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This article describes three general theoretical orientations regarding the psychosocial deter-
minants of children’s television viewing habits. A series of specific hypotheses are then tested
via multiple regression analyses of data from 23 large-scale representative sample surveys.
Consistent with the need satisfaction perspective, television-viewing frequency was related to
social integration with peers, intelligence, book reading, and the hostility of parental punish-
ment methods. Among preadolescents, television viewing was positively related to time spent
with parents in families where parent—child coviewing is common, but among preadolescents
who rarely coview and among all adolescents, parent—child contact was unrelated to viewing
time. Frequency of interpersonal conflict with parents was also unrelated to television expo-
sure. Consistent with the parental influence perspective, amount of viewing was associated
with parental values for self-direction and with the imposition of rules restricting viewing. And
consistent with the resource availability perspective, television viewing was related to the
amount of time spent working at after-school jobs but, surprisingly, not to family income. The
strengths of some of these relations varied according to age. Implications of these findings re-
garding the psychosocial determinants of media exposure and regarding child development are

discussed.

Children vary a great deal in terms of the amount of time
they spend watching television. Some watch none at all, and
others spend six hours or more each day in front of a televi-
sion set (Alexander, Wartella, & Brown, 1981; Battin, 1953;
Brown, Childers, Bachman, & Koch, 1990; Huston et al.,
1992; Koch, 1952; Lull, 1980a; Lyle & Hoffman, 1972a;
Schramm, Lyle, & Parker, 1961; Tangney & Feshbach,
1988). At the highest end of this spectrum are people who
are addicted to television and show many of the classic
symptoms of withdrawal when they are unable to watch
(Kubey & Csikszentmihalyi, 2002).

During the past 40 years, a large literature has evolved ex-
ploring why some children watch so much more television
than others. However, this body of research is seriously lim-
ited in three major respects. First, the existing evidence is
largely in the form of bivariate correlations, which might re-
veal the causes of heavy viewing but which might instead re-
flect the effects of heavy viewing or the spurious effects of
third variables that determine both viewing habits and their
correlates. Second, there is often substantial conflict among
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the conclusions of studies testing the same hypothesis, pos-
sibly because of variation in the impact of determinants of
viewing habits as children progress through preadolescence
and adolescence. And third, much past research has been rel-
atively atheoretical. Empirical investigations have typically
examined one or two predictors of television exposure with-
out much theoretical justification.

This article attempts to redress these shortcomings. We
begin by describing three general theoretical orientations re-
garding the determinants of television viewing habits among
children. These orientations, emphasizing need satisfaction,
parental influence, and resource availability, suggest a series
of specific hypotheses that are tested using data collected
in 23 representative sample surveys of preadolescents and
adolescents.

THREE THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES
Need Satisfaction
A number of psychological theories, including the theory of

reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen,
1975), social learning theory (Bandura, 1977; Bandura &
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Walters, 1963), and other expectancy-value theories, assert
that people perform behaviors that are rewarding and avoid
behaviors that are not. Consistent with these theories, the
most widely recognized theoretical orientation regarding the
determinants of television exposure is its uses and gratifica-
tions (see, e.g., Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1974; Katz,
Gurevitch, & Haas, 1973; McQuail, 1984; McQuail, Blumler,
& Brown, 1972; Palmgreen & Rayburn, 1985; Palmgreen,
Wenner, & Rosengren, 1985; Rubin, 1986); also consistent
with this perspective is the media system dependency theory
(Ball-Rokeach, 1985). This perspective argues that people
watch television in order to satisfy personal needs.

Principal catalysts of this process are beliefs about the
consequences of television exposure, which develop through
direct and indirect experience with television. People who
believe that watching television will satisfy an important
personal need watch more television than people who lack
either the belief or the need (Lin, 1993). Need satisfaction
may also occur in the absence of such beliefs. An individual
may not recognize the benefits gained from television expo-
sure at a conscious level, but those benefits may nonetheless
reinforce the behavior and encourage it in the future. Thus,
regardless of beliefs about television’s consequences, chil-
dren whose needs can be satisfied by television would be ex-
pected to watch more than those without such needs.

Uses and gratifications researchers have employed a variety
of approaches to identify the needs that people perceive can be
satisfied by television exposure, including direct questioning
and correlational analyses (for a review, see Palmgreen et al.,
1985). Various schemes have been proposed to organize per-
ceived gratifications; taken together, they suggest that the ma-
jor perceived effects of media exposure are (a) information
gain, (b) diversion or escape, (c) personal and social identity
formation or reinforcement, (d) social affiliation or avoidance,
and (e) mood management (e.g., Blumler, 1979; Kubey &
Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Lasswell, 1948; Lull, 1980b; Wright,
1960; Zillmann, 1982). Given this list, the literature on the
salient needs of children at various stages of development sug-
gests a number of specific hypotheses regarding the causes of
heavy television viewing (for examples of such integration,
see, €.g., Baranowski, 1971; Dimmick, McCain, & Bolton,
1979), as outlined in the following paragraphs.

Peer integration. One predictor of viewing habits sug-
gested by this perspective is social integration with peers.
Although social contact with peers is important to all chil-
dren, some are chronically socially isolated (Parker & Asher,
1987). These individuals may have two needs that television
can satisfy. First, they may wish to develop self-confidence
in social interactions in order to integrate themselves into
their peer groups and may turn to television to learn how to
behave in social situations (Van Evra, 1998). Alternatively,
individuals who have few friends may turn to television for
pseudosocial contact; for them, television may serve as a
substitute companion (Kubey & Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).

Peer contact is typically more important to adolescents than
to preadolescents (e.g., Coleman, 1980; Douvan & Adelson,
1966; Erikson, 1963), giving reason to believe that the asso-
ciation between poor peer integration and viewing habits
may be stronger among the former individuals than among
the latter. This reasoning suggests the following hypothesis:

Preadolescents and adolescents who so-
cialize infrequently with peers may
watch television more than those who
socialize with peers frequently, and this
relation may be stronger for adolescents
than preadolescents.

Hypothesis 1:

Consistent with this hypothesis, one study found that
nearly 70% of a sample of 8- to 20-year-olds reported that
they watched television in order to prevent or cope with feel-
ings of loneliness (Woodward & Frank, 1988). Another
study found that heavier viewers scored higher on measures
of loneliness and shyness and lower on perceived attractive-
ness (Page, Hammermeister, Scanlan, & Ola, 1996). A num-
ber of studies have found that heavy television viewers tend
to socialize with peers less often, to value peer relations less,
to feel more socially insecure and anxious, to spend more
time alone at home, and to feel rejected by their peers
(Dorr, 1986; Friedson, 1953; Hendry & Patrick, 1977;
Johnstone, 1974; Kubey & Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Larson
& Kubey, 1983; Lefkowitz, Eron, Walder, & Huesmann,
1972, 1977; Murray, 1972; Myertek, Scharff, Briigner, &
Miiller, 1996; Perioff, Quarles, & Drutz, 1983; Riley & Riley,
1951; Schramm et al., 1961; Williams, 1986), but a number
of other studies failed to find these relations (Austin, 1985;
Luker & Buerger, 1985; McLeod, Atkin, & Chaffee, 1972a,
1972b; Medrich, Roizen, Rubin, & Buckley, 1982; Milavsky,
Kessler, Stipp, & Rubins, 1982; Wiegman, Kuttschreuter, &
Baarada, 1986). Unfortunately, these studies mixed various
age groups together instead of systematically exploring the
effects of age on this relation.

Parent—child contact. Some parents spend more time
with their children than do others, and children whose parents
spend relatively little time with them may experience anxiety
and feel a need for social contact (e.g., Yarrow, 1964). As
Shaynon (1951) argued, “television is never too busy to talk to
our children. It never shuts them off because it has to prepare
dinner. Television plays with them, shares its work with
them, ... brings them people to meet, informs them, [and]
gives them things to do” (p. 37). Therefore, children who
spend less time interacting with parents may compensate by
watching more television. Because parent—child contact is
more important to preadolescents than to adolescents (e.g.,
Coleman, 1980; Douvan & Adelson, 1966; Erikson, 1963;
Gold & Douvan, 1970), lack of parent contact may be more
likely to be associated with heavy viewing among the former
individuals than among the latter. This suggests the following:



Hypothesis 2a: Preadolescents and adolescents who
spend relatively little time with their par-
ents may watch more television than
those who spend relatively large amounts
of time with their parents. This relation
may be stronger among preadolescents
than among adolescents.

All this reasoning ignores another obvious possibility:
that parents and children may sometimes watch television
together, and this shared social activity may serve as a bond-
ing device for these individuals. Therefore, the more coview-
ing children do with parents, the more television exposure
should be associated with increased time spent with parents,
not decreased parent—child contact. Therefore, we propose
the following:

Hypothesis 2b: Among preadolescents and adolescents
who do little or no coviewing with par-
ents, youth who spend little time with
their parents may watch more television
than youth who spend large amounts of
time with their parents. This relation may
be stronger among preadolescents than
among adolescents. But among preado-
lescents and adolescents whose televi-
sion viewing is most often done with
parents, youth who spend more time
with their parents may watch more tele-
vision than youth who spend little time
with their parents.

Some studies have found that children in homes with
working mothers or absent fathers watched more TV than
did children in homes with stay-at-home mothers and fa-
thers present (Brown et al., 1990; Medrich et al., 1982).
But Lawrence and Wozniak (1989) found no relation be-
tween time spent with the family and television viewing.
And Kubey and Csikszentmihalyi (1990) found a positive
relation between time spent with the family and television
viewing.

