "family hour" and the grggﬁng number of multiple-

set homes.

Effects of multiple-set availability. Absent from studies available
to me at the time the research proposal was submitted # ABC-TV were data
on the effects of mu1t1p1e-set ava11ab1111ty on parenta] guidance. '

Basic data on set OWnersh1p, derived from N1e1sen s estimates for L
September, 1975, indicated that forty-three per cent of all television- =
equipped homes had two or flore sets. Compared with households of only one
or two people, the percentage of larger households with multiple sets was
h1gher-—48% of those with three to four persons, and 63% of those with \
five or more (N1e1sen, 1976) : .

Tested in the instant study is the hypothes1s that less parenta]
guidance is exercised in multi-set homes than in single-set homes. The
hypothesis emerges-from the possibility that parents may find it moré
difficult to monitor their children's viewing ‘when more than one set is
ava11ao19 in the home. :

o

Scope-and Locale of the_Investigation

Sedgwick County revisited

In developing the proposal for the "pilot resea'rchproject,ll as
solicited by ABC-TV, I recognized that time, funds, and resources would
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preclude the investigation of children's viewing habits, program preferences,
and parental guidance on a national scale. I elected, therefore, to
restrict the study to a large random sample of 5,000 children in an’area

in which I had lived for many years, and an area in which I had prior
audience research experience. -

In 1947, | conducted a survey of the radio listening habits and
program preferences of 4,675 Sedgwick County (Kansas) school children in
the fourth through the nimth grades (Mohr, 1947). My memory of the many
rewarding and enlightening experiences with that study prompted me, some -
thirty years later, to revisit that county for the purposes of this study.
I was reasonably confident that I could again enjoy the splendid cooperation
of school administrators and instructors which was manifest in the 1947
study. Moreover, in the latter, I had observed that children in the six
grades were quite capable of completing a self-administered questionnaire
with a high degree of thoroughness. ' B ‘

The results of the 1947 study indicated that students in six selected.
grades, ranging roughly from nine to fifteen years of age, differed con-
siderably in their listening habits and program preferences. Such dif-
ferences were due in part to the maturation and increasing educational
sophistication that occur as the children advance from one grade level to
the next. Near the mid-point of the age range, puberty occurs along with
the physical, emotional, and psychological changes which tend to distinguish
the child from the adolescent.. I found, in the 1947 study, that the older
the students were, the more closely their radio 'listening habits resembled
those of adults. - L. ’

The same mid-point in the age range also marks the beginning of a new
educational experience. Having been accustomed to an educational environment
of one instructor in one classroom in the lower grades, those entering junior
high school are introduced to a departmentdlized curriculum with a wide
range of subjects, both required and elective, and with a variety of
irstructors and academic facilities.

“
-

The influences of age, maturation, and different modes of instruction
as reflected in the behavior of -these children made *the latter, in my
Jjudgment, appropriate subjects again for a study of habits and preferences
with-respect to a different broadcasting medium--television. .

* I.recognize, of course, that the fourth through the ninth grades
-represent oply the "interquartile range" of the twelve grades included in
the elementary and, secondary levels of edication. 1 opted to exclude
children in the first through the third grades on a rather wel1-founded
belief that they would experience considerable difficulty in completing
‘self-administered questions, thereby making their respofrises less complete "

ol

_and less reliable.

T

 yStudents in "senijor high schdol"7(tenth through the twelfth grades), -
on the other hand, were excluded for more pragmatic- reasons. Perhaps the
overriding consideration was.that extension of the scope of the study to
T _ e ~ v
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accommodate these students would have neceSS1tated a much larger sample.

As noted above, I'planned for a total sample of 5,000 students in the

fourth through the ninth grades. For each grade level, I expected ap-
proximately 800 to 900 responses--approximately the numbers obtained in-

. the 1947 study--which should provide estimates and scomparisons of reasonably
high statistical re]1ab1]1ty To maintain the same level of reliability,
‘the_inclusion of senior high school students would have requ1red an increase”.
in the overall sample from 5,000 to 7,500--a fifty per cent increase

which could not be accommodated by:the available time and funds.

Description of the survey locale
' : S
. . ) »

No presumption is made that Sedgwick County is a microcosm of the
entire nation. In this pilot study, however, analyses are made of certain
‘demographic variables,-the effects of which may be applicable in varying
degrees to other -areas similar in environment.. The extent to which the
‘findings are applicable and valid for other locales is a matter for each
reader's inference and judgment. To assist readers in making sucH*deter-
minations, a brief capsulated description of Sedgwick County and Wichita
is provided below. Specific documentation for each datum is not essential,
and extensive footroting would unnecessarily impede the progress of the
description. Suffice it to say that the data were g]eaned from materials
provided by the Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce. I shall attempt to
restrain any biases that may reside in my favorable orientation to the
area, and to consc1ous]y avo1d the ro]e of a "chamber of commerce advocate."

- Location. Sedgwick County Ties 1n south centra] Kansas, roughly fifty
miles north d¢f the border with Oklahoma. Figures 1, 2 and 3 provide a '
~ geographical orientation to the state,.county, and. the ten unified school

‘d1str1cts for which Sedgw1ck 1s the "home county "

Population. The county's popu]at1on hovers around 340,000, of which
approxjmately 265,000 reside in Wichita.- Sedgwick and the adjacent county

to the east® Butler, comprise the Wichita "Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area" (SMSA) with a population of nearly 380,000.

