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APPENDIX I:

HISTORY OF THE PROJECT



History of the project

On February 6=7, 1980, & Consultation on the Electronic Chuyrch
was held at New York University under the auspices of the National
. Council of Churches, the U.S. Catholic Conference, and the National
Religious Broadcasters. The most important insight to come out of
those two days of debate was the realization that no one had the
basic information that wa§ needed to assess the present sifuation
in religious broadcasting {n the United States.

At the conclusion of that meeting, Dr. William F. Fdro of the
National Council of Churches suggested to Dr. Ben Armsirong of the
Nattonal-RcIigious.Broadcasters that they jJjointly invite a broadly
Tepresentative group of both mainline and independent church groups
to consider developing a major cooperative resaarch project.

Dr. Armstrong agrged- and some two‘doien persons were invited to a
meeting held Jblq 24, 1980C. Enthusiasm for the pro;ett resulted in
the establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee on Electronic Church
Research,

The Committee elected Richard Hirsch of the U. 8. Catholic
Conference its chairman and br. Peggy Shriver of the National
Council of Churches as project coordinator. A Steering Committee
was created to develop the details of the project.

Within the first few months the Steering Committee qgreed that
Tather than restrict the project to so-called Electronic Church
programs, the research should deal with & larger qucstion:'"uhlt
are the uses and impact of religious television and its secondary

support systems as part of people‘s religious life; and how do



pecple relate this to their invelvement with the local church and
community?”™ The name was changed to the Religious Television
Research Progject, and all domestic religious broadc;sting Was
included 1ﬂ'itl scope,

The Steering Committee secursd éhc services of Dr. George
Gerbner, Dean of The Annsnberyg School of Communications at the
Univ;rsitq of Pennsylvania, to act as research advisor.

Dr, Gerbner met with the Steering Committee on October 20, 1980, at
which time the objectives were reduced to eleven questions grouped

into four research clusters:

Demgographic Analysis (Who is watching?)

1. Nhat are the demographics of the audience for the
Electronic Church? How many watch? Who? How much?
Undef what cirqumstances?

Content Analusis (What are the messages?)

2. Are the social concerns of the Electronic Church
presented more in terms of charity of;oF_JQstice?

3. What kind of God'gnd Cospel is portrayed by the
Electronic Church to the audience?

Uses and Gratifications Analysis {(Why do pecple watch?)

4, How is the Electronic Church perceived by its audience?
Is {t more or less intero@ting than tﬁe lecal
church? What needs are being mof?

8. What are the appeals of the program elements -
personalitiss, music, message content, personal

communication, etc.?



Etfects englygjgutﬂow is the viewer’s behavior affected?)

6., What effects does the Electronic Church hayu on people’s
support of and involvement in the process ot
viewing?

7. What is the extent of intfraction in the process of
viewing? What is the subsequent interaction in the
tamily and community?

8. What brings people to a faith commitment, that is, a
significant deepening of religious taith? Does the
Elettronic Church bring people to a faith
commitment? How? How many? What does this faith
commitment lead the viewer to do?

9. Hhaé effects are spcc!f!c prograﬁ; having on support and
involvement in those programs’ ﬁinistries? Do the
progr#ms generate support and involveﬁent?

10. Where do people turn for spiritual leadership and help.
especially as between the lacal church and the
Electronic Church?

11. What is the impact of political suggestion on political
action? In what kinds of political involvement is

the audience stimulated to engage?

Cerbner developed a set of four "Request for Proposals” that
were reworked and adopted by the entire Ad Hoc Committee on January
8, 1981,

In early 1981, the "Request for Proposals™ was sent to

virtually every major private and edycational media Teszarch



organization in the nation. More than a dozen proposals were
received. In order to further clarify the pro;cc# and to
fac&litato p:gotiations. an all-day confurenﬁe uith.inter§sted
research organizations was held on September 10, 1981, The major
proposals were narrowed to five, and finally tb two.

On July 27, 1982, the Steering Committee commissioned The
Annenterg School of Communications at the University of
Pennsylvania to be the primary contractor and to conduct Phase I
(content analysis) and Phase III (local community survey); it asked
the Gallup Drganizdtion of Princeton, New Jersey, to conduct Phase
Il (national survey). Coordination between the two research groups
was stressed, and delivery of an I{ntegrated final report was made
the responsibilitq of The Annenberg School research groub. Cost of
the overall project was approximatelu.il?biodo.

More than 30 brganixatioﬁs barticipated in financial support
of the project and became members of the Ad'Hoc Committee, The
members are Iistedrin Appendix IlI. Funding ranged from $230 to
$20,000. All funders of $300 or more received copies of the basic
repoart and tables. Funders at the level of 33,000 or more were
given access to the computer data tapes during the first twelve
months following release of the study. Funders at the level of
310,000 or more had the option of designating a representative on
the Steering Committee,

In mid—1983: the Steering Committee appointed a Design Team to
work with the Annenberg and Gallup teams on details of fhl Tesearch
design and wording of the qucstionf. Consisting wholly of research

specialists, the Design Team members were: Dr. David W. Clark, Vice



President for Marketing: Christian Broadcasting Network
(chairman); Dr. David A. Roozen, Center for Social and Religious
-Research, Hartford Seminary (coordinator): Dr. Bill Tharne.
Marquette dniversitq: Dr. Mary Mattis, Director of Research,
Prcsbuterian Church in the U.S. A.) and Mr. Martin Bradley, Manager,
Research Services Departme&t. Sunday School Board of the Southern
Baptist bonvontion. |

Throughout the three and a half years of the project the
Steering Committee remained remarkably intact. Janes Engel,
Wheaton College Graduate School, served for the first gear, then
resigned when he formed his own consulfing business. Mary Mattis
.of the United_érosbuterian Church U.8. A, Joined the group in Iatn.
1982 and Bill Dingler of the Lutheran Layman‘’s League in 1983. The
members of the Steering Committee at the time of completion of the

.project were as follows:

Dr. Ben Armstrong, Executive Director
National Religious Broadcastsrs
CN 19246
Morristown, New Jerssy O0O79&0
(201} 428-3400

Mr. Martin Bradley, Manager

Research Services Department

Sunday School Board of the
Southern Baptist Convention

127 Ninth Avenue, NoTth

Nashville, Tennessse 37234
(619) 251-2314

Dr.. David W. Clark
Vice President for Marketing
Christian Broadcasting Network Center
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23463

(804) 424-7777 X2320



Mr. Bill Dingler: Manager Media Services

International Laymen’'s League

2185 Hampton Avenue

Saint Louls, Missouri &313%9
(314) 647-4900

Dr. William F. Fore A
Assistant Ceneral Secretary for
Communication
Naticnal Council of Churches
473 Riverside Drive, Ruouom 8%4
NMew York, New York 10119

(212) B70-23&7

Ms. Sandra Grear

Director of Communication

Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.)

473 Riverside Drive, Room 1948

New York, New York 10119
(212} B870-2351

(Dr. Mary Mattis substituted for Ms, Grear during the later

meetings of the Committee. )

Mr. Richard Hirsch
Secretary for Communication
United States Catholic Conference
1011 First Avenue
New York, New York 10022

(212) &44-18%98

Dr. Peggy Shriver
Assistant General Secretary for
Research, Evaluation and Planning
National Council of Churches
47% Riverside Drive, Room B70
New York, New York 10115

(212) 870-2%61

——William F, Fore, on behalf

of the Steering Committee
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LIST OF SPONSORS



SPONSORS

Back To God Hour

Billy Graham Evangelistic Association

Campus Crusade for Christ ,

Changed Lives/Ben Haden Evangelistic Association
Christian Broadcasting Network

Christian Church (Disciples of Christ)

Church of the Brethren

Diocese of Paterson: Roman Catholic Church
Episcopal Church Foundation

Evangelische Omroep

General Conference of the Seventh Day Adventists
Hartford Seminary Foundation

In Touch Ministrieas

International Lutheran Laymen’s League

Jimmy Swaggart Ministries

Lutheran Church in America

Lutheran World Federation

Mennonite Board of Missions

Mennonite Church/General Conference

National Countcil of Churches

National Religicus Broadcasters

Old Time Gospel Hour

PTL Television Network

FPathway Evangelism, Inc.

Presbyterian Church (USA)

Radio & TV Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention
Reformed Church in America

Russ Reid Co. :

Sunday School Board of the Southern Baptist Convention
Texas Conference af Churches

Trans World Radio

U.S., Catholic Conference

UNDA USA

Union Theological Seminary., Richmond. VA

United Church of Christ

United Methodist Church .

WCFC-TV.: Channel 38, Chicago

World Association for Christian Communication
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III.

III.

III.

I1I.

III.

III.

Table No.

Title

Agreement Coefficients for Items in Message
System Analysis

Viewers and Non—-Viewers of Religious Television Programs

Denominational Affiliation of "Confirmed Freguent"
and Other Viewers of Religious Talevision

Demographic Categories of "Confirmed Frequent, ™
"Other:" and Non—-Viewers of Religious Television

*Confirmed Frequent., " "Other:" and Non-Viewers of
Religious Television Among Religicus and
Secular Demographic Categories

Viewers and Non—Viewers of Religious Television by Market



Agreement Coefficients for Items

Themes, Aspects of Life

Nature

Bupernatural
Politics

Crime

Mass Communication
Schools -
Close Relationships
Home and Family
Armed Forces

Fear of Aging

Table III. 1

in Message System Analysis

Becoding

item
Format of Program orig.
Presence of Audience orig.
Technical Bophistication orig.
Major Setting orig.
Place of Origin orig.
Where to UWrite orig.
Where to Call orig.
Phones in Background orig.
Prager arig.
Mysic
Hymn orig.
Solojists orig.
Organ Music orig.
Choir , orig.
Drchestra orig.
f

-Books orig.
Display Items (message) orig.
Magazines: Newsletters orig.

- Tapes and Records orig.

(Q, 1) (2)¢3)
orig.
erig.
arig.
orig.
orig.
(0, 1)(23(3)
orig.
orig.
(0, 1)(2)¢(3)

#* N=Naominal, O=0rdinal,

I=Interval, R=Ratio

. 745
. &3%
. 312

. 720
. 894
. 748
. 704

. 889

. 378
. 683
. 373
. 8637
. 738

. 638
. 793
. 768
. 788

. 373
. 817
. 379
. 9499
.42
. 3&4
. 703
. 201
. 983
1.000

® zZzzzzZOoZ2

:

D000 Z

Z2ZZ
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Table III.1 continued

Jtem

Personal Ailments &nd Problems
Life~threatening Health

Alcoholism

Tobacco Use

Drug Addiction
Physical Handicaps
Thoughts of Suicide
Family Tensions
Financial Problems
Unemployment

Self Centersdness

t
Financial Contribution to Program

Social Problems

War

Abortion
Fornography
Teenage Pregnancy
Drug Abuse

Religious Items

Bible References

Devil. Satan,; Antichrist
Hell ’

Second Coming of Christ
State of Israel

Financial Reguests
Reguests for Funds
Purchase of Airtime
Spread Cospel., evangelize
Help poor and needy
Building Project
Educational activities
Amount Requested

Minimum Requested
Maximum Requested

# N=Nominal, O=0rdinal, IsInterval.

RBecoding

orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
(0X(1)(22(3: 4, 3)(&)
(O (1)(2)(3: 4, 3)(6)
(0)(1)(RI(3 4, 3)(6)
(0X(1)3<(2>(3,4,9)(&6)

orig.

(O)(1)¢(2,3:4)(3)(&)
orig
(0)(1)(2,3,.4)(3)(6)
erig
(0)(1){2,3,48)(3¥(6)

orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.

orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.

R=Ratio

. 224
. 987
. 894
. 660
. 617
. 638
. 393
. 602
. 344
. D44

.73

. B4
. 521
. 696
. 4658
. w61

. 671
. 643
. 391
. 991
. 618

. B&3
. 711
. B1é&
. &82
. 630
. 730
. 947
. 693
. 787

:

ZZ2Z22Z2ZZ2LZZ
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Esedback

Phons Numbers
Purpose: Prayger
Purpose: Free Oifts
Purpose: Donations

Promotion of Ancillary Activities
Non-Biblical References
Violence in Family Life
Sinful Sexuval Behavior

Mentioned
Urged to Qo

Abortion — Emphastis

Abortion - Tendency

Euthanasia - Emphastis

Euthanasia -~ Tendency
Contraception — Emphasis
Contraception - Tendency

New Morality — Emphasis

New Morality - Tendency

Sexual Deviancy -~ Emphasis

Sexual Deviancy - Tendency
Pornography = Emphasis
Pornography - Tendency
Homosexvality — Emphasis
Homosexuality - Tendancy
Communism-Socialism - Emphasis
Communism—Socialism - Tendency
Death Penalty -~ Emphasis

Death Penalty - Tendency

Prayer {n Pyblic School - Emphasis
Prayer in Public School - Tendency
Theory of Evolution ~ Emphasis
Theory ot Evolution - Tendency
Il11icit Drug Use — Emphasis
Illicit Drug Use - Tendency
Weltare - Emphasis

Welfare — Tendency

Environmental Movement - Emphasis
Environmental Movement - Tendency

(3 ]
-]

-]
[ 2
[T

' |
[ =
»n
[ 18

orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.

orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.

(0)(1,2,3: 4.5, 6)
(0, 1,2, 5:6)(3, 4)

orig.
orig.
aorig.
orig.
orig.
arig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.
orig.

[V

. 803
. 798
. 704
. 681

. 931
. 600
. 797
. 641

. 307
. 332

. 736
. 704
. 999
. 000

. 999
. 589
. 602
. 704
. 694
. 942
. 942
. B6S
. 863
. 931
. 827

. &67
. 738
. 730
. 798

. 633
. 6548
. 362
. 648
. 663
. 860

:

2222 2220

ZT

0000000000000 00000000C0BG00000



l1tsa

Secular Education
College Education
Parochial Education
Military

Businass

Lag

Controversy between Christians
Secular Humanism

Liberation Theology
Charismatic Movement

Healing :

Bacoding

(0,2,.3,4,3)(1)
(1)¢(0. 2,3+ &, 3)
(1)¢0.2:3: 3 ¢(M)
(1)¢0,2:3: 3)¢(4)
(1)¢(0, 2,3, 3)(4)
(13¢0. 2,3, 5)(4)

(0, 12¢2: 3. &)
(Q, 1)) (4)
(0, 1) (23 (A)
(0: 1) (R(II(S)
orig.