This inconsistency of findings may be due to the failure
to control for coviewing in these analyses. Children spend
quite a bit of time watching television in the company of
their parents (Carpenter, Huston, & Spera, 1989; Field,
1989; McDonald, 1986), and younger children have been
found to coview more than older children (Dorr, Kovaric, &
Doubleday, 1989; St. Peters, Fitch, Huston, Wright, &
Eakins, 1991). Therefore, if the extent of coviewing were
taken into account, we might observe a more systematic re-
lation of parent—child contact and total viewing time.

Conflict with parents. Another hypothesis suggested
by the need satisfaction perspective focuses on parent-child
conflict. Some children experience a great deal of conflict
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with their parents, whereas others experience relatively little
(see, e.g., Hall, 1987). This conflict can come in the form of
hostile (as opposed to warm) punishment styles, generation-
gap-like discrepancies in attitudes or values, and disobedi-
ence (see, e.g., Becker, 1964; Montemayor, 1983, 1986;
Wagner, Cohen, & Brock, 1996). Sitting in front of a televi-
sion may be a way to avoid uncomfortable interactions with
parents and to forget momentarily about the associated harsh
tensions. Therefore, children who experience a great deal of
interpersonal conflict at home may be especially motivated
to watch television.

Because parent—child interactions are more important to
preadolescents than to adolescents, we might expect to see a
stronger relation between parent—child conflict and heavy
viewing among preadolescents than among adolescents.
Furthermore, adolescents are freer than preadolescents to
leave home to avoid conflict with parents, which also sug-
gests that the effect of conflict on viewing may be stronger
among preadolescents. Therefore, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 3: Children who experience large amounts
of conflict with their parents may watch
more television than children who expe-
rience relatively little conflict with their
parents. This difference may be greater
among preadolescents than adolescents.

A number of studies have found that frequent parent—child
conflict is positively correlated with amount of television
viewing (Banks & Gupta, 1980; Maccoby, 1954; Milavsky
etal., 1982; Schramm et al., 1961; Zill & Peterson, 1981; see
also Rosenblatt & Cunningham, 1976), but other studies have
found no relation between these two variables (Lyle &
Hoffman, 1972a; McLeod et al., 1972a; Wiegman et al.,
1986, p- 79). Again, these studies mixed age groups together
instead of comparing them to one another.

Intelligence/school achievemnent. A fifth hypothesis
regarding how needs may produce heavy viewing involves
intelligence and performance in school. Children with less
developed cognitive skills may prefer passive, nondemand-
ing forms of entertainment to active, demanding ones. Tele-
vision presents vivid, moving images; books and newspapers
demand reader-generated imagery and are sketchier in terms
of visual detail. Children who are less intelligent may there-
fore find the latter more taxing and less fulfilling and may
therefore watch more television. A second line of reasoning
also justifies this hypothesis. Less intelligent children may
experience a great deal of frustration in school as a result of
poor performance. The fantasy/diversionary world that tele-
vision offers may provide a means for them to escape from
these unpleasant emotions, much like it would for children
experiencing parental conflict. For this reason, too, less in-
telligent children may be especially attracted to television.
This suggests the following:
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Hypothesis 4:  Children who are lower in intelligence
and school achievement may watch more
television than children who are higher
in intelligence and school achievement.

Consistent with this logic, people of all ages report that
among common everyday activities done at home, television
offers the least challenge and requires the lowest level of skill
and concentration (Kubey & Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Fur-
thermore, many studies have found that heavier television
viewers tend to have lower 1Qs; to do less well in school; to
score lower on tests of math, reading, and writing ability; and
to value academic achievement less (e.g., Anderson, Wilson,
& Fielding, 1988; Comstock, 1989; Fetler, 1984; Gaddy,
1986; Gortmaker, Salter, Walker, & Dietz, 1990; Greenberg,
Heeter, Burgoon, Burgoon, & Korzenny, 1983; Lefkowitz
etal.,, 1972, 1977; Lyle & Hoffman, 1972b; MacBeth, 19963,
Milavsky et al., 1982; Morgan & Gross, 1980, 1982;
Neuman, 1995; Peirce, 1983; Ritchie, Price, & Roberts,
1987; Roberts, Bachen, Hornby, & Hernandez-Ramos, 1984;
Selnow & Bettinghaus, 1982; Singer & Singer, 1983;
Timmer; Eccles, & O’Brien, 1985; Tucker, 1987). However, a
number of studies failed to find these relations (Childers &
Ross, 1973; Greaney, 1980; Hagborg, 1995; Heideman, 1957,
Larson & Kubey, 1983; Perney, Freund, & Barman, 1976;
Ridder, 1963; Tan & Gunter, 1979; Witty & Kinsella, 1958).

Reading. A sixth needs-related hypothesis involves read-
ing. Children who spend lots of time reading books or comic
books may satisfy natural inclinations to enjoy fantasy and es-
cape. In contrast, reading magazines and newspapers may in-
spire a greater interest in watching television, because televi-
sion offers an up-to-the-minute opportunity to learn about the
current events and prominent people discussed in magazines
and newspapers. Therefore, we propose the following:

Children who spend more time reading
books or comic books may watch less tel-
evision than children who spend little
time reading books or comic books. Chil-
dren who spend more time reading mag-
azines or newspapers may watch more
television than children who spend little
time reading magazines or newspapers.

Hypothesis 5:

Some past studies have measured total reading time,
without separating books from comic books, magazines, or
newspapers.! Some such studies found negative relations
between television exposure and reading time (e.g., Long &

'In this literature review, we cite only studies that did not treat TV
viewing as an independent variable, setting aside studies such as those by
Gadberry (1980); Himmelweit, Oppenheim, and Vince (1958); Murray and
Kippax (1978); Mutz, Roberts, and van Vuuren (1993); Schramm et al.
(1961); and Williams (1986), who looked at the effects of TV viewing.

Henderson, 1970), but others have found no relation (e.g.,
Medrich et al., 1982; Morgan, 1980; Neuman, 1988,
Zuckerman, Singer, & Singer, 1980). Interestingly, Ward,
Mead, and Searls (1983) found no consistent relation be-
tween television viewing and spare-time reading time among
9-year-olds, but a significant negative relation appeared
among 13-year-olds and among 17-year-olds.

Among scholars who separated different types of reading
from one another, Whitehead, Capey, Maddren, and Wellings
(1977) and Koolstra and van der Voort (1996) found televi-
sion viewing to be negatively related to book reading, con-
sistent with Hypothesis 5. Also as expected, Whitehead et al.
(1977) found television viewing to be positively related to
periodical reading. However, Koolstra and van der Voort
(1996) found comic book reading and television viewing to
be unrelated, and Neumann (1981) found no significant rela-
tions of television viewing with reading of comic books,
magazines, of newspapers.

Parental Influence

A second general theoretical perspective on television view-
ing focuses on parental influence (Adelson, 1980; Blos, 1962;
Gold & Douvan, 1970). Through both modeling and sanction-
ing, parental socializing behavior seems likely to be a power-
ful determunant of children’s television viewing habits.

Parental values. Parents’ child-rearing behavior is
shaped in part by their child-rearing values, two especially
important ones of which focus on self-direction and con-
formity. Some parents value conformity in their children
more than they value self-direction, and others value self-
direction more than conformity (Kohn, 1969, 1977, 1981;
Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991; Lenski,
1961; Miller & Swanson, 1958, pp. 55-58).

Parents’ values for self-direction and conformity may
shape children’s television viewing habits in a number of
ways. Parents who value conformity to their rules may be
especially likely to require their children to spend greater
amounts of time at home, where they can be supervised
closely. Such increased restriction may lead these individu-
als to entertain themselves with resources available at home,
which include television. Television may be particularly ap-
pealing to these children, because it can help to satisfy their
desires for contact with the world away from home. In con-
trast, parents who value self-direction may be more liberal in
allowing their children to leave home to entertain themselves
on their own. Thus, these children may be less likely to spend
time watching television. Because restricted access to
the outside world may be more frustrating to adolescents
(who may expect more freedom) than to preadolescents
(who may expect less), the relation between parental values
and viewing may be stronger among the former individuals
than among the latter. Thus, we propose the following:



Hypothesis 6: Children whose parents value conform-
ity more than self-direction may watch
more television than children whose par-
ents value self-direction more than con-
formity, and this relation may be

stronger among adolescents than among

preadolescents.

This hypothesis has not yet been tested directly, but it is
consistent with evidence on the relation of viewing habits to
family communication patterns. A number of studies have
shown that children whose families emphasize obedience
and social harmony in discussions are typically unusually
heavy viewers, whereas children whose families emphasize
open communication and exchange of ideas tend to be espe-
cially light viewers (Chaffee & McLeod, 1972; Chaffee,
McLeod, & Atkin, 1971; McLeod et al., 1972a; McLeod &
Brown, 1976; see also Desmond, Singer, Singer, Calam, &
Colimore, 1985).

TV viewing rules. Parents may shape children’s view-
ing habits through explicit rules restricting television expo-
sure. Most parents do not impose such rules, but some do
(Bower, 1985; Huston & Wright, 1996; Medrich et al., 1982;
Williams, 1986). Children who live with such rules may
watch less television as a result. Parents tend to restrict
younger children’s viewing more (Atkin, Greeberg, &
Baldwin, 1991), and the influence of rules may be greater
among preadolescents than among adolescents due to the
greater influence of parents on preadolescents in general.
This suggests the following:

Hypothesis 7:  Children whose parents do not restrict
the amount of television they can watch
may watch more television than children
whose parents do impose rules to restrict
their viewing time. This difference may
be greater among preadolescents than
among adolescents.

A number of studies have shown that children whose par-
ents impose viewing restrictions do watch less than those
whose parents do not impose such restrictions (Atkin et al.,
1991; Brown et al., 1990; Fetler, 1984; Greenberg et al.,
1983; Holman & Braithwaite, 1982; Huston & Wright, 1996;
Medrich et al., 1982; Roberts, 1981; St. Peters et al., 1991),
though some studies have failed to find this relation (e.g.,
Lyle & Hoffman, 1972a).