As the largest city in Kansas in both popu]ation and area (93.8 square
' .miles), Wichita serves a major market area populated by over 800,000 peop]e

Urban/}ural mix. N1nety per cent of Sedgwick' s population is c]ass1f1ed
furban,” although all commun1t1es in the county, with the exception of
Wichita, have populations of 1ess than 10,000, and the vast majority report.
less than 2,500. As one leaves the "city," a definite rural and agricultural
environment is clearly évident. In size, the'farms‘in the county average

around 325 acres. . _ > y

Racial- mix. The: county s racial/ethnic- comp051t1on is: 90.2% White,
7.9% Black, 1.3% Spanish-Mexican, 0.2% American Indian, and 0.4% "other "
Most of the m1nor1ty groups reside in Wichita.

kel
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. Eucational distribution. Among the adult population in “the W1ch1ta
SMSA, the educational distribution reveals that 45% of the adults, had

one or more years of college, 35% were high school graduates, and 18% had n

some high school or Tless. Toe\educat1ona1 atta1nments of 2% were "uhdeter—
‘mined." :

A

Educational facilities. Within each of the county s ten un1f1ed public
school districts, there is the normal complement of elementary and secondary
schools, with an overall student/teacher ratio of 18.5:1. In Wichita,
there are seventeen parochial schools ‘(foyrteen e]ementary, two high, and7
one special), with an average ‘student teacher rdtio of 19:1. In the city
and throughout the county, busing of children to~school serves one or bot
of two purposes:  economy of resources and 1ntegrat1on , .

Three institutions of higher 1earn1ng are located in Wichita--Wfchita -
State University, with an enrollment of approximately 15,000, and Ffiends:
"University and Kansas Newman College, each with approx1mate1y 1,00

Age d1str1but1on. Within the metropo]1tan area, 36.3% of the maiesf&re
undér 20 years of age; 56.5% are in the 20-64 range; and 7.2% are 65 or 5
older. The mean age is 27.8 years. Comparable figures for females-are:
under 20, 34.2%;.-20-64, 56.0%; and 65 or over, 9.8% - :

- Income and heme ownership. - The median annual income of metropolitan
-households is nearly $14,000. About three-fourths of the families own
their homes. The vast maJor1ty of the SMSA households (82%) reside in
single-unit houses, 8% live in apar nts, and 5% in other types of
dwe111ngs, e.g.,. "mob11e homes." ' ’

o Emg]oxment | The c1vn14an work force of ]90 0005 twe]vg to seventy-s1x

years of age, is distributed among the following categories: ufactur1ng,

29% (17% 1in aircraft ipdustries); who]esa1e and reta11 trade, 21 services,

17%; government, 12%; and “other," 21%. " In April, 977, the annual
unemployment rate was reported to be 5. 24, about two per cent below the

national average.

_Jfommerce and industry. The metropo11tan area has-a diversified economic’
bas€, with approximately 625 manufacturers located in Wichita and employing
about 55,000. Over 65% of the world's "general aviation aircraft" are
produced in Wichita's four major aircraft induatries. W1ch1ta is:

1. One of the nation's 1argeSt centers for meat process1ng (over
one million head of livestock annually).

. 2. A major transport and storage center for- gra1n products. The
largest-single grain storage unit in the world reportedly is located in
Wichita, and many. such elevators comprise & good part of the city's "skyline."

L ®
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3., An axis of Kansas'. 0il-and gas produé1ng industry wh1ch pumps
a half-billion do]]ars into the economy. Among the ninety-four oil and gas
producing count1es in Kansas, Sedgwick ranks fourteenth in productlon

4. A maJor petro-chemical center. . - _ . -

: 5. The headquarters of one of the largest manufacturers of
camplng .and recreat1ona1 eqyipment. ‘ ® _ 4\

6. A center for product1on and proce551ng of metal and p]astlc
products. : ‘

Mass media. Located in W1ch1ta are two major daily newspapers (one
morning and dpe evening), thirteen radio stations (six FM and seven AM),
and four VHF television stations. Three of the latter are-affiliates of
. the major commercial networks: -KAKE (ABC), Channel 10; KARD (NBC), Channel
' .g, and - KTVH (CBS), Channel.12. KPTS, Channel 8, is'a Public Broadcasting
‘Stadtion. ' ~ ; . '

-

: Summarx That, in a "nutshe]]" is Wichita- Sngw1ck County, Kansas.
There are obvious omissions--the major cultural attractions of which the
area is justly proud (as-is true for most metropolitan centers)--the four-
season climate with plenty of sunshine (65% of the days of the year)--and
the mountains and seashores (which do not- exist!). : ,

" C _Epjfogue to 'a Prologue Q; . >

= . IS

Events subsequent to initiation of this study. On- November 4, 1976--"
eleven days hefore the survey was launched .in' Sedgwick County--U S. District
_Judge Warren Ferguson ruled that the "fam11y hour" violated First Amendment
guarantees of freedom of speech. .He ‘declared that "NAB has no constitutional

ht to set up a network board to censor and regulate American television.
(B adcasting, November 8, 1976, 20. ) Appeals by the NAB, FCC, and the
networks are still pend1ng

My contacts with the program directors of the:three local network
affiliates indicated that Judge Ferguson's ruling would have 1ittle or no’
effect on their stations' programming during the 6:00 to 8:00 P.M. period.
For all practical purposes, therefore, effects of the "family viewing"
concept were still relevant to and measurab]e by the survey.