* N=Nominal, OsOrdinal, I=Interval, R=Ratio

. 942
. 741
. 943
. 902
. 302
. 941

. 663
. 669
. 3594

ZEZTZITX ET
»

ZZZT2ZZ



Table IXII. 1 continued

1tem Recoding
The Participants
Status arig.
Role orig.
Testimonies orig.
Bible Quotes orig.
Conversion Expsrisnce orig.
Length of Time Saved orig.
Physfcal Contact with Others orig.
Physical Intensity orig.
Religious Affiliation orig.
Use of Profanity orig.
Healing by Participant orig.
Qutcome of Healing orig.
Demographics
Occupation orig.
Sex orig.
Chrenological Age orig.
Social Age orig.
Race orig.
Ethnicity orig.
Marriasge and Family Life
Marital Status orig.
Has Children _ orig.
Importance of Family Life orig.
® _an a
Commits Violence orig.
Is Victimized orig.
BPersonal Prgoblems and A{lments
Lite Threatening Health orig.
Minor Health Problems orig.
Impaired Hearing orig.
Impaired Sight orig.
Impaired Use of Legs orig.
Impaired Use of Arms orig.
Smoking orig.
- Thoughts of Suicide oriyg.
Family Tension orig.
* N=Nominal, D=0Ordinal, I=Interval:. R=Ratio

. 843
. 869
. b24
. 720
.714
. 501
. 392
. 748
. 6499
. 0CO
. 608
. 892

746

. 973
. 706
. 744
. 223
. 660

. 680
. 731
. 303

. 908
. 7R7

. 638
. 987
. 000
. 799
. 391
. 328
. &&s
L7909
. 996

Z2ZZZIZZ2ZZZZZE E?

ZZZAZZ
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Table III. 2

Viswers and Non—-Viewsrs of
Religious Television Programs

Self~Report of Viewing

Yiewer Non-Viewer
N s N %
Riary Reporg.
Total 1334 (&0, 8) 89 (39. 2)
Diary Resors
Viswer 939 37. 2 289 11.9
27.7

Non—-Viewer o999 23. 6 700

Total

N %+
2%23  (100.0)
1228 48. 7
1295 51.3

®* percent of total sample; row percent in parentheses

+ column percent



Table II1I.3

Denominational Affiliation of "Confirmed Frequent"
and Other Viewers of Religious Television

"Confirmed Frequent”

—Regional Sample

Religious TV

Viewers Viewsrs Non-Viswers All
% % r4 4
American Baptist 2.0 1.7 .9 1.4
Southern Baptist 19. 0 i9. 9 7 =2 is. 7
. Other Baptist 21. 2 17.3 . 7.1 13. 3
ALC, LCA .7 1.3 1.8 1.9
Missouri Synod Lutheran .7 - . 4 . 4
Other Lutheran 2.9 2.4 2.8 2.6
United Methodist B. .3 9.7 a.7 8.5
Other Methodist 7.1 6.8 6.1 6.3
PCUS, UPUSA 1.8 3.4 /2 - 3.7
Other Presbyterian 3.3 4. 2 ].2 4.2
Episcopal .7 1.1 3.9 2.2
UCC: Disciples 1.6 2. 6 3.8 3.1
Charismatic Christian 10. 5 9.9 .7 3.9
Independent, Non-~-denom. 2.2 2.0 1.3 1.7
Other Protestant 5. &6 - 4,0 3.0 3.6
Catholic 10. 0 13. 6 31.7 <20.1
Jewish .2 . 4 3.2 - 1,3
Grthodox - .3 .3 .3
None 1.1 1.1 4.9 2.6
Other faiths 1.6 1.8 3.0 ‘2.3
Total (100%=) (434) (1314) (970 (2486
National Samples
Viewers Non-Viewers
Baptist 19. 3 7.9
Southern Baptist 13.1 3. 6
Methodist 10.1 7.8
Lutheran ‘ 6.1 3.2
Presbyterian 3.3 3.0
Episcopalian 1.4 3.0
Catholic 18.7 3.9
Total (100%=) (1646) (1844)

“Percentages reported are from raw frequency
outputs and do not include missing values.
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Table I1I. 5
“"Confirmed Frequent,™ "Qther," and Non~Viewers
of Religious Televsion Among Religious and Secular
Demographic Catsgories

------ —-Reiigious Viewing-———w——u-

“Confirmed - Other Non-Viewears (N)
Frequent" Viewers (100%)
. American Baptist 235. 7 48. & 23. 7 (33)
Southern Baptist 21.8 93. 4 22.8 . (390)
Other Baptist 28, 7 30.5 20. 8 (331)
ALC, LCA 8.1 43. 9 43. 9 (37
Missouri{ Synod Lutheran 27. 3 36. 4 36. 4 (11)
Other Lutheran _ 17. 2 406 42.2 (64)
United Methodist 17. 8 3i.9 30.7 (212)
Other Methodist : i9.8 43. 8 36. 4 (162)
PCUS, UPUSA 8.9 43. 6 43. & (20)
Other Presbyterian ' 14 4 446. 2 39. 4 (104)
Episcopal 3.3 23. 3 &9. 1 (33
UCC, Disciples 7.2 42. 1 48. 7 (74)
Charismatic Christian 48. 5 44, 3 7.2 (97)
Independent, Non-denom. <3. 3 44. 3 30. 2 (43)
Other Protestant 28. 4 38.6 . 33.0 (88)
Catholic _ 8. 4 31.4 60. 2 (S22)
Jewish 2.7 13. 8 83.8 - (37)
Orthedox ' 14. 3 42. 9 42. 9 (7}
None 7.8 17. 2 75.0 (&4)
Other faiths 12. 3 35.7 51.8 - (S&)
Overall : 18.0 42, 9 39. 1 (2482)
Less Than High School 29. 2 43. 3 23. 3 (&16)
High School Grad 16. 9 44 1 39. 0 (936}
Some College And More 11.8 37. 6 48. & (F44)
Gverall 18. 0 42. 7 39.3 (2496)
Sex:
Male 16.1 41.2 42.7 (782
Female 19. 3 43. 6 37.1 (1336)
Overall 18. 0 42. 7 3a9.3 (2318)
fge:

18-29 , © 3,3 34. 6 60. 2 (437)
3049 11. 9 44, 6 43. 3 {1003)
30-6% . 27.7 43.7 28. 6 (721)
Over &3 32.8 446. 0 21.2 (333)
Ovearall 18. 0 42.7 39.3 (2318)



Table III. % continued

Household Income:
Under %13, 000 29. 9 4%. 9 <B. & (765)
$13,000 To $24, 000 17. 4 46. & 36.1 (&37)
€423, 000 To 233; 000 13.0 3%.C 48. G (369)
Over %33, 000 9.3 36. 7 94.1 (442)
Overall 18. 0 43.0 39. 1 (2233)
R . _
White 16. 3 40. 8 42. 9 (1891)
Non—Whitae 26.3 93. 95 20. 1 (333
Overall SR 17.9 a2.8 39.3 - (2244)
Once A Week Or More 22. 8 47. & 2%. & (13&61)
Less Than Once A Week i2. 2 37. 0 50. 8 (1107)
Overall - 18. 0 42.9 391 (2668)
Local Annval Qnﬁtz!huiingz' .
None 9.7 23, 7 &4. 6 (224)
Under %120 14. & A42. 0 43. 4 {&03)
$120 To $300 16. 9 ) 43. 8 39. 3 (664)
$301 To Over %1,200 23.7 49. 3 27. 0 (767)
Overall 17.9 43. 4 38.8 (22&0)
importance of Religign:
Very Important 23.3 49. 0 25. 8 (1481)
Important 9.3 37. 2 91,9 (798)
Not Very Important _ 1.4 17. 5 81.1 (143}
Not Important At All 2.3 12. 3 83. 2 (81)
Overall 18.1- 42. 9 3?.1- (2303)
Regjion:
Northeast 16.1 34. 4 49. 4 (1234)
Souvtheast : 19. 9 30.9 29. 2 (1264)

.........................

Overall 18. 0 /2.7 39.3 (2318)



Table III &

Viewers and Non-Viswers of Religious Television

by Market
Self-Report of Viewing
Vieysr Non-Vigewer Total
N % N r 4 N A
Jotal 1334 100.0 89 100. 0 2323 100.0
Northeast . 638 46,6 420 62.7 1258 49.9
New Yeork 146 2.3 141 '14. 3 287 11. 4
Philadelphia 127 8.3 1035 10, & 232 7.2
Baltimore 84 5.9 78 7.9 182 . 4
Hartford -~ New Haven 39 2.5 73 7.4 112 4.4
Pittsburgh . 242 1.8 223 22. 3 455 18. 4
Southeast ' 894 58.4 369 37.3 1265 S80.1
Nashville 131 .8 80 8.1 231 9.2
Atlanta 176 11.5 71 7.2 247 %.8
Birmingham 172 11.2 44 4.7 218 8.6
Charlotte ) 233 16. 3 7 .8 ‘350 13. 9
Richmond . 144 9.4 73 7.4 7

219 8.
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Table No.
iv.i.1
1.2
Iv.1.3
IV. 1.4
Iv. 1.9
IvVv.1. 6
Iv.1.7
Iv.1.8
V. 1.9
VIV. .10
IV. 1.11
Iv.1.12
Iv. .;3
Iv.1.14
IV.1.15
Iv.1.18

List of Tables

Title
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The basic classification of the viewing of religious television in
the regional data set is a division by which respondents who reported
viewing "rarely" or "never" are grouped into the "light” category., and
those who reported viewing "sometimes" or "frequently" are grouped into
the "heavy" category. For general viewing, those who teported watching
three hours a day or less are classified as "light" viewers, and those
who reported watching four or more hours are classified as "heavy"
viewers.

The basic analytic instrument in these appendices is the so-called
“Cultivation Differential"” (CD) table. The purpose of these tables is
to present data on the contribution of religious and general viewing to
various belief and behavior measures; with specifications of subgroup
differences in overall associations along demographic and other
dimensions.

For each variable, gne of the response categories for that
variable has been chosen for analysis in this tabular form. In most
cases; the answer was chosen for theoretical reasons, including its
being the predominant direction on a given variable suggested by
content findings or its being the answer associated with "high
" Teligiosity"™ in earlier studies and analyses.

These tables present data for the viewers of both religious and
general television. They arte not mutually exclusive. All respondents
are analyzed first according to their viewing of religiocus television
and then according to their viewing of general television.

In each table, data are presented sequentially across from left to
right first for respondent religious viewing and then for respondent
general viewing. The first column of each table presents labels for
categories of control variables (except for the first rows of data,
which present the overall figures for religious and general viewing.
without controls.) The Test of the columns present data for light and
heavy religious and general viewing in the following order.

Column 2 reports the actuval number and percentage of light viewers
of religious television who gave a given answer to the question under
analysis. This is the number of respondents who reported being
infrequent or non—-viewers of religious television who alsoc answered the
question with the response category chosen for analysis. In the case
of the question, "Should Abortion be Legal?" (Table IV.3.23), column 2
Tepresents the number and percentage of light-viewing Tespondents who
said "No. "

Column 3. Rather than presenting next the same informatien for
the heavier viewers of religious television. the “Cultivation
Differentisl” table presents instead what is called the "Cultivation
Differential® (CD), which is the difference between the percentage of
light and the percentage of heavy viewers of religious television who



responded with the answer under analysis. Specifically, the percentage
giving this answer among light viewers is subtracted from the _
percentage giving this answer among heavy viewers. Thus, . a positive
cultivation differential means that heavy viewers responded with this
answer more frequently, and the value of the CD is the precise
difference in the percentage giving this answer between light and heavy
viewers. (Relative N’s for the "heavy" group can be determined by
Teferring to the table of N‘s that follows. This table presents the
base N for each control category., which would allow the total table to
be reconstructed.)

Column 4. The strength and significance of the association in the
table (religious or general viewing cross—tabulated with the dependent
variable and controls) is presented in the form ef the Gamma test of
strength followed by asterisks demoting the significance of the
associatian using Kendall“‘s Tau-C.

"Column 5—~7 present information comparable to that given in Columns
2~4, but for light viewers of general television (as described above,
those who view three hours or less per day).

Controls. These data are presented for overall viewing and then
for control subgroups along demographic and religious dimensions. (see
Section IV, Part 2. for a description of the construction of the
"evangelical" vs. "other" denomination control item.)

The religious and general television controls at the bottom of
both sides of the CD table present the same sort of subgroup
specification as in the other control variables in the table. Under
the religious television side, the frequencies and cultivation
differentials are presented in categories of viewing of general
television, and vice versa,

The table below presents the base N‘s for categories of all
control variables used in the Cultivation Differential Tables.

Religion Study —— Table of ’‘N’s

General Television

No. Pct. Valid Cum

Pct. Pct.

