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‘Program Impact: The key Measure of Audience Responsa

The guantitative ratings and accompanying descriptions
of audience composition available today are used in a nusber
of ways by exgcutives in the feleviszion and advertiging
indugtiries to make programming and commErcial declsipns. &
situation amaly=zi= of the status of audiencs  asSsecsment
{Hof fman, 1784} revesls that these traditional ratings are
wostully inadequate for the task they have besn put to.

The ratings deliver & hou=e count, by age and sex, Dof

W

whio {sctually, how  many  houssholds) s watching.  Nething
MG & . They mrovide mo information as to whether audiences fay
atiention to what they wvigw, like what they view, or engsge 10
mther behaviors besides viswing durimg television watching.

Thers is a growing body of ressarch that sucgests  that

the television audierce ig rmot the passive, fully attentive

and engsged sst of wviewsrs the industry thinks 1t i1s. The
purposze  of  bhis péper i= to demonstrate that telsvision
Fatings alone do noet conmwvey the full wvarlability in gudien:e
respon=Ee Lo prrogram:s.

The wvery hypothesis  that audiences fFeact to  the
programs they see on televicion aszsumes the existence ot an
evaluative compoment 14 the response. Therefore, it would be
degirable that any index purporting tD_ meEssilre EEoGEam

popularity” contain =such &5 2 componeEnt. The traditional,
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guantitative ratings measure levels of channel viewlng
crocc—tabulated by age and sgx categqories. While this
infarmation is unguestionably wseful, it dogs not provide an
scsec=ment of audience attitedes toward programs, nor can it

be accepted as a suwbstitute for the fine-grained knowledge of

Thig res=sarch injecte the notien of & =subjective,
evaluative companent imto audience reaction te television
OO F &ME . Thié notign is translzated into an  assessment  of
crogram ratings  that considers attitudes and behaviors in
zdditicor = the guantitative ratinmgs. Conventional wisdom has
it that if wvigwsrs "watel 1t, they tike it." This wisdom 1c
challenged with the suggsstion tHat Wgkehing and likimg  of
television programs are actually related in & much less direct
and far more complew  fashion. Thrae bLav reeeagch guestiones
are. explored in thig paper:

1, What are the gualitative dimensions of zudiences respon

LN

=
to programs and how do television programs  differs  on

thege dimensions™

mn
]

. Mow do the important dimensians of  saudience respon

relate to the traditionmal, quantitative PESgr &l

ratings"Y

A

. Finally, Fow do thaese dime=n=licons relate to

iselt-reported) overt wviewirmg Sehaviors?

The sssumptien that program:2 wifth high ratings deliver
high levels of appreciation to their audiernces 1= guesticnsd

in thi=s paper. It is suggested that guantitstive ratings  may

i



not corvey enough information about sudience likes and viawing
habits and that gualitative information may be needed to
provide & more complete picture.

The examination of actual behaviars engaged in  daring
television viewing 1= am  important ztep in this procese.
Today™s television viewers hawve many demands an their time and
household activity lewvels may sasily interfere with viewing.

The traditicnal ratings systems count thess viewsrs, ASSURLING

that o watch is to like. Yet, arege these viewsrs really
watching (emd likimg), o is the television simgly 2 "t lxlng
lamp,® as Elizabeth Roberts (1982} has =.ggested?

Metbhodology

The datae from an  audience analysizs study condacted by
Televisian fudiwnce Assessment, Inc. (TAA! i Jume  of 1951
were emploved in  this investigaticn. During the ten-day
pericd spanning Sunday, June Zi through Monday. Juﬁé =9, 172l

TaA comducted & 2 ten—-minute telephone coincidentsl suevey of

[

L58% viewers in the Springfield, Tllirois Area of Dominant
Influsence (ﬁDI}I. The interwviews were conducted over SEYED
dayve, frem Sunday, June 21 through Thursday, June &5 and then
again on 2unday, Junse ZE and Monday. June ZF.

Fespondents were asked a&sbout thelr ocpinians and

behaviors during a prime-time television program they had been



aF were currently viewing. Over Ffifty variables weres measured
by Tad in their suwrvey questionnalre. These imciuded viewers'
reactions to the programs they saw, behaviors they engaged in
during viewing, and & number of demographic cheracteristics.

fach respondent called was ssked zbout & televisian
program telecast during ths second half-hour of the precszeding
Four. For eszample, an individual called at 8:33 was asghked
sbout the program watched betwesen 7:32 and  8:00  p.m. that
evening., The procedure was repested guring seach sucge=sive
prime-time Rowr. 1+ 1l indiwvidual had not watcehed 2
televigion program in the appropriats time period, then he oOf
she was not included in the cSample (s=e Robterts ang Lemiewn,
1921 for a complete discussion of the sampling methodoiogy) .

The sntire data base of 1,385 viewsr=z was split into
two samples sa that the majar findings of the investigation
cuuld‘be replicated. All results reported in this paper  uUse
the "analy=zis" sample. S=ze Hoffman (1984 Ffor & complete
report of the amalyses inveolving the "holdout"” sample.

The aralysi=s sample cont=sins o413 individuals whe
collectively viswed 21 television programs. The distributicn

iz dieplaved 1in Table 1.

Insert Tatile 1 za2bout here



The thirty-one television pragrams alaong with their respective

=
—

semple sizes are listed in Table

Imsert Table T about here

The Dimerm=ionz of Audience Response to Frograms

Fight wvariables that measure viEwer respinss to  khe
programming =€sn on the evening of the survay are imneluded 1n
this studw. These wvariables record the wariety af reaction=s
and attitudes wviewers had taward the particular program they

vigked.

Yariable Mame Agronym
Enticipate GRNTICFTH
Enjoyment EnIOY
Fealing FEEL IR



et More ELSE

Grade ERADE
Learn LEARN
Flan fAhead FLAM
Upset i+ Missed TaMoRROW

"ﬁnt{cipate" measures whether the program  was 1ooked
forward to or not and uses a two-point yes/neo =cale. "Enjoy!
uses thres pointg to reﬁurd the degrse af enjoyment e
respondent auperienced from the program, ranging from not mueh
to wery much. "Feeling," & ves/no 1tem, taps whether the
program fouched the respondent’=s  +selingsz. "Gt More" 1= A
hinary iter measuring whether the respondent watched the
program as & "way to pass the time" or to "get comething more”
from 1t. FRespondents assigned a "grade," "like they give iIin

school,.” to the program they had viewed, thias  Juwdging  their

levz2l of appreciation @r satisfactieon wWith  the program.

" ezrn"  rectords whether the respondent learnsd anything from
the program and i3 & yes/no iktem. "Flan' indicates how the
program viewed was selectad: did the viewsr cohoose Lo watch

the program after he or she lesrned it was on or dia  the
viewer plan  ahead to see it7?  "Upset 14 miszeed” allowed the
respandent to  indicate whether he or she woweld be upsst 14,
giveEn that the srogram  wWas oh bEomorrow, 1t was missed. The
szarch for gualitative dimensions of audience response to
programs  began with  the definmition of three constructs
hyvpathe=sized to  represent audisnce rvesponss o programs.
Thess corstructs are FProgram Intent, Frogram  Impach, and
Frogram Aspyreciation. The warisbles comprising sach  construct

=8 i =



Intent Impact Boppreciation

Anticlipate Feeling Enjoy
Flan Ahead Learn Grade
Get More

Upset if Missed

Frogram Iptent measures the behavioral intention  tao
view the television program. Thig cormstruct capturses how much
the person was “motivated" to ses the program. Strength  of

intention is operatignalized in terms of whether the show  Was

sznticipated o not  ("Anticipate"! and whether the wviewsr
flanned &ahead to watchk it ("Flan Ahesd"t. Inclusicn of
Anticipate =@ a wariable 1inm this construst 1s rEasanatls

beraus

1]

a program cannot be anticipated unless the viewsr
knows Ehat it is on. Therasfore, a high lewvel of anticipstion,
a2long Qith g prior plan to see the program impliaa & =ireng
degres of behavieorsl intention to see the show.

The next comstruct of gnteraﬁt is Frogram impact. What
gffect does a particular  program kawve on & wiewer? LDoe=s 1t

grab viewsrs @t leave them flat? Here, Impact 1s hypethesiczed

toc tap the emotional and intellectual aspects of viswing. £

s

program’s impact depsnds on whether 1t touchgs the viewsr'
fealings  (Y“Feeling")l, whether the wiewer lgarns from it

("Learn™}, whether the viewer watched it as & way to p

Ll
+
-y
M

=
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time orf to get mere from 1t (YOet More™), and whether thes
viewer would be upset i€ it were migessd ("Upsst if Miss=dh).
Eazed on thig defirnition, @ Impact measures both affective and
cognitive componsnts of viewing.

Fimally, Frooram fppreciatian represents the



favorable-unfavorable componsnt  of audience  FeEsSpURse to
programs. Fhe enjoyment an individual derives from a program
("Enjoy"} and the “Brade” he or she gives 1t conceptualize
Frogram Appreciation, This construct captures how nuch appeal
the program has. 1t can te thought of as an overall measure
of likimg for the pragram. I+ is similar to an attitude
(Ci=hibein % Ajzen 1975} in that it specifies the directicn of
the evaluation of the program. However. it mi=t. be pointed
aut that ERis is strictly an empirical definition of  program
attlituds. |

Thaese thres= constructs form the primary mMEaslres q

-k

audience re=zponcse to programe, The constructien of composite
variables bssed onm these construcis is describesd in the next
tres  sectlions. The method of discriminant aralysis  wWas
u=eEd. |

Frogram Appreciakion

& discriminant amalwysis of the 1 televisicn  programs
using the twe audience resction variables Enioy angd bBrade  was
performed wWwith the SA45 procedures CANDISC {5A% Institute, Inc.,

1282y, Table T contains the result= of this analys=ics.

-

Ymeert Tabkle 7 about here



The canonical correlation between ENJOY and GRADE  and  the
first diecriminant function i= Q.74. This Ffunction is
statigtically significant (Wilk's lambhda = O.5944%, Fi&D, 123680
= 1.8429, p = 0.0001., Thiz F-statistic for Wilk'= lambda 1s
exact.}. The within canenical sStructure ValUEE. are the

within—class correlations between the csnahical variabie of

Frogram &ppreciation  and e=ach  originsl wariable. These
correliations show that GRADE i=  ths primary contributor  to
discrimination among these 31 programs. The standardized
csnconical coefficients, when applied Lo the originmal

stanmdardized wariables, yisld a canonical wariable witn unit

within-class variance. The raw cancnical coefficients yield =
canonical wvariable with uwnit within-glass wvariance  when
zpplied to the original unstandardized variables. The rai

cnetficients were used to obtaim  the composite variables of
Frogram Appreciatian from the original wvariables ExRJIOY  =nd
GRADE.