January, 1977, the National Congress’ of Parents and Teachers he]d
a jes of eight regional hearings throughout the country. The purpose:
of the hearmngs was to provide opportun1t1es‘¥or parents, -educators,.
broadcasters, viewer interest groups, researchers, and expert witnesses to
. express their views:on the impact of televised viglence upon-children.
Pre11m1nary conc]us1ons of the PTA hear1ngs represented a rather -strong
1nd1ctment of v1o]ence oriented programm1ng by the nétworks. According to

\) ‘ ) /}/ . .
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a feature art1c]é in the Chicago Tribune, repr1nted in the Wichita’ Eag]e
and Beacon (April 16, 1977, 8A), Mrs. Carol Kimmel, president of the national

. PTA, asserted that the PTA was placing the TV networks on a "six-month
probat1onary period" beginning in July, '1977. " If the amoynpt of violence
is not reduced by the end of that per1od the PTA reportedly will consider
boycotts of advertisers, programs, and stations, and petitions to deny : o
license renewals of stations carry1ng overly violent programs

Early in - ‘the year, the American Medical Assoc1at1on (AMA) announced
- that it had asked major advert1sers to review their policies with respect
to adverTising on programs-with excessive violence. Sears, Roebuck and .
~Company, Eastman-Kodak, and Chevrolet subsequently, in February, announced
the adopt1on of anti-violence policies on the placement of their a
in te]ev1s1on schedules (Broadcasting, February 14; 1977, 79),

On March 2, the House Communications Subcomm1ttee held a one-day
~ hearing wh1ch&retraced much of the ground covered in the eax]ier PTA
conferences.

Meanwhile, in seem1ng reaction to the controversy, television networks
~announced adjustments in their programm1ng policies. Robert T. Howard, -
- president of NBC-TV declared in an interview with the Associated Press -
that, NBC would de-emphasize violénce in its line-up of programs for the
fa]] season of 1977 (W1ch1ta Eag]e and Beacon, January 28 1977, 5B). -

Alfred R.ﬁSchne1der, vice pres1dentgof ABC Inc., during a workshop -
of the National Association of Advertisers on February 1, 1977, declared that
~ ABC "is working on and. hopefu11y will shortly\be able to introduce a method
.o of exam1n1ng and reviewing:the portrayal of violence on both a.qualitative ,
o and quantitative basis.": He indicated that t@]ev1s1on is.already monitoring
wr1t1ng and product1on of programs, prescreening for network aff111ates,
and is engaged in long- term research stud1es on the 1mpact of television.

Sa1d Mr. Schneider: v . .
¢ We are not about to ban violence from the a1rwaves totally. At
~ the same time, we are not about 'to permit the portraya] of violence
for the sake of violence itself. . . We'will require that when violence
is portrayed, it will be responsibly portrayed to thq extent to which
-+ its consequences are adequately dep1cted in depth . (Broadcasting,
e February 7, 1977, 68-69). ,

, From the br1ef review above, it wou]d appear that the controversy,é} .
« over televised violence, while far from resolution to the satisfaction of
all concerned, may . be. hgaded in the direction of-a denouement of sorts.

Parental guidance on children' s viewing, .however, has rece1ved 1ess
‘public attention and emphas1s On February 15, 1977, in a debate with
Thomas Swafford, NAB's senior vice president for public affairs, on
ABC-TV's "Face Off"'segment of ABC's Goodmorning America show, Mrs. Carol
Kimmel (presidept of the national PTA) argued plaintively (my adverb)

-that the indubtry must shoulder some of the responsibility for what children

{ A
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view, if fod(no O0ther reason than that the viewing hab1ts of some of the
children are not supervised by their parents. Mr. Swafford replied, .
"You can't ask IV to take over the1r respons1b1]1t1es as parents " (Broad- -

ast1ng,‘February 21,-1977, 46).

Without taking "sides" in the argument, it is. hoped that this study -
will provide information on and insight to the extent to which parents -do
or do not provide guidance on the1r children's viewing of specific prograis -
at specified t1mes

At the oeg1nn1ng of th1s chapter, I a]]uded to Longfellow's n1neteenth
century poem, "The Children's Hour." In my only known ‘1apse into editorial-
izing, I might suggest that if the "children's hour™ is outmoded in today's
more modern and complex society, and if the "family hour" is unconstitutional,
perhaps a "parents" hour may be in order. Let J5 at least begin, to consider
the potential-of that a]ternat1ve when exam1n1ng the f1nd1ngs of the study
in the chapters that follow.

-

r" \

Autonomy of th1s study In awarding the grant to W1ch1ta State-
“University for support of this study--in which WSU also invested $6,000--
ABC-TV clearly acknowledged the academic integrity and autonomy of both

the University and the project director. Throughout the conduct of the
study, all parties concerned--ABC-TV, the University, -and I--have operated.
within the spirit and context of that acknowledgement. Basically, our

. endeavor has been to design a project for the purposes of obta1n1ng data
which relate directly to the research questions posed earlier in the
chapter, without preconcept1ons or biases, and without substantive \ Y
‘restraints by the grantor In- that sense, the University and I are not
apo]og1sts, defenders, or critics.’ of the te]ev1s1on 1ndustry in genera] or
- of ‘ABC-TV-in particutar.. . v

Our 1qterest 1s to d1ssem1nate w1th1n the capability of the allocated Y
resources, the findings to interested parties without regard-to” their
affiliation or relationship with the 1ndustry or the network. . We shall
present the facts as we see them, without making value Judgments of . the
several roles which are played by the industry, educators, parents,

- children, governmental agencies, v1ewer interest groups, or others who are
involved and concerned with.the pervasive social phenomenon of te1ev1s1on