Light 1660 &3.8 63. 8 43. 8
Heavy 742 36. 2 35.2 100.0

Total N = 2602 Valid N = 2602



Religindg Television

No. Fct. WValid Cum

Pct. Pct.
Light 1273 48.9. S50.& S50.6
Heavy 1245 47.8 49.4 100.0
Missing B4m 3. 2m NA - NA

Total N = 2602 Valid N = 2518

Education
No. Pct. WValid Cum
Pct. Pct
LT High School Grad _ 6179 23.8 24. 7 24. 7
High School Grad ?38 36.0 37.4 &2.2
Some Cocllege And More 248 36. 4 37.8 100.0
F7m 3. 7m NA NA

Total N = 2602 Valid N = 2505

Age
No. Pct. Valid Cum
Pct. Pct
18-29 459 18. ¢ 18. 0 18. 0
30-49 _ 1035 39.8 39. 8 S7.8
S50-65 _ 749 28.8 28. 8 B&. &
Over 65 349 13. 4 13.4 100.0
Total N = 2402 Valid N = 25602
Sex
No. Pct. Valid Cum
Pct. Pct.
Male 1025 39.4 39.4 394
Female 1577 60, & &0. &6 100.0

Total N = 25602 Valid N = 2602



Race

Na. Pct. Valid Cum
Pct. Pct.
White 1952 75.0 - 64.1 84. 1
Nonwhite 3468 14. 1 13.9 100.0
Missing 282m 10.8m NA NA
Total N = 2602 Valid N = 2320
Household Income
No. Pct. Valid Cum
Pct. Pct.
Under 13000 7646 29. 4 34. 2 34. 2
13000 To 24999 663 25. 5 27. &6 &63. 7
23000 Tao 33000 370 14. 2 16. 9 80, 2
Over 335000 443 17.0 1.8 100.0
Refused, NA 360m 13.Bm NA NA
Total N = 2402 Valid N = 2242
Religious Denomination
No. Pct. Valid Cum
Pct. Pct
Evangelical Protestants 861 33.1 34. 6 34. 6
Others : 1631 &2. 7 65.4 100.0
Missing 110m 4. 2m NA NA
Total N = 2402 Valid N = 2492
Political Self—designatian
No. Pct Valid Cum
Pct. Pct
Liberal 339 13. 0 14. 6 14. 6
Moderate 1032 39.7 44. 5 v?.1
Conservative 948 36. 4 40.9 100.0
Refused, NA 283m 10.9m , NA NA

Total N = 2402

Valid N = 2319



Table IV. 1.1

Distribution of Religious Telavision Programs
by City of Broadcast
Only Only
Ehiladeiohia _ _Atlants Both —Jotal
All Programs B
. N = 14 (100.0%) 19 (100, 0K} 68 (100.0%) 101 (100. 0%
hours = 7.5 i2. 0 95,8 75.0
. - _
N = 8 (57.1%) @ (47.8%) 61 (B%. 74) 78 (77.2%)
hours = 4.0 5.9 51.0 &0. 3
Prominent
N = o (0.0%), o (0. 0%} 38 (3%, 9%) 38 (37. &%)
hours = 0.0 0.0 37. 35 37.3
Qther '
N = 8 (37.1%) ? (47. 84%) 23 (33. 8%) 4Q (39. &%)
hours = 4.0 8.9 13. 5 23. 0
Mainjine Church
N = 2 ((14.3%) & (31.6%) 7 €10. 3%) i% (14.9%)
hours = 1.0 4.3 4.3 10.0
Migscellanegus
. N = 4 (28. &%) 4 (21.1) o] (0. 0%} 8 (7.9%)
hours = 2.3 2.0 0.0 4.5
Local
N = 3 (33.7%) 8 (42.1%) 2 ( 2. F%) 13 (14.9%)
hours = 3.0 3.0 2.0 10. 0
sundicated
N = 2 (&4 3%) 11 (37. 9%) &6 (97. 1%} B& (83.1%4)
hours = 4.

] ‘7.0 33.5 &%. 0



Table IV. 1.2
Format, Audience, Setting, and Time
of Religiocus Television Programs

Mainline All

Prominent Qther All

N = _ 38 40 78 13 5] 101
% % r 3 % % ) %
Talk/Interview 92. & 12. 9 32.1 6.7 &62. 3 30.7
Church/Revival 28. 9 &Q. 0 44 9 93. 3 23. 0 44. 6
Drama 0.0 135. 0 7.7 33.3 0.0 10. 9
Bible Lesson 18. 4 10.0 14. 1 0.0 12. 3 11. 9
Other 0.0 2.9 1.3 &7 0.0 2.0
Avdignce
None =8.9 70.0 50.0 33.3 73.0 52. 5
Active 44, 7 12. 95 28. 2 33.3 25. 0 28. 8
Other 25. 3 17. 5 21.8 14. 4 0.0 18.8
Studio &8. 4 73.0 71.8 60.0 730 70.3
Location 13.8 20.0 17.9 6.7 12. 3 15. 8
~Church 10. 3 5.0 7.7 33.3 12. 9 11. 9
Mixed 5.3 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 - 2.0
To st )

& a.m. - Noon ’ 84.2 72. 3 78. 2 73.3 75.0 772
Noon - & p.m. 0.0 0.0 0.0 &. 7 0.0 1.0
6:30 p-m = 12:30 a.m. 13.8 27.9 21. 86 20. 0 23.0 - 21.8
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Table IV. 1.4

Raligious and Theological Issues in Religious Television Programs

Mainline All
-Television Ministries Ghurch Misc. Programg
Erom{nent Dther all
N = 3e 40 78 13 8 101
% % % % % %

Beaference To Bibig 100, 0 8s. 0 2.3 73.3 100. 0 90. 0

Mentioned 18. 4 10. 0 14,1 0.0 0.0 10. 9
"real" 36.8 3%. 0 335.9 20.0Q 37.8 33.7
"symbolic*® 2.6 2.9 2.6 0.0 0.0 2.0
Hell .
Mentioned 2.6 12. 5 9.0 C.0 0.0 &, 9
"real" 23.7 17. 9 20. 9% 6.7 12. 5 17.8
“symbolic*” 2. & 0.0 1.3 Q.0 0.0 i.0
Mentioned 10. 3 7.5 7.7 &, 7 0.0 & 9
“real™ i5.8 7.3 11. 3 20. 0 12. 3 12. %9
“imminent" 10. 3 7.9 2.0 0.0 2.8 7.9
Mentionaed 36.8 7.9 21.8 13. 3 i2. 5 i19.8
Political Conflict 13. 2 0.0 & .4 0.0 0.0 5.0
Fulfill Cod’s Plan 0.0 7.9 3.8 6.7 12. 9 3.0
Mixed 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 c.0 1.0
Negative 10. 3 2.0 7.7 Q.0 0.0 9.9
Neuvtral 2.6 Q.0 1.3 .0 0.0 1.0
Liberation Theology
Negative 2.6 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.0
Positive ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 .0 1.0
niv T t ) ’
Christiang ) 42. 1 30.0 35.9 26. 7 25.0 33.7
Cherismatic Movement
Negative 0.0 2.9 1.3 Q.0 0.0 1.0
Neutral .3 3.0 3.1 Q.0 0.0 4 0O
Positive 7.9 C. O 3.8 0.0 23. 0 3.0
Healing
Via Hands 2.6 2.6 2.6 0.0 12.5 3.0
Via TV 2.6 2.9 2.4 0. ¢ 0.0 2.0
Both 0.0 2. 3 1.3 0.0 Q. 0 1.0



Table IV.1. 5

Solicitation in Religious Television Programs

Mainline All
Jolevision Ministries Church Migc Programs
Ergminent Qther  All
N = 38 40 78 13 8 i01
% % B 4 % % %
Eunds -~ Solicited .
One Or Two Times 23.7 /2. 5 33.3 20. 0 &2. 5 33.7
Many Times 39. 9 3.0 21.8 0.0 0.0 16,7
Uses For Funds :
None 39.8 78.0 v7.7 80.C 37.9 59.4
Purchase Air Time 26. 3 12. 3 19. 2 0.0 50.C 1g. 8
Spread Qospel 39.35 13.0 25. 9 13. 3 23. 0 24. 8
Help Poor 21. 1 3.0 12.8 6.7 0.0 10. 9
Building Project 26. 3 0.0 12.8 & 7 Q. ¢ 10. 9
Education 18. 4 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.¢C 6.9
Reguests With No Reason 4.2 47. 4 23.3 - 0.0 C.0 19. 6
% With Requests 21.1 10. 0 13. 4 0.0 0.0 11. 9
Avsrage Pasr Request s 83 $ 42 $ &9 s 0 s 0 * 67
Average Per Program s 17 s 4 $ 11 s 0 s 0 s B
Hinimym Reguest
% With Requests 19. 9 12.9 20. 3 0.0 25. 0 17. 8
Average Per Request $ 31 $ 156 s 27 $ 0 s 8 $ 25
Average Per Program s 9 s 2 $ & O $ 2 $ 4
X With Requests 19. 9 10. 0 19. 2 0.0 3.0 16. 8
Average Per Request 8371 $ 78 $434 $ O $ &7 $409
Average Per Program $171 s B8 s 87 s O $ 17 $ &9



Table IV. 1.4

Items Offered For Sale or as
Gifts on Religious Television Programs

Mainline All
_Televisjion Ministries Church  Misc, Programs
Prominent Qther ALl
N = 38 |40 78 15 8 101
% z . z p 4 % %
Books
Not Mentioned 92. &6 62. 5. 7.7 93.3 87.3 63,3
For Sale 2.1 7.5 3.1 0.0 0.0 4.0
Qift To Viswer 7.9 17. 3 12.8 & 7 0.0 10. 9
@iven For Donatian 28. 9 2.9 15. 4 G.0 12. 5 iz. 9
Other 7.9 10. 0 9.0 Q. C g.0 & 7
Display Ttems :
Not Mentioned ) 73. 7 7. 5 B3. 9 10G. 0 73.0 87.1
For Sale 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cift To Viewsr . 15.8 2.9 e.Q 0.0 12. 9 7.9
Civen For Donation 10. 5 0.0 3.1 0.0 12.3 3.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0
/N t
Not Mentioned 84. 8 87. 9% 87.2 3.3 &62. 3 846.1
For Sale 2. 6 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.0
Cift To Viewer 2. & 12. 3 7.7 &7 37.8 .9
Civen For Donation 5.3 0.0 - .0 0.0 2.0
Other 2.6 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.0
Yapes/Recordings
Not Mentioned 92. 6 57.3 581 73. 3 52. 3 8. 4
For Sale- 15.8 3.0 10.3 20. 0 Q.0 10.9
@ittt To Viewsr 2. 6 7.5 5.1 &. 7 0.0 3.0
CGiven For Donation 26. 3 22. 5 24. 4 0.0 23.0 20. 8
Other ; 2.6 7.9 3.1 0.0 12. 5 9.0



Table IV. 1.7

Responsas Offered by Religious Television Programs

Mainiine All
Television Ministries Chyrch Misc, PErograms
Prominent Qther  All
N = a8 40 78 15 8 101
% % % % % %

Bhone Number Yo Call 73.7 40,0  B6. 4 20.0 25.0 48. 3

Local Phane Number .0 12. 9 5. 4 13.3 30.0 9.9
Long Distance 26. 3 20.0 23.1 .0 37.93 18. 8
*800" Number 13. 2 2.0 2.0 &. 7 12. 9 7.9
Local & Long Distance 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 12. 9
Phones In Backeround 28. 9 0.0 14. 1 0.0 0.0 10. 9
r F R
None . 10. 3 30. 0 27. 7 64,7 23. 0 27. 7
Counseling &47. 4 2.9 34. 6 0.0 12.9 27.7
Prayer &5. 8 33.0 30.0 13. 3 25. 9 42. &
Free Cifts 3.3 20.0 22. 6 33.3 &2. 3 Q. 9
Donations - 537.9 37.9 47. 4 13.3 37.3 41. &
Auxiliary Activities
None &8. 4 80. ¢ 74. 4 100. 0 &2, 3 77.2
Mentioned 7.9 2.5 S. 1 Q.0 12. 8 5.0
Crusades/Revivals 7.9 12. 8 14, % 0.0 23.0 12. 9
Saminars 18. 8 3.0 a. 4 0.0 0.0 3.0



Table IV.1.8

Ailments and Personal Problems Mentioned in Religious Television Programs

Mainline All :
~Ielevision Ministries - Church Misg, Programy

Erominent Qther All

N = 38 40 78 13 8 101
) Y 4 * * % _Z %z
All Aflmentsy
Nene 18, 4 30.0 24. 4 32,3 a7. 3 26.7
One Or Twe iB. 4 2. % 30.8 4C. 0 23.0 31.7
Three Or More &3. 2 7. 2 44, 9 26.7 37. 5 41i. 6
No Bolution 3.3 7.2 & 4 &7 £13. 5 7.0
Solution 31.6 20.0 28 6 13.3 i2.5 22.8
No Sclution 5.3 3.0 3.1 13.3 12. 3 6.9
Spiritual Solution ) 246.3 12.9 19.2 0.0 23.0 16. 8
No Solution 2.6 2.9 2.6 & 7 Q.0 3.0
Spiritual Solution 18. 4 2.3 10. 2 0.0 Q.0 8.0
No Solution ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 12. 3 2.0
Spiritual Solution 31.6 i0.0 20. 3 0.0 0.0 15.9
No Solution 2.6 0.0 1.3 0.0 12. 3 2.0
Spiritual Solution 31. & 7.5 19. 2 0.0 .0 14 . 7
No Solution 3.3 2.0 3.1 20.0 0.0 & 9
Solution T 42,1 7.5 24%. 4 0.0 12.5 i9.8
n

No Sclution 2.6 7.3 5.1 & 7 0.0 3.0
Solution 2. 6 2%.0 38. 9 13.3 12.5 a=. 7
No Solutian 5.3 12. 3 9.0 20.0 0.0 9.9
Solution 47. & 22. 9 34. &6 13. 3 293.0 30.7

Cure: Financial :
Contribution To Program 25, 3 2.9 14, 1 0.0 0.6 10. 9



_ Table IV. 1.9
Social/Moral/Political Issues in Religious Television Programs

Hainline Misc. All Programs
Breminent Qther A1l

N = 38 40 78 19 8 101
% % % % % %
dbortion
Mentioned <1.1 7.9 15 1 6.7 12. 3 12. ¢
Against 21.1 .0 i2. 8 6.7 12. 35 . i1. 9
Mentioned 18. 4 2.9 10. 3 0.0 i2. 5. 8.9
Against ’ 18. 4 2.9 10.3 0.0 i2. 9 8.9
Mentioned 15.8 Cc. 0 7.7 &. 7 0.0 6. 9
Against 1s5.8 0.0 7.7 6.7 0.0 b6 9
Mentioned 21.1 5.0 i2. 8 0.0 0.0 2.9
Against 1.1 3.0 12. 8 0.0 Q.0 .9
Mentioned X 18. 4 8.0 11.9 0.0 0.0 8.9
Against 18. 4 3.0 11. 8 0.0 C.0 8.9
Pryg Use
Mentioned : 31. 6 7.9 19. 2 6.7 12. 3 16. 8
Against 31. & 7.3 19. 2 -&6. 7 i2. 9 146. 8
Mentioned 2,6 2 9 2.6 Q. 0 0.0 =. 0
Tolerant 2.6 2.3 2.6 0.0 0.0 2.0
Mentioned 7.9 2.9 31 0.0 12.5 9.0
Tolerant 2. 6 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.0
Against S. 3 2.3 3.8 0.0 12. 9 4.0
Welfare
Mentioned . 9.3 Q.0 2.6 6.7 0.0 3.0
Against 5.3 0.0 2 & Q.0 0.0 2.0
m ‘
Mentioned 5. 3 0.0 2. & 6.7 0.0 3.0
Tolerant . 2.3 0.0 2.6 6.7 0.0 3.0
Mentioned 21.1 2.3 11. 9 &.7 G.0 .9
Tolerant 21.1 2.3 11. 5 6.7 0.0 9.9
Mentioned 5.3 2.9 3.8 0.0 0.0 3.0
Against .3 z. 5 3.8 0.0 C. 0 3.0
War : 13.2 17. 8 13.3 33.3 12. 3 i7.8
Violence In Family Life 13. 2 5.0 g.0 13.3 0.0 89
9 20. 0 =24, 4 20. 0 23.0 23. 8