Resource Availability
A third general theoretical perspective on television viewing

emphasizes the availability of resources. Performing any
activity requires access to necessary resources, including
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financial capital, time, and psychological abilities. There-
fore, lifestyles and leisure activity choices are probably de-
termined in part by the availability of resources (e.g., Juster
& Stafford, 1985; Liska, 1984; McQuail, 1983, pp. 166167,
Meyersohn, 1972). Individuals for whom the necessary re-
sources are less available are presumably less likely to par-
take in a particular activity.

Time. One resource necessary for television viewing is
time, especially time at home (e.g., Pearl, Bouthilet, &
Lazar, 1982, p. 3). The more time a child spends performing
activities that are mutually exclusive with television view-
ing, the less time he or she has available to watch television.
It is now well-known that not all activities are hydraulically
related; that is, increasing the time a person spends perform-
ing one activity does not necessarily decrease time spent per-
forming all other activities (Juster & Stafford, 1985; Kubey
& Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Mutz et al., 1993; Nock &
Kingston, 1988; Robinson, 1986). For example, activities
such as eating and doing housework could easily be accom-
plished while watching television (Bechtel, Achelpohl, &
Akers, 1972). In fact, some authors have suggested that tele-
vision viewing usually fills time that is not committed to any
more active pursuit but would instead be spent on nonbehav-
10rs, such as daydreaming (Comstock, 1989; Comstock &
Scharrer, 1999; Mutz et al., 1993). It is, therefore, difficult to
anticipate on theoretical grounds which activities, if any,
supplant television exposure and which do not, and it is con-
ceivable that extensive participation in some (e.g., highly
stressful) activities may actually lead to increased television
viewing (which may be especially relaxing). Therefore,
some activities may be hydraulically related to television
viewing time, whereas other activities are not.

One set of activities that seems likely to be hydrauli-
cally related to viewing is after-school participation in
jobs, sports, musical groups, community organizations,
and the like. Because these activities seem to be incompat-
ible with television exposure and seem unlikely to inspire
it, participation in these activities may be associated with
less exposure to television. Therefore, we propose the
following:

Hypothesis 8:  Children who do not participate in struc-
tured extracurricular activities may
watch more television than children who
do participate in such activities.

Consistent with this idea, previous studies have often
found a negative relation between television viewing time
and participation in extramural sports, organizations, hob-
bies, artistic activities, work, and after-school chores, but
this relation has usually been weak (Coleman, 1961;
D’Amico, 1982; Heyns, 1976; Lyle & Hoffman, 1972a;
Medrich et al., 1982; Mutz et al., 1993; Tucker, 1987;
Williams, 1986).
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Money. A second relevant resource is money. Many
forms of entertainment, from going to the movies to visiting
the zoo, require money to cover the cost of admission. Chil-
dren from lower income families are less likely to have the
funds available to finance frequent excursions outside of the
home or to finance frequent purchases of games and toys for
home entertainment. Consequently, these children may turn
to television more often for lack of alternatives. Therefore,
we propose the following:

Children from lower income families may
watch more television than children from
families with more substantial incomes.

Hypothesis 9:

Consistent with this logic, some studies have found a neg-
ative relation between family income and television viewing
(Comstock & Scharrer, 1999; Hagborg, 1995; Medrich et al.,
1982).

Overview

These three theoretical perspectives are not in competition
with one another. Rather, they are complementary in two
senses. First, in some cases, two perspectives provide differ-
ent justifications for the same hypothesis. For example, the
hypothesis that children who spend less time socializing
with peers will spend more time watching television is justi-
fied by both the need satisfaction perspective and by the
resource availability perspective; likewise, reading. More
importantly, though, each theoretical perspective comple-
ments the others by suggesting specific hypotheses that
cannot be derived from them. For example, it is difficult to
derive the intelligence hypothesis from the parental social-
ization perspective. Therefore, instead of conflicting, these
perspectives reinforce one another and, taken together, gen-
erate a wide range of hypotheses about the determinants of
television viewing habits.

Nearly all the existing evidence testing these hypotheses
is in the form of cross-sectional bivariate correlations be-
tween television viewing amount and other variables. In-
stead of revealing the causes of heavy television viewing,
these correlations might reflect the effects of heavy viewing,
or they might reflect spurious relations due to common
causes. Variables that are likely to be causes of heavy view-
ing can be identified with more confidence by conducting
multiple regressions. If a variety of psychosocial and demo-
graphic variables are used to simultaneously predict televi-
sion viewing, the probability that a spurious relation will
appear can be dramatically reduced. This is just what the two
studies reported later did.

A second difficulty with the existing literature is that
some studies offer support for the hypotheses stated earlier,
and others do not. The reasoning offered in the preceding
paragraphs suggests that this inconsistency between studies

may have occurred because of variation in the impact of pre-
dictors across age groups. Some studies have systematically
explored variation in the correlates of television viewing de-
pending on the age of the child (e.g., Himmelweit et al.,
1958; Mutz et al., 1993; Neuman, 1988; Schramm et al.,
1961; Ward et al., 1983; Wright, Huston et al., 2001), and
these studies have turned up instances in which correlates
varied with age. However, most studies have not compared
various age groups to one another. In some studies, toddlers,
preadolescents, and adolescents were combined for analysis,
while other studies examined only a single age group. If
some psychosocial variables predict television viewing at
certain ages and not at others, variation across studies in the
ages of the children examined may have produced the ob-
served variation in results. That is, age may be a moderating
factor that could explain inconsistencies in the literature.
Consequently, it seems important to investigate variation in
the predictors of viewing habits across age groups. The stud-
ies reported in the following paragraphs did this as well.

In order to test the nine hypotheses listed previously more
effectively than has been done in the past, secondary analy-
ses were conducted of 23 existing survey data sets that were
previously collected for other investigations. Study One in-
volved analyses of data on preadolescents and adolescents
collected in a survey of a representative sample of Detroit-
area parents. Study Two involved analyses of 22 surveys of
representative national samples of adolescents.

Measurement of Television Viewing Habits

Any empirical investigation of the causes of heavy television
viewing must begin by conceptually and operationally defin-
ing the construct of television viewing. Conceptually, televi-
sion viewing can be defined in a number of different ways,
depending on the purpose of one’s investigation (see
Salomon & Cohen, 1978; Stipp, 1975; Webster & Wakshlag,
1985). The hypotheses listed earlier are intended to describe
the determinants of the amount of time an individual typi-
cally spends watching television per unit time, regardless of
whether television is serving as a social-situational factor, as
a transmitter of a repertoire, or as a transmitter of particular
contents (see Salomon & Cohen, 1978). It is certainly some-
times useful to differentiate television as a medium from its
content and to differentiate various styles of watching televi-
sion depending on an individual’s level of attention, the de-
gree to which he or she has selected particular programs, and
the degree to which he or she likes those programs (see
Webster & Wakshlag, 1985, pp. 36~39). However, the hy-
potheses listed previously treat both television and viewing as
“monolithic entities” (sce Webster & Wakshlag, 1985, p. 36).
It is therefore most appropriate to measure the amount of
time that children typically spend watching television per
unit time so as to separate them into light viewers, moderate
viewers, and heavy viewers.



Four primary self-report methods have been used in prior
studies to measure children’s television exposure as thusly
defined (for reviews, see Stipp, 1975; Webster & Wakshlag,
1985). First, children have been asked to estimate the number
of hours they spend watching TV per day or per week or on
typical weekdays or weekend days (called global estimates).
Second, children have been asked to complete checklists in-
dicating the particular television shows they watched during
a particular time period (called aided recall). Third, children
have been asked to keep concurrent diaries recording their
television viewing behavior each day for a specified time pe-
riod. In some studies, parents have been asked to complete
global estimates or aided recall checklists or diaries for their
children. Fourth, Kubey and Csikszentmihalyi’s (1990)
Experience Sampling Method (ESM) involves supplying re-
spondents with beepers that are set off at randomly chosen
times during the day, and respondents then answer questions
about their activities, including television viewing, at that
moment and since their last report.

On intuitive grounds, it is not obvious which of these meth-
ods will produce the most valid data, and in general, the vari-
ous methods appear to yield relatively comparable rank order-
ings of children in terms of viewing time. Considering only
children’s self-reports, a number of studies have documented
strong associations among global estimates, aided recall, and
diaries (e.g., Alexander et al., 1981; Anderson, Field, Collins,
Lorch, & Nathan, 1985; Bechtel et al., 1972; Furu, 1971;
Himmelweit et al., 1958; McLeod et al., 1972a; Ritchie et al.,
1987; Rubin, 1976; van der Voort & Vooijs, 1990). Diary re-
sults and global estimates made by parents also correlate
strongly with one another (Anderson et al., 1985). Most studies
have documented moderate or strong correspondence between
child reports and parental proxy reports (Alexander et al.,
1981; Battin, 1953; Friedman, 1957; Greenberg, Ericson, &
Vlahos, 1972; Kay, 1972). Furthermore, in a review of the lit-
erature on proxy reporting generally, Moore (1988) concluded
that the literature provides no basis for rejecting the belief that
proxy reports are of comparable validity to self-reports. ESM
measures of the amount of time spent watching television cor-
relate highly with similar estimates obtained via the diary
method (Kubey & Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). All this indicates
that the various methods of television viewing behavior meas-
urement generally produce comparable rank orderings of re-
spondents and do so reliably (see also MacBeth, 1996b).2

2In many households, a television set is often turned on, but people in its
vicinity do not continually pay attention to it (e.g., Comstock, 1998; Huston
et al., 1992; MacBeth, 1996b). Therefore, different results might be ob-
tained depending on whether respondents are asked about the amount of
time spent watching television or the amount of time spent in the presence
of an operating television. However, this may not be as big a problem as it
might appear to be. Studies have shown that children and adults who are in
a room with a television set that is turned on spend a considerable amount
of time paying attention to the screen (e.g., Anderson et al., 1985; Clancey,
1994), so rank orderings of people in terms of viewing quantities may be
fairly comparable regardless of which behavior is gauged. ’
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Each of the two studies reported in the following sections
used a different method for measuring television viewing
habits. The first study used parents’ proxy reports of preado-
lescents’ and adolescents’ television watching behavior. In
the second study, adolescents’ reports of their own viewing
habits were examined. Respondents in both studies were
asked to estimate the amount of time spent watching televi-
sion on a typical weekday. Our review of the literature pro-
vides no basis for inferring that either of these methods will
be less successful than the other at identifying light, moder-
ate, and heavy viewers.