The starndardized carenical coefficisnts offer  further
support for the interpretastion  that FProgram Gppreciation is
defined primarily by GRADE and that EMJOY cantributes
p==entially mothing teo this compomite. iNevertheless, EMIOY
ig included in the linear combination.] The composite for

frogram Appreciation, in tenmms of the standardized weights is:

b

Appreciatian = 1.0%F¥ERADE - O, 09%ENIAOY.



The television program group centroids (class m2ans) on
the compeosite of Frogram Appreciation are informative, thaugh
f{lawed, measures of appreciation and cannot be takern directly
az vzlues om 2 scale of Frogram fAppreciation. Thi= is betauce
the group centroids reflect neither the wariability within
each program  group  nor the sample size on which the score is
based. To remedy this situation, t-scores were calculated far
each program groug by div}ding gach group centrold by 1ts
cstandard error:

t=ccare = ft

[
-
/N1

whers m progrram grous centraid,
= standard deviation of group centroid, «nd
grogram gample sizé.

1
Il

Thess t-ccores are displayed in order of increasing magnitods

tn Table 4.

Inesrt Tabkle 4 about here

The t-s=corese have & number of important advantages over the
group ‘centroids &z Appreciation scale  wvaluwes for gach

program. Fir=t, these scores have been adjusted for bhoth  ihe



sample size of each program and the variability within each
group of viewers. More important, the t-scores give us
information the centroids cannot; wiz. the degree to which
the programs sctually differ from the mean of the Appreciatiaon
=cale. In essence, the ft-sgores  areg an approdimate
statistical tEst of the null hypothesis that the program
appreciation score is Igro. T-scores gteater than 2.900  1n
absoluts walus ars cignificant at  approximately the 0.0%
igvel. Orly .7 of the 31 programs an  the Frogram fpprecistion
ccale have waluss that are statistically different from Zero.
The Last Convertible, Mapolean &  Samantha, the first
Rour of  Dummy, &5 Minutes, The White Shadow and ARC Cicse Up
rnave significantiy high Frogram Appreciation scores, while ths
==cond hour of Mahogany, Tim Conway and Mouse Calls have

significantly low Frogram Apprecistion scores. :

4 <eimilar digcriminant analysis was performed for  the
four wvariablese camprising Fragram Impact. Recall that Feogram
.Impa:t is hyposthesized &0 be & function of FEELING, LEARM,

ELZE, and TOMORROW. The results are digplaved in Table =.

Inegrt Table 2 about here



The first camonical corrglation  {(r=0.30) 1£ significantly
different from zerg (Wilk™s lambda = 0. &24E,
Fiapprom) (120,2495,.1) = Z.6115, p = QL0 . Inspection of the
within canonical structure reveals that 1earmin§ something
from a =Mow (LEARN) and watching it as & way to get more from
it (ELSE? cpntribute most to discrimiration among thece
prroOcr aUng.

CFrom the standardized canenical weights,  one can s8¢
that FEELIMNG has relatively litile weight in construction o
the composite, and that LEASRM, ELSE, and TOMORRGKH are all
weighted sbout =gually. The composite of Frogram Impact, 10

termz af these standardized weights is:
Impact = O,2A4FFEELING + <.IPALEARM +

0.SO¥ELSE + 0. S%5¥ TOMORROM.

The Frogram Impact comoosite was constructed  using the raw

canonical coefficients.

The grogram t—scores are displayed in Table a.

|
—
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Fifteen programs have scores that are sigrificantly different
from =zero on the scaleg of Frogram Impact. The MWaltonas, the
=econd hour of Dummy, Little House, the first hour of Bummy,
the second and first huﬁra of Roots, ABC Cleose Up and &0
Mirnutes are significantly hiogh in Frogram Impact. Conversely,
Bospm Buddies, Facts of Life, Hart to Hart, Houss Calls,
Charlie’s Angels, Tim Conway and Magoum are gignificantly low

o the Program Impact scale.

The discriminant amalysis of the 21 programs Wsing

SNTICETH and PLARN is summarized in Table 7.

The firgs discriminant AFunction (g2 =significant  with a
cmrreépondimg canonical carrelation of ©.534 (Wiik’ = lamkda =
m.8521, Fcbﬁ,iESE) = 1.7470, p = G.o005, This F-statistic is
evact.). The within—:ell correlatione of the wvariables with

the composite of Frogram Intent suggest that looking forward
to the program (ANTICPTH} i= the great=r contriboter  tO0

discrimination, thwugh planning ahead (FLAN) also cantributes



heavily. The standardized weight=s give the same picture. The
compasite for Frogram Intent was constructed from  the  raw
canonical coefficients. In terms of standardized wvalues,

FProgram Intent is:

Intent = O,.8FKANTICFTN + O, SZ2¥FLAN.

The program t-score walues on the composite of Frogram

Intent are li=zted inm Table 8.

Insert Table § about hers

Onlvy gis programs have scores differing from 2ero on the new
composite variahis of Frogram Intent. TH; shaws A&
sigrificantly high on the scale: &0 Mingtes and Little. House.
ABL Close Up, God™s Children, Charlie’s Angels and Tim  Cornkay
gre significantly low QR £hE =cale of Intent. As 1s evident
from this composits, most wviswers do not pisn  ahead, nor look

forward to the shows they watech on television.,



The bivariatz correlations among the three composites
of audience rresSpOnse, wsing the program as  the unit of

analysis (i.e. n=31i1, are:

Intent Impact Appreciation
Intent 1.0
Impact . 4 1.0
. (. 02}
Appreciatlion - 50 7S i.0a
L. L} DL T30l

1f a program i= judged high in impact by its audlences,
klen it alsc terds to be highly appreciatad. Conver=sely,
programs  that are  low  1n impact are also ot well
sppreciated. Thics relatienship 1= depicted gr?ﬁhi[aily in

Figura i.

Insert Figure 1 apout here

The relaticonship hbetween frogram Apprecist:en =nd
Preﬁram Intent is lege nest. Frograms which viewers intended
ta wiow areg reasonably .well sppreciated, thouoh shaows which
viewsrs did npt intend to view (the most notable being (ZF-IW

Close Upy are also apprecisted. inspecticn of the bivariate



ccatter plat of Intent versus Appreciation (see Hoffman, 1784}
suggested that the program Ak Close Up is amn outlier. For
purpeozes of exposition, 1t was deleted +rmm.the analvsis; the
correlation between Appreciation and Intent rises to 0,53
(pe=0. 003 after this adjustment. This finding suggests that
chows which audiences intend to view &are more apprecisied than
shows which audiences just "happen" upon. Maturally, this may
prly imply the discovery of a cangistency bizas: 1if viewers =ay
they intended fto watch 2 program, then why would they say they
did not appreciate it. Of courss, it @may be that ~iswers
anticipats only those shows they appreciste, though 1t 1%
ertirely possible that an audience will sppreciats a  show it
had fo  intention of viewing (ABC Cloze Up being & case Lo
pointd.

The maderately positive relationship hetwsern Frogram
tmpact and Frogram  Intent reveals that programs high  an
Imtent, sxhibit, for ths most part, high Impact. #Again, AR
Glose Up, due to its wtreme Intent scors, may be considered
e outiier in this Felastiaonship. Hagnuﬁ may olso bDe
comsidered an outlier: it i abowve average on Intent, vl
extremsly low on Impact. If these fwa shows are delet=d +ch
the amalysis, then the correslation between Intent and Impact
riges to 0,64 (p=0,0002) - a considerable improvemant.

Mo claims are made a3 to caueal connecticns, sscept to
note that an intention to view necessarily precssds actual
viewing, though intentions may be affected by experlence Witk
the proaram on prior occasions. Sudiences intend to  watch

chowe they asppreciate and are affected by, and shows that have



2 high impact on them are highly appreciated. Though knowing

-

individuale intentions to view & program may @0t enable
precise prediction of whether they will find it satisfying,
knowing  that the program had an  impact on thsm  allows

ressorable confidence in the claim that they apprecisated 1t,

too.
& _Discrimivant Spage_pf Television Prodrams

In this section, the differsnces among Rpregrams on e
thrse composites ef audience FEERanss ar e g amined
gramfhiical ly. Thi= was done by performing & diszcriminant

srsiyeis of the eight criginal wvariables of audieﬁce FEEpOnze
anrnd then *itting the thtree composites along with the original
variables imrtn the discriminmamt zpaces. This amalycels provides
Aret only a means of discovering whichk, i any, of these
audience respange measures discriminastes well among  Programs,
but alge a “check"” on the walidity af the thres i1ndividual
discriminant amalyses described above.

The results= 54 the discriminant analysis of the eight

original variables appear in Table 7.

Insert Table ¥ about here



There &re clearly two dimensions iﬁ the spacze of these
eight variables. This= iz an  interesting result becauss the
original hypothesis held ithat there were three conceptually
distingt, though not necessarily  independent, dimenmsions of
audience response to programs. Had the discriminant amalysis
beern performed only on all variables combined, the conclusion
msy have formed that omly  two legitimate dimensions o+
sudience response existed. As will be evident graphically in
s mement, the discriminant analysis of &ll eight wvariables
combined produces  two orthagonal dimensions (in the metric of
the within—cell EFrar matrixl that are interpretable
ronsidering the thres dimensions o sudiengs Fesponss
previously corceptualized. Ferforming & discriminant analyels
on each set of variables separately allows the canstruction of
the bect pussitle compesites in terms of thaose variables. Im
rhi= fashion, there iz no reguirement that the new  varlables
he uncorrelated. [mdeed, there i no supectation that they ba
uncorrelated. In this =sense, the discriminant analyvsis ssrves

asz an intearpretive aid.

The first discriminant Function is significant at p

H

O.0000  (F approx (240, 4844.7) = 1,979, Wiik's lambda
2.45857), with a corresponding canonical correlation of O, 31,
The withim=-cell correlations among the originai variables and
the new funciieons =how  that the primary contributors  to

digcrimination on the first function are LEARN and ELSE, wWith



FEELING, TOMORROW and GRADE contributing somewhat les=s, in
that order. EMJIOY contributes in the negatiwve direction. The
ctandardized carmonical weights assist in interpreting this

functian:

First Fumction J.SakLEARN + O.SZ¥ELSE -
L EORENTIQDY + OLZ26XFRELING +
0. Z0kGRADE + O.1S¥TOMORRUW -

O.0A¥AMNTICRTHN + O.01XFLARN.

Motice that this looks very much like tha compasits  of
Frogram Impact. Interestingly encugh, the composite of Frogram
Appreciatiorn also  appears within this furctlon, thooah

"impact" makes the strongest contribution to dizcrimimation™.