Sinful Sexual Behavior 28B.
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Table IV.1.11

Sex and Status of Participants in Religious Television Programs (1982)
and Characters in Prime-Time Dramatic Programs (1969-1981)

Hasor Hinor - AlL
N % N % N %
All Religious
Proarams 138 é14 - 732
Men 114 82. & 384 &£2.% 498 46.2
Woman , 24 17.4 230 37.0 2%4 233.8
All TV Ministries 100 514 ' 614
Men 84 84.0 . 326 63.4 410 b&.8
Women 16 16.0 188 36.6 = 204 33.2
Prominent
TV Ministries s7 as7 444 -
Men ' 49 B&6. 0 294 65,6 303 &8.2
Women 8 14.0 133 34.4 141 31.8
Qther TV Ministries 43 127 170
Men 3% B1.4 72 96.7 107 62.9
Women B 18.& 55 43.3 63 37.1
Mainline 24 73 97
Men 19 79.2 42 7.9 61 62. 9
Women : S 20.8 31 42.3% 36 37.1
Miscellaneous 14 27 41
Men 11 78. 6 16 99.3 27 65. 9
Women 3 2i.4 11 40.7 14 34. 1
Prime-T ra 3,012 12,103 15,116
Men 2,123 70.% 8,7%% 72.4 10.883 72.0
Women 886 29.4 3,288 27.2 4,174 27.6
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Table IV.1.13
Social Agi and Race/Ethnic Group of Participants

in Religious Television Programs

All Proarams

Televinjion HMinistries

All

Qther

All ten Women

All  Man Women All HMen Homen
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Table IV. 1,19

Occupation of All and Major-Role Participants

in Religious Televisidn Programs

Telsyision MionistTies

tainline Church __Misgellaneous = __ ALl Programs

All

Other

All Msn Women All Men Women  All mn'mmux All Men Homen All [1sn Women All Men Woman
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Table 1IV. L. 1B

Btatu€ of All and Major-Role Participants

fin Religious Television Programs

Inlsvision Ministriesn

all

QOther

All Hen Women All Men Homen ARl Men Women All Men Women Al}l

Prominent

tsn Homsn All Men Women
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Table IV. 1,19

Religious Affiliation af All and Major

-Role Pavticipants

Television Programs

in Retligious

Hinistries

Televisien

ALl

Qther

All Hen Homen All Hen Women All  Men Womsnm ALl Men Women

tten Women AllL ten Women
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Table IV.1. 20

Healing by and of All and Major Participants

in Religious Telavision Programs
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Table IV.1.21

Parscnhal Problems of Participants
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in Religious Television Programs
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Table IV. 2.1

Total List of Pregrams Named as
Viewed by Regional Survey Respaondents

Apazing Qrace

ARnother Life

At Home With The Bible
Ben Haydan

Bible 8Story Time

Billy Graham

Bishop Jasper Roby

Bob Jones

CBN (unspecified)
Calvary Temple

Charlss Young
Christopher Close-up
Chuck Smith (Deiiverance Church}
Crusade for Christ

D. James Kannedy

Day of Discovery

Dwight Thompson

Ernest Angely

Faith for Today

First Baptist

Focus on Black Religion
Fredrick K. Price
“Qospal] Bongs™

"Qospel Music*®

Gospel Binging Jubilee
Gospel Variations

Cospel Expo

Harvester Netuwork

Herald of Truth

Hour of Power

Huféman Assembly

In Touch (Charles Stanley)
Insight

It Is Written

Jamss Robeson

Jerry Falwell

Jewish

Jim Bakker

Jim Whittington

Jimmy Swaggart

Kennath Copeland

Lessons for Living

Lift Every Voice

Living World

Local Presbyterian

Local Baptist

Local Lutheran

Local Methodist

Local Gther Denominations
tutheran Hour

Mass

Mother Angelica

Old Fashioned Qospel HMour
Oral Roberts

Other Lacal Programs

PTL Club

Pat Robartson

Real to Rwel

Religious Moviss

Rex Humbard

Robert Schuyller

Seasonal or Other Special
Sounds of Lite

Sprsad a Little Sunshins
"Bunday Church Servicas®
The Lundstroms

The Methodist Hour

Teo Rivers Hour

Voice of Truth

Waters of Life

Wheat St. Baptist Church
World Tomorrow {(Herbart Armstirong)
700 Club



Table IV. 2. 2

Percantage of Respondents Who Watch Local
and Syndicated Religious Television Programs Within Denominational
and Demagraphic Categories

Local SBynd. Synd. Synd.
Wkend Wkend Weekdy Drama Total
anly . No. -
% % x *
Amarican Baptist il. 4 34. 3 28.64 0.0 (3%
Southern Baptist 22.8 97. 2 30.3 9.0 (3902
Cther Baptist i7.8 &0, 3 26.5 . & (332?
ALC, LCA 13. 9 48. & 2.7 €0 37y
Missouri Synod 2.1 54, 9 0.0 0.0 (11)
Other Lutheran 12. 5 44, 4 14,1 3.1 {64}
United Methodist 10.8 4. 9 21.1 0.0 (213}
Other Methodist 12.3 47. 9 2%5.3 1.2 (162)
PCUS., UPUSA 7.6 41. 3 20.7 0.0 (92)
Other Fresbytevrian 159. & &4 2 i4 4 Q.0 (104)
Episcopal 7.3 r-4- 2 2.9 0.0 (§-3-3)
UCC: Disciples i13.8 38. 2 7.9 1.3 (7&)
Charismatic Christ 17.3 &8. 0 69.1 1.0 (97)
Independent, Non-d 0.9 51.2 43,2 0.0 (43)
Other Protestant 7.8 %22 33.6 1.1 {90)
Cathollic 11.3 27. 3 10. 9 .9 (3323
Jewish 2.6 10. 9 2.6 2.6 (38}
None 1.6 20.3 7.8 0.0 (&4)
Other Faiths 8.8 38. & 192.3 0.0 (37)
LitsChar Scalse: ' _
High ' 19.7 &3, 8 £3. 9 & (h44)
Medium i3. 8 A6, 1 15. 6 & (459)
Low 8.5  27.8 8.1 S (731)
Educetion: )
Less than High School 17.8 23. 3 27.8 3 (&19)
High School Grad 12.0 45, 2 24. 6 3 (938)
Some College And More 13.2 389 13.3 7 (948}
18-29 ’ 8.3 =23. 4 12. 6 . & (459)
30-49 9.0 40. 1 2. 6 .8 (1033
H-65 19.2 54, 2 23.0 . & (749}
Over 43 22.1 &0, % =20.9 .3 {349}
Sex: . .
HMale 10.8 41, 4 17. 9 .3 (10=23)
Femals : 15.3 446, 1 23. 3 .8 {1377}
Evangelicals . 20.2 37. 9 32. 4 . 4 (923}
Other Protestants 10. 7 /7. 4 19. 4 . & (841)
Catholics 11. 9 7.3 10. 9 .9 {332}
Other Faiths 4 4 24 5 16. 7 . & (139
Northeast 9.9 37.7 7.1 1.0 (1301
Sovthesast 17.2 . 0.7 23. 4 2 (1301)
Bace:
 White 12. 6 42. 1 19. 0 - (1932)
Non-white 19. &6 34. 3 31.35 .5 (368)

Nota: The “Local weelend" category consists predominantly of
mainline programs. Thehe “Syndicated waekend” and "weskday"”
catsgories are dominated by the television ministries
“Drama™ programs are approximately hal? mainline and
halé television ministries. Thess categories are not
exclusive. Cells do not add to 100% across or down.



Table IV. 2.3

Percentage of Respondents Who Watch
Program Types Within Denominational
and Demographic Categories

flost *Other" Main— "Other"
Prominent Ministries line Progs. Total
. No.
% % % %
n .
Amearican Baptist 94. 3 2.9 2.9 17.1 (33}
Southern Baptist 2.6 & A 12. 3 13,1 €390
Other Baptist 42. 1 6.6 8.1 16. 9 (332)
ALC: LCA 37.8 2.7 10.8 0.0 (37}
Missouri Synod Lutheran 343 0.0 9.1 0.0 (11}
Other Lutheran 42. 2 3.1 6.3 12. 5 (&4)
United Methodist 48. 4 4.2 7.0 11.3 (213)
QOther Methedist 37. 2 1.9 6.8 9.9 (1462}
PCUS, UPUSA 44. & 1.1 4.3 7.6 (92)
Other Prasbytsrian 37.8 2.9 10. 6 10.6 (104)
Episcopal 23. 3 1.8 1.8 S.9 (93
UCC, Disciples 23.0 2.3 7.9 17.1 (76)
Charismatic Christian 69.1 19. 6 3.1 18. & (97)
Independent, Non—denoam S1.2 9.3 2.3 16. 3 (43)
Cther Protestant 33. 6 8.9 Q.0 3.6 (90}
Catholic 19.0 3.6 9.2 7.1 (332)
Jawish 5.3 2. & 2.6 C. 0 (38)
None g.4 3.1 1.6 a1 (64)
Other Faiths 33.3 3.8 5.3 10. 5 (37}
Lit/Char. Scale:
High ' - 63.2 11.0 7. & 16.9 (644)
Medlium 36. 2 2.3 2.6 11.9 (4489)
Low 22.0 2.1 5.9 6. & (731)
Education: :
t.ess than High Scheol 45.7 &.3 2.7 i4.9 (61
High School Grad 40.1 L 7.4 10.2 (938
Some College and More 33. 4 4.5 6.8 10.0 (948}
Sex:
Male 34.0 3.8 & 2 9.9 (1023)
Female - &0, & 3.6 B. 4 11.7 (1377}
foe;
189-29 19. 0 3.0 3.1 7.0 (459)
30-49 35.7 4.9 4.9 7.8 (103M
30-64 47.C 3.7 2.9 13. 4 (749}
Over 63 31.0 5.7 14. & 18. & (34%)
Evangelicals 92.0 8.0 9.3 16.1  (9285)
Other Froteastants 42. 4 3.3 &1 9.3 (B4al)
Cathalics 19. 0 3.6 9.2 7.1 (332)
Other Faiths 17. 0 3.1 3.1 3.0 (139
Northeast 31.9 3.3 4.8 7.2 (1301
Scutheast 44, 1 &£ 5 10.- 14:7 (130L)
Race:
White 36. 4 a.8 7.8 9. 4 (1932}
Non-white 45 .2 10.3 8 2 14. 8 (368}
Note: These catagories are not exclusive. Cells do not

equal 100% across or down.



Table IV. 2.4

Correlations Between Viewing Religious Television, Viswing
Conventional Television, Contributions to Religious Telvision,
and Demographic, Belief, and Behavior Variables

Religious QGeneral Contribution to
Television Television Religious TV
Education -. b2 % ## -, 291%%% . 032
(2494) (2303) (317
Income - Z32% %% -, 250#%% . 126+
(2233) (2242) (274)
Age . 321 %uw . 169 -, 032
(2518 (2602) {(317)
Sex . Ob4nnN .112%8% . 049
(2518) (2602) (317)
- Race . 187%%% L 129%Rx ~. 061
(2244) (2320) (279}
Lit/Char. LY e . D49% . 120
Scale (1843) {18&4) (245&)
Evangelical .29 Hne . 037 %% -, 032
Denom. (2447) (24357) (311)
Church . ' :
Attendance . 284 % %% -. 011 . 144%x
’ (24468) (2501) (310
Local Church . 203%n# - OF3nnn . 220%%%
Contribution (2260) {2338) (301)
Frequency of . 194008 -, QFFHns . 036
Prayer (2359) (2496) (317)
Importance of . 382%xs . OB3% %% L 1Z9%
Religion - (2903) (2821) (316)

(Significance key: #=pC OB ##mp, 01 wx#=p<. 001]

Note:

Direction of codings are generally with higher values moving
toward labeled value. I.e., Prayer: high frequent;
contributions: larger contributions; importance of religion:
high very important; race: high=non—-white; Lit/Char. Scale:
high “fundamentalist. ™ . '



Table IV. 2.9

Contert of Religious Television
Viewing by Denominations, Belief, and Demographic Variables

Watches Religiaus TV

W/Family -Alone Total
% % %
American Baptist 1.3 2.1 1.4
Southern Baptist 23. 1 16. 7 1.7
Other Baptist 16. 9 16. 9 13. 3
M.C, LCA 1.1 1.3 1.8
Missouri Synod Lutheran ) -] . &
Other Lutheran 2.3 2.7 2.4
United Methodist 2.9 9.9 89
Other Methodist & & 6.7 & 3
PCUS, UPUSA 3.9 2.7 3.7
Othsr Presbyterian 3.3 5.0 4.2
Episcopal .9 1.3 2.2
UCC, Disciples 2.9 2. 4 3.0
Charismatic Christian 7.4 &% 3 39
Independent, Nan-denom 2.6 1.2 1.7
Other Protsstant 4 1 J.8 b 1
Catholic 10. 8 18. 3 21. 3
Jewish .1 .8 1.5
Orthodox -’ .3 .3 .3
None .9 1.2 2.6
Other Faiths 2.1 1.2 2.3
Total (100%) (800) (638)  (2492)
High _ 33. 6 43, 1 34. 3
Medium ' 243 R & 29. 2
Low . 22.0 29.3 40. 3
Total (100%) (60;; };81) }isé;}‘
Less than High Schoeol 30. & 30.1 24.7
High Schdol Srad 37.3 7.3 37. 4
Some College and More 31. 9 32. 4 37.8
Total (100%) (B00) (681)  (2305)
Sex:
HMale . . 42. 0 29. 9 39. 4
Female 28. 0 70. 9 60. 6
Total (100%) (803) (b664) (26023
Ag..
18-29 20, & 11.1 18. 0
30-49 39.8 341 39.8
S50-46% 26. 6 339 - 28. 8
Over &3 12. % 20. 9 13. 4
Total (100%) (770) (6931 (2602)
Evancelical Dsnomination:.
Evangelicals 2. 9 42.7 37. &
Mainline Protestants 33. 2 34. 9 34. 2
Catholics 10. 8 19. 1 21.7
Other Faliths 3.3 3.3 6.9
Total (100%) (788) (644 (2437}
Northeast 34, 4 49. 1 30.0
SBoutheast &3. 6 . 9 20.0
Total (100%) {803 [-T-T 3 (2602}
Bace:
Whits 80. 9 78. 6 B4, 1
Noh-white 19. 1 1.4 1. 9