. v .
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' } - " METHODOLOGY
. The qualﬁty of any resdarch study is,dependent in great part upon they

methodo]ogy employed. This chapter;.admittedly.discursive at, t1mes, is

presented in considerable detail with three, purposes. in mind: : (1) to enafle

the reader to judge the adequacy and. thoroughness of the procedures, controls,

and safegards employed; (2) to assist-others who mig ht-contemplate the con- .

duct of similar studies by sharing w1th thjr exper1enc throughout the ‘A//

.. ‘term of this study; and. (3) to exp1a1n th rat anale’ for the methodo]ogoca] )
. procedures that I fo]]owed . te ‘\
(o . N . ' N

2

K - Refgnement'ot the Tatget PdPU1at19":

hS

. Y As noted. in Chapter I the’ population to be stud1ed consisted of school . =~
© children in the fourth through the .ninth grades in Sedgw1ck County, Kansas.: -, - -

q’ Early <in the study two ref1nements of‘that popu]at1on were made, the rat1ona1e ,
L for wh1ch 1s prov1ded be]ow : _ . N

‘f ",: Study Timited to student5r1n pub11c schoo]s The intent of’ th1s , -

C limitation was not to slight nor degrade the 1mportance of studerits enrolled

in private or parochial schools which account for approximately ten to AN
eleven pericent of the enrollment in the six 'sekected: grades throughout the = =~ . v
* county, Thedecision to delete private and" parochial ,schools from the sample. -
was essentially a pragmatic one. With the funds, personne], and time available,.
it wotlld have been difficult to: (1) effect the necessary administrative -
. arrangements which were a]read&nqu1te extensive in effect]ng coord1nat1on with ~
the ten pub11c school systems in Sedgwigk County; (2) obtain @ sample of
sufficient size which would permit stati t1Ca]1y reliabl ﬁana]yses of
. differepces among public.and private scheol éhildren--dif eﬁences which:
fﬁ might be attributable to variations in method§ of 1nstructi6§g¢ e11g1ous g .
- beliefs, or the life sty]es within the homes f the ch11drena'mid : ‘

:‘..Z

Having set a total of 53000 students as the goal fo* the des1red samp]e,.
the inclusion of. children in private and parochial schools, proportionately
represented, would have yielded a maximum of approximately 500 respondents
which, when analyzed by d1fferept re11g1ous denominations and several demo-
graph1c variables, would have resulted in very small subsamp]es of Tow °
stat1st1ca1 re]1ab111ty - . . _ : .

I hasten to add that the- study of ch11dren in non-public schools would, .

{in'my judgment, be a most 1nforma\1ve and worthwhile endeavor, and I hope :
that it will be conducted some day by an appropriate investigator. Clearly,

~ a region more extensive than Sedgwick County would be required to obtain a
sufficiently large sample of children enrolled in such schoo]s for stat1st1ca11y
re]1ab1e analyses and est1mates .

- | . . . ‘ P '.ﬂ; .- e
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Special education students excluded. A second refinement of the target
Ropulation was the exclusion of students enrolled in "special education" classes.
The latter are designed primarily for children with educational, physical, and
otional handitaps, nd account for approximately six per cent of students
enrolled in the six selected grades. * In 1976-77, the Wichita school system

ks alone had: - sixty-four classes for "educable mentally handicaPped"; -thirty-

four for those with "learning disabilities"; twenty-four for the "trainable

- .mentally handicapped"; sixteen for those in need of personal and social adjust-

ment; nine for. those with inpaired hearing; eight for inter-related handicaps;
four for the "developmentally disabled"; and two each for the "visually impaired,"
"physically impaired," and thﬂ_“autistic.“ '

R .),_In discussions with school administrators, it was concluded that inclusion
' of th

eése children in the sample would be neither administratively feasible nor

/;_’/;- fnethodologically appropriate,

%

»

“In brief, the target population was refined to students in the fourth
through the ninth.grades in the public’schools of Sedgwick County, excluding ‘
the handicapped in special education classes. The effect of the two limitations
described above was to reduce the scope of the target population by about

0y

" fifteen per cent. . . . .- _ .

ks _ . |
Techniques and Instruments of Measurement’

a

v : R ’
Having determined the research. questions to be explored and the target
population to be studied, two obvious tasks which required.early completion were
the seléction of appropriate/methodological techniques and development of .
instruments of megsurement. ' SR

£ . . ‘ ‘ . i
Techniques of mé@gagemen¥ \ L /
‘tandardAresearch techniques were available--telephone calls (on either a
coincidental-or recall b%:is), personal face-to-face interviews, self- '

administered "diaries," and'mailed questionnaires (for either self- or group
administration). Each technique, of course, has- certain inherent advantages
. and disadvantages. AN : ' , o
L l ”) ) . . .
Large, random samp¥€, questionnaire survey. The foci of the research
- questions Targely dictated the use of standardized questionnaires designed for -

.

group or se]f-admiqistration to a large random sample.

-The "telephone interview" method was rejected on several counts. Children of -
-.the ages included in the scope of this study would be in school and inaccessible
for interviews in the daytime on weekdays. In the evenings, calls after 8:00 '
P.M. would be inadvisable as-they might interrupt sleep (especially for the
_youngér children) or “"homework." 1In the late afternoons and on weekends,
children are known to spend considerable time in activities outside the home and,

', again, inaccessibility would be a limiting factor. The extensive data de-

~sired could ng} be obtained without very lengthy telephone interviews--
int%xViews whicth ‘might not be totally comprehensible. to the younger children.