STUDY ONE
Method

Sample. In May 1982, a representative sample of 544
parents in metropolitan Detroit was interviewed about their
child-rearing experiences, values, attitudes, and practices for
the 1982 Detroit Area Study (DAS). In building the sample,
census tracts were first selected randomly in proportion to
population, and households were then randomly selected
from within chosen tracts. Interviews were completed in
chosen households only if at least one child lived there. One
of the parents living in each qualifying household was se-
lected randomly to be interviewed, and if the selected re-
spondent was unwilling or unable to be interviewed, no other
adult from the household was used as a replacement. Instead,
the household was dropped from the sample.

Of the respondents who were interviewed, 68% were
White, 30% were Black, and 2% were of other races. Thirty-
eight percent of respondents were men, and 62% were
women. Twenty-one percent of respondents were between
ages 18 and 29, 23% were between ages 30 and 34, 32%
were between ages 35 and 44, and 24% were 45 or older.
Sixty-eight percent of respondents were married; 14% were
divorced; and 18% were widowed, separated, or never mar-
ried. Approximately 22% had annual family incomes of less
than $15,000, about 34% had incomes between $15,000 and
$29,999, and about 45% had incomes of $30,000 or more.
Twenty-one percent of respondents had less than a high
school education, 36% graduated from high school, and the
remaining 43% received at least some college education.

Some of the questions in the survey asked the respondent
about a specific child in the family. For these items, one
child was randomly selected from among all of the respon-
dent’s children between ages 2 and 17. Twenty-six percent of
the selected children were between ages 2 and 5, 26% were
between ages 6 and 10, 30% were between ages 11 and 15,
and 18% were ages 16 or 17. Of the selected children, 53%
were boys and 47% were girls.

Data collection. Face-to-face interviews were con-
ducted with respondents in their homes by graduate students
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enrolled in the University of Michigan’s sociology depart-
ment course on survey research methods and by staff from
the Institute for Social Research’s Survey Research Center
(SRC). All interviewing was supervised by University of
Michigan faculty and by staff from the SRC. Respondents’
answers to questions were recorded by the interviewers.

Measures and coding. Items addressing the specific
child measured his or her typical time spent watching televi-
sion on weekdays, typical time spent reading on weekdays,
the existence of rules restricting television viewing, the ex-
tent of parent—child contact, the extent of parent—child
coviewing of television, the extent of parent—child conflict,
and parental values for self-direction versus conformity.
More general questions measured parent—child contact,
parent—child conflict, and parental values. Family income,
parental education, race, and the gender and age of the se-
lected child were also measured. Shown in Appendix A are
the wordings of the questions used in the analyses reported
here, the numerical coding of answers to these questions,
and the procedures implemented to construct the indices
used in the analyses.

Analysis. Ordinary least squares regressions were con-
ducted to test the hypotheses outlined earlier. Predictors were
entered into the regression in four steps: demographic variables
were entered first, and the psychosocial predictors were then
added. Next, we added interactions of all psychosocial predic-
tors with age. And finally, we trimmed all of the nonsignificant
interactions from the model to yield a most efficient model.
The resulting unstandardized and standardized coefficient esti-
mates and their standard errors are shown in Table 1.3

Correlations among predictors. The results of such
regressions can be misleading if there is substantial multi-
collinearity among the predictors (see, e.g., Cohen & Cohen,
1975, pp. 115-117). Fortunately, however, the strongest en-
try in a matrix of correlations among the predictors for the
full sample had an absolute value of .35 (see Appendix B),
not large enough to indicate problematic muiticollinearity.
Furthermore, 78% of the correlations had absolute values
smaller than .15. Similar patterns were observed in correla-
tion matrices for the two age groups as well. The Variance
Inflation Factors (VIF) did not indicate a multicollinearity
problem; the largest VIF was 1.40 for the full sample.

Results and Discussion

Hypothesis 2: Parent—child contact. When we esti-
mated only the main effects of the psychosocial predictors,

3All significance levels are one-tailed p's for tests of directional hypothe-
ses with strong theoretical justifications when the observed coefficients were
in the expected directions; two-tailed p’s are reported in all other instances.

the association between parent—child contact and television
viewing was marginally significant and positive (§ = .09,
p = .08; see row 6, column 1 of Table 1). Surprisingly, this
indicates that more parent—child contact was associated with
more television viewing, not less, as expected according to
Hypothesis 2a.

The interaction of Parent—child Contact with the extent of
coviewing was nonsignificant when tested without regard to
age (B = .22, p=.19; see row 14, column 2 of Table 1). And
Coviewing had an unexpected negative coefficient in this
model, suggesting that more coviewing was associated with
less television exposure (B =-.28, p=.05; see row 13,
column 2 of Table 1). But the three-way interaction of Age
with Coviewing and Parent—child Contact was also signifi-
cant (B =-.76, p = .01; see row 27, column 3 of Table 1).

Among preadolescents who were frequent coviewers,
more contact was associated with more television viewing
(B = .21, p = .01, n = 148). But among preadolescents who
rarely coviewed and among all adolescents, amount of con-
tact was not associated with amount of viewing (B = —-.04,
p=.35 n=97, B=.01, p= 95 n=227, respectively).
Thus, parent—child contact was associated with enhanced
television exposure in households in which parent—child
coviewing was common.

Hypothesis 3: Conflict with parents. The seventh,
eighth, and ninth rows in Table 1 display the coefficients es-
timating the associations between conflict with parents and
television viewing. These associations did not vary accord-
ing to age (see rows 16, 17, and 18 in column 3 of Table 1),
so we focus on the effects shown in the trimmed model in
column 4.

The strongest association here involves punishment style.
Children whose parents used more hostile punishment styles
watched more television (B = .25, p < .01). Heavier televi-
sion viewing was also more common among children whose
parents imposed many rules and enforced them more strictly
(B = .06, p =.08). As the coefficient in the ninth row indi-
cates, there was no association between television viewing
and discord with parents (B = .06, p = .21). Thus, Hypothesis 3
received some support and some disconfirmation.

Hypothesis 5: Total nonschool reading time. There
was a significant positive relation between total amount of
time spent reading and amount of time spent watching tele-
vision (B =.11, p =.02; see row 10, column 4 of Table 1),
and this relation did not vary with age (B =-.05, p = .58;
see row 19 of Table 1).

Hypothesis 6: Parental values. As expected, the
more parents valued self-direction, the less television chil-
dren watched (B =-.08, p =.04; see row 20, column 4 of
Table 1). The interaction of Parental Values with Age was
not significant (B =—.15, p = .37; see row 20, column 3 of
Table 1). Thus, Hypothesis 6 was partly confirmed.



TABLE 1

Muttiple Regressions Predicting Television Viewing (Detroit Area Study)

Demographics and Demographics and Demographics
Psychosocial Psychosocial Predictors Psychosocial Predictors, Nonsignificant Age
Predictors Predictors with Coviewing and Interactions with Age Interactions Removed
Demographics
Income -.02 -.04 -.01 -.05
=757 -1.26/1.71 —-.42/2.96 -1.51/1.70
Age .06 .07 -.19 -.24
.43/.33 .48/.33 -1.29/2.717 ~1.64/1.48
Parental Education .00 .01 -.02 .01
.03/1.29 15/1.29 ~40/1.98 34/1.28
Race .00 .00 .08 .00
.017.39 -.03/39 .60/.55 .00/.39
Gender -.01 -01 00 .01
—-05/.31 ~.04/31 -.01/43 .03/.31
Psychosocial Predictors
Parent—child Contact .09* .05 -.07 —-.08
1.84/1.03 1.09/1.56 -1.36/2.37 -1.65/2.31
Punishment Style 25+ 25+ 27* .25*
4.85/.91 4.80/.91 5.15/1.18 4.84/90
Extent of Household Rules 07+ o7 .01 .06+
.65/.42 .62/.42 11/.59 .58/.42
Discord with Parents .05 .05 .04 .06
.74/.74 .84/.74 .65/1.16 92/.74
Total Nonschool Reading Time 2+ g2t 14* 1=
4.11/1.56 4.10/1.55 4.7712.27 3.71/1.55
Parental Values for Self-Direction -.09* -.09* -.03 —-.08*
-1.62/.86 ~1.56/.86 -.57/1.25 —1.44/.86
Extent of TV Viewing Rules -11* -11* —.15* —-.09*
-.87/.37 —.83/.36 -1.14/.50 -.72/.36
Coviewing —-.28* -.62* —.66*
-1.99/1.03 —4.31/1.69 —4.64/1.65
Coviewing x Parent—child Contact 22 .65* 69*
2.58/1.98 7.41/3.02 7.95/2.95
Interactions with Age
Age x Parent—child Contact 35 41"
4.82/3.22 5.56/3.10
Age x Punishment Style -.04
—-.53/1.86
Age x Household Rules .10
.89/.85
Age x Discord with Parents 02
44/1.54
Age x Total Nonschool Reading Time -.05
-1.77/3.18
Age x Parental Values -15
-1.58/1.75
Age x TV Viewing Rules .08
.83/.75
Age x Income -.07
-2.29/3.66
Age x Parental Education A7
1.63/2.66
Age x Race -1
~1.117.79
Age x Gender 02
17/.63
Age x Coviewing 64* 68*
5.072.21 5.40/2.17
Age x Coviewing X Contact w/ Parents -.76* —.80*
-11.51/4.23 -12.05/4.17
Constant/standard error 8.99/1.29 9.64/1.38 10.33/2.11 10.58/1.60
R? 12 13 16 A5
N 468 468 468 468

Note. Each cell entry is a standardized regression coefficient (B), with the unstandardized coeffici

*»<.05.*p < .10.

ent (b) and its standard error underneath.
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Hypothesis 7: Television viewing rules. More re-
strictive television viewing rules were significantly associ-
ated with less television viewing, as expected (B =—.09,
P =.02; see row 12, column 4 of Table 1). Thus, adolescents
and preadolescents whose parents limited their viewing time
watched less television than those whose exposure was unre-
stricted. This supports Hypothesis 7. The interaction of
Viewing Rules with Age was not significant (B =.08,
p =.27; see row 21, column 3 of Table 1).