Total (100%) (717) (389 (2320)



Table IV. 2. 6

Frequency of Calling or Writing Religious Television
Programs by Demographic and Beliet# Variables

Called or Wrote in Last Year:

- 1-2 times 3 or more All
o Who Call
% % %
LitsChar, Scale:
MHigh 70. 4 82. 5 77. 0
Medium 17. 3 9.3 i2. 9
Low 12. 3 8. 2 10. 1
Total (100%) (81) (97) (178)
Less than High School 16.8 31. %9 24,3
High School Grad 40. 2 38.9 39.9
Some College and More 43.0 29. 2 33. 9
Total (100%) (107 (1i53 -}ééb)r
gex;
Male 32.7 26. 9 . 29. 3
Female &7.3 73.9 7C. 8
Total (100%) | (107) (113) " (220)
v D ol
Evangelicals : 3. 8 52.7 53. 2
Mainline Protestants 27. 4 33.0 30.3
Catholics 16. 0 12. 5 14. 2
Other Faiths _ 2.8 1.8 2.3
Total (100%) (106) T(112) T t218)
Northeast ' 44, 9 . B 90. 3
Southeast 39.1 44, 2 49 3
Total (100%) (107) (113) (220)
Race:
Whitse 76. 3 &T. 6 72. 8
Non—white 23.7 30. 4 : 27. 2

CR R S D T T T R Y

Total(100%) (93) (102) (193)



Table IV.2. 7

Frequency of Categories of Contribution to Reliigious Television
by Income, Belief, Behavior, and Education Variables

Category of Contribution:

Income:
<8135, 000 3i.1 - 30. 4 44. 8
$13-235, 000 24.3 36. 7 31. 4
$2Z5-33, 000 0.3 8.9 10. 9
>335, Q00 24. 3 24, 1 12. 6
Total (100%) (73) (80) 173y
High _ 83.1 64,7 &9.0
Medium - 12.7° 22. 1 10.3
fow . 4 2 13. 2 <0. 7
Total (100%) (73} (7Q) (i§5)
>Once a Week 47.1 29. 9 27.0
Once a Wesk 3&. 8 49. 4 456. 0
20nce & Week 12. 6 13. 8 - 13.3
<Once a Month 3.4 & 9 11. 6
Total (100%) (éé) }69) '}1a§)
Education:
Less than High School 23. 0 23. 0 30. 4
High School Qrad 33. 3 '42. 0 39. 2
Soms College and More 43. 7 33.0 30. 4

..................

Total (100%) (87) (87) (194)



Table IV.2.8
Responses Among Non-Viswers of Religious Television
to a Religious Program {f They “Happen to See It,"
by Demographic and Belief Variables

Respondent Would:

Change Watch Other Total
Channs!l :
Education: -
l.ess than High School 10. 9 =8. 2 11.3 14. 3
High School Grad 34. 2 42. 3 36. 3 36. 0
Some College and More 94. 9 27. 4 92.9 49.8
Total (100%=) 597 143 80 840
Sex: :
Malza 44 . 4 27. 9 49. 4 41.8
Female : ) ' 893.4 " 72.1 50. & 58. 2
Total (100%=) . 801 163 81 847
fAge:
18-2% 30. 4 18. 8 32.1 28. 3
3049 48.9 37.0 37.0 4%. 5
80-68 - 13. 5 28. 3 27. 2 19.1
Over &3 : 5.2 15.8 3.7 7.1
Total (100%=) e01 168 81 847
<$13000 ' 20.1 '33.6 22. 9 22. 9
$13-23, 000 27. 2 =28. 7 32. 9 28. 0
2333, 000 22.9 1.9 12. 9 21. 2
28335, 000 29.8 18.9 31. 4 27. 9
Total (100%=) 55%' iia }6. . 730
Lit/Char. ﬁgglg;A -
High ?.8 16. 7 24. 9 12. 3
Medium 22. 9 32. 9 es6. 4 25. 1
Low &7.3 - 50.8 49,1 b2. 9
Total (100%=) 457 120 o3 610-
Evangelicals 20. 8 31.9 19. 3 22. 8
Mainline Protestants 35.0 33.1 40. 3 33.1
Catholics 32.8 28.8 29.9 31.7
Other Faiths . 11. 35 6.3 10. 4 1C. 4

.........................

Total (100%=) S92 160 77 827



Table IV. 3.1

The Relationship Between Religious
And Cenaral Television Viewing And
Reading The Bible "Frequently "

Religious Television Viswers Qeneral Television Viewars

Light: (Sae note) Light: (See note)
Control (Ne. ) (No. }
Variable Pct. co Camaa{sty) Pct. <o ] Cammaisig)
Overall 24l -1 31

19.0 32.8 . &19ess : 36.3 -3 4 - Ok
Education
LT Migh School 53 199

23,7 2. & . 344000 48. % - 9.0 -. 140%
High School Grad Bé 196

18. & 0. & . 40Sene < - - - 3.0 -. 033
Gome College Plus 101 : 220

17. 1 36. 2 . 674%0n 2.0 - 3.0 -, Oté
Age
18-29 &4 50

13.3 21. 9 - . H0O#EE 18.7 1.0 . 031
3049 97 2RA

17.1 32.7 . 63604 32.0 -3.7 . 019
30-6% T &0 ' 197

22.8 29. 8 . Bolées 42. 3 - 1% -, 027
Over &3 40 . 120 .

ar. 0 =6. 0 . BTFR NN &0 v -14. 7 ~, 4LIne
Serx
Male 71 : 196

13.2 <9.3 . 60Fnas 27. 3 - 3.9 -. D&4
Femalae 170 393

23.3 33.3 LELFRRR 43. 4 - 6.2 -. 06
Racs
White 192 441

18. & 33.3 . G2ienn 34.7 - 3.3 -. o3
Nonwhite 23 a7

23. 6 7.2 -1 E1 T ) 48. 3 -11.8 -. 193%
Household Income
Under 15000 &6 ) 188 .

22. 4 31.3 . 37Anun 47. 0 -11.0 —- 1[39%s
13000 To 23000 39 131

19. 3 0. 6 Al Taas 37. 4 - 4.3 -, 097
23000 Te 38000 &4 B1

19. 2 30.8 -yt L) 32.0 - 3.8 -. 013
Over 33000 33 82

1.3 .7 . 7A3rAn 23. 8 3.8 . 043
Religion
Evangelicatl 93 v

35.1 27.0 . S0F%ae 38. 9 -14. 0 - 22%ess
Others 140 232 :

14. 3 28. & . 6§00 s 24.7 2.3 . 034
Political Self-Designation
Liberal 21 87 )

10.7 34.3 . &98nes 23.3 -3 2 . 029
Moderate 80 192

13.0 32.8 | . &3Jwan 30. 2 - 01 . 011
Conservative 103 277

24. & 32.3 , BB2uus 44.8 - 8.0 -. 093

Qeneral Talevision: Reiigious Telavision:
Light 170 170

L 3.7 , &3%ese 19. 9 - 27 -. 04

Heavy . 71 409

17.2 28.0 . 380 36. 6 -11. & - 1V4ens

#[Tau=C 'Significance Key: ose= < 001, se= ( 05, o= { 03]
[Note: ~“Light™ Viewesrs of Religious TV are those who “never™ gr “rarely” watchl
CNote: "Light™ Viewsrs of Gensral TV are thote who watch 3 houre or less per dayl



Tabie IV. 3.2

The Relationship Hetween Religious
And General Television Viewing And
Praying "Frequentiy“ To God.

Religious Television Viswers ' Censral Television Viewsrs

Light: (Ses note) ) Light: (Ses note!
contreol {Nuo. } {No.)
Variabdle Pct. <D Cammatuigl. FPCt. [++] Gamma{sig!}
Overall 714 1104 :

S&. 5 27. 1 . D7Lenn &8, 1 4.2 . 1098»
Education
LT High School 120 240

8.3 24. 8 . SZ2eas 73.8 1.2 . 027
High School QOrad =76 - pe o< |

&60. 4 21.8 . S02enn 0.7 1.8 . 049
Some College Plus 311 - . 435

92. 9 a33.2  &T7Fes &3. & 6.7 . 185%8
Age
18-29 191 138

43. 8 35. 0 . 6368w 2.1 . 7.3 .192=
30-4% 300 440

3.2 256.7 . 308 &3, 2 3.9 . 093
50-&3 173 . . 349 .

&6. 0 17.8 . AT 73. 3 4. 4 . 107
Over &3 {0 177

83. 3 -8.7 . 382 es.8 - 23 -, 098
Serx ,
Male ) 238 401 -

a4 2 31.3 . . B4&T 4w 4. 2 3.9 134w
Female 478 703

&43. 3 22. & a2 2 2 77. &6 - 0.7 - Q10
Racse ;
White ‘ 80 849

: 36. 9 26.0 . 852een &7. 2 2.6 . 071

Nonwhite &6 ‘ ' 142 .

&62. 3 251 . 2393s8n 79.3 - 0.3 . 003
Household Income .
Under 13000 172 297

58. 9 25.0 . BETEen 744 0.9 . o=z8
15000 Ta 23000 144 7 279

54. 8 29.2 3802 20 . &7 4 1.9 . 071
25000 To 35000 134 172

8.8 24. 1 M-8 L0 2 &8. 3 - 0.8 . QL &
Over 33000 139 193

’ AT . 4 328 &L 96. 9 8.8 . 199«

Religion :
Evangelical 189 421 .

&0, 0 24,7 . 338%ne 78.3 -39 -. 083
Othars 540 &43

3. 2 27. & -T2 L0 o &3. 0 8.1 . 189448
Political Self-Designation
Libwerasl B& 124

43,7 43, 0 . 74w ww 3.4 13. 4 . J14as
Moderate 290 ' &£20

54, 4 29. 7 . &0 Y- 4.7 . 118
Conservative 2567 433

&3. 7 18. & L A2 nue 73. 5 0.9 . o8

Ceneral Telavision: Raligious Television:
Light 473 473

5.7 27.8 . 38Jams 3.7 2.3 . 076
Heavy 239 &03

28. 2 289 kL e 83. 8 0.2 . 012

#[Tau-C Significance Key: ¢#s= C 001, ®=e=s 01, o= <. 03] B
CNote: “Light” Viewsers 0f Religious TV are those who “naver”™ er “rarely” watchl
[Note: "Light" Viewers of General TV are those who watch 3 hours ar less per dayl



Table IV. 3.3

The Relationship Between Religious And CGeneral
Television Viewing And Belies That The 310le Is The
Actual Word Of Qod And Should Be Taken Literally.

Religicus Television Viewers Geaneral Television Viewers

Light: (See note) Light: (See note)
Control (Me. ) {No.?}
Variable Pct. co Sammalsig) Pct. co . Qamma(sig)
Cverall 361 a&4

28.8 33.0 . FTIRnN 41.3 9.9 . 1B7#44
Education .
LT High Scheel 109 214

56, 2 19. & . RZ2EHE . b&. § 0.9 .12
High Scheol Qrad 149 260

37.1 2.3 . AT HRN ’ 47.2 L -] . 104
Some College Plus 81 171

- 13.8 36.3 . 6F1lens 239.1 8 6 . 1é4e

Age
18-29 6 B8é

29.3 33. 6 . G20k : 32.8 12.8 2418
3049 133 244

=39 4.7 . &1Dnen 35.3 11.7 . 230%%u
30-63 8s ©oRR7

33.0 31. 4 . B74EN $0. 0 B. 2 . 130+
Over &3 &4 107

43, 4 18. . 3aSeEs 3.7 0.2 . 008
Sex
Male 133 234

2. 9 30. & . BT280n 346 4 11.0 . 190#s
Female 226 408

31.3 33.7 . 39N L3N 7.6 L 133nen
Race
White <283 510

27.8 33.0 . 2T wen 40.7 8.3 L 137ens
Nonwhite 40 a&

37.7 19. 9 . 373aes 48. 9 5.5 . 088
Household Income
Under 13000 118 ’ 21%

4Q.7 =4.7 L ATERAR 3. & 0.8 . 019
15000 To 23000 88 173

29. 1 33. 4 . &04new 43. 4 2.0 . 197w
®3000 Teo 33000 &2 ) ! 0

27.3 =9. 8 . BAdEN 36. 0 7.1 . 138
Cver 33000 41 a9

14. 2 28.8 . . bbEInEe R&. O 7.0 MRS S
Religion . :
Evangelical 138 ) : 330 :

s2.3 19. 8 . ADJeen T &3 3 0.8 . 021
Gthsars 219 294

22. 7 0.2 . 379ess Y. 2 14. 7 {1 L
Folitical Self-Denignation
Literal a9 &1

19. 9 =} P-4 , 63344 7. & 13.1 . 273%w
Moderate 136 227

23. 9 33.0 . DR 36. 4 12.9 L1120
Conservative 139 /W7 _

33.3 3.6 . 3408 48.3 & B . 133w

Ganeral Television: Religious Television:
Lignt 210 210

24. 8 34,9 ' . 643nne 24. 8 129 22700
Heavy 131 . 438

7.2 23. 2 . 47888 &1.3 1.2 . 023

«{Tau=C Shqnificance Key: #asw £ 001, we= { O1, o= C 03]
[Note: "Light” Viewsrs of Religious TY are thoss who “never”™ or “rarely” watchl
[Note: “Light™ Viewsrs of Qeneral TV are thoss who watch 3 haurs or less per dayl



Table IV. 3.4

Religious Television Viswers

Tha Relationship Between Religious Ang
Ganeral Television Viewing And Belied
That Jetus Christ Will Come Again

Qeneral Television Viewsrs

Light: (See note) Light: (See note)
Cantrol {Mp, ) (No. )
variable Pct, cD Camma(sig) Pct. co Cammaisig)
Overall 880 1264

76. 9 18. 3 . T29%ww 8.1 3.2 . 140
Education
LT High SBchool 154 289

82.8 12.8 L TL3nRR 6.0 at -, J34een
High School Grad 340 451

B81. 9 13. 3 . b2oHnnE g87. 9 2.4 121
Some Coliege Plus 379 490

7.0 24,2 . T7Snue 77.7 9.2 L 313nan
Age
18-29 2546 211

8z. & 11. & . BATEES B4.1 3.4 . 141
30-49 392 540

76. 6 19.8 . 7E5ans B3. 9 5.7 L RATH
30-49 1&2 3632 -
. 70. & 24. 8 . TE4aen Bb, & Q.2 -. Q09
Over &3 70 130

Téo 1 18. = . &T4ene 87. 2 2.9 . 142
Male 344 545

731 ig. 4 ., 650nus 83 2 1.2 . 043
Fenale 216 7i8

78.3 182 L TETHus B8&. 3 3.3 . 149
Race
White 714 . ?76

T&. 3 17 4 . 74g%#E 83.9 3.6 . 146+
Nonwhite a3 133

B84. 9 7.8 . ARTE 92.7 1.0 - 074
Household Income
Under 13000 210 333

79.8 15.0 L. LASRRESR ?1.3 41 -. 213
13000 To 23000 227 330

817 14. 7 L TiDene B8, 2 3.3 . 194
23000 To 35000 139 199

73. 4 21. O L TT24n4 82 & 35 . 134
Over 33000 184 ) 23% .