The second camnanical function i= . gtaticsticaily
significant at the p = ©.0018 level of significance {Wilk=
iampda = Q.&8595, F appros (2975,4Z87.7) = L.I325). The canonligal

cotrelation corresponding to this  fumction 1s egual £o i1, A
The primary comtributors  ta discriminaticn  on this fungticn
sz FLAN and ANTICETN in the positive direction, and FEELIHNG
in the negative direction. in terms of the standardized
camonical cos+ficients, the second discriminanft  funciion  S30

be written as: -

Second Function = O SOfFLAN + O.36¥ANTICFTN -
0. 7TSAFEELING + . 4usLEARN +
0. T1%ELSE — 0. 1S¥TOMORROM -

OL 1SEENIDOY - OL27EGREADE



This functian closely resembles Frogram Intent with some hints
of negative Impact and negative Appreciation.
The program group ceniroids on easch dimcriminant

fumcticon are displayed in Table 10,

Inzert Takhle 10 about here

AEC Close WUp, the first and secand hour=s of Roots, the s=cond
haur of Dummy, Little House and &2 Minutes have large positive
means on the first  function. Magrum, Hart o Hert, Tim
Catiway, Hous= Calls, God’=s Children and Charlie’s fnoels have
moderately large negative means. MNotice how similar the
distribution of program meang 15 on this function and  the
Frogranr Impact composite.

Or the second functien, &0 Minutes and Low  Gramt  have
teasonably large means in the positive dirsction, while &BC
Cloee Up, Bod's Children, the =econd howr of Dummy, the first
howr of Flamingo $faoad, EKEnot®s Landing and ABRL Movie are

grisnted im the opposite direction. This carrespconds closel

-

with the distribution of progeam meEans on the  [ntent
composits.

Thiz analysis produeced two unéﬂrrelated varisztes, while

1N

the analyses in the ptevious section do not. A particularly



interesting result emgrges from this discriminant analysis:
fppreciation, or same variant of it, iz mnot a primary
contributor to discrimination among these television programs
in either dimension. It zeems clear from thiszs analyeis  that
the impact a program has on the viswing auwdiernce, and Mok ite
gntertainment value, per s, determines the major direction of
discrimination among these television programs.

The discriminant space of televiaimﬁ programs @ i=

gdisplayed in Figures 2.

Imsert Figurs 2 about hersz

S0 tkat =2 better interpretation of the space may be offsred,
the micght original wvariable= and the composites constructed
from these wvariables wers fit  inta this  space  wsing the
within—-cel! correlaticons amonrg them and the two discriminant
functicns. These correlations  arese  the cosinss of the angles
hetwesn each variable and each function. Each wariable 1=
represented hg = wector in the discriminant space; the wector
length i= proportional to the squared multiple correlatian of

2arh wvariable with the two—dimemsional discriminant Space.
Taple 11 li=sts these value=.



Tnsert Table i1 abodt here

Irn addition, the within-cell corralations anong the yariables

in the discriminant space are given by the gosines of the
srgles  betwsen them. Therefore, variables that form gmal ler
angles with each othsr &are more highly correlated than
variasbles thet form wider énglea.

The Program [mpact composite virtually coincides with

the first discrimimant function. Fragrams on the right =id

1]
il

of the space are judged high in impact, while programe tz the -
teft ars perceived by their asudience ta be low in impact.
When the discsriminant anélysig of the four variables
comprising Impact was performed, it wacs obgarved that FEELING
had the leacst to do with that composite and LEARN  the most.
Mow it can be graphically cbserved that Impact may actually

pocsese tWwo differeptiable components: goanitive  impact -

measured primarily by LEARM and affgctive impact - measlraad
primarily &y FEELING. Motice that programs that touch the
audiences’ feelings are not necesssrily the same ax programs
they learmn somethimg from or watch as & way to get more from.
Though Appreciation i= most closely aligned with the
firgt diméncsion of discrimination, and negatively related  to
the =second,. it iz mot nearly as imphrtant a contributar Lo

discrimination as Impact is. The wariable GRADE ig coincident

with the compesite of Frogram Appreciation, but the variable



EMIOY s contribution is essemtially nil. It comes as no
surprise that television programs that are high in impact a&are
also highly appreciated, whether that impact is intellectual
or emotional. The =econd dimern=ion of the discriminant space
csm best be characterized by programs that viewers plan  ahead
ty =ee., onh the cne hand, and by programs  that touch their
feslings, on the other.

The discriminant spsce of telgvision programs can be
divided into three more o+ less distingt regions  and the
following interpretatiocn offarad. Beginning on  the  lower
right armd meving counterclockwise, programs in thlis pariion o
the space, bounded by the wvectcrs of FEELIMNG and Impact are
those:

- which touch wviewser'=s teellings,
- which viewers appreciste, and

- which wiewers judge to be high in impact.

Thecses programs are high in affective 1mpact.

Frograms in the wuppeyr tright portion of the sSpace,
bounded by ths wvectors of Appreciation and Intent are  those
which wiBwesrs:

-  appreciate,
-  Jjudge to be high in impact, and

- plam zhead to view.

Shows in the left portion of the =pace. bounded by the

cecond discriminant function, are Lhose vigwerc:



- do not apptreciate,
~  judge to be low in impact. and

- do not plan ahead to view.

These are the lpow impact programs.

Frograms in the twa high impact regions of the space
are whai Barwise and Ehrenberg (1282) would c£all "demanding.”
Demanding programs are those that involve & greater effort  on
the part of the wiswer in order to be watchead. In their
w1

The theoretical interpretaticn is  that the
more demanding & program is,  the more interesting
and/or Sniovabie it has to be drelative to more

Felaving programs! before people will take the
trouble to watch it. (pa 27

They clagsifised programs  into two types bazed on

cantent, Intormation P Oof BMS inzluded nEWs progr Sms,
pulietins, and FEws magazines. Entertainment programs
included everyithing slese. Their AFiadings =sugaest that

information programs are mors2  demanding  that  entertainment
rrogr ams.: Barwi=e ard Elrernberyg alsoc measured demandingress
of programs by hawing =sach wiewsr indicate, for sach pragram,
el1ther "It made me think™ o "It helped me relax.” Measured
in this fashion, demanding programs  included  a2ll the "herd®
information programs like local and nmetwork news  shows,
election <specials, amd features and documentaries. Un  the
average, %2 percent of the viewsrs of these programs =zaid it

made them think, while fourteen percent ssid it helpsd  them



relan. Relawing ﬁrngrame included all the entertainment shows
like serials and movies, variety, agame and qguiz  shows, ithe
Wimter Olympic=, and the "sofi" information shows 1ike FM
Mzgarine, World of Animals and Wild Kingdom. On the awerage,
55 percernt of the viewers said it helped them Felay and ten
percent said it made them think. Or the basi= of these
results they conclude that there 1z  a "sharp discrimination
between demanding and relaxing programs' and that this "ties
in closely with C[theirl esarlisr classification My program
title.”

The distinmctian between demanding ard Felaning
programs, ac they have deficsd it, is not guite as clear a=
thev s=suggest. Thic is probably because their measure  of
demandingness — "It mads me think/It helped me relax” ~ i1z not
zznsi tive enough to truly differentiate among Py Ogr ams -

at Minutes and ABC Clase Up, being "infarmaticn” shaws,
come closest to fitting into Bosrwise ahd Ehrenberg’cs
categorizatian of demanding programs. yet the argumsnt mavy be
advanced that other, so-called "entertainment” Ltype programs
in the Bigh impact regiaon of the disgriminant spacs slsa fit
into thig scheme. Al £hE televi=zion progerams i these

regicne require & copmiiment from the viewer., fe Barwiss &t

Ehrenterg have characterized it, they require mora of the

viewer, but they give hack more in retwrn:

The greater the effort involved - =.a. far 3
ey demandino ROy amn - the higher the
gqratification has to be to induce  the viewar  to
bother to watch., Otherwige he will watch & less
demanding ealternative, even if it is alsoc rather
lesz  rewarding. Te overcome the attracticn of Lhe
"lesst obhjectionabla," a demanding program has to be



gegpecially rewarding in aordsr for  the wviewsr tO
watch 1t.” fp. 273

This accounts for the location of  the appreciation wvector in
thie region of the space. The programs which have the higHeat
i mpact are also found to be the most gatisfying to the
SLUdiBMCE.

Though Barwise and Ehrenberg consider 1low demanding
shows to be of the “entertainment  type, the current
invgatigatiun'zuggeatﬁ that other programs Cesides information
types  may be demanding; the graphical display makes this
clesr. Soots, Little Houses, Dummy, the Waltonms — all requlre
something of fthe wilowetr. Theze are not programs  which  an
audlence Ean casuzlly view and say it hag reslly watched. The
programs in the low impszt reglione of the sSpace Fit 1o mare
with what Barwiz=se and Ehrenberg would call ‘erfertainmant .
Thess programs are not demanding, do »ot dEIiQEF an impatct anc
canseguently are not a= highly appreciatec as thoze ifthat do.
For &he most part, these programs are situation comedies  acd
actiorn—adventure =hows.

inspection of the t-score means an the three compocites

of audiencs recponse, arrayed by levels of Frogram Imosact, !

L]

Bighly 111uminéting- Fiftesn programs had =signiticant Fragram
Impact scores, and  sixtesn could not be reliably detetrmined.
The means on each cComposite on plotted against  the  three
program "types” of high impact, Iaﬁ impact and undetermined in

Figuere 3.
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fmEert Figure * about hare

High impact programs are mare apprecisted and looked forward
to tham low impact programs, by a wide margin. In fact, law
impact programs are not appreciated nor anticipated in advance
of viswing., High impact programs includs movies, speciaels and
family dramas for .the most  part. Situatiaon camedl =3,
action-adventure series, &nd Some drams programs are primarily
low imp&ct.

Thig inwvestigation has shown that “demandingness"  and
Frogram Impsct can be considersd ﬁne and the same. Frocage am
Impact is the measure af how much the viswer must give to the

orogram in ordet t get something back. The "giwve! iz most
prog 9 g g

likely im &the form of attention, the pav—aff = i
appreciation, Bppreciation i1s  the reward faor the sftfort
supended.

Classifying prograns marrﬂwlf in terms o their

co—called informationsentertainment walue mis=ss th

6]

point. A
progr-am does mpot have to contain hard news to have an impact
on the wviewWer. Further, two possiply distinct forms of impact
hawve bmer idemtified: intellectusl and smotional. , It may be
poszible that a program can deliver both.

The T¥ Movie Dummy corncgrned 2 yowng man, black,’ desdt

and mute, accussd of raping 3 white woman. This progiam,



garticularly the secand hour, touched wviewers’ feslings
deap1y4. Similarly, ths episode of kKnoet's Landing shown
during the survey week was particularly poignant or moving tao
the audiences.