Hypothesis 9: Family income. Family income was
not a significant predictor of television exposure (see row 1
of Table 1). Thus, television viewing was not reliably
greater among lower income families, which disconfirms
Hypothesis 9.

Demographics only. 'When we regressed television view-
ing on only the demographic predictors, Income (§ = —.04,
p = 48), Age (B = .02, p = .61), Parental Education (B =-.07,
p =.15), Race (B = .01, p =.77), and Gender (§ = .00, p = .95)
all had nonsignificant effects.

STUDY TWO
Method

Sample. Each year from 1976 to 1997, the Survey Re-
search Center at the University of Michigan conducted the
Monitoring the Future surveys (MTF) of representative sam-
ples of high school seniors from the 48 coterminous states.
Sampling for each study was done in three steps, beginning
with selection of geographic regions of the country, then se-
lection of approximately 125 high schools within selected
regions, and finally selection of students within selected
high schools. Participation rates ranged from three-fourths
to five-sixths of selected students each year (for additional
details on the sampling procedure, see Bachman & Johnston,
1978). Sample sizes ranged between approximately 16,000
and 19,000 per year.

In order to collect responses to a wide variety of ques-
tions, different forms of the paper-and-pencil questionnaires
were distributed each year. The measures of television view-
ing habits were included on only one of the five forms, so
about one-fifth of each sample contributed to the present
analyses. The subsamples responding to questions relevant
to this study ranged from 2,500 to 3,800 per year, with
68,450 participating across all years. About 90% of the sam-
ple was between 18 and 20 years old, and nearly all the rest
were more than 20 years old. About 49% of each sample was
men, and approximately 51% was women. Whites com-
prised approximately 85% of each sample; Black comprised
about 12%; and the rest were Native Americans, Hispanics,
Asian Americans, or other races. About 23% of respondents
were from the northeast region of the country, 26% were

from the north-central region, 31% were from the south, and
19% were from the west. Approximately 19% of respon-
dents’ fathers did not complete high school, about 31% of re-
spondents’ fathers completed high school and got no further
education, and about 50% of respondents’ fathers got at least
some college education. Figures for mothers’ education were
very similar.

Data collection. Students completed the self-
administered questionnaires during regular school hours in
classrooms. The administration was coordinated by Survey
Research Center staff members, who took steps to protect
the confidentiality of students’ responses.

Measures and coding. The survey questions used in
the analyses reported here measured typical amount of televi-
sion viewing on weekdays, amount of peer contact, amount
of idea conflict with parents, perceived intelligence/school
achievement, the number of optional books read per year,
time spent at after-school jobs, parental education, race, age,
and gender. The question wordings and response codings are
shown in Appendix C.

Analysis. Ordinary least squares regressions were per-
formed predicting television viewing. A separate regression
was conducted with each year’s data set, and another regres-
sion was conducted using data from all years combined (see
Table 2). A post hoc power analysis revealed that for each
year and combined across years, standardized regression co-
efficients of .04 could be detected at p < .05, one-tailed at a
power of greater than .99.

Changes in relations between predictors and television
viewing were tested by adding interactions with year to the
full sample regressions (see Table 3). In this analysis, year was
coded to range from zero (meaning 1976) to one (meaning
1997).

Correlations among predictors. An examination of
the correlations among the predictor variables revealed no
threat of multicollinearity problems (see Appendix D). In the
1976 matrix, for example, the strongest correlation had an
absolute value of .26, and 80% of the correlations had ab-
solute values less than .15. Similar patterns were observed in
the remaining years’ correlation matrices as well.

Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) did not indicate a multi-
collineanty problem; the largest VIF in a single given year
was 1.21, and the largest VIF combining across all the years
was 1.17.

Results
Hypothesis 1: Peer contact.  Across all 22 years, peer

contact was negatively associated with television exposure,
significantly so in 11 years and marginally significantly so
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TABLE 3
Muitiple Regressions Testing Variation in Demographic and Psychosocial Predictors Across Years (Monitoring the Future)

Nonsignificant Interactions

Predictors Regression Coefficients with Year Removed
Demographics
Parental Education —.14* -.14*
-.171.01 -17/.01
Race 16* .16*
.147.01 .14/.01
Gender .03* .03*
.02/.00 .02/.00
Year of Study -.08* -.07*
—.087.03 -.07/.02
Psychosocial Predictors
Peer Contact —-.04* —-.04*
—-.05/.01 -.05/.01
Idea Conflict with Parents -.01 .00
-.02/.01 .00/.01
Perceived Intelligence/School Achievement -17# -17*
—.26/.01 -.26/.01
Optional Book Reading Frequency —.03* -.03*
—-.02/.01 -.02/.00
Work Hours -.15* —.15*
-.13/.01 -.13/.01
Interactigns with Year of Study
Year x Parental Education 03+ 03*
.04/.02 .04/.02
Year x Race 04* 04*
.06/.01 .06/.01
Year x Gender —.05* —.05*
—.05/.01 -.05/.01
Year x Peer Contact -.01
-.01/.02
Year x ldea Conflict with Parents .02
.03/.02
Year x Perceived Intelligence/School Achievement 03+ 03
.04/.03 .04/.02
Year x Optional Book Reading Frequency .00
.00/.01
Year x Work Hours .02+ .02*
.03/.01 .03/.01
Constant/standard error .89/.01 .89/.01
R? .13 A3
N 47,068 47,068

Note. * Each cell entry is a standardized regression coefficient (B), with the unstandardized coefficient (b) and its standard error underneath.

*p < 05.+p<.10.

in 4 more years (see the fourth row of Table 3). For all years
combined, the association was significant (B =-.04, p < .01,
see the last column of Table 2). And this association did not
manifest a consistent trend across years (B =-.01, p =.75;
see row 13 of Table 3). Thus, Hypothesis 1, which asserts
that adolescents who have more peer contact will watch less
television, was supported by these data.

Hypothesis 3: Parent—child conflict. We found no ro-
bust association between Television Viewing and Idea Con-
flict with Parents among adolescents (see the fifth row of
Table 2). Consistent with the hypothesis that parental conflict
is not especially consequential for adolescents, the association
combined across all years was not significant (B = .00,

p = .69), and there was no consistent trend in this association
across years (8 =.02, p = .18, see row 14 of Table 3).

Hypothesis 4: Perceived intelligence/school
achievement. As predicted, the association between the
Perceived Intelligence/School Achievement index and tele-
vision viewing was negative and significant in all years (see
the sixth row of Table 2). Thus, adolescents who perceived
themselves as lower in terms of intelligence/school achieve-
ment watched more television, supporting Hypothesis 4
(B =-.16, p <.01 for all years combined). This relation
became marginally significantly weaker over the years
(B = .03, p=.08, see row 15 of Table 3, column 1) when
tested with all interactions in the model, but the trend



became nonsignificant when nonsignificant interactions
were trimmed from the model (see column 2).

Hypothesis 5: Optional book reading. More optional
book reading was associated with less television viewing
(see the seventh row of Table 2). For all years combined, the
relation was significant as well (B =—.02, p < .01), a finding
that offers further support for Hypothesis 5. This association
did not manifest a consistent trend across years (B = .00,
p = .94, see row 15 of Table 3).

Hypothesis 8: Extracurricular activities. Adolescents
who spent more time working watched less television (see the
eighth row of Table 2). The coefficients for time spent at work
are negative in all years (for all years combined, B =-.14,
p <.01). All this is consistent with Hypothesis 8. This associa-
tion weakened slightly over the span of the data (B =.02,
p = .05, row 16 of see Table 3).

Parental education, race, and gender. When we re-
gressed television viewing on only the demographic predic-
tors combining the data from all years, parental education
(B=-.15, p<.01), race (B=.24, p<.0l), and gender
(B =-.01, p=.02) all had significant effects. Adolescents
whose parents were less educated, adolescents who were not
White, and male adolescents watched more television than
adolescents with relatively well-educated parents, Whites,
and females, respectively. The effects persisted even when
these demographic predictors were entered along with the
psychosocial ones (all years combined, B =-.13, p < .01;
B =.20,p<.01;and B =-.01, p = .03, respectively; see rows
1, 2, and 3 of Table 2).

The coefficient for parental education weakened signifi-
cantly over the 22-year period (f = .03, p = .04; see row 10
of Table 3). At the same time, the association for race in-
creased notably over the same years (B = .04, p < .01, see
row 11 of Table 3).