0.2 23. 4 . TR F{- Y %.3 . 300«
Religion
Evangelical 229 499

1.2 3.9 . 3208 ?&. 1 2 2 -. 238
Others &37 725
- 72. 9 21 4 L T1940w 791 6. & L R2bean
Political Self-Designation
Liderasl 124 192

&9. 7 24.8 . ToAnne 76, 4 9.7 L 314
Moderate 370 : 489

77. 6 17.7 L T10ues 84, .3 4.2 . 182
Conservative 304 507

79.0 14. 4 , &F3%nn B87. 1 2. e . 138

Qeneral Televistion: Religious Television:
Light 382 82

78. 0 19.3 . 7A2ens 76.Q 2.8 . 082
Heavy 298 633

78.8 16.8 . TOLtaw 3.3 0.3 .Qz8

*{Tau-C Significance Key: ess#= C 001, ##= < 01, = C 031 '
(Note: “Lignt" Viewsers of Meligious TV -are those whoe “never” or "rarely” watchl
[Note: "Light" Viewsrs of Qeneral TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Tatle V. 3. S

The Relationship Between Religious And
Qeneral Television Viewing And Reporting
That Religion Is "Very Important. "

Religious Television Viswers Qoneral Television Viewers
Light: (Eee hote} Light: (See note!
Control {HNo. ) {Ho. }
Variadle Pct. cp Camma(sig) Pes. <o Qanmaisig)
Dvarall 34 247
42. 3 339 L &3lane 59.8 - 1.6 -, 003
Education .
LT High School 106 233
91.9 24, 4 . OJnwE 7.7 -83 - 199+
High Schuol Grad RO4A . 337
a4, &6 30.3 . 381ens &1.1 - 2.6 -, 033
Same College Plus 222 pe (2.3
37.8 41. 2 , 714ans 33. 4 - 0.9 . O&7
Age
18-29 110 113
: 33. 4 37.8 . 6AERER . 42. & 2.7 . 133
30-4% 227 376
40, & Jk.8 . DB 33. 1 - 1.1 -, 001
30~-465 * 129 ’ : 307 :
49 2 28. 8 - FE L L 67 1 - 4.0 - Q82
Over 63 &8 ' 191
63.0 18.3 . 448840 78. 6 -7.3 - 173
Sex
Male 1890 333
33.7 ar. 1 . bA4wt* ’ 0.9 ~ 1.4 -, 01é
Female as4 594
48.7 30.9 Lallese &&. 7 - &7 -. 067
Race
White £23 708
41.3 32.8 . 613%8s 37.3 -3.3 -. 029
Nonwhite 356 . 137
52.8 28.8 : . 383 . 78.3 -10. 0 - 231=
Household Income
Under 13000 132 : 283
43, 4 30.9 -t 7i.1 -313. 8 -, 2KOww s
13000 To 23000 126 229
41. 4 33.2 . H21ew %6.8 3. & . 113
253000 Te 33000 74 147
41. 0 7. & . &T72une 8.1 - B % -, 12&
Over 33000 107 . 169
A6. & 3. 2 L &70nen 4%9. 1 4.0 . 101
Religion '
Evangelicals 142 402
54.0 26.8 -1 ) 73.0 - & 4 . -. 143
Others 382 . 528
3.1 33.7 . b2lena 51.8 1.3 . 068
Political Sels-Designation
Literal 9 109 -
7. 9 47.7 L TETeES 4%. 3 -1.7 . 042
Moderate 204 343
aa. 8 34.2 . 623ewn 35.0 0.2 . 034
Conservative 211 402
- 90.3 8. 6 -1 38 2 1) - &4 9 - 2.8 -. 033
: Gansral Telsvision: Religlovs Television:
Light 374 74 _
44,0 34. 3 . b4Qans . _ 44. 0 - 3.1 -. 031
Heawvy 160 . 364
38. 9 4.2 . h22euw 78,3 -9 4 - 140%

#{Tal-C Significance Key: *sxa ¢ 001, esa  Qf, #e 03]
{Note: “Light" Viawers of Religious TV ares those wheo “never” or "rarely” watchl
[Note: "Light" Viewers 0f Gensral TV are those who watch 3 hours Oor less per dayl



Table IV. 3. 6

The Relationship Betwesn Religious
And Genoral Television Viswing And
Having Had A Religious Eaxperience

Religious Television Viewers Qoeneral Television Viewers

Light: (Sss note) Light: (See note!}
Coentral (No. ) (No. ) ]
Variable Pgt. [+ 1) GCammalsiyg)? Pct. [+44] Camma (3ig)
Overall 273 296

21. %9 <T. 3 . 370 37.7 -39 -. Q8%+
Education
LT High Scheool 50 134

24.3 <8. 2 R-128 0] 48, 9 ~12. % - 2T
High School Grad 3 ’ 199

21.1 23%. 9 . 3346nen 6. 4 -5 & - 122
Some College Plus 123

21. & 3.9 . 639848 33. 6 2.4 , 032
Aga
18-29 T2 Bé

21. 9 24. 3 . BROnE+ 32. 9 - 8.3 C -, 208w
3049 124 238

22. 3 27. " -1l 4.9 -2.1 -. 047
20-65 83 _ - 184

. 2W. 9 31.2 . GBlOwNe 41.1 - 1.0 - 019

QOver 63 24 : a8

22. 6 30. 2 . SBRA . 47. 3 =-10. 2 -, 206
Gex :
Male 107 234

0. 2 30. 3 . H0JEne 33.5 - . 020
Female }¥-1] 3&2

23.2 - 28 3 , ST ene 41.0 -7.3 - 141w
Race
White 218 . ’ 4449 .

21. 5 =8.0 . DEJnEE 34.3 - 6.2 ~. 138#+
Nonwhite ) ‘m _ a3

=9.8 ©19.8 . 39784 ) &7. 2 - 8.3 - 148
Housshold Income
Under 135000 &3 174

=22.0 29. 2 . 37T hen 44 & - 9. & = 119G+
13000 To 2IJ000 [2) B 160

21.2 30.2 -1l 40. 1 - 7.0 - 151
23000 To 33000 R 74

23.1 21.8 . 452 Rnn 30.8 1.7 . 040
Over 33000 -+ 107

1?. 1 33. 6 Yl lod 31. 9 - 1.4 -, Q37
Religion
Evangelicals 97 294 :

A7.3 23.0 . 437asn ) 36,1 -7.9 - 137»
Dthers 149 286

17.3 23. 7 . J63nen =8. 3 - 2.1 - 033
Political Self-Designation
Libteral a2 80

‘214 32.3 . &R0#4e 346.0 -3 & -. 128
Modarate 10% 208

20.1 28.7 . 387844 7 - Q.8 - 018
Conservative 102 293

24. 6 26. 7 , BZBREN 45.7 - 7. 64 - 162»

Qensral Tealevision: . Religiovs Yelevision:

Light 193 . 193

23.3 31.® . &04nue 23. 3 - 4.2 - 124
Heavy - _ 390

19.1 2. 6 I3 22 3.2 - 9.9 - 188=e

al{Tau~C - Bigniticance Key: #sam 001, ®e= ( 0Ol, #= C 03]
[Note: "Light™ Viswers of Religious TV are thoss who "never” or “rarely™ watch]
(Note: "Lipht™ YigwerTs of Guneral TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Table IV. 3.7

The Relationship Batween RMeligious And Qensral
Television Viewing And Having Been “Born-again.”

Religious Television Viewers Qeneral Television Viewsrs

Light: (See note) - Light: (See note)
Control {Na.) {Ng. }
Variable Pct. <o Qammaisig! : Pet. cD Cammaisig)
Overall 149 4Te

39.3 =24.8 . 368w 7. A - 2.3 -. 068
Education
LT High Schoel 24 141

&7. 4 18.1 -8 88B.7 -11.1 - 387*
High Schoel 9rad &é& 1462

63. 3 21.0 . 33T ' 79.0 2.3 . 072
Some College Plus &8 164

51.3 23.9 . J26eee 68. 9 -957 - 128
Ags . .
18-29 . a4 a7

41.1 24. 1 . IT72ane 43, 2 19.3 . 4F1ae
30-49 7e 193

38, 3 28. 5 . 632w 77.2 - 3.8 - 102
30-63 F 3 133

33. 4 30.1 . . &30%ss . B1.2 - 8.2 . - R27
Over &3 18 74

72.0 7.3 . 198 1.3 - 7.6 - 217
Sex .
Male &3 b 181

87.3 220 . 39Qnws 74.3 - 1.0 - 023
Female 106 . 294

60. & z4. 4 . 37 Au4w 79.3 - 3.7 - 104
Race
Mhite 139 354

39. 2 24. 3 . 6050w 76.1 . -2 4 -. Qbé&
Nonwhite 18 &7

3.2 28. 3 . 6208 77.9 1.0 . 029
Household Incoms
Under 15000 39 - 146

&0. 9 24. 8 -1-r1 2 1 82. 3 - &4 3 -. 140
13000 To 2000 42 13¢

b4, & 20. 6 L BT 80.7 - 2.0 -. 04
23000 To 33000 37 &3

&3. 8 16, 2 . 388+ 74,1 - 37 -. 139
Over 33000 26 73

44. 8 I3.2 . &LBEE &43. 8 - 7.2 - 1%l
Religion
Evangelicals 84 280 )

B4.0 a9 . A7 91.8 - 2.3 -. 133
Others 7% 186

a4 4 8. 2 . 336%an 62. & - 2.1 —. D43
Political Belf-Designation
Libderal 17 4

42. 3 379 . 720nes &7. 3 3.1 . 072
Moderatse o4 ' 168

36 6 28. 4 . 625 77. 4 - 4.7 - 123
Conssrvative 71 208 :

&b, 4 17.3 . A4(3unan 78.8 - Q.7 -. 021

Qenaral Television: Religlious Television:
Light 129 ) N 123

60.7 23.3 -1 -TXY) Q.7 - 30 - 102
Heavy A4 344

3.7 23. 2 . S44nue B&. 0 - 3.0 -. 182

*CTau=C Bignificance Key: sew= < 001, sam < 01, em < 03]
LNote: “Light” Viewers of Religious TV are those who “never” or "rarely” watchl
{Hote: “"LIYht” Viewsers of Ceneral TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Table V.3 B

The Reletionship Betwoen Religious
And Generasl Television Viewing
And Belief In Miracles.

Religious Television Viewers Qaneral Television Viswers
Light: (Ges note} Light: (See note)
Control (No. } . (Ng. }
variable Pect. cD Gammalsig) Pct. [+1+] Qammai{sig}
Overall BY2 1272
. 72. 6 18. 9 . 604w sa B80. % 2.9 ' . 101
Education
LT High School 146 268
72.6 18. 4 . SE3ane B84.3 0.7 . 0ze
High Schaol Qrad 327 434
7.9 18.2 . 2. ) . 83.8 - 1.3 -, 232
Some College Plus 412 sie
L. 9 19.5 .&12ean 77.3 7.9 . 240us
Age
19-29 233 214
77. 4 19. &6 A i-1% 20 80.8 4.0 . 142
049 408 346
74.3 18. & . &ITENE 80. 3 6.7 2418w
HK0-&63 162 3460
. &4, 3 ‘2?.2 . &8 4ae 81,3 - 0. & -, Q20
Over &3 &% T 192
’ &8, 3 19.8 . I30Eww 2. 2 - 0.9 -. o029
Bex
Male 334 : 331
68.1 21. 2 . G2 RN 77.0 =29 . 073
Female. Sae . : . 741
. 73.9 - 1&. 7 . 600% % 83. 9 1.8 . D&Y
Race
White 718 984
72.1 19.8 &L nes 8QC. 7 1.3 . O30
Nonwhite 7% 149
76.0 14. & N . BODes 84. 7 2.3 . 103
Household Intome
Under 13000 204 332 .
73.3 17. 9 -Y4 2122 B&. 2 -3.7 . - 140
15000 To 23000 224 334
. 79.3 17.3 L bl&nas - a4. 1 1.0 . Q37
23000 To 3IBQ00 164 194
73. 3 14 & . 2Junw 77. & 7.4 . 240
Over 33000 194 247
68, & 1v. 9 . 5T 74.0 & & . 188»
fleligion
Evangelical 213 - 483
81.9 12. 8 . 3964as 1. © - 0.4 -, 022
Others b67 733
70.2 18, 2 . D3Fens 7.9 4.3 . 130w
Political Self-Destignation
Liberal 133 162
70.7 21.7 . H&Osan 73.0 13. 2 . AQHew
Hod;raQ| a9t 306
73,3 16. 2 NE-1-1-L A A 82.3 2.0 . Q74
Conservative 289 497
70.3% 20. 3 . &1 T7nen 82.0 - 1.3 ~. 030
General Televistion: Religiovs Television:
Light agy 2721
71. 4 20.7 . 640uas 7.4 3.7 . 094
Heavy 201 &34
73.1 13. 3 - =112 2.1 - 1.3 - 097

#(Tau-C Significance Key: wesw 001, ww= C Ol, #= C 03]
[Note: “Light* Viewsrs of Religious TV ars those who “never™ or “rarely”™ watch)
[Note: “Light* viswers of CGeneral TV are thote who watch 3 hourTs OT less per dayl



Table Iv. 3.9

. The Relationship Between Religicus
And Qeuneral Television Viewing And
Favoring Speating In Tongues

Religious Television Viswers General Television Viewers

Light: (See note) Light: (Bee note)
Control {No.) (Mo, }
variabls Pct, co Cammai{sig? Pct. €D Cammalsig)
Overall 146 310 )

27. 4 22.1 . 44300 : 37.3 82 R Y-Y-2 o
Education
LT High S8chaal 19 81

23.3 34.0 , GRZRE A% O 1&. 7 L3246
High School Crad 54 - 110

" 30. 9 13. 4 . 31T7ene 9.7 =20 . 040
Some College Plus T2 ' 116

2%. & 17. 5 . 3A7ZenE R.3 2.3 . 032
Age .
18-2% a4 31

9.3 3% 6 . 438w 36. 4 13.0 261
30-49 72 150

=28. 9 28, 2 AT lene 41.3 1.7 . 033
30-69 23 . A at .