-~

e ~ : _ . ' ,
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Conversations with "strarfgers" alsq might not be acceptable to or tblerated
long by either child:or parent. Even if-such Timitations were not over-*
riding, the randomness of the sample would be difficult to gstablish and
would be subject to biases resulting from the exclusion of homes without
phones or those with unlisted phones. "Busy signals" would require eijther

’ followups or substitutions. The very nature of the population to be surveyed
would make a probability sample difficult if not impossible to obtain by this

‘method. J

- Personal face-to-face interviews were considered to be prohibitively
costly, difficult to arrange, and would reqguire solicitation overzsuch a -
long period that the data might not be time-comparable. A probability

~ sample of homes which had children in the six selected grades would be nigh
impossible. o o : - yon : ‘

The "diary method" was considered and rejected because of the inac-

. cessibility of the children to promptly and faithfully record their viewing
and attitudes. Of even greater concern was the 1ikelihood of considerable
parental assistance which might produce biased responses, as discussed in
the succeeding subsection. : : :

Similar bias might be reflected in the responses to "ballots" mailed to
the .home. Since one objective was to secure separate responses from child and
parent, as exp]gined beTow, this technique also'was considered inappropriate.
N ’ ;
T In brief, it was concluded that the children should be surveyed by
administration of standardized questionnaires in the classroom. Proper
) samp]ing;'administratiye-contro1,>and high response rates would be much more.
* . easily accomplished in this manner than through the use of. the other techniques.

e

Separation of child from parent in thé survey. A salient objective of
~the study was to determine the degree and direction of parental guidance on
viewing, as perceived independently by child and parent. ‘Separation of child

© from parent during the completion of the questionnaires was considered ‘
. essential, and a review of the Titerature in the field provided some support

-~ for this belief. # -

‘ Throughout the years, considerable data on the incidence and ‘amount of iz
viewing by children have been provided to broadcasters and advertisers by aan
national "ratings services.” Times and amounts of viewing, and even
"preferences,” have been inferred from estimates derived from diaries of
viewing normally completed by adults.  Such data may be subject to distortion
and parental bias. ' .

Greenberg, Ericson, and Vlahos (1972) compared the reports .of viewing
by eighty-five children in the fourth and fifth grades in an elementary school
in western Michigan, with reports of their viewing obtained separately from '
their mothers. Whereas the children reported watching television for <iX hours
on an average day, the mothers reported two and one-half hours. Whereas the
average child reported viewing four of ten possible "violent" programs per
. . _ . s




- programs watched by them.
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.
a

week, the mothers reported that the child watched an average of one and a half
such programs. Other discrepancies were noted between the mothers' and the
children's reports on viewing on Saturday, program selection, perceived
reality of television, rules about watching, and family interaction. The'
highest correlation (r=.522) was reported between children's and mothers'
reports on the number of nonviolent shows viewed by the children.

It is possible, tﬁg;éfore, that some type of "selective perception"
occurs when parents record-and report viewing activities of their children.
Oﬁe can only speculate that parents might be reluctant to disclose the true
amount of time their children devote to television, or the number of "violent"

To negate or minimize distortion and bias that might accrue from solely
parental repofts, or from joint "supervised" reporting, it was decided that
after the children had_ completed questionnaires in their -classrooms,. they
would take home questionnaires for .their parents. The -children's questiorm-
naires would. be returned through the school system. The parents' question-
naires, on the other hand, would be returned directly to me via the pastal
system. - s : ‘ .

4

S

Instruments of Measurement

- ' &

. » E o

Two questionnaires, the final versions of which are provided in Appendix
C, were developed--one for the students and one for their parents. Both were
designed- to, secure data which, when analyzed, might answer the research questions '
posed in Chapter I. .

Format of the questionnaires. Each questionnaire consisted of two
sections. The first section of the student's questionnaire contained
questions ‘which solicited information on: demographic characteristics;
inéidence and ‘amount of viewing during late afternoons a&nd evenings before
school days; and.parental guidance on the times of the evening beyond which

. -the students are not permitted to view television. .

The second section 1isted specific programs broadcast. from 6:00 to 10:00

'.P.M. on edch day of the week and from 7:00 A.M. to’ noon on Saturday mornings.

The programs listed were those scheduled for broadcast during the survey week
(November 14-20) by the three local commercial network affiliates. For each
program, the student Was asked to report his or her attitude, the choices

being: "It's one of my favorites"; "It's all right ('so-so')"; "I don't like

it"; and "I have never seen it." In addition, for each listed program,
the students were asked to report the parental guidance they received, the
choices being: "I must watch it"; I should watch it, but don't have to";

~"They don't care if I do or don't watch jit"; "I shouldn't watch it, but I may

if I wish"; and ”I/yﬁst not - watch it."

. The parents' questionnaire was similar in format. The first.section
solictted demographic information and reports of limitations placed on children's
viewing, i.e., the times beyond which the children are not pergitted to-watch
television on nights before both school ‘and non-school days. Thé second
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section was nearly identical to that of the students'.questionnaire. Minor
stylistic changes were made in the wording of the five choices reflecting the
parental guidance provided on each listed program. ‘

The second section of both parent and student questionnaires excluded
'movies" and’ "specials." . Each of the latter is considered uniglie unto itself,

.and the decision to watch it frequently depends on the type of program content

(often described by a brief synopsis in a "television guide") and on the

featured stars or performers. Overall, "movies" and "specials" represent

a very broad spectrum of program materials--comedy, musicals, information,

‘drama of several categories, etc.--types which are represented in the list of

regularly scheduled, specific programs. Normally, neithér a "movie" nor a

"'special enjoy the familiarity necessary for the formation of specific

attitudes or parental guidance.
. oo - ) L v\—‘)