A significant and interesting trend appeared in the associ-
ation between gender and television exposure: It became sig-
nificantly more negative over the 22 years (8 =-.05, p < .01,
see row 12 of Table 3). The relation was positive in 6 of the
first 8 years (significantly so in 3 of the first 4 years) and
negative in the last 14 years (significantly so in 3 of the last
5 years; see row 3 of Table 2). Thus, women watched more
television than men toward the beginning of the time span,
but men watched more than women toward the end of the
time span.

DISCUSSION

These studies represent advances over past research in two pri-
mary ways. First, nearly all past research on the predictors of
heavy television viewing has involved bivariate correlations. It
is impossible to be certain about whether these correlations
reveal something about the causes of heavy viewing or
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whether they highlight the effects of heavy viewing or the
spurious effects of third variables that determine both viewing
habits and their correlates. The present studies therefore im-
prove on past work by yielding simultaneous multiple regres-

_sions, which reduce the chances of spuriousness. Longitudinal

studies will be necessary for determining with more certainty
whether the predictors identified here actually influence view-
ing habits, but the regression approach employed here clearly
represents a step toward greater certainty.

A second difficulty with previous research in this area is
that it has generated many contradictory findings. It is cer-
tainly conceivable that methodological differences between
studies may be responsible for these discrepancies. However,
it is also possible that the potency of any given predictor will
vary as children progress through preadolescence and ado-
lescence. Therefore, the discrepancies between the findings
of previous studies may be due to variations in the ages of
the children being studied. The present research represents
an advance over past work both because its hypotheses rec-
ognize this possible variation according to age and because
such variation was empirically assessed.

The findings reported here provide support for some of the
hypotheses tested while challenging others. As the need satis-
faction perspective predicts, adolescents who did not socialize
with peers and who were low in perceived intelligence/school
achievement were more likely to be heavy television viewers.
Adolescents who watched more television were less likely to
choose to read optional books, suggesting that their television
viewing may have been motivated by a desire for fantasy and
escape through less demanding forms of entertainment than
reading.

Also consistent with the need satisfaction perspective,
preadolescents and adolescents whose parents used hostile
punishment styles and adolescents whose parents imposed
and enforced many household rules watched more television.
Contrary to our expectations, we did not find that punishment
styles and rule imposition had greater impact on preadoles-
cents than on adolescents. The equivalence of impact in these
two age groups is consistent with other evidence indicating
that parental influence does not necessarily decrease at ado-
lescence (see, e.g., Chassin, Presson, Sherman, Montello, &
McGrew, 1986; Krosnick & Judd, 1982). Surprisingly, the
amount of discord parents reported having with children was
found to be unrelated to viewing habits. Taken together with
other evidence, this finding suggests that it is not the number
of parent-child conflicts in general that determines viewing
habits but rather the extent and hostility of conflict to formal
family rules in particular.

Consistent with the parental influence perspective, preado-
lescents and adolescents whose parents valued self-direction
watched less television than those whose parents valued con-
formity. This finding reinforces the more general conclusion
that parental influence does not necessarily decrease at
adolescence. Also consistent with the parental influence per-
spective, preadolescents whose parents imposed rules restrict-
ing television viewing watched less television. These sorts of
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rules appear to have the same effect on preadolescents as on
adolescents.

Consistent with the resource availability perspective, ado-
lescents who spent more time socializing with peers watched
less television. Also as this perspective proposes, television
viewing was heavier among adolescents who spent fewer
hours working at after-school jobs. However, two findings
contradict predictions derived from the resource availability
perspective. First, heavy viewing was no more common
among children whose families had smaller incomes. This
suggests that television may not serve as a substitute for
more expensive forms of entertainment, a conclusion consis-
tent with evidence that heavy television viewers are espe-
cially likely (instead of being especially unlikely) to be
heavy movie-goers (Milavsky et al., 1982; Morgan, 1980;
Timmer et al., 1985). And although Study 2’ results suggest
that greater frequency of optional book reading was associ-
ated with less television viewing, Study 1’s results indicate
that total nonschool reading time was positively associated
with television viewing time. This latter finding illustrates
that there was not necessarily a hydraulic relation between
any two aspects of time use.

Contrary to the need satisfaction perspective, children
who spent less time with their parents were not heavier tele-
vision viewers. In fact, among preadolescents who usually
watch television with their parents, more contact with par-
ents was associated with heavier television viewing. Thus,
for these children, time spent watching television is spent
with parents, a phenomenon confirmed by a variety of past
studies (Carpenter et al., 1989; Field, 1989; McDonald,
1986; Newspaper Advertising Bureau, 1980; Timmer et al.,
1985). This finding is consistent in spirit with St. Peters
et al’s (1991) evidence that parents who encouraged televi-
sion viewing coviewed more, and their children watched
more television as compared to children of parents who did
not encourage television viewing.

Among the oldest adolescents (in the MTF samples),
non-Whites watched more television than Whites, and this
gap widened significantly between 1976 and 1997. One pos-
sible explanation for this finding is that the increasing pres-
ence of minority actors on television may have made its
programming increasingly more relevant, inviting, and re-
warding for minorities, thus perhaps satisfying needs more
effectively.

Limitations. The significant regression coefficients
shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3 do not demonstrate that predic-
tors of television viewing determined exposure levels. Some
of the associations shown there may actually reflect the ef-
fects of heavy television exposure, or the relations may be
spurious. However, these analyses assessed the association
between each psychosocial predictor and viewing habits
controlling for the other psychosocial predictors and demo-
graphics. This decreases the likelihood of spuriousness and
enhances the likelihood that the associations represent
causal influences. Furthermore, it is difficult to imagine how

a child’s television viewing habits could shape parental
values, punishment styles, and some of the other predictors,
so reverse causal effects seem unlikely in these cases.
Nonetheless, spunousness is possible, so conclusions about
causality cannot be reached using cross-sectional data.
Future empirical work should use longitudinal data in order
to assess the direction(s) of causal influence between the
variables examined here.

The confirmation of certain hypotheses here enhances the
credibility of the general theoretical orientations that justify
them. For example, evidence of a negative relation between
frequency of peer contact and television viewing among
adolescents is consistent with the notion that some adoles-
cents use television to satisfy a need for pseudosocial contact
or a need to develop social skills. However, the present data
do not conclusively demonstrate that the desire to satisfy
these needs motivated heavy viewing among these individu-
als. And, in fact, it could be that this relation reflects re-
source availability more than need satisfaction: Adolescents
who had relatively little peer contact may have watched more
television simply because they had more time available than
adolescents who are frequently socializing with friends.
Thus, although the evidence reported here confirming some
hypotheses lends credibility to their theoretical justifica-
tions, it cannot offer definitive support for them.

Past studies of the correlates of television viewing sug-
gest that the content of television programs moderates some
of these relationships. For example, whether more reading is
associated with more television viewing or less depends to
some extent on what is being viewed—children’s educa-
tional programs versus general or adult entertainment pro-
grams (Neuman, 1981; Potter, 1987; Smyser-O’Sullivan,
1981). Similarly, whether TV displaces other activities ap-
pears to depend on program content (Huston, Wright,
Marquis, & Green, 1999). Although the data we analyzed do
not permit us to explore the differential effects of program
content, it is a topic worthy of further investigation.

The effect sizes found here are relatively small, and, when
taken together, the predictors of television viewing account
for relatively small proportions of the variance in viewing
habits. This is probably attributable in part to a great deal of
random error in measurements of viewing (e.g., Robinson,
1977, 1986; Stipp, 1975) and of the independent variables.
Although it is impossible to assess the reliabilities of most
measures in the data sets we analyzed, it seems likely that the
reliability of the viewing measure is typical of most single
indicators in social science research: perhaps about .6 (for
consistent evidence regarding television viewing, see Allen,
1981; Huesmann, Lagerspetz, & Eron, 1984).

As a result of such unreliability in measures of the de-
pendent and independent variables, the effect sizes and R%s
in Tables 1, 2, and 3 may be quite a bit smaller than they
would have been had more elaborate measurement tech-
niques been utilized. Nonetheless, the small R%s and effect
sizes suggest that other needs, parental influence mecha-
nisms, and resources in addition to those considered here



probably regulate television viewing habits as well. There-
fore, future research ought to attempt to improve both meas-
urement precision and the comprehensiveness of the sets of
predictors evaluated. While we await such work, it would be
inappropriate to conclude that because the amount of vari-
ance explained by the predictors examined here is small,
they are unimportant determinants of viewing habits (see
Abelson, 1985).

Another possible limitation may involve the measure of
television viewing used in Study 1. As we discussed earlier,
the literature on television exposure measurement does not
provide any indication that parental proxy reports are less ef-
fective than child self-reports at separating light, moderate,
and heavy viewers. Nonetheless, Study 1’s measure of par-
ents’ perceptions of children’s viewing may reflect biases in
parents’ perceptions and biases in parents’ willingness to
report those perceptions accurately. For example, upper
middle-class parents’ norms may make them more prone
than working-class parents to underreport their children’s
television exposure. Of course, such reporting biases may af-
fect children’s reports of their own behavior as well.
Nonetheless, factors that bias reports of television viewing
may be mistaken for factors that influence viewing habits,
particularly in the case of data collected from parents.