C 3.3 we. 4 . AL&Fens 34.8 12. 7 . 258

Over &3 7 . 28

19. 4 20, 1 . 4&40# =29. 8 12.1 . 260
Sex
Male 52 . : ) 112

24. 9 3. 2 . 473 nw 32. 4 19. & . 387 ees
Female L L) 198

29.0 21.3 . A2Benn £40. 9 2.0 . 042
Race
White 101 . 204

23. 9 20. 8 L RAuun 32.3 7.3 , 158+
Nonwhite 26 &4

33. 1 9.5 . 193 &0. 4 - 0. & -, 012
Household Inconme ’
Under 135000 32 a7

’ 28. 1 23. 3 . AF1eee 41. 4 9.8 . 194
13000 To 23000 ) : %0
- 22. 7 27.3 . J4ATee 39.1 2.0 . 042

23000 To 33000 26 A4

27. 1 17.3 . Q&b 387 - 3. 4 -, 073
Over 33000 . 40 63

29. 4 i3.0 =E3-14 33.9 5.0 . 188
Religion
Evangeliical 43 . 135

V. 4 3.3 LA ee 42. 9 10.1 . 199«
Others ' 99 ' 130

26. 3 18. 8 .O94ses 33.0 6.0 . 130
Folitical Sel¢-Designation
Libaral 23 42 .

29. 4 1.2 . AJZeN 6. 8 9.3 . 193
Moderate &1 108

%8.8 16. 8 . 330ees 335.3 8. 4 173
Consarvative A9 126

23. 3 23.7 . #80#u+ ar. 1 8.0 . 163

. Caneral Television: . Religious Television:

tight 93 - %3

231 22.9 . 451808 23. 1 7.6 - 183
Heavy a3 214

3z 7 tv. * .31 47. & 3.0 -lot

#(Tau~C.Bignificance Key: #8e= C 001, esw C 0t, #= < 03]
CNote: “Light" Vigwers of Religious TV arw thoss who “never™ or “rarely” watch)
CHote: “Light" Viewers of General TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Tatle IV. 3. 10

The Relationship Betwesn Religious And
Geaneral Telavision Viewing And Likelihoad
To Attend Church "Once A Week OF More. ™

Religious Television Viewsrs Qeneral Television Viewsrs
Light: (Ses nats!? Light: (Ss0 note)
Control {Na. ) {Nao.)
Variable Pct. cD Camma(sig) Pct. cp Camma{sig)
Overall e 883
44.7 =1.1 =. 408%2» 96,0 - 2.6 . 033
Education
LT High Schaol 87 178
42. 7 io 2 -, 3330es - 93 6 -2.1 . 042
High School Crad 207 312
43. 9 19. 4 - 3774 8n 37. 2 - 3.3 . Q&8
Some College Plus 240 : are
A44.8 ar7. & - IZTHNs 9%, & - 1.6 . 033
Age
18-29% 107 103
327 20. 2 - A42F4ns 39.0 - Q. 4 . 908
30-49 252 374
42. 3 20. 2 - JPTeue 34,7 -1.7 . 034e
J0=-43 132 271
31.2 i14. 8 - ZFTene &1. 0 - 1. 4 . 031
Over &35 . &3 137
. &1. 9 9.6 ~. 214 72. 9 -10. 4 . 232
Sez
Male 192 - 342
' 3&6. 9 24 & =, 453xnn 49 4 - 4.7 . Q94
Femals | 364 543 :
0. 3 17.8 -, ASSHene &L.1 -39 . 081
Race
Whitse 431 Y- 7 S
' 44 & 2.4 - 436 3s. 8 -2.1 . 041
Nonwhite 51 104
48. &6 11.1 - 221 7. 4 - & & . 134
Household Income
Under 13000 &6 228
42. 6 20. 6 - 3Fb6nes 7.7 - 3.6 ’ 112
13000 Te 25000 128 226
43, 3 i8.8 -, 343%%n -] - 3.0 . 060
23000 To 32000 100 144
ad_ 4 29.7 -. D634 3\ 6 - 8. 4 173
Over 33000 121 177
42. 3 az2.2 - 39ines 2.1 & 2 ~. 12&
Religien :
Evangelicsal 110 . . 327 .
42. & 23 7 =~ 487 #4as &2. 0 - 4 4 . 092
Others 438 a3%
43. 3 18. 7 = J54sen 33.3 - 1.7 . 034
Political Self-Designation
Libersl &0 %0
30.9% 28. C ~. 338«ss 41,7 2.1 ~. Q43
Moderate 231 337 :
44 1 20, 0 -, 397 34,3 - 30 . 039
Conservative 213 384
51.9 18. 1 - 3&74as 63.2 -390 S104
Ceneral Television: Religious Television:
Light 3Ies 383
43. 9 22. 2 =, 431l we 43, ¥ -3 7 . Q74
484
Heavy 171 8.1 -3 6 S121e
42. 2 20. 3 = IFiees

s[Tau-C Significance Key: ¥e¥= C 001, esm < QL, am < 032
[Note: “Light™ Viewers of Religious TV are those whe "never” or “rarsly”™ watchl
[Note: "Light* Viowers of General TV are those who watcth 3 hours or less per dayl



Table IV. 2 11

The Relationship Between Religicus And General
Televistion Viewing And “Incressed” Church Attendence

Religious Television Viewsers Gensral Television Viswsrs

Light: (Ses note! Light: (See nots)
Control (Noa. )} (Neo. )}
Yariatle Pce. co Cammaisig) Pct. €D Qamma(sig)
Overall 204 . 297 .

18. 4 & 2 . 0F4n 20.2 3.2 -. 014
Education
LY Migh School 37 7t .

21. 9 2.8 . ORI 24.3 -0.8 -. 024
High School Orad’ a3 A 116

20.0 A& L 141e 22. 3 3.0 - 028
Some College Plus 83 104

6.1 3.2 . 080 17.0 3.7 -. 033
Ags
18-29 1) 43

17. 4 V.6 . 123 i8. 3 a7 - 091
30-49 °7 ' 138

19.3 7.9 . 078 21.9 2.6 . 003
30-63 %0 ) 77 .

18. 0 4.7 . O&7 : 18. 2 7.3 . 080
Cver &3 17 a9

17.3 4. & . 049 21.3 -2. 3 -. 102
Sox
Male &6 . 103

14. 3 7.6 179w : 14.3 51 . 040
Female 138 ) 194

2.2 4.8 . 032 23. 2 1.1 - 041
Race .
White 133 . 213

17. 3 4.1 . 0% 18.8 0.3 - os%e
Nonwhite 28 49

30.1 4 4 . . 103 29. 7 & & . 033
Household Income ) .
Under 135000 53 . 3

-3 9] 4.7 . 0%8 26. 1 -3.3 - 104
13000 To 23000 51 -1

19.2 3.0 . 036 17. 6 B.3 . 104
23000 To 3000 38 46

i8. 6 4.8 . 134 19. 7 2.3 -. 103
Over 33000 a7 B a7

15. 9 10.7 . 242 : 18. 4 5.3 -. 003
Religion
Evangelical 53 : 122

21.9 49 . 139+ 23. 6 4.7 . ORé
Others 143 147

17.0 3.7 . 079 18.3 2.9 -. 034
Political Self-Designation .
Literal 23 a9

13.2 12.1 L 221w 0. 4 1.0 -. 018
Moderate a5 : 110

17.%9 47 . 083 19. 0 a8 -. 036
Conservative 74 - 122

=01 4. 3 . 043 21.3 3.1 . Q03

Qeneral Television: Religious Television:

Light 135 : 133

18. 0 3.1 . 077 18.0 1.1 - 0&7
Heavy &9 160

19.1 7.8 . 124w 231 33 . 006

#(Tau-C Bignificance Key: e#wsa < 001, ¢e= < Q1. &= < 03]
{Note: “Light" VYigwers of Religious TV are thoss who “haver” or “rarely” watch)
fNefo: “Light™ Vi{ewsrs of General TV are those who watch 3 hours ar Jess par day)



Table IV.3.12

The Relationship Between Religious And
General Telovision Viewing And Yeasriy
Contribution To Local Church Over $180. 00.

Religious Television Viswers Qeneral Tolsvision Viewers
Light: {(Sas note) Light: {Ses note)
Contrel (Ng. ) {MNo. )
Variable Pct. cD Gammacsig) Pct. co Cammaisig)
Overasll 489 790
43. 0 14. 3 , J2LLeen 33.3 -%.5 =, 103%%
Education
LT High School 9 139
. 32.8 17.8 . 381sen . 48. & - B9 - 133
High Schocl Grad 1564 =272
40 .3 i9. 6 . 3&Daaw 3-8 § ~11. 3 -, 17328
Some College Plus 261 370
48.7 20.3 . J9Beus 3.1 -9.9 -, 143
Age
18-29 . 81 75
26. & 11.7 . DRFen 29. 3 - 03 . 107
20-4% 234 348
445, & 14 2 . J00%es 38. 2 -11. 0 - 121=
s0-43 126 ' 267 ’
23. & 121 , 2S8ews &3. 9 =117 -, 19488
Over 63 49 100
31.1 . 4.7 . 137 346 2 - 9.4 -. 042
Sex
Male 231 . 344
47. 3 12. 8 . Robueds 3%.2 -11.8 =. 145+
Fenale 2%a ' 4z
oo 39.7, 18.8 . 373san J1.8 - 7.8 ~. Q73
Racw# :
White 398 &03
42.8 18.3 P -2 L L 2.7 -8.6 - Q&=
. Nonwhite ad 21
37. 46 1&. 1 =L 1 33. 2 -12. 2 - 123
Household Income
Under 13000 a9 163
9.7 19. & L DsTeen 44 7 - & 4 -. Q&7
13000 Te 23J000 108 194
8. 4 =20. 9 . A Tenn s2. 4 - 7.3 -, 131
23000 Yo 32000 107 . 138
48. 4 26.8 L BITenn a4 3 -18. Q¢ - 2840w
Over 35000 - 149 211
33,4 23. 3 . ShAunn &3. 3 -7.1 - 129
Rsligion
Evangelical 107 284
: 461 13. & . 2bhJees 39. 3 -10. 3 - 202%s
Others ar7 494
42. 2 17.3 = -4 4 2 4 3. & -12.3 - 138eas
Political Self-Designation
Liberal a2 92
_34.8 3.7 , 48T enn 44 .7 - 1.0 . Q70
Moderatse 201 312
41. 8 18. %9 L GS4ues 937 -10. & - 131«
"Conservative 189 343
49. 6 12. 0 . R4bene &0. 0 -14. & - 204un
: Qensral Talevision: Religious Television:
Light 364 364
A7. & 17.3 . J44nas 47. & -14. 0 -. 192eas
Heavy 12% 421
33. & 18, 4 . 337w 63. 1 -13.1 -. 233ees

s{Tay-C ‘Bignificancy Key: #s#e= £ 001, o= C 01, s= . 03]
{Note: "Light" Viewsts of Religious TV ars those who “never™ or “rarsly™ watch)
INote: "Light" Viewers af Gensral TV are thoss who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Table IV. 3. 13

The Relationship Between Religious And
Ceneral Television Viewing And Fresquent
Participation In MNon-worship Activities.

Religious Television Viewers

Ceneral Televisjon Viewers

*(Tau=C Bignificance Key: ®sstm < 001, #s= C 0L, #= < 03] ,
ENote: - “Light™ Viewsry of Religious TV are those who “never” or “rarely” watchl

[Note: “Light™ Viewers of Ceneral TV are those who watch 32 hours or less par day)

Light: (Ses nots) Light: (See note)
Control {Ngo. } ) {Ng.
Variabls Pet. cp Sammaisig! Pcs. [+ Qaamaisig!
Overall 3] ase

19. 3 8.2 . 2300w 24. 4 -2 -, OBgee
Edvucation
LT High SBchool 27 &0

16.0 &6 9 . 387 8% 20. 4 0. & -~ 113
High Scheol Orad 82 iz=

19. 8 &. 1 . 201 % 23.3 - 1.3 -. Q10
Some Coliege Plus 109 170

) 20. 3 13. 9 L A1Fens 27. 4 -29 -, Q93

Age
18+29 a7 42

12. 9 11,9 . 33HEEN 18 1 -4 2 -, 08&
30-4% 107 137

21.3 81 . 234848 24.8 - 0,3 -. 010
30—-63 47 110

1.2 . 3.9 . 1418 25, 1 - 2. &, -, 139%
Qver 63 23 49

23. 3 1.8 . 148 26.9 - 1.0 - 128
Sex
Male a1 : 135

17. 6 6.0 L 2370w 21. 4 -39 -. 05%
Female 133 223

20. 68 9.0 . RLEnw 26. & -2.9 - 12404
Race
White 172 271

19. 2 8.3 . R3lnee 3.8 - 1.9 - 094
Nonwhite 24 o4 '

29. 8 & 3 . LT 32.7 - 4,7 - 121
Household Income .
Under 13000 48 73

18. 8 a1 L 177ms 20. & 0.2 - 134sEe
13000 Yo 23000 49 98 .