In contrast, Aogts, &0 Minutes, Little House and the
Waltoms are shows viewers learn from and watch to get more
f+om. This learning somsthing from a program is more in the
SEnER of a lesszcn learned  about life, rather than & ==t of
fagts about same  topildo. It is gasy to imagine wviewers
reporting learning from both Roots and &0 Minutes. In the cacse
of Little House and the Waltons, these fanmily dramas alwavs
carry & "message" and neatly solve & pressing dilemms et the
close of the hour. Certainly, theses sghows can touch feslings,
put vieswars appaerently consider "learning’ as the mere =alient
enpErience. ’

Thess Findingﬁ_auggeat the concept of demsndingness
proposed by Barwicse and Ehrenberg be broadened  to include
thosE programe which achieve & reasonably large valuse on the
scale of Program Impact a&amd not  be de#ined & priari, o in

terms of whether the programs mabke vieweres "think."

Limking Audience Respanse to Frogram Ratings

In this section, the roetion that "if viewers watch it
they like it," i= examined. First, a composite meEasurse of
avdience z=ize bazszd on guantitatiwve ratings data is

camstructed znd then this gquantitative viewing data is linked



to Program Appreciatien and FProgram Impact.

The Springfi=ld, Iilinois ADI pragram ratings  for .
February, May, and July of 1981 were used to construct =
composite measure of auvdience size for nineteen of the 51
television pragrams in the data set. Aroitron Fatings were
not available for the remaining twelve programs. Mational
Hislsen ratings were not employed because 1t wasg believed that
thess rumbers werse not necessarily  indicative of  vieEwing
behavicr +or the local Springfield audience.

In order to investigate the relatianship ttetwe=n
grogram +ratings and fthe measuress =f audience & responcees, 2
compacite imdex of audience size  was  constructed uwsing  the
methiod of principal components analysis. The components of

this imdex are:

February Sweeps
May Sweeps
July SQweeps

These messures of audisnce cize are the ArGbitron
program ratings  for the Springfield, illincis &0 during each
of three "SWEEFS" periods in 1781 (Arbitrom Ratings Co.,
12E13. The ArFbitron ratinogs for the Sweeps periods are not
parfect measures of audience size for the programs inmn the

cample. First, nong of these ratings was obtaired in the =S&ame



weal that the programg were telecast. This is due o the fact
that these ratings are obtained four times & vyear during
"Sueeps" weeks,” and the ten-day period during which the
survey was conducted g8id not fall in a Sweeg weeka. Eecond,
programming  varies, oftem wildly, throuwghout the WEAK,
particularly during Sweeps weeks, s0 that program lead-ins and
lead—outs are not consistently the same. This may have the
effect of altering in unknown ways the viewing levels for the
programs investigated, Fimally, absolute lawvels of viswlng
dif+fer by months of ithe vy=ar, wiibh the csummar mianths
traditionally reflecting  the lowsst lewvels of viswing and the
wirtsr months the highest.

The ratipge from the three Sweeps periods for ninetsean

television programs in the sasple are displayed in Tabie LI

Inssrt Tabhle 12 abowut here

Fatings did not egrist for six showg in the May Sweeps period.
For these shows, a rating wss estimated by taking the average
of the February and July Fatiﬁgz and rouwndimg to the nearest
geven integer. Study of this table indicstes thsast it 1= no
simple matter to obtain qQuantitative messures of avdience zizs

for televicion programs. ' Regularly scheduled programs mey be

- =1 -



preemptea and programs cftanm chamge timeslots, particularly
during Sweeps periods.

& direct meazlure af sudience =size ie available for gach
program: this is the actual sample size associated with each
program. These values reflect the number of vigwers over Lhe
tarn—-day period whe reported watching the television program
and are displaved in the final c¢olumn of Table 1&. This
measure of "rating" ig not perfect, eithetr. Shows  were not
ipcluded in the analyesis wnless their sample sizes were  large
Eﬁqugh in = 1) to make cstatistically reliable statements.
Thisz automatically excluded “unpopular” programs. Hence, the
sample is biased in  favor of well-watched shows frzm the
=tart.

The correlations among the various measures of audience

size are displayed in Table 13,

Insert Table 17 abeout here

311 thres ratings meEasures are Righkly, correlated, With
February and May the highest, followed by May and July and
then Fehrusry and July. Tt stands to resson that February and
July would hRave the smallest correlation of the three =ince

they have the largest spread of time between them. More of

|
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the correlations  among Fating and program Fample sizg are
statistically sighnificant and all thres of the these

correlaticns are of relatively low magnitude.

A composite SWEEFS index was constructed from the three
mEasure= of rating for gach program using principal componert s
analysis. The meansg and standard deviations on the three
Fatirgs messures are displayed in Table 14, alaomng with fthe

Fociilte of the principal ceomponents analysis.

Insert Table 14 about here

The averages rating for a program  shown during  the February
Se=eps was 17.9%, in May, 14.487, and in July, 12,02,

The first principal component of these data accsunts
for 92.& percent of the variance in  the correlation

matrls.

The composite SWEEFS score for each program is calcilated a=:

SWEEFS = 0,.53%Fab + O.S8#May + O.Z7#July.

In escernce, & Simple sum of these ratings was formed to arrive

at the camposite index.
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The ninetsen programs ares arrayed in order of their

magnitude on the SWEEFS index in Table 1=,

Imsert Table 1% about here

House Calls, &2 Minutes and Lou Grant have  the highsst wvalues
o this index, and Flamingo Road tfirst and =second nRoursl,

Charlie’s #Angels  and Napolean % Samantha have the lowest

=Ccares,
The SWEEFS Index and Frggram Sample Size
The <orrzlaticon betwgen program sample =122 and the
SWEEER index iz ©.351 ip=0.20 . CHIFs i=s most likely an outlier
in this raelationship. 1t has a program sampie =ize of 44 -

the highest in the sample — and & SMWEEFS =core aof —0.08. Lo
Srant may be an outlier in the opposite dirsction. It has the
highest SWEEFS score (1,741, yet & small ﬁrcgram sample sice
(1%1. 1f, for the moment, these two programs are ignored, then
the relationchip Getween program sample gize and SWERFS  is
muckh sty ormger. The corralation between prmgram.sample Ssize

ard SWEEFS is 0.&62 (p=0.008) with these two programs  deleted.

Thi= result implies that sample sice ig actually a reasonably

[
i
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good surrogate for program Fatings and that the sample sizes
are not particularly biased. For the most part, programs with
low ratings tend to have small sample sizes arnd programs with
high ratings tend to have large sample sizes. One wonders why
CHIPs and Low Grant do not fit the general pattern. Wby did
CHIFs atiract o many viewsrs in thes sampleg and so few during
the Sweeps wesk? Why does Louw Brant have such a high
(compoeite) rating, yet have zo few viewers guring the surwvey
perrrad?

It iz only spsculation, but perhaps en  the Survey
evenings in question, viswers in the csample watchsd CHIFs for
some anamolous reason; their "regular' show wag not ong CHIF=
had & popular gueest star; "nothing =lse" was on during Lhat

tim

m

slat. fAzsume  that viewsrs who ardinarily  would Fawve

e

hed =omethimg else watched CHIFs becaucse 1t Was the lsas

v

Il
o

shiectionable alternative that evening. Then, it would foliow
that CHIFP=s wowld FECELWVE a low Frogran Intent score.
Feviewing the score of CHIPs on this composite reveals that
its Program Intent =core iz not significantly ditferent from
TErD. Thdes, there i mo evidence that this 1s not theE case.
& reaconable coanclusion is  that CHIFST large program sample
size may not be a reliable eztimate of its  "true” audience
=ire. in the ca=e of tLou Grant, suppose VYiswers rHID
Drdiﬁar{ly watch thic' program viewed samething slse  instead.
Ferhapz they were sttracted by a special on anDtHar channel .,
or = gquest star in  another  sEries. Ferhaps thess wviewers

dezided not to watch television at all during that timesiot.

Then, the program =sample size for Lou Grant may not be =



reliable indicater of its true audisnce sizZe.

Barring the exceptionsz already neoted, the ratings indew
canstructed and the direct measure of audience 2ize are Highly
associated; this suggests  that both  are reasonably accurate
measzures of the size of the viewing audience for & televigion
P OgLr &ifi. I+ either program sample size or SWEEFPS were bilased,
then they would not correlate sao  highly. 8f rcourse, they
could both be biased in the same direction, but this iz not
tikely ﬁﬂﬂsidering that thece ratings were ot beszged on
viewing lewvels ﬂuring the actual swrvey perirod.  Though the
SWEEFS index does not apply dirsctly to the particulsr pregram
episodes in the sample, 1t is taken, along With program sample

El1zZe

F 4% a reliabple measwre of audiegrce size  for. each

Progl am.

The correliation betweesn Frogram Apprecisticn amd
progFam  cSample size is —0.4% tp=2.054) . [t i= depicted

graphiczally in Figure 4.

Irsert Figure 4 about here



The program &0 Minutes is am outlier in this relationship
becauses its fppreciation score (2.5&) i= much larger than one
would predict fraom knowledge ot its sample size (T8}, given
the rest of the data. If &0 Minutes is delested +from analysis,
then the correlaticon between Program Appreciation and sample
gize iz —0.&7 {pém.m24j. Frngréms that have small audiences,
as measured by their cample 5;355, ate ﬁcre appreciafﬁd than
programs that have largs sudiences, exgept for &0 Miputes,
CHIP=, with the largest sample size (44, does nat have ths
towest Appreciaticon score (—0.B2; the lowest ic 2. 22, thouah
it i= nat necessarily asn outbtlier. Howeawer, it has alreadvy
heen noted that CHIFs trus sudience sizs is believed to b=
somewhat smaller than 44, I+ this were the case, thenm 1t would
f§it more clozsly the negative relationship obsarwved bhetween
Appreciation and samplae =ize.

f similar -zlationship 1s obssrved hetwesen Frogiram
Fppreciatiocn and.audiencs gize when the corrglatiocon between

fppreciation and  the SWELFRS index 1= calculated. This

correlation, ac depickted im Figure 3, is ~0.17 (p=0.48).

[t Figure I about here



Both &0 Miputes and Lou Grant, with Appreciation scores larger
than expectegd (2.5&6 and 1.B9, respectively} given their SWEEFE
scare= (1.7t and 1.74, respectively), may be considered
outlieres 1in the relationship. If we deletse these fTwuo
programs, then the correlatian increases in magnituge to —0.54
(E=0.0051, Frograms bthat have small audiences, az measured by
the SWEEFS index, receive hinher Apprsciation  scores than
programs that have large audiences, except for & Minutes and
Lo Grant-

If the SWEEFS index and progrsam  sample size  are
surrogates +for  sudience size, suppose  hokh  are employed
simul tamnecusly to predict Frogram Appreciation. The =sguared
multiple corralation is 0,203 for the rFegrescion o
frpreciation on =ample size and SWEEFS and the relationehip is
not statistically significant {p=3.1&:. The studentized
residual for &0 Mifutes i Z.75, sSuggesting  that 1t is  an
outlier inm this model.

lou Grant and &9 Minutes appesr- consistently &=
autliers in the regression of Appreciation on the messures  of
auﬁiemce size. Léu Gramt is aberrant in  the regression of
program  sample size on SWEEFPES and  Frogram Appreciation an
SWEEPS. &6 Mimutes is an outlier in the regressions of Frogeam
fppreciation on both SWEERPS and csample size. fgrnoring these
two problematic prograns for the moment and performing  the
miltiple regression again provides  an intereatihg.rezult: the
sguared multiples cﬁrrelatiﬂn iz now .85 amd astatistically

cigrificant (FL2,141=1%.1&, p=0.000&). Heep in mind that this



is the s=guared correlation and as such reperts  variance
acoounted for.