In order to assess the magnitude of this potential danger,
it is useful to recognize that the significant associations ob-
served in Study 1 are consistent with those identified in prior
studies using children’s reports with regard to peer contact
(e.g., Friedson, 1953; Johnstone, 1974; Larson & Kubey,
1983; Murray, 1972), conflict with parents (e.g., Banks &
Gupta, 1980; Milavsky et al., 1982), intelligence and school
achievement (e.g., Fetler, 1984; Gaddy, 1986; Greenberg et al.,
1983; Milavsky et al., 1982; Ritchie et al., 1987; Roberts et al.,
1984; Timmer et al., 1985), parental values (e.g., Chaffee &
McLeod, 1972), television viewing rules (e.g., Fetler, 1984;
Greenberg et al., 1983; Medrich et al., 1982; Roberts, 1981;
Van den Bulck & Van den Bergh, 2000), and time availabil-
ity (e.g., Coleman, 1961; Medrich et al., 1982). All this
suggests that our findings regarding these predictors are
probably not artifactual results of biases in parents’ reports.

Another limitation of this investigation worth noting in-
volves our analysis of archival data. Collecting data from
large representative samples on the correlates of television
viewing is a costly enterprise, and relevant data have already
been collected in many past studies. We therefore sought to
capitalize on those past resource investments by testing our
hypotheses as well as possible with existing data. However,
the surveys we analyzed were not designed explicitly to test
our hypotheses, which means we were forced to use meas-
ures that in some cases were not ideally suited to our goals
(e.g., Study 1’s measure tapped total reading time, rather than
differentiating various different types of reading). With find-
ings such as those reported here in hand, future researchers
may have an easier time justifying extensive investment of re-
sources in large-scale studies explicitly designed to study the
causes of television exposure, for the sake of understanding

————
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that behavior in particular and for the broader purpose of
evolving theories of the causes of human social behavior.

Reading. 1In Study 1, a positive relation appeared be-
tween television viewing and total nonschool reading time
among preadolescents and adolescents. This finding is consis-
tent with one reported by Murray and Kippax (1978), who also
found that children who spent more total nonschool time read-
ing watched more television. However, Long and Henderson
(1970) found a negative relation between television exposure
and total reading time, and various other studies found no rela-
tion (e.g., Medrich et al., 1982; Morgan, 1980; Neumann,
1988; Zuckerman et al., 1980). Furthermore, Ward et al.
(1983) found no consistent relation between television viewing
and spare-time reading time among 9-year-olds, but a signifi-
cant negative relation appeared among 13-year-olds and
among 17-year-olds. Clearly, there is much inconsistency
among these findings, but we are inclined to attribute this in-
consistency to the lumping of all sorts of reading together into
a single total measure of time spent. If indeed different sorts of
reading have different relations to television viewing, then this
lumping would make it difficult to discern replicable patterns.
It therefore seems that future research may benefit from using
separate measures of different types of reading.

Comparing the DAS and MTF results. Although it
would seem useful to compare results on preadolescents and
adolescents from the DAS sample to those on the oldest ado-
lescents from the MTF samples, there are some reasons to
hesitate before doing so. Many methodological differences
between the studies could account for differences in their
findings: The DAS is based on a Detroit-area sample,
whereas the MTF studies involved national samples; the re-
spondents in the DAS were parents, whereas the MTF re-
spondents were adolescents; the DAS data were collected
through face-to-face interviewing, whereas the MTF data
were collected via self-administered paper-and-pencil ques-
tionnaires; and so on. Furthermore, the two studies’ regres-
sion equations included nonoverlapping sets of psychosocial
predictors. These predictors may partly mediate the effects of
some predictors on viewing habits. Therefore, direct compar-
isons of the MTF and DAS results may be problematic.

Nonetheless, it is interesting to note one striking inconsis-
tency between these studies’ results. Whereas parental educa-
tion, race, and gender all had significant associations with
viewing in Study 2, none had significant associations among
the adolescents in Study 1. The disappearance of these associ-
ations might seem likely to be due to the inclusion of punish-
ment style, household rules, and parental values in the Study 1
regression equation. These three variables were all signifi-
cantly correlated with parental education, race, and gender, so
the former variables may well mediate the effects of the latter
variables on viewing. However, parental education, race, and
gender were all uncorrelated with television viewing in bivari-
ate analyses using the Study 1 data. Therefore, perhaps the
most straightforward possible explanation for the discrepancy



102  KROSNICK, ANAND, HARTL

between the two studies is the fact that the MTF respondents
were all high school seniors, in a very constrained age range.
We look forward to future studies exploring this possibility.

CONCLUSIONS

The present findings augment the literature on the correlates
of heavy viewing in a number of ways. Parent—hild contact,
parental values, rules restricting viewing, and time availabil-
ity have only rarely been examined in relation to television
viewing. The evidence here in terms of the latter three pre-
dictors helps to cement the case for them as important deter-
minants of viewing habits. Previous studies of the relation of
television exposure to peer integration and parent—child con-
flict have produced inconsistent results, some documenting
correlations and other not. The present evidence lends new
credibility to these associations and refines our understand-
ing of the particular aspects of parent—child conflict that
may inspire heavy viewing. Partial correlations between
intelligence/school achievement and viewing controlling for
other psychosocial predictors and demographics have rarely
been assessed. The present evidence lends further credibility
to this association. Finally, the evidence here that television
exposure is negatively correlated with optional book reading
among adolescents helps clarify the meaning of the correla-
tion between intelligence/school achievement and viewing
by suggesting that it may reflect a preference for less de-
manding entertainment media among the oldest adolescents
lower in perceived intelligence/school achievement.

Finally, our results indicate that the three general theoreti-
cal perspectives on the determinants of television exposure
discussed here can be used to generate useful hypotheses.
Certainly, many more hypotheses can be derived from them,
and much can be done to test the cognitive explanations pro-
posed for the effects illustrated here. Future research should
do so using more elaborate measurement techniques and lon-
gitudinal data. The present results suggest useful starting
points for this work.
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APPENDIX A
Measures and Index Construction for Study One
TV Viewing

“Thinking about an average weekday, how much time would
you say (target child) spends watching TV? We'd like to get
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your best estimate.” Responses were recoded in minutes and
ranged from 0 (minimum reported time) to 1 (maximum re-
ported time). The square root of these values was then com-
puted in order to reduce the impact of a few outliers.

Coviewing

“Of all the time (target child) spends watching TV on an av-
erage weekday, would you say you watch with him/her most
of it, more than half, about half, less than half, or none?”
Responses were coded 1, .75, .5, .25, and O, respectively.

Parent—Child Contact

Time with children. “On a typical weekday, how many
hours do you spend in the company of (any of your children/
your child}—other than time when you or (they/he/she) are
sleeping?” Responses were recoded to range from 0 to 1,
with O representing the least time spent and 1 representing
the most time spent.

Activities with children. “Here are some things that par-
ents can do with or without their children. Please tell me for
each one whether you always do 1t with your (children/child),
almost always, sometimes, rarely, or never. If you don’t do one
of these things at all, just let me know. How about shopping
for food for the family? And what about shopping for things
you need for yourself? Eating out at restaurants? Playing
sports or exercising? Going to movies? How about when you
go out to see your friends?” Responses for each item were
coded 1 (always), .75 (almost always), .5 (sometimes), .25
(rarely), and 0 (never) and averaged across the six activities.

Index construction. These two measures were averaged
to produce a single index gauging parent—child contact. The
correlation between the two constituents of this index was .24
(n =542, p<.01), and both constituents correlated similarly
with criterion variables.® Cronbach’s a for the index was .39.

“It might seem that the weak correlation between these two indicators
suggests that they should not be treated as measures of the same underlying
construct. However, as Bollen (1984) has demonstrated, it is quite possible
for two indicators of the same construct to be only weakly positively corre-
lated with one another, uncorrelated with one another, or even negatively
correlated with one another. These conditions can all obtain when the two
indicators are causes of a hypothetical construct, instead of being caused by
it. When this is 0, as is the case for most of the indices computed here, cor-
relations between indicators cannot be used to assess the reliabilities of the
indices. Consequently, we cannot determine the reliabilities of these in-
dices. Obviously, we also cannot assess measurement reliability here for
those constructs assessed by only single items.

Supporting the treatment of indicators here, each index was more
strongly correlated with television viewing than were its constituent vari-
ables taken individually.

Punishment Style

Scolding versus talking things over. “Most parents
find it necessary to punish their children at one time or an-
other. I am going to read you a list of ways parents punish
their children, and for each I would like you to tell me how of-
ten you use the methods to punish right now: Very often, of-
ten, sometimes, rarely, or never. The first is scolding or
yelling. What about talking things over?” Responses were
coded 1, .75, .5, .25, and 0, respectively, for each question.

Index construction. In order to measure the hostility
of punishment styles, ratings of the frequency of “talking
things over” were subtracted from ratings of the frequency of
“scolding or yelling.” As would be expected, these two meas-
ures were negatively correlated with one another (r =-.09,
n =541, p < .05), and they correlated inversely with criterion
variables.

Extent of Household Rules

Number of rules. “Some families have lots of rules,
and other families don’t have very many rules. Which kind
of family do you have?” Responses were coded 1 (lots of
rules), 0 (not very many rules), and .5 (in between).

Strictness of rule enforcement. “Are your rules
strictly enforced or not very strictly enforced?” Responses
were coded 1 (rules strictly enforced), O (rules not strictly
enforced), and .5 (in between).

Index construction. These two measures were aver-
aged to yield an index. They were correlated .17 with each
other (n =541, p <.01) and correlated similarly with crite-
rion variables. Cronbach’s o for the index was .30.

Discord with Parents

Get along. “Al in all, how well would you say you get
along with (target child)? Would you say you get along very
well, all right, or not very well?” Responses were coded 0, .5,
and 1, respectively.

Problems. “Now here’s a question about how easy or
difficult it has been in raising (target child). Most parents
have some problems in raising their children. Compared to
the children you know of, would you say that (target child)
has given you more problems than most, about the same as
most, or less than most?” Responses were coded 1, .5, and 0,
respectively.

Index construction. These two measures correlated .36
with each other (n =541, p <.01), and they each correlated



similarly with criterion variables. Cronbach’s a as calculated
from the two measures was .50 for the index.