As noted above, the programs listed on the questionnaires were those
broadcast by commercial stations and networks. Sedgwick County is served by’
a public broadcasting station, KPTS (Channel 8), but its programs were not
listed for several reasons. First, although there are notable exceptions
(e.g., "Sesame Street" and "Electric Company"), KPTS' programming does not
include a large number ‘of programs beamed primarily to children. Second,
throughout its coverage area, KPTS' signal is "spotty,” and some respondents
in this survey might not be familiar with its programming. Third, there is
no clearly delineated time period for "family viewing" as claimed by the
commercial stations.. Fourth, a very pragmatic consideration was that the
addition of KPTS programs to the list would have extended-the six-page
questionnaire 'to a length that might have. discouraged response, with in-
creased attrition in terms of failure to complete the questionnaire or in
the care taken to respond to each question. As I explained to the Director
of Development for KPTS, there was no intention to ignore or slight educational
and public ‘broadcasting, and I hope that children's viewing of and attitudes
toward public broadcasting will become subjects of other invesfigations._

The format of -the QUeStiOnnaireé obviously represents a compromise

‘between the ideal and the-pragmatic. Considering the age of the children \

involved, elimination of compositional effort was considered essential. In
turn, ,because of the desire to match child and parental responses, the format
of both questionnaires had to correspond closely, especially with respect to
the questions on viewing restrictions, program attitudes, and perceptions of . .
parental guidance. K ' : : o

The questionnaires were structured and. the questions were closed-ended.
Although easy to complete, this type of questionnaire restricts the respondents
to the choices provided. Open-ended questions would permit the respondents
much greater freedom and latitude in providing answers which might more fully
reflect their listening*habits and program preferences. The major disadvantage,

"~ and with children, an overriding consideration, is that” open-ended questions

require considerable compositional effort which might reduce the résponse rate.
In addition, tabulators are forced to make value judgments in categorizing the

., responses, a procedure that can result in serious "tabulator" bias.

44
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. Pre-test of the questionnajres. During the period of September *14-16, the
questionnaires were pre-tested with 119 students in four classes--three classes,
one each in the fourth, sixth, and eighth grades, in the Wichita public schools,
and one sixth grade class in a parochial school. The identity of these.schools
and the participating principals and instructors were given in the ;acknowledgf‘

“

ments" in _the Prefaqe to this report.

Each class was observed by me or by two or more of the graduate students
and broadcdsting majors who were enroilled in my course, Speech 672, "Practicum
in Audience Measurement." Based on our physical observations and- Tater on '
our tabulations and analyses, we concluded that: the students experienced .
lTittle difficulty in answering the questions, and only minor revisions,-
essentially stylistic .in nature, would be required; the time required for
completion ranged from twenty to fifty migutes depending on the grade level,
more time-being required by fourth grade students.

. Each student was asked to take heme two questionnaires for their parents
for return to me via the postal system using self-addressed "no-postage-
required" envelopes—that were provided. The parental response rate was quite
good, With one or both of the parents of 62.5% of children returning completed

- questionnaires. As was true for the students, analyses of the parental .
returns revealed that 1ittle difficulty .had been experienced in responding to
the-quéstions. .

The programs listed in the second section of the pre-test questionnaires
were those which were still in effect for the "Summer.season." " The.final ‘
versions (Appendix C), of course, incorporated-the scheduled programs for.the
"Fall season"--more specifically, ‘for the survey week~of November 15-19.

The original drafts of the questionnaires were photo-reduced by 23 per
<ent to permit accommodation by letter-size (8% x 11") sheets. The reduced
size of the print did not appear to pose any difficulties in reading, and
the same photo-reduction was made of the final versions.

’

Pre-Survey Coordination with School Administrators

Prior to the submission of the research proposal to ABC-Television, I-
had received general agreement from the superintendents of the ten unified
school districts in Sedgwick County to participate in the survey. This
expression of support now needed to be crystalized in more specific(pro—
visjons for the administration of the survey. During the period of’ September
23-25, shortly after pre-testing the questionnaires, my research assistant
and I visited with the several superintendents and many of their principals.
Matters which required early decision and problems which were posed and

- resolved are'described briefly, below.

Selection of the survey week. The school week of November 15-19 appeared
-to be a good choice. There were no scheduled school holidays, parent-teacher

a




‘conferences, or Gther activities which would conflict seriously with the

planned.administration of the survey. Also favoring the seleoted week was

the fact that it would occur after the general elections.and before the
Thanksgiving holiday--periods during which both programming and.viewing might

be somewhat atypical. 1In addition, approximately two months would have elapsed

‘after the inauguration of the Fall ‘1ime-up of network programs, thereby

permitting the students and parents to become familiar with the new programs
and schedule. . o _ o

Problem of prior parental consent. Prior parental consent is réequired
in most research studies involving minors. This requirement exists primarily
to_reassure parents and to protect investigators from liability for any
deleterious effects of the study. Nothing in the planned survey, of course,
was viewed as potentially "harmful" to participating children, but I was

" prepared to distribute "consent forms" throughout all classes in the par-

ticipating districts if necessary. The school administrators, however,

~advised that some parents frequently do not give consent--not a]waf§ because

they object, but more often because they simply don't get around to returning
the consent forms. Legally and technically, lack of dbjection does not
constitute consent. ‘ R

" In discusﬁzﬁg the matter, I pointed out that during the "election year,™

~all of us, even the children, are made quite conscious of public opinion

polls, e.g., Gallup, Harris, et al, by the mass media. Unfortunately, many
people,.especially children, do not understand the sampling basis of such
polls. I 'suggested that it would be an appropriate educational experience
for the children to learn something aboutu£o1ls., And, after all, telévision
audience surveys do represent a type of public opinion poll. I offered to
provide each participating instructor with a short and simplified.description
of public opinion polling for use in a "mini-unit of instruction" which would
precede the administration of the questionnaires'in the class. Such a unit

" of instruction, I suggested, might obviate any requirement f9h.pr10n parental ;

consent.