. Program Appreciation can be predicted reasonably wall
fram program ratings and program sample =ize ceparatesly, bDut
when both are used together, #éppreciation is predicted far

better. Fegardlie==s of mwhat diresction the problem is

approached from: Frogram Appraciation is npggatively related

audignce SizZg. The larger the size of the audience, the lower
i= the average apgrecistion for the program.

Can an explanstion be provided for these resulte? In
the regression of Frogram Appreciatian on the SWEEFS index, it
wae noted that both &0 Minutes and Lou Grant appeared to
deviate from the generally observed negative relationship.
foecording to the model, since both have high rating=, both
zshiould have low Appreciaticn scores. ¥Yet, their'ﬁppre:iation
scores are among the highest in the sSamplse. Thess programg
are unigue in some way, compared to the other seventssn in the
analysis., Examining the demographlics of audience FeSponsSe,
#iffarences arg noted with respect to age and sen. &0 MiHQtEE

iz primsrily wiswed by men and women in the So+ sage group ard

males in the 18-31 =g= group. In general, imndividuals in the
g%+ category give bHigh marks to the programs they view. It
would appear that thiz reasanably homogenecus, large avdisnce

for &0 Mimutes iz a highly appreciative awdigncs a=z well. Lou
Grant zttracts female and male viewsatrs from 18-34 amnd =ome
foemale= in lhe S5+ cakegory., Women are more appreciastive tham
men, in general, snd  khis relatively homogeneous audiencs is

al=a a highly asppreciative cneé. Tt would appesar  that  the



audiences for &0 Minutes and Lou Grant watch these programs
because they appreciate them. Eut what about the remaining
seventeen programs’ Can it be that audiences watch them

hecauss they ¢o nok appreciate them?

McFhes's (19431 notions on natural ExpOSUr e and
popularity can be invoked to miplain the curions relationship
cbcorved between Program  Appreciation and  program ratincs.
Though his theories of mass behaviar were not  dewaloped 1n
terams of the televisian wilewing audience, they apply egueally
well to this situstion. By definition, the mast popular
arogram i= the one that has the most. peopls in ite audiEﬂCE:
McFhees hWas shown that the most popular program is also the ons

"

with the greatest relative proportions af lgggﬁ informed
viEweres - individuals "leacst resshed” by ather shaows in ERE
S ame categary?. Therefore, a disproportionate share of the
populatr program’s audiencs, a larger fraction of its already
larger audience, coensists af these Hleast informed” wviewsrs.
McFPhee =sugge=ts that the most pcpuiaE programs  wWithin
timeglaotse falternatives withinm & class) possess & 2 UNLQUeness
bevond the guantitative advantage of popularity itself. This=
hie terms a ”munupciy,” which the popular program has among the
individuals least infgrmed about the class of alternatives and
“thus lesst im & position to defend themsglwves agains=t abuses

of papularity.” In other words, these individusls are more

- g0 -



subiect to asdvertisements, prometiaons and word-of-—mouth which

sncourages the viewsr to watch the program.

gut why do these popular programs have the advantager

M-Fhee rejects the ides that it is bBegausse “ignorant pecple
prefer only the popular.” Rather, 1t is hecause of LWD
things:

1. The "weaker® program alternative has a smaller chance of

heing "lgarned” om & given exposwre to this ==t of
alternatives, and

2. The popular pragram alternatives have more advantzge and
this depends on promotion and publicity. "Mhapce avents
algre giyve the stronger alternative greater monopaly

among people with less exposure to the topic. "

Thus, the monopoly-like tendency

that the wesaker aliernatives are at  their
weakest and the strenger alternatives st their
gtroangest among people who know the lgast - 1z dus
to the unhappily reinforcing effects not  only ot
athetercgenseity of motivation to seek out unobvious
alternatives, but also aof b chance events even
Within a population absslutely homogeneowse 1in all
such good inteptions.

For minimum expasldrs can arise sither way, by
motive or by chancs, and minimun exposure of people
lezds to the same conseEguences in either case: a
"maturasl" tendency toward monopoly of the popular
awver the uninformed. ip. 1322 )

The popular grocrams have more of an gpportunity Lo
attract wiewsrs, both  informed and wninformed, =o that thers

are more individuals 1o the awvdisnce, relative to  the lesc



popular programs, who are under the influsnce of the “"natural
monopoly.. " A reasorable conclusion is that these "least
informed" viewers are much lesz likely to appreciate what they
are watching than the better informed viewers of the progran,
The wrninformed viewers of the popular prbDgramn dilute the
fppreciation score of the program ard this gives rise to the
sheerved negative correlation among Frogram fppreciation  and
sudience SizZe.

What these analygegnhave Favealed is  that i vigwers
“uatek" it, they do not necessarily appreciate 1t. Irn Ffact,
the most  "popular?® P Ogr ams sgem to attract the most
heterogengaus audiences in terms of thelr sppreciation for the
progr Sm. Program  rabtings may truly measure nothing more than

the sirze ot the andience.

How do these findings relate to ithe observaticns

previously made concerning  Frogram Impact? Seven pragrams

scored significantly laow on  Impact and =ight programs scored
significantly high. The mean sample =zize for the eight high
impact programs is 18 (standard deviation=7.%4&! . For the

sgven low impact prug;amg the average sample s=izZe 18 4,14

izstamdard deviation=7.&4). Tha test af the nuil hypothesis af
na  mean difference yields & t—statistic of (.32 tetamdard
crror of difference = 4.4&4). With 13 degrees of freedom, the
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nuil mypothesis cannot be rejected (g greater  than .10},
However, &0 Minutes has previously been established 55 &
"unigque" Arogram. Its sample size of 332 zkews upward the high
impact program typeE meEan. If &0 Minutes is deleted, then the
mean sample sice for the high  impact programs drops to 132.13
with a correspondingly smaller standard deviation of &.2Z8. The
t-cstatistic far the test of noe differesnce between these two
program fample size means is now equal to Z.41 istandard error
of difference = T.74y. Thig statis=stic is signficant (p=2.0J507,
=r the null hypothesis of no difference is rejected.

B SWEEFS score exists for all  sewven leow  impact
programs, but only three of the bigh impact programsz. This is
becau=e the high impact programs tend tao be moavie=z  and
sp=Cials tor which Sprinpgfisld ARI ratings A== ot

available, Howesver, a surrogete for ratings, program sample

[

ize, exists for &ll 31 programs in the sample. in Figure &,
Erogram Impact is plotted against praogram sample size for &l

Zi programs in the =ample.

Insert Figure & abouit here

The correlation betwesn Program Impact and program sample s:ize

e

i= -0 EZ ip = ,0317. If &0 Minutes i=s deleted +rom  the

— AT =



analygis, then the correlation jg —0,.58, significant at the p
= 0,001 level.

&8 mories of statistical swercises shown that programs
vith large audiences are  less appreciated than programs with
=mall audiences and that high impact programs are §ors
appreciated, on the average, tham low impact programs.  MNow 1t
can be sesn graphically that high impact programs tend to
attract =smaller audiences than low impact programs, as well.

Earwise and Ehrenberg found that the demanding programz
(mard informatiopn  shows) recelived  higher liking SCorgs
compared with entertainment  programns amd attracted smaller
audiences. The =hservatiore made here are consistent  with
this result and follow from the "investment of effort"  model
they propose to explain the results.

Forr the most part, the popular pregrams  attract
sutisnces who watch televiszion grimarily "as a way to pass the

=

oIt i

i

not that these viewers watch grograms they do

not appressiate, but rather watch programs they will not Lave

to aporeciate. Television iz ot so much entertainment as 1t
= filler, Urpopular programe atiract audiences w«ho watch
televizsien to "get Mmore fram it."  They do get more; Ehis i

in the form of appreciatian.

Frogram Impact and Yiewing Behavior

A implicit assumption of the previocus &analvyases hag



been that corsideration of a program’s impact, in addition to
ite guantitative rating, can aid decision—makers. In +this
section, two analyses are presented that offer another piece
of information. It is mat encugh to show that programs differ
o impact and that ratings do not necessarily lmply
appreciation. What is nesded is an analysis that can revesal
how Frogram Impact ig gs=ociated with actual wviewling
beklavior. 1f behaviar varie=z systematically with =& grogram’ s
impact., then infoarmation emergealthat can farm the care of =a
more comsiete base for decision making.

Five sets of variables spscifying behaviors irdividuals
werFe Likely to engage in during viewing were meEasurad. The
variables can be classified sccording to the tyee  of wiewing

hehavior they are intended to tap:

AReEivitigs Talking Hehawvior Boom Lesying
Chores Did Mot Talk : Digd Mot Loawvs
Drinking Talked About Frogram Left Duricng AC
Eating Talked About Things Left Durimg Frogram
Phone Other Than Frogram {e<t Durincg Both
Feading
Recreation
Other

Distragtion Attention

Wzs Distract=d Low AtteEntian

bas Mot Distracted High Attenticn

Reesporndents were permitted Lo choose up tao five

activities they engaged in during viewing of the program from
a list of seven, imcluding performing housshold chores,
drinking, eating, talking on the teslephaone, reading, engaglng

in recreatian and "ether." They aliso reported whether or not

Ja
LR
|



they talked during the program, and if they did, wha%t the
conversation wWas about: the program and things other than the
PrOgam. Respondents were alsa asked to indicate whether they
left +he room at all during viewing of the television program
and reported one gf the following: left during the ad, left
during the program itsslf, left during both the ad  and  the
program, or did not  leEave at  all. In addition, viewsrs
reported the level of attention they paid to the television
pragram and if emaaging in activities diﬁt‘écteﬁ them while

thay Were vigwWing.

Fach of the seven activity wvariabies 1s iuqically L%
variables, since a respondent ceuld indicate nok pertorming
the activity in guestion. A respondent actually had 2 cholce
of eight activities, simce not engaging inm any activitizs is
itselt anm actiwiiv.