Nonschool Total Reading Time

[For children age 5 or younger] “How much time would you
say that you (and your spouse) spend reading or looking
through books, newspaper, and magazines with (target child)
on an average weekday?” [For children adolescent age 6 and
older] “How much time would you say (target child) spends
reading or looking through books, newspapers, and maga-
zines on an average weekday outside school?” The original
responses (minutes per weekday) were recoded to range
from 0 (lowest reported time spent reading) to 1 (highest re-
ported time spent reading).

Parental Values for Self-Direction

Kohn parental values measure. Respondents were
presented the following list of 13 qualities:

that (he/she) has good manners

that (he/she) tries hard to succeed

that (he/she) is honest

that (he/she) is neat and clean

that (he/she) has good sense and sound judgment

. that (he/she) has self-control

. that he acts like a boy or she acts like a girl

. that (he/she) gets along well with other children

. that (he/she) obeys (his/her) parents well

. that (he/she) is responsible

. that (he/she) is considerate of others

. that (he/she) is interested in how and why things
happen

13. that (he/she) is a good student

R

—
N == O O

After viewing this list, respondents were asked these questions:

a. Which three qualities listed on this card would you
say are the most desirable for a (boy/girl) of (target
child)’s age to have?

b. Which one of these three is the most desirable of all?

c. All of the things listed on this card may be desirable,
but could you tell me which three you consider least
important?

d. And which one of these three is least important of all?

For the analyses reported, the 13 qualities were scored as
follows: 1, the trait or quality most valued of all; .25, one of
the three most valued qualities, but not the most valued; .5,
neither one of the three most nor one of the three least valued
qualities; .75, one of the three least valued, but not the least
valued quality; and 0, the quality least valued of all.
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A factor score was computed for each respondent by sub-
tracting the average ranks of Manners, Neat and Clean, and
Obey from the average ranks of Good Sense, Responsible,
and Interested (see Alwin & Krosnick, 1985).

Lenski parental values measure. “Would you please
look at this card? If you had to choose, which thing on this list
would you pick as the most important for a child to learn to
prepare him or her for life: to obey or mind his parents, to be
well-liked or popular, to think for himself or herself, to work
hard, or to help others when they need help? Which comes next
in importance? Which comes third? Which comes fourth?”

The responses to each item on the list were coded 1 (most
important), .75 (next most important), .50 (third most impor-
tant), .75 (fourth most important), and 0 (least important). A
factor score was computed for each respondent by subtracting
the rank for Obey from the rank for Think (see Lenski, 1961).

Index construction. The two measures, which corre-
lated strongly with each other (r= .45, n =510, p <.01),
were then averaged to produce a single index. Cronbach’s o
as calculated from the two factors was .62 for the index.

TV Viewing Rules

“Do you have any rules about how much time (target child) can
watch TV in a day?” Responses were coded 1 (yes) or 0 (no).

Income

“Approximately what was your total family income in 1981
before taxes, considering all sources such as wages, profits,
interest, social security, welfare payments, and so on from all
family members combined?” The original responses (in dol-
lars) were recoded to range from 0 (lowest reported income)
to 1 (highest reported income).

Parental Education

“How many years of school have you completed?” The origi-
nal responses (in years) were recoded to range from 0 (Jowest
number of years) to 1 (highest number of years).

Age, Race, and Gender

Interviewers recorded the age of the selected child and coded
respondents’ race and the selected child’s gender. Selected
children’s ages were coded dichotomously to contrast pre-
adolescents 2- to 10-years-old (coded 0) with adolescents 11-
to 17-years-old (coded 1). Race was coded 0 for Whites and 1
for non-Whites. Gender was coded 0 for boys and 1 for girls.
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APPENDIX C
Measures and Index Construction from Study Two

TV Viewing

“How much TV do you estimate you watch on an average
weekday?” Response choices were none (coded 0), half-
hour or less (coded .17), about one hour (coded .34), about
two hours (coded .51), about three hours (coded .68), about
Jour hours (coded .85), and five hours or more (coded 1).

Peer Contact

Evenings out. “During a typical week, on how many
evenings do you go out for fun and recreation?” Response
choices were less than one, one, two, three, four or five, and
six or seven.

Dating. “On the average, how often do you go out with
a date (or your spouse, if you are married)?” Response
chaices were never, once a month or less, two or three times
a month, once a week, two or three times a week, and over
three times a week.

Index construction. Preliminary analyses indicated
that adolescents who never dated or spent evenings out for
fun watched more television than adolescents who did, but
there was no further decrease in viewing with increasing fre-
quency of socializing. That is, among adolescents who did
have peer contact in these ways, there was no correlation be-
tween amount of contact and amount of television exposure.
The measures of evenings out and dating were therefore di-
chotomized; never was coded 0, and all other categories
were coded 1 and averaged to form a peer contact index.
These two measures were typically correlated approximately
.36 in each year; Cronbach’s o was .52 across all years.

Idea Conflict with Parents

“How closely do your ideas agree with your parents’ ideas
about what you should do with your life? what you do in
your leisure time? how you dress—what clothes you wear?
how you spend your money? what things are O.K. to do
when you are on a date? whether it is O.K. to drink? whether
it is O.K. to use marijuana? whether it is O.K. to use other
drugs? what values are important in life? the value of educa-
tion? what are appropriate roles for women? conservation
and pollution issues? racial issues? religion? politics?”
Responses to each item were coded 0 (very similar), .33
(mostly similar), .66 (mostly different), and 1 (very different).
Then, the 14 items were averaged to yield an index. Correla-
tions among the items typically ranged from approximately .16
to about .51 in each year; Cronbach’s & was .88 across all years.
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Perceived Intelligence/School Achievement

Grades. “Which of the following best describes your
average grade so far in high school?” Responses were coded
0 [D (69 or below)], .13 [C- (70-72)], .26 [C (73-76)],
39 [C+ (77-79)], .52 [B- (80-82)], .65 [B (83-86)], .78
[B+ (87-89)}, .91 [A- (90-92)], and 1 {4 (93-100)).

Intelligence. “How intelligent do you think you are
compared with others your age?” Responses were coded 0
(far below average), .17 (below average), .34 (slightly
below average), .51 (average), .68 (slightly above average),
.85 (above average), and 1 ( far above average).

School ability. “Compared with others your age
throughout the country, how do you rate yourself on school
ability?” Responses were coded O ( far below average), .17
(below average), .34 (slightly below average), .51 (average),
.68 (slightly above average), .85 (above average), and 1 (far
above average).

Index construction. These three measures were aver-
aged to yield an index. The constituents were strongly and
positively correlated with one another, with correlations
ranging between .4 to about .75 over the 22 years. Cronbach’s
o was .76 across all years.

Optional Book Reading Frequency

“In the past year, how many books have you read just be-
cause you wanted to—that is, without their being assigned?”
Responses were coded 0 (none), .25 (one), .5 (two to five),
.75 (six to ten), and 1 (ten or more).

Work Hours

“On the average over the school year, how many hours per
week do you work in a paid or unpaid job?” Responses were
coded 0 (none), .14 (5 or less hours), .28 (6 to 10 hours), 42
(11 to 15 hours), .56 (16 to 20 hours), .70 (21 to 25 hours),
.84 (26 to 30 hours), and 1 (more than 30 hours).

Parental Education

Father’s education. “What is the highest level of
schooling your father completed?” Response were coded 0
(grade school or less), .20 (some high school), .40 (com-
pleted high school), .60 (some college), .80 (completed col-
lege), and 1 (graduate or professional school after college).

Mother's education. “What is the highest level of
schooling your mother completed?” Responses were coded
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0 (grade school or less), .20 (some high school), 40 (com-
pleted high school ), .60 ( some college), .80 (completed col-
lege), and 1 (graduate or professional school after college).

Index construction. These items were averaged to
yield an index score. These items were typically correlated
approximately .55 across the years; Cronbach’s o was .71
across all years.

Race, Gender, and Age

Respondents indicated their race, gender, and year of birth.
Race was coded 0 for Whites and 1 for non-Whites. Gender

was coded 0 for men and 1 for women. Year of birth was re-
coded to reflect age: 0 (/6 years or lower), .25 (17 years),
.5 (18 years), .75 (19 years), 1 (20 years and above).

Year

The year in which the survey was conducted was coded as
follows: 0 (1976), .05 (1977), .10 (1978), .14 (1979), .19
(1980), .24 (1981), .29 (1982), .33 (1983), .38 (1984), .43
(1985), 48 (1986), .52 (1987), .57 (1988), .62 (1989), .67
(1990), .71 (1991), .76 (1992), .81 (1993), .86 (1994), .90
(1995), 95 (1996), and 1 (1997).

APPENDIX D

Correlations Among Variables Across Years (Monitoring the Future)®

Idea Perceived Optional
Conflict  Intelligence/ Book
Parental Peer with School Reading Hork v
Mean  SD  Education Race  Gender  Contact  Parents Achie t  Frequency = Hours  Viewing
Parental Education .55 23 1.00
Race 12 32 -12 1.00
Gender .53 .50 -.05 .04 1.00
Peer Contact 90 .23 .05 -.09 -.02 1.00
Idea Conflict with 37 20 —-11 -.01 -.08 .04 1.00
Parents
Perceived Intelligence/ .67 18 26 —-10 .03 0l -22 1.00
School Achievement
Optional Book Reading .50 33 .08 -.01 .18 -.04 -.04 21 1.00
Frequency
Work Hours 43 .33 -.09 -1 —-.06 .09 .10 -.09 -.03 1.00
TV Viewing .52 .27 -19 25 .01 -.08 03 -.20 -.06 -.14 1.00

*N=47,068.
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