A1l but one superintendént agreed with my offer and $uggestion. The

' dissenting superintendent did not question the merits of the sirvey, but
-believed that the parents of children in his district should have prior

knowledge of the forthcoming survey, and should have the opportunity to object
if they so desired. Numerically, his district was small, with only a total of
470 students enrolled in the fourth through the ninth grades. I agreed to
provide him with consent forms and letters to the parents, signed by me,which

~ explained the purpose of the survey, for distribution to the parents via the

children. The net result of this procedure was that only five students were

excluded from participation in the randomly selected classes in that partjcular

district. (Copies of the “onsent form and letter are provided in Appendi&hc.)
Requirement for equal opportunity to be selected. Basic to the concep

of random probability sampling is the requirement that each element in the

population must have.an equal or known chance of being selected. In the

elementary grades (fourth, fifth, and sixth) this’posed no problem, as all

students receive the same instruction from the same instructor. In the

junior high schopls (seventh, eighth, and ninth grades), however, instruction

is departmentalized and only certain courses are required of all students. It

BTN .
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was agreed, therefore,- that c1asses-tb be sampled in the junibr high schools
would be those required of ,all students. In most instances, this would be
"English:" In two districts,; however, "physical education" and "civic affairs"

& .

~were the courses. required of all students, and these were the ones.designated

to me for ‘sampling. For purposes of the survey, the subject matter of the

- required courses was animporta2§6§§ long as each student in the six grades
ected ' .

had an equal chance of being s

Voluntary participation. While all administrators agreed to encourage
their instructors and students to participate, it was emphasized that each

" should have the right to refuse. For the Wichita school-district, the’

Director .of Research and Planning agreed to send a letter to the principal
of each selectedschool encouraging participation. . A sample of that letter

. s provided in Appendix C. _ 7, Y

"As will be noted Tater in the discussion of "sample returns,” only two
in;ﬁyuctors of the 254 randomly selected classes dectined to participate,
andin those classes which did participate there was little evidence of
refusal by individual students. - ) (OO _

Provision of enrollment data. The administrators of the nine unified
school districts outside Wichita provided: complete. lists of all of their
classes in the fourth through the ninth grades, and for each: the number
enrolled;  the name of the instructor; the name of the school; and, in the
case of junior high schools, the section number or "hour" of the class.

The data furnished were taken from official enrollment reports on Septemberal5.

In the Wichita school district, the‘ear1y'proviSion of such detailed

" information was not necessary as it was agreed that the Board of Education's

data processing center would provide a 1ist of randomly selected classes.
However, tentative enrollment figures were provided to enable me to plan a
stratified model sample design. :

Distribution and return of student questionnaires. A1l administrators .

agreed that if I provided them with individual "packets" for each selected

class? they would forward them through the districts' internal distribution
systems. Completed questionnaires from the non-Wichita schools would be
mailed to me in self-addressed, no-postage-required, envelopes which I,wou]d
provide. "In Wichita, the Office of Research and Planning agreed to provide
for both distribution and return of the completed packets. !

I promised to provide each district with the packets at least one week
in advance of the survey, which would provide ample time for internal -

~distribution and for the instructors to become familiar with the procedures
. for administration of the questionnaires. |

o Sample Design and Selection :

The next mefhodo1ogica1 step was to design and draw\a sample of
approximately 5000 students in the six-grades;_ Ideally, a simple random
or stratified random sample was preferred. This type of saﬁb]e lends itself

A4
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edsily to.statistical tests of the reliability. of the data obtainéd and of
the representativeness of the sample. Al1 standard formulae for such tests
presume randomness of samples. I initially opted for a-stratified random
sample, with the individual student being the sampling element or “"unit of
measurement," and with each grade level and school district enjoying pro- .
portional representation. T '

: . - Stratificat¥en of the sample. With.enrollment data current for September
- 15, and in .anticipation of the administration of the survey in mid-November,
a stratified sample model was constructed. Two major strata were designated
for sampling--the Wichita school district,- agcounting for an estimated 71.9%
of the total target population, and the nine non-Wichita districts combined:
accounting for the remainder. '

~_The rationale for this stratification was based primarily on an urban-
rural dichotomy existing.within the county. Wichita, of course, is the '
."big city." The other school districts are fairly homogeneous in that each
encompasses an area essentially rural in nature, with schools located in .
small towns and viliages. -These districts serve both the communities and the
~ surrounding: farms from which children are bussed to school. OQutside Wichita,
all communities are under 10,000 in population, with the vast majority under
2,500. _ ' "

7

Sample Design Model ' ; : N

Within each-stratum, the design model called for proportional rep-
- resentation of each grade level. In addition it was constructed to obtain .
an approximately equal number of questionnaires from'eacﬁtétratum and
' substratum on each of the five days of the survey week, Novgmber 15-19.
This specification arose.from the requirement to analyze replies to questions
13-32 which asked the children to”recofd, by half-hour periods, the times . .
they watched television "yesterday." In question #12, the respondent was
asked tq identify what day of the week was "yesterday." If an approximately -
equal number of responses for each day were obtained, an estimate then could
be made-of the total amount of viewing occuring weekly during the afternogons
~and evenings before school days. : L