In order to assess the degree to whach & prﬁgram"z
impect affects the actiwvities an individual is likely to

Efgage in during wviewing, the Ffollowing procedurs W3

1

performed. Fecpondents were assigned to one of three groups
arm the basis af what type of program they visgwsd. I they
viepwed a high impact prngr%m, bLhern they were a==zigned fto the
Righ impact group. I+ they viewed a low 1mpact progrsam, then
they wers assigned to  the low impact group. I+ the prograin

they viewed was "avesrage” in impact (actually, a program whose



impact could not reliably be determined as either high or
low), then they were assigned to the average impact group.
Within sach group, the praopeortion of individuals who angaged
in mach activity was recorded and arrayed 10 =& matris.
#ltogether, there were gightsen activities: the eight activity

variables x 2 and the disgtraction variable ¥ 2. This program

impact type-by-activity matrix is reproduced in Table 1&.

Insert Table 1& zbhout here

& carresporndence analysie (Gresnacre, 1784) was pertormed oOn

thi=s Z-hby—iD matrix o©of program impact types arnd activitiEE.E
Talking on the telephone, eating, engaging in  "octher" and
Engaglng in geEneral were fitied into the EQaCE ac

"supplementary" points.

The two-dimensional correspondence amal v=ils 1

H

displayed in Figure 7.

Insert Figure 7 aboul higre



Theez two dimensions acceount faor  100%  of the variance in the
data. Looking at the activity polints {represented by U+"
marks) reveals similarities and differences im activities
among the program impact types. Motice that the left side of
the cpasce is characterized by distracting actiwvities (FHONE,
CHORES, RECREAT, DISTRALCT!, and a general engaging 1o activity
(EMGAGEY. f= we move toward the right side af the spacs, there
i a characterization of not partaking in activities and
specifically, not distracting ones (NO DISTRACT, MO RECRE&T,
MO CHORES! . When individuals do engege 1o activities, they are
not distracting, ©.9- drimking (DRIME}. I+ 1= easy to SEE
that, in terme of impact, there are three rlear reglons 1N
thiz space, defined by the three program impact tvp=es- Eact
program impact type point in Figure 7 repressents “trie profiles
of activities for that particular type of impact. High Impact
is on the right, average on  the left, and low positiwe an the
cecord dimersion. Note that both lew and high impact progyam
tvpes are assoclated with driniking behavior during wi@wWlng.
However , only the low and aversge imgpact types 4are simiiar to
cachk other in general terms cof the types of activitigs engaged
il

The comparison between the activity variables and the
program  1mpact EVEEE are instructive. A particular impact
type profile tends to a position which corrasponds to Lhe
activity categories which are prominent in that impact tvoe

profile.

What emerges from this analysis is the finding that



viewers of high impact programs  tend to behave 1n  ways
complepentary wiith viewing, while viewsrs of low impact

pragrams behave 1in ways compefitive with wviewing. Eating and
drinking are not considered distracting activities, while

reading, talking on the phone, and engaging in recreation are

distracting.

The acsotiation Retween room  leaving behaviar  and
Frogram Impact is examined in this gection. The room leaving
wvariable i= admittedly & cruddse measers of room leaving
behavior. It does not specity how often the individual le+t
the room, or even when, exactly (during which ad? how many
ads? during which portisn of the show?}). However, it does
pfcvide a3 raugh measure of the behavior af intarast.

Mearly half tAT, 25y of all imdividuals reported 6o
Foom leaving whatsaewver during viewing.,  Twenty-—five ang &
half @ercent indicated leaving the room  during both the
program and the ad. Almost  twenty percent  left  the roaoom
during the commercial break, while cnly 12.31 percent reported
leaving only during the program.

The atténticn and taikingl variables were included in
thi=s analysics to add clarity. The propcrticans of the
differernt behaviocrs engaged inm during viewing are arrayed by

program impact type in Table 17.



-

£ correspondances analysis was performed on this T—by-8
matri; of program imgsct tyDES amd bekaviors. The categnriss
of talkimg about the program and talking about  things  other
ftham the program were f:t in as supplementary point=s sfter the
initial analysis, The two—dimernsional display is  shown  1n

Figqure 2.

Im=sart Figure B about hers

211 the behavior= on the lefi side of ths space suggest
5 iow interest in the preogram  oF perhaps Just equally =tronyg
interests in things other than the program. Low sttention O
the program, leaving during the skhow, no talkisg about  the
program, talking abdut things ather tharn the program, talking,
and leaving during toth the commercial  and  the  program all

imply a low degree of viewing @ffort omn the part of the



vigwer. 0On +the oDther hand, the right side of the space
cortains the wariables high attenticn, no room  leaving,
leaving enly during the ad, no tslking, talking about  the
program and not talking abput other things. fozin, &% 1in the
correspondence analysis of activitises, thrae clear FEgions 1n
the space emerge, all defined by program 1mpact  type. The
high impant program  type is drawn to the regian of the space
with bshaviore signifying a high interest in the show &and
implying & great deal of effort on the patr-t of ths viswer.
The low and aversage impact types are in the region of ifow

pffort and imterest.

Thecse analwses have showen that the activities
individuals engage in during . wviewing ang  their vieWing
bohaviors vary systematically with a program’= impact. High

impact program=s encouwrage behavior ﬂDmpiementary ﬁith viEwWlng
and this behavier is consistent with the theory that high
impact prﬂgrémz require more sffort. VYiewing in this case s
purposefal . Lo impatt Frograms ERC oW ags behawiar

compatitive wWith viewing. Televisian is, in this =situstion.

as Roberts ([982) has suggested: a "talking lamp.®

Dioscrussion

There are « number of +indings from this investigation
which are uwseful npot only as geides to future research, but

alsc as zids in media decisicon-making. The methodological =nd



theoretical limitations of the investigation are discussed
thoroughly im Hoffman (1984) and will not be repeated here.

rogram  Impact ig  the  key mgasure of audience

television program. 1t definmes the sffort an individual must
put imtke a program in order to  get samething back. The input
ic measured in terms of attentiomn and the gutput in terms of
appreciation.

Lowaver, most people watch felsvision as a Way to pass
the time: they shun demanding  viewing. Wher this hapgencsy
pragrams ares not judasd 2= favorabkly. raom lesavinmg 18 more ar
l@zc  “"random”  with respect to the program, activities ars
zompetitive with viewing, distraction is npigh and attemtion 138
1o, Yet, when viewers decide tao watch to get mores, viewing
iz planned in advance, the program is evaluate& favorebly,
activities tend to complement the viEwWing exparience,
attention i= high, distraction is low, &nd ©ocm leaving 1=
comsistent with viswing the program.

Though @most wiewers do  not plan  their viewing 10
sdvance, LM SOmME GCases & program iz rspecial" enough  to
warrant that extra ffaort. These are programs high in Frogeam
Impact. 1§ a program is high in impact, them it is &l=sc highly
gppreciated. The results susgest, though By no (=2=Tak-}
ronclusively, Ethat neither Frogram Intent nor Frogram
Appreciation discriminates well among  proglhams, ralative Lo
Frogram Impact.

Bacsed on the results treported here, Frrogram

ABppreciation, ar evaluative measlre of audience response, i:s



mot a crucial measure.  1ts high  positive correlation with
Frogram Impact and its relative imability to discriminmate well
amorg programs suggest that it 1= the redundant variabie. In
the interasts of economy and pargimony, i+ one can only
coliect one measure, it showld be Program Impact.

Impact actually ronsists of two dimensiadns: &M
intellectual or cognitive compoment and  an emoctional  of
affective component. Thie is seen most cliearly in the
di%criminant spacze of television progyams. FEELIMG most
clgsely measures the atfective companent and LEQHN taps the

intellectual component. The Frogram Impact zoal

Il

digscriminates well among televisiaon pragrams and provides

i

cuitable and effective means for describing and explalining
rumerous  aspects of the viewing ewperisnca. The result=s
suggest that programs drawing gmaller audiemces tend o Ge
sudged higher in impact tactually cognitive impact! than
progyrams Orawing larger aundlences., 1$ Fraogram Impact i= the
key measure  of audience respinss, thern this may be ths  hey
fimnding-

The somewhat curicus resuli was Dbservéd that the =sizea
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It must be kept 1in  ming
khat there were a limited number of television pragrams 1n the
sample. However, support for the reliability of the rmesult
comes  from other cources. .Barwiée, Ehrenberg, and Soodbardt
{196¢) als=o observed a negative relatianship between audience
cize and avdience appre&ciation. They class=ified programs into

twa Eypes, i nformation and entertainment, and found that wien



these programs areg lumped together the correlation between
sudience appreciation and audience size 1S negative. .

The measzwrs of Program Appreciation is defined by the
variable GRARE, "like they give in school." Recall that the
canorical coefficient 4or ENJOY, &an obvious surrogate for
liking, was essentially zero. Frogram fppraciatiaon  appears
net to measure program liking, per se, but rather, cansidering
the high correlation betwesn Appreciatian aﬁd Impact, the
grade the viswer glves to the program’s impact, in Lerms o f
its execution.

Thi= interpratation is  reasocnable, also, cansidering
the nesative corralation between ratings and appreciation.
frtividuals aire ascumed to watch what they like and liks what
they  watch. If Appreciation measures evaluation rather than
enjoyment., then we wouald expect that the high rated =hows
would be low on Appreciatian. In & guelitative senze, oSt
highly rated shows (there are notable enceEptions as the
cutliers demonstrated) are not very good in terms of what they

deliver to their audisnces, and the wariable GRADE messursas

Li

that fact. Most of the programs with  large audience =izZe
were situation comedlies and actia%-adventure programs.
Metworl audisnce shars has been deciining since the beginning
af this decade and ane reason often advanced is the derivative
amd bland rmature of most nmetwork pProgramming. The data
suggest that audiencgs conoulr.

These tindings have implications for advertising
effertivenese. The research reported here provides evidence

that differert types of advertissmnents may be implied for eearch



type ot impact. for example, in & low impact progeram, it may
be necessary to qrab the wiewer's attention with the
commercial message, while in a high impact program, the vigwWer
ig already attending and so & different ad sxecution stiyle may
be warranted. Ferhaps ad effectiveness can  be maximized by
making the &g in the same "style" as the éhﬂw. Arderson and
Field e (1984) wark on "attentieonal imertia" would support a
similar ronclusion. Future work will need to concentrate on
the implications of twu—dimenﬁiaﬁaf Frogram Impact construct.
While cognitive Impact is negatively related to audienss size,
atfective Impact may be positively related?. I addition, for
programs high in impact, different advertising sxecudtions may
be implied, depernding on whether the impact 1= affective or
cognitive.

Hecause high ratings in gerneral imply incréasingiy leas=
artentive, less preasent viewsrs, and lower Fatirgs imply
increasingly more attentive, more “decirable” wviswers, the
ratings should be adjusted - say & number betwesen zZeroc anrg one
- to reflsct the proportion of viewers 1In the room who We can
a=sume are viewing the ad. The ressarch reported hers
suggest=s this number depends on.prugr§m impact.