Figure 4, below, presents the sample design mgdel and prgvides an
estimate of expected attrition (10%). -Figures ggg,based on Séptember 15
enrollments supplied by district administrators
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, - . Fig. 4. Sample Design Model
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- .~ Modification of sample design. In discuizj;QS”Wféh school district ‘
administrators it soon became evident that implementation of the sample design
. model would*pose serious administrative and procedural problems.  The model -
was.predicated on the individual student as the unit of measurement. This,
meant that enrollment 1ists for all classes, each containing the nanies of"
every student .in that class, would be required. From the lists, individuals A
" would be selected randomly. While this was not an insurmount%b]e task, a '
far more serious complication emerged. To illustrate, asstme that by im- \'
plementing the model five of twenty students were selected in “Mr. Smith's"
fourth grade class in "Brown Elementary School.” What would Mr. Smith do
with the -other fifteen students while the selected five completed their \ ~
questionnaires in class? ~Would the other fifteen feel "slighted" or "rejected"?
As an a]t@rnative, should Mr. Smith hold the selected five after(school for
* the purpose of administering the questionnaires? That alternative would be ‘\
- 'almost totally unacceptable. .In all 1ikelihood, Mr. Smith, the students, and
¢ - their parents wod1d object. Moreover, under union contracts, Mr. Smith might
. have to-be compensated at "overtime rates" for such an extra-curricular activity.,
' " In short, the realities of the situation forced me to abandon random selection
of students on an individual basis, and to resort instedd to "cluster. sampling." ~

: Cluster sampling. This research technique has been used frequently in
, sociological research and involves the selection of groups (in this' case,
7 classes) instead of ifidfviduals as the basic 'sampling units. Very often
" cluster samp]ingﬁis used instead-of simple or ‘stratified random sampling when
an enumeration of all sampling units is difficult or impossible to obtain.
X - "This, of course was not a problem in the instant ‘study. , beoe A
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Standard texts on social research methods and samp]Tng (e.g., Babbie,
"1973;, Warwick and Lininger, 1975; Black and Chapman, 1976, and Nachmias *and.
Nachm1as, 1976) advise that there often is greater sampling error assoc1ated
 With cluster sampling (or "area sampling," as it is sometimes labelled).
“ Warwick and Lininger (1975) assert that "...experience has shown that well- . 2
designed cluster samples will produce standard errors that are about-one‘and . 'K
4

" one-half t1mes as large as standard errors for simple random samples of the *

" same. size." Babbie (1973) notes .that "sampling error is reduced by two

factors: an increase in the samp]e size and an increased homogeneity of -the
elements being samp]ed " .

In my judgment, the character1st1cs of c]uster sampling employed in:
this study would, based on Babbie's criteria, be subject to less error thdn
.that predicted by Warwick and Linninger. Again, -4s noted in my discussion
f the "model sample design," there are two distinct strata--urban Wichita
nd rural_"non-Wichita." . Within each stratum, there are homogeneous clusters--
each of the six grades selected for survey. In employing cluster sampling, ~

‘T could still aim for proper proportional representation of each cluster -

within each.stratum.. As all sampling units (classes) in the target popu]at1on,
as defined earlier, wou]d have equal opportunity to be selected by strat1f1ed
random sampling, samp11ng error introduced by this method should. be~ "minimized.

As will be poted later in the analysts of sample returns, the.drawn sample

would include fiore than one of .every six students enrolled in the six grades.

To the extent that "the proof is in the pudding," later analyses of the
representativeness of the sample dimensions, when compared with known parameters
of the universe (the target popu]at1on), shou]d be as reassuring to the réaders

as they were to me. : _ B L . ‘\

o

Drawing of the sample. From the lists of all classes in the, six grades -

" that were supplied the super1ntendents af 'the non-Wichita school districts, -—

“be completed da¥ly in the non-Wichita districts. The maste

a master list was prepared.for each.grade level. FEach class on that list was .-
ass1gned a number. Using the "lottery method" of selecting numbers from a

"fish bowl," classes were selected randomly untilseach grade level's .
proport1onate shagh was obtained. This wasiperformed for each day of the

survey week so_igit an approximately equal number of questi hna1res would
r'lists contained-

“emumerations of fifty-sev@, fifty-four, sixty, sixty-five, seventy, and »
“seventy-nine classes in the fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth, and ninth

grades, nespectively. - The number of classes randomly se]ected for each grade, -
respectively was eleven, eleven, thirteen, fourteen, fourteen, and fifteen--

a total of seventy- e1ght classes. -

The random sample of the W1ch1ta city schools was prOV1ded by the Board ® .
of .Education's data processing center. From tﬁé,computer printouts, classes
for each grade level and for each day of the swrvey were selected randomly in
a manner similar to that employed for the non-Wichita districts, with ap ,
overall total of one hundred seventy-six classe$ being selected for survey.

, ] .



- salient objective of the

»*

Reproduction and Assembly of ‘Survey Materials

;-

v

L3

The questionnaires. During the period of QOctober 1-22, photo-offset
copies of the questionnaires were reproduced and collated by the Central
Services Division of Wichita State University. Again, as was true for the
pre-test questionnaires, a“23% photo-reduction was made from the masters upon

which the fipal versions were drafted. Extra copies beyond the number

required by the drawn sample were-obtained‘for inclusion in appendices
to reports of this study (See Appendix C). ‘ :

Y

“ One special featuretghould be noted. Again, as explained-earlier, one - .
tudy was to obtain independent_perceptions of

parental guidang