The traditiomal ratings systems in wu=e today simply
carnnot and do ot conwvey  all the information nesded to
understand aud{ence response Lo programs. THE recearch
reported here testifies to this fact. What this impliss about
the wuse of gquantitative ratings for marketing and medi &
decisimns wWarrepts serious consideration.  Much mars work  an

the behavioral assessment of the viewing sudignce must be dane



before so-called "guslitative ggglgggi,-ﬁs promising &= they

may be, can be used as toolz by decision-makers.

Those interested imn  the behaviaral aspects of the

viewing audience must concentrate on developing & =ound,
theoretical basis for & "gualitatiwve" construct gach as
Frogram  Impact and demonsirate  the link hbetween 1%t &and

sdvertising effectiveness. What can follow from this linkage
are the strategic guidelines that will demonstrate how
guealitative ratings can S&FVE  as  mare than supplemental

dezcriptors of viewing behavior.

1. The Area of Dominant Influence is & geographical television
market area. Arbitron useg this definmition of market areas in
ite local market rating services. Nielsen wuses & similar
clacsification in its systems called the Designated Market
Area (OMAT .

2. The within-gell correlation betwesn Frogram Appreciation
and Program [Impacht i=s ©.4&.

7. The within-ceil correlation between Fraogram  Intent and
Fragram Impact is 0.40 and the within-cell correlation between
Intent and Appreciation is O, 20,

4, ABC Movie also registered emoticnally with viewers. I was
unable to learn what the content aof the movie was, bubt venture
a guess that it packed a punch.
=. For this reason, retinos de not exist at all far twelve e
the E1 programs in the sample.

&. In comtracst, House Calls, which fits the gene=tral patiern of
Having & large rating and & low fppreciation score, 13 Watched
by many different demographic groups: women in the 554
categories and 18-34 catggories, men in the i(2-34 category and
WOomen ih the S5+ catecory. This audience is  not  homogensedus
with respect to demogrsphics not doss it appear io be highly
appreciative.

7. & "category" iz defined here as  the timeslat since one cCan

argue that an individusl’cs program cheices are made trom  what
i= @m at the time during which he aor she "decidez" to watoh.



8. There arse =ightesn columnsg reprasenting the activities
instead of nine, becau=ze the data must be "doubled” to retflect
the two logical alternatives of =each item.

5. tnots Landing, Dallas, Dynasty and Falcon Crest, for
example, would all probably secore high 10 affuctive impact,
but might score low in cognitive impact. Thedge programs have
migh ratings and are high in impact, also.
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Program Type

Heekly WHeekly Hovies/ All
1 2 2
Series Series Specials

Count 19 1 11 31
Mean Sample
Size 25 10 17 21
Total Sample
Size G454 10 182 661

Notes: 1. Ratings available.
2. Ratings not available.
Al} figures rounded Lo nearest whole number.



Program : Sample Size

ABC Close Up 10
ABC Movie 10
American Gigole 14
Bosom Buddiles 27
Charlie's Angels 22
CHIPs : 44
Convertible, The Last 19
pummy (first hour) 27
Dummy (second hour) 14
Facts of Life 28
Flaminge Road {first hour) 18
Flamingo Road {second hour) 11
God's Children, All ' 16
Hart to Hart 21
House Calls ' 32
Jeffarsons 23
¥nots Landing 17
Little House 14
Lou Grant 139
Magnum a7
Mahogany {(first hour) iz
Mahogany {second hour} 13
Napolean & Samantha 23
Odesza File 20
One Day at a Time 23
Rootsz {first hour) 10
Roots (second hour) ' 11
Tim Conway 34
Waltons 20
White Shadow 18

60 Minutes 32



CANONICAL ADTUSTED APPROX VARIANCE CANONICAL
CORRELATION CAN ERROR STD ERROR RATIC R-SQUARED

1 ©.339446572 0.270294803 0.034439860  0.1302 0.115223875
2 (.21220129% 0.107126626 0.037172181 0,.0472  ©0.045029391

MULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS AND ¥ APFROXIMATIONS
STATISTIC vALUE F WM DF DEN DF  PROB > T

Wwilks' Lambda 0.8449351 1.842%36 60 1258  0.0001307303

WITHIN CANOR1CAL STRUCTURE

CAN1
ENJOY 0.5390 ]
GRADE 0.3975

STANDARDIZED CANONTCAL COEFFICIENTS

CAR1
ERJOY -0.08BBB
GRADE 1. 0904

RAW CANONICAL COEFFICIENTS
CAN1

ERJOY -.1287806481
GRADE 0.0356422789



PROGRAM NAME

HOHOGANY 2
HOUSE_CALLS2
ODESSA _FILE
BOSOM BUDDIES
FACTS OF LIFE
TIM CONWAY1
HART TO_HART
MAGNTUM
MAHOGANY 1
ONE_DAY TIME2
CHIPS2
AMER_GIGOLO
CHARLIES ANGELS
JEFFERSOXS2
GODS CHELDREN
KNUTS LANDING
WALTONS

ABC MOVIE1I
FLAMINGO ROADI2
FLAMINGO ROADH
LOU_GRANTZ
WHITE SHADOW
DUMMY12

60 MINUTES2
UMY 11
NAP_AND SaMl
CONVERTIBLE2
ROOTS12
LITTLE HOUSEQ
ROOTS11

ABC CLOSE_UP

CJGCJCJCJGDGBGCJQCJDQD

CENTROID

.50507
JA81591
45778
36446
35628
.33547
L24917
. 24680
17996
.17891
.15401
.11803
10541
.06E843
L065348
.02589
.08030
18079
30860
.31611
. 35066
.36120
L37668
. 38897
43014
.43606
537121
.55883
.57821
62827
.B8375

PROGRAM NAME

HOUSE_CALLS2
TIM_CONWAY1
MAHOGANY 2
ODESSA FILE
FACTS_OF _LIFE
BOSOM_BUDDIES
HAGNUM

HART TO_HART
MAHOGANY 1
ONE_DAY TIME2
CHIPS2
CHARLIES ANGELS
AMER GIGOLO
GODS_CHILDREN
JEFFERSONS2
KNOTS_LANDING
WALTONS

ABC MOVIEIL
FLAMINGO_ROAD1Z
FLAMING_ROAD11
DUMMY 12
LITTLE_HOUSEL
ROOTS12
LOU_GRANT?
ROOTS11
CONVERTIBLEZ
NAP AND SAMI
DMy 11
60_MINUTES2
WHITE_SHADOW
ABC_CLOSE VP

CANONICAL VARIABLE SCORES

Mean = O
Within-cell Stapdard Deviatlon = 1.0

Minimum Value
Maximum Value

Statistics

-2.1}
1.72

.
I‘MMMI\.}M!—*MD—*MI—‘H&HGQQ

t-SCORE

L9139
1309
.0697
9963
.5933
.590%
.5080
L1298
L0440
.BBLE
.B8E3
5778
L3820
L2928
L2744
L1153
LAhS4h
5667
D413
25217
L2739
L8014
.86R1
.BRS0
L9921
L1613
L3427
L4380
L5568
5840
L0677



FoELEE L

CANCNICAL
CURRELATION

0.503458863
0.313014625
0.201742936
0.181086809

ADJUSTED
{AN ERROR

0.461676690
0.236276325

APPROX VARIANCE
STD EREOR RATIO
0.029058609 0.3395
0.035111153  0.1086
0.0373406%4 0.0424
0.037648504  0.0339

CANONICAL
R-SQUARED

0.253470827
0.097978153
0.040700212
1. 032792432

MULTIVARIATE TEST STAT1STICS AND F APPROXIMATIONS

STATISTIC

Wilks' Lambdaz 0.6247955 2.611303

VALUE

¥ NUM DF DEN DF

124

2495.082

WITHIN CANONICAL STRUCTURE

CAN1
FEELIKG 0.6052
LEARN 0.80532
ELSE 0.7373
TOHORROW 0.5551

CAN
FEELING 0.2415
LEARN 0.5%10
ELSE 0.5031
TOMORROW 0.5551

STANDARDTZED CANONICAL COEFFICIENTS

RAW CANONICAL COEFFICIENTS

FEELING
LEARN
ELSE
TOMORROW

CAN1

0.4832782850
1.1951602168
1.066B525446
0.3145561118

PEOR > F

0. o0l



.

CANONICAL ADJUSTED APPE&X VARIANCE  CANONICAL
CORRELATION  CAN ERROR STD ERROR  ~ RATIO R-SQUARED

1 0.336238830 0.266632010 0.034524227  0,1275  0.113056351
2 0.198229178 0.084353666 0.03739539% 0.0G409%  0.03%294807

MULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS AND T APPROXIMATIONS
S5TATISTIC VALUE F XM OF DEW DF PROB > F

Wilks' Lambda 0.8520012 1.748953 60 1258  0.0004689668

WITHIN CANONICAL STRICTURE

CAN1
ANTICPTH 0.8858
PLAN 0.7919

STANDARDIZED CANONICAL COEFFICIENTS

CAN]

ANTICPTH 0.6915
PLAN .5224

RAW CANONICAL COEFFICIENTS
CANI

ANTICPTH 1.382021326%
PLAN 1.18752475985



PROGRAM NAME

MAGNUM

TIM CONWAY1
HOUSE _CALLS2
HART TO HART
CHARLIES ANGELS
GODS_CHILDREN
AMER GIGOLO
FACTS OF LIFE
BOSOM_BUDDIES
ONE_DAY TIMEZ
FLAMINGO ROAD11
FLAMINGO ROADIZ
CONVERTIBLE2
MAROGANY2
CHIPS2
MAHOGANY1
ODESSA _FILE
WHITE SHADOW
JEFFERSONS2
NAP AND SAMl
KNOTS LANDING
LOU_GRANT2
WALTONS

ABC MOVIELL
DUMMY 11

40 MINUTES2
DUMMY 12
ROOTS12
LITTLE HOUSE1
ROOTS11

ABC CLOSE_UP

Mean

O T e - J . e Qo wir R -

CENTROLID

66352
59884
.53945
.50964
.50853
45795
L44930
42175
.37254
(28278
.2BR31
26175
. 23699
. 20444
17120
. 16405
.16394
07067
.00958
.23661
.27841
L28911
.56833
67237
78742
.90910
.02563
.03963
L1ER39
.27151
.35957

PROGRAM NaME

MAGNUM
TIM_CONWAY1
CHARLIES 4NGELS
HOUSE_CALLS2
HART TO HART
FACTS OF LIFE
BOSOM_BUDDIELS
GODS_CHILDREN

AMER GIGOLO

ONE_DAY TIME2
FLAMINGO ROAD11
CHIPS2
CONVERTIRLEZ
MAHOGANY 1
MAHOGANY2
ODESSA FILE
FLAMINGO ROAD1Z
WHITE SHADOW
JEFFERSONS2
NAP AND SAM1
LOU GRANTZ
KNOTS LANDING
ABC MOVIE11
WALTONS
DUMMY 12
LITTLE HOUSE]
DUMMY 11
ROOTS12
ROOTS11
ABC_CLOSE P
60 MINUTES2

CANONICAL VARIABLE SCORES

0

Statistics

Within-cell Standard Deviation = 1.0
Mipimum Value =
Maximum Yalue =

-1.19
1.87

t-SCORE

[ O L R P

L2654
.9224
6100
8056
.3527
.2675
L8236
L9426
.6891
L2548
L1123
L0054
L9807
.8539
LI5TT
1576
L
L2733
L0421
D480
L0834
L1026
L8031
. 1380
L8383
L0228
L2121
L4731
.6372
L9584
RALY



PROGRAM NAME

ABC CLOSE UP
GODS CHILBREN
ABC _MOVIE1l
CHARLIES ANGELS
MOHOGANY2
ODESSA FILE
DUMMY12
TIM_CONWAYI
JEFFERSONS2
FLAMINGO ROAD11
XNOTS_LANDING
WHITE SHADOW
FLAMINGO_ROAD1Z
FACTS OF LIFE
BOSOM_BUDDIES
HOUSE CALLS?
HART TO_HART
CHIPS2
MAHOGANY 1

ONE DAY TiME2
MAGNUM
AMER_GIGOLO
ROOTS12
DU 11

NAP AND SAMI
LOU_GRANT2
CONVERTIBLE2
WALTONS
ROOTS11
60_MINUTES?
LITTLE HOUSE1

OO0 ODOoOoO oD 000

CENTROID

. 12656
57098
L4B8G5
.45517
. 35507
.34102
.33%64
.33473
. 26400
. 25668
.22423
.17990
7644
.16304
.13194
.1013%
01306
04785
05925
.07116
07564
11227
. 168280
L27035
L31151
.37001
43956
47349
Yy
.650872
95903

FPROGRAM NAME

ABC CLOSE_UP
GODS_CHILDREN
CHARLIES ANGELS
TIM CONWAY1
ABC MOVIE11
ODESSA FILE
DUMMY 12
MAHOGANY2
FLAMINGO ROAD11
JEFFERSONSZ
K0TS LANDING
FACTS OF LIFE
WHITE SHADOW
BOSOM_BUDDIES
HOUSE CALLS
FLAMINGO ROADIZ2
HART TO HART
MAHOGANY 1

ONE DAY TIME2
CHIPS2

AMER GIGOLO
MAGNTH
ROGTS12
CONVERTIBLE2
DRMY11
LOU_GRANT2
NAP_AND SAM1
ROOTSE11
WALTONS

60 MINUTESZ
LITTLE HOUSEl

CANONICAL VARTABLE SCORES

Mean = O
Within-cell Standard Deviation = 1.0

Minimum Value
Maximum Value

Statistics

~-1.003
1.5%

prHHHMHﬂGGGGG‘:’

t-SCORE

L9424
4521
L4341
L1031
L7190
6938
LABT0
. 3630
L1734
. 1605
95334
.8542
.3298
L7206
33596
L4810
654
.2901
.2986
. 3481
.3770
6568
. 4989
L2386
.3300
.3782
4556
LB204
L9063
L1494
LB418



CANONICAL ADJUSTER APPROX YARTANCE  CANONICAL

CORRELATION  CAN ERROR STD ERROR RATIC " R-SQUARED
1 0.514000308 D.467329908 01028641120 0.3591  0.264196317
2 0.357208269 0.276748157 0.033958212 0.1463 - 0.127597747
3 0.2B04504%4 . 0.035863404  0.0854  0.078652479
4 0.250472183 0.036482939  0.0669  0.062736315
5 0.210673508 0.037197329  0.0464  D.044383327
& 0.195869690 0.037631594  0.0399% - 0.038364935
7 0.170799612 0.037789409  0.0306  0.029172507
8 0.136793146 0.038186569  0.0191 0.018712365

MULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS AND F APPROYIMATIGNS — -

STATISTIC VALUE F MM DF DEN DF - PROB > F
Wilks' Lambda ©0.4852845 1.9739 240  4HB844.7T 0.0006
Wilks' Lambda 0.6595298 1.3230 203 426%.% 0.0018
WITHIN STANDARDIZED
CANONICAL STRUCTURE CANONICAL COEFFICIENTS
CAN1 CAN2 CAN1 CAN2
FEELING 0.5919 -0.5236 .2692 -0.7473
LEARN 0.7788 0.1616 0.5681 0.4049
ELSE 0.7128 0.1607 0.5277 0.2083
TOHORROW ¢.5308 0.0290 0.1538 -.1503
EXJOY 0.2310 -0.0320 -{.30651 -0.1503
GRADE 0.4813 -0. 1058 0.2028 -0.2683
ANTICPTN 0.2145 0.5119 -0.0597 {.4589
PLAN 0.22%4 0.5763 0.0089 0.5086

RAW CANONICAL COEFFICIENTS

CAN1 CANZ
FEELIRG 0.538602528 -1.4%5402539
LEARN 1.148928731 0.818885718
ELSE 1.118998469 0.442122092
TOMORROW 0.328039253 -0.320586991
ENJOY -0, 442406302 -0, 140086243
GRADE 0.006629778 -{.008801813
ANTICPTN -0.119275625 0.917113843
PLAN 0.020318721 1.156135144



GROUER CENTROIDS ON CANONICAL VARIABLES

PROGRAN NAME FIRST FUNCTION SECOND FUNCTION
ABC_CLOSE UP 1.6048 -0.9150
ABC MOVIELl 0.56884 -0.5099
AMER _GIGOLO ~0,3707 0.3313
BOSOM_BUDDIES -0.4166 0.1619
CHARLTES ANGELS -0.4540 -0.4882
CHIPS2 -0.1859 .1267
CONVERTIBLEZ -0.2156 -0.1546
DUMMY11 0.8185 ~0.2607
DUMMY 12 1.0295 -0.6219
FACTS _OF _LIFE ~0.3652 - 0.0553
FLAMINGO ROAD11 -0.2361 . =0.3917
FLAMINGO ROADN2 -0.2388 0. 0006
GODS CHILDREN ~0.5000 -0.8048
HART TC HART -0.5935 0.2720
HOUSE CALLS2 -0.5501 0.0892
JEFFERSONS2 6.0087 -0.0517
KNOTS_LANDING 0.3034 ~0.5722
LITTLE HOUSEL 1.0245 0.1086
LOU_GRANT2 ' 0.2629 n,5850
MAGRUM : -0.7696 0.2646
MAHOGANYI - -0.2279% 0.1021
MAHOGANY2 ~0.1443 -0. 1577
NAP AND SAM1 0.2625 -0.1558
ODESSA_FILE -0. 1835 0.0408
ONE DAY TIMEZ -0.2162 0.2501
ROOTS11 ~ 1.16067 -0.0563
ROOTS12 1.1829 0.2181
TIM_CONWAY1 -0.5629 -0.1946
WALTONS 0.5568 0.2485
WHITE SHADOW © -0.0887 -0, 2647
60_MINUTES2 - 0.9110 0.8093

CANONICAL VARIABLE SCORES

Statistics
First Canonical Variable Second Canonical Variable
Mean = 0 Mean = 0
Within«cell Std Bev = 1.0 Within-Cell Std Dev = 1.0
Minimum ¥Walue = -1.49 Minimum Value = -2.66

2.581 Maximum Value = 3.03

Maximum Value



s

Variable Within-cell Correlatious j:
First Function Second Function
ANTICTPTH 0,21 d.51 0.31
FLAN 0,23 Q.58 3,38
Intent 0,26 0. 6& 0,48
TOMORROW d.33 .03 .28
ELSE 0,71 0,14 0.53
FEELING 0.59 -0,52 0,62
LEARY o.78 0. 16 .63
Impact .97 .05 0.94
ENJOY 0.23 ~0.03 0.05
" GRADE 0.48 -0.11 0.24
dpprecilation .49 -0.11 .25



Program Name 1981 Sweeps Period

Day/Time Feb May July Sample Size

Bosom Buddies Th 7:30 16 13 12 7
Charlie's Angels W 7:00 g1 8% 8 22
CHIPs Su 7:0C 12 12 7 44
Disaey Su 6:00 1c 9. & 23
Facts of Life W 8:30 16 14 11 28
Flaminge Road 1 M 8:00 102 7% 4 18
Flamingo Road 2 M 8:00 102 7 4 11
Hart to Hart Tu 9:00 20 19 20 21
House Calls M 3:30 26 20 21 32
Jeffersons Su 8:30 20 17 14 23
Knet's Landing Tk 9:00 22 16= 11 i7
Little House M 7:00 19 14 7 14
Lou Grant M 9:00 28 21 25 19
Magoum, 2.1, Tk 8:00 22 18 13 - 37
(Ope Day at a Time Sua 7:20 23 14 12 23
Tim Conway M 7:30 173 16% 14 34
Waltons Th 7:00 20 20 12 20
White Shadow M 7:00 12 10% 74 18
60 Minutes Su 6:00 29 23 21 38
l5aturday 7:00 Program showa om this day and time slot
during the sweeps period.
2Tuesday 9:00 Program shown on this day and time slot
during the sweeps peried.
isaturday 7:30 Program shown on this day and time slot

during the sweeps pericd.

4 Wednesday 7:00 Program shown on this day and time slot
during the sweeps periocd.

4

*astimate: sae text for explanation!



Sample Size

Sample Size 1
February

.Ha?

July

Sweeps

1. p=0.34
2. p=Q,13
3. p=0.21
4. p=0.20

QG

1

.23

2

.36

3

.30

&

.31

Feburary

.92
-1

.86

Hay

1.00
.89

.97

Note: All others sigmificant at p=0.000Q1

July

1.

0

.95

Sweeps

1.00



SIMPLE DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

{n = 19)
February May July
Mean | 17.85 14.63 12.05
Standard Deviation 6.28 4.90 6.06
Percent of
Eigenvalue Variance Explained
First Prigcipal Component 2.78 92.6
Eigenvectar
Fabruary 0.538
May 0.58

July .57



Program Name Sweeps Score

Flamingo Road (1) -1.44
Flamingo Road (2) -1.44
Chariie's Angels -1.20
Napoleon & Samantha (Disney) -1.18
White Shadow ={.%94
CHIPs =0.30
Little House =0.27
Bosom Buddies : -0.23
Facts of Life =-0.21
Tim Cooway 0.16
Ona Day at a Time G.23
Knot's Landing 0.26
Jaffersons D.3%
Waltons .49
Magnum 0.52
Hart to Hart 0.87
Housa Calls 1.33
60 Minutss 1.71
Louw Grant 1.74
Statistics (o = 19)
Swesps Sample Size
Maan 0.9 24.68

Standard Deviation 1.0 8.79
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