18. &4 10. 9 . AR2=ew 24.3 - 4.8 - 043
25000 To 3J000 40 6b

19. 6 17. 6 b1 ewE 28. 2 - 31 -. 1&8
Over 33000 47 T3

18. 7 14, 4 L3118 4. 2 - 1.9 . 036
Religion ’
Evangelical 31 147 ,

21. 2 7.4 . 3i4ans 28. 4 - 3.1 -, 131*
Others 160 203

18.8 B .2 .17 Tene 22.3 - 0.4 -. 05%
Politicel Seif-Designation
Liveral ' a3 34

1.2 8 8 . 2TR#x 19. 9 - 2.6 - 117
Moderats 75 124

13. 8 11. & . 29Csnn 21. 4 - 0.4 -, 036
Conservative 92 16&

24, 4 4.8 . 174nan 29.0 - 3. é -, 136

- X General Television: Religious Television

Light 187 157

21.0 7. & . 2130%n 21.0 -4 7 -. 1&d»
- Heavy 99 197

16.2 1C. 4 .285'00 =8. 4 - 1.7 - Q7S



Table IV.3. 14

Percentage Attending Church Once a Wsek g+ Mors Among

Categories of Viewing of Religious Television by

Denomination and "Fundamentalism“ Categories

Evangelicals
Mainline Protestants
Catholics

Other Faiths

Lik/Char, OScale:
High. .
Medium
Low

-------- Religious Viewing

None Rara Some Freq CD* N P(Tau)
% % % %
38. 9 54. 3 66. & 69. 3 15.0 (903 .00t
38.9 43.9 &2.3 63. 9 22.0 (B824) .001
u4. 8 77.3 &4.0 74. 9% -2.8 (%21) .001
20. &6 42.9 82.6 654. 3 21.4 (1%4) 001
61.3 64.9 74.3 78.7 13.8 (629) .01
50. 9 &6. 1 8.7 &0. 3 -3. & (430) -
33.9 44, 4 50. 8 s2.1 8.7 (736) .001
Table IV.3. 13

Percentage Making Contributions to Local Church Among CategoTries
Denominational,

of Viswing of Religious Television,
and "Fundamentalism®” Categories

v i
Evangelicals
Mainline Protsstants
Catholics
ODther Faiths

Lit/Char. Scale:
High
Medium
Low

None Rare Some
% % %
44 3 54. 9 58. 9
41.0 °1.0 &0. &
43. 0 93.1 s7.35
21.2 90.0 o2, 9
89,9 70. 6 63.8
44. 3 S52.8 48. 9
36.1 45. 9 37.9

Religlious Viewing

Freq

60.
&3,
4%,
b1,

&&.
<0,
o4,

GO0

~NO O

e 0w

&
.8
8

(830)
{(793)
{486)
(141)

{5B0O)
(423}

(682)

*#The differential calculation compares “"rare"
"frequent” viswers.

with



Table IV.3. 18

The Relationship Batween Religious And
General Television Viewing And Opposing
A Freeze On Nuclear Weapons.

Religious Television Viewsrs Qeneral Television Viewers
Light: (See note) Light: (Bee note}
Control (MNo.? {No. }
Variabls Pct. ch Cammaisig!} Pct. [+4] Cammaleig)
Overall J92 573 :
3284 r.7 L 13Gaen 41.7 -6 9 - 143us
Education
LT High School &3 . 107
37. & .3 . 027 42.1 - 7.4 -. 133
High S¢hoal Grad 126 X 190
32.3 13. 4 , RTLE4R 42.0 -7 4 -. 157=
Soms College Plus 197 232
36. 9 7. . 160% 413 -6 4 -. 136
Age
18-29 78 a4
23,7 13.0 . 332w 34,2 -10. &4 - 247
J0—-47 183 297
37. & 7.3 . 149+ 41.35 - 2.8 -. 038
20-63 a9 . . 173 -
40, & 4 2 . 0Ba 456. 9 - 7.8 ~. 138
Cvar &3 40 &1
44.0 -7.2 -, 148 42.1 - B.2 - 172
Sox .
Male 202 a3z
42. 3 6.7 L 134 49. 8 -14.0 -, 2B1lean
Female 190 234
30. 1. 7.1 L 197ee 34. & - 0.2 -. 003
Race
White 32 476
36. 6 11.2 . R2ZINER 44 3 - 8.1 - 1674
Nonwhite =1 : &1
23.3 7.4 . 183 26.8 3.4 .oe4
Houseshold Income :
Undar 13000 77 . 124
. 31.7 6.8 . 1904 42, 4 ~-10.3 - 217
13000 To 23000 92 ’ 132
33. 2 5.8 . 123 37.95 -29 -. 042
23000 To 33000 T2 ' 98
356, 4 15.2 . 302%+ 43. 8 - &2 -. 085
Over 2000 106 145
39. 6 1£. 0 L RTTER a5 2 -11.2 -, 229
Religion :
Evangelicals BO 193
36. & 9.0 . 1B&% A4, 3 -7.7 -. 094
Others 300 ' 330
- 34,7 b 4 . 1326 40. 3 - 8.2 —.178#»
Political Self-Designation
Liberal 43 &1
4.2 13.0 . 300« 30. 0 0.1 : . Q01
Maderate 141 203
4.0 3.0 . D44 37. 3 - &3 -. 140
Conservative 143 272
43.9 3.5 . 109 . 51,1 -11.7 - 2338+
Censral” Television: Religious Television:
Light ‘278 274
37.1 10. 4 . 2094 e . 37. 4 - 31 - 114
Heavy 116 273
. 32.0 - . 116 47. 3 =-10.3 - 208ee

#fTau~C Significance Key: ®es= { 001, ##4= ( Ol, #= C 03]
[Note” “Light™ Viewers of Religious TV are those who “never” or “rarely” watchl
[Note: “LIght” Viewers of Qenwral TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Table IV. 317

The Rolationship Betwsen Religious
And Ceneral Television Viewing Awd
. Favoring Tougher Pornography Laws

Religious Television Viewers Qeneral Television Viewsrs

Light: {(Bees nrate) , ‘Light: (Bse nots)
Contraoal (No. ) (Mo. }
Variable Pct. co Qanmal(sig} Pct. cD Cammainig)
Ovarall 201 1210

74.3 4. & L 137 . 78.8 - 1.2 -. 034
Education
LT High Scheoel 146 . 218

77.2 - 43 - 118 76.0 = 3.0 -. Q78
High School Grad 34 ) 430

9.3 3.4 . 108 B81.3 - 0.3 -, 010
Some Caollege Plus 404 509

73.9 13.2 . &llens 78. % - @, 1 -, 003
Age
18-29 217 187

71.9 - 1.3 -. 031 74.2 - 6.2 - 131
30-49 401 22

74. 8 7.7 . 278 77.2 1.8 . 043
30-63 198 . Bes

B80. 8 2.0 . - , Qb 83. 1 - 3.3 - 111
Gver &3 83 13&

B&. 7 -7.1 - 233 } 80. 3 Q.3 3113
Sex
Male Jae 300

67.% 10.7 . 270ees 7a.5 - as -. 080
Femals 343 . 710
- B82. 4 - Q.3 -, 010 ] 8z. 9 - 2.1 -. 072
Race
White 741 . a9

76.9 7.4 . 231ens 78. 8 2.3 . 072
Nonwhite &3 ) 124

&4, 3 5 & . 127 72.9 - 9.6 ' - 221
Household Income
Under 13000 197 276

2.2 3.6 . Q%3 73.0 -1.3 —. 033
13000 To 23000 216 - ) 298

78.3 7.2 . 2168 793 0.1 - 003
25000 To 335000 173 196

az. 3 .5 .01 a8z o 1.3 . 032
Qver 23000 - 201 260

73.0 14. 7 . 489ees 80, 7 - 23 -, 100
Religicn
Evangslicals 183 391

75%.0 3.1 . 084 77.9 - 2.0 -. 083
Cthers 701 734

76. 3 6.8 . 20988 TV - 1.3 -. 038
Political Self-Devignation
Liberal 11 128

&4, 7 7.5 179 &8. 0 23 . 129
Hoderate 90 479

T7. 9 3 & . 108 78. 8 -Q. 9 - Q14
Canservative ail 493

78. 9 3.7 . 190 83. 4 -39 -. 13¢C

) General Television: .Religious Television:

Light &10 610

76. & 3.4 . 1a2e V6. & - 1.0 -. 029
Heavy 91 ) 330

75. 6 3.8 . 110 8z. 0 -2 6 -. 082

siTau-C Bignificance Key: ##e= C 001, &= C 01, = < 03]
INate: =“Light" Vigwers of Religious TV are those who “never” or “rarsly” watch)
{Note: "Light™ Viewsrs of Seneral TV ara those who watch 3 hours or lass per dayld



-

Takle IV. 3. 18

The Relationship Betwesn Religious And
General Television Viswing And Favoring The
Death Penalty For Persons Convicted Of Murder

Religious Television Viewers Qeneral Talevision Viewers
Light: (Sse note) Light: (Sees note)
Contral {Na, ) {Ng, )
Varieble Pct. co Cammatsig) Pct. cD Cammainig)
Overall eL7 1020
T74.3 - 36 -, 092 73. & -7.3 =. 10488»
Education
LY High School 132 179
76.7 -11. %9 -, 284%w 72.3 - 6.8 - 137
High Bechopl Orad a2l : ara
) 80. 7 8.0 - 222" BO. 7 - 9.6 - b1en
Some College Plus 308 : 423
6%. 0 6.0 . 14% . 2.9 - &3 -, 104
Age '
18-29 209 179
6&%. 0 - 9.1 - 114 73. 4 -13.3 - F3ew
30-4% 368 _ 443
76.0 - 3.7 ~. 149 7o, - 3.1 - 126
80-65 ‘ 171 . 290
76, 3 -39 -. 074 78. 0 - 9.9 - 247
Over &35 &9 106
a1.2 - 8.3 -, 236 7.2 0.0 . 001
Serx .
Mals a3 313
81.v -3.7 ; - 114 a1.6 - 4.7 =, L44
Female L) . 03
&8. 8 - 2.4 -, 004 70.3 - 4. 4 - 143%
Race
White &876 826 | o
7%.3 1.3 . 03& 77.1 - 3.4 -. 098
Nonwhite 30 - TA
34 9 -7.1 -, 142 95.2 - 8.9 - 178
Household Income -
Undar 130CG0 172 <23
9.9 - 4.5 -. 103 70.1 +~ 3.9 -, 134
12000 To 23000 199 . 282
73. 2 - 1.8 =, 043 3.7 - 83 - 201+
23000 To 33000 1460 168
76. 6 1.2 . 033 76.7 0.9 . 024
Over 33000 191 ’ 232
73. 9 4.3 . 130 78. ¢ - 8.3 -. 218
Religion
Evangelicals 174 22
75.3 - &0 -. 130 73.8 -11. 9% - 24Fen
Cthers 633 631
T4 N - 2.8 - 070 73.8 - b, 2 - 134%
Political Self-Designation
Liberal 1123 131 :
4.2 - 0.7 -. 016 66.3 =78 - 139
Moderate 219 F82
7.2 -2.7 -. 063 7.8 - 7.3 - 169+
Consarvative e $1- 424
T Y - Q.5 T =, 288%4s _ -} - - 358 - 172
Qengral Tslevision: ) Religious Television:
Light 843 363
76t - 0% - 022 76. 1 ~ 4.8 -, 122
Heavy 294 £19
T6. 1 - &0 -. 140 73. 2 -9 9 - 23%een

#{Tau-C Significance May: ews= < 001, s#= (. 01, #= C 03]
[Hots: "Light” Vigwers of Religious TV are those whoe “"haver” or "rarely” watchl
ENote: "Light™ Vigyers of General TV are thoss who watch 3 hours or less ger dayl



Table IV.3.1%

" The Relationship Between Religlous And
General Television Viewing And Having
voted In The 1980 Ganeral Election.

Religious Television Viewers Censral Television Viewers
Light: (Bee note) Light: (Sees note!}
Control (No. ) (Na. }
Variable Pct. cp Qammatsig) Pct. cD Camma(sig)
COverall 0>=e 1309
2.8 4. 4 117w 79.0 -10.7 - T74ane
Education
LT High Scheol 121 219
%8.2 10. 1 . R16w . &7. & - 3.4 - il8
High Schocol Grad 314 430
68. 3 83 . 2004% 7r. 2 -11.8 - ZBInEn
Some College Plus 481 ey
61.0 6.2 138 24 88,1 - 6.9 - 0=
Age
18-29 182 . 181 .
s4. 8 6.9 . 132 69. 6 -20.3 -, 3F44us
30-49 433 . 54
7r7.0 - 1.3 -, 041 78. 3 - 7.1 -, 187«
50~88 216 - . 403
82! .7 . 023 : - 8&6.7 -11. 2 =, 350s+s
Over &3 L33 . 163
83. 3 - 3.4 - 172 8:. 7 - 3.8 - 116
Sex
Male 411 - 390
76. 0 5.3 L1387 80.9 - 90 - 24T
Feazle . 313 ' 713
70. % 4. 3 114w 77.3 -10.9 -, 260482
Race .
HWhite 760 1014 - -
73.7 2.9 . 0&3 78. 8 -11. 3 -, 2B83nes
Nonwhite &4 _ 144
39.8 20.3 . 4600 % 78 .3 -9 & - 241=
Household Income
Under 13000 17& 204
. 9%.7 12. 6 . . AT o . 71.3 =86 -, 174%
15000 To RJOO0 217 19
71. 4 3.2 . 134 79. 4 -12. 7 - Ji3ess
25000 Te 3000 176 . 210
77.R2 7.1 . 22& 83. 3 -10.7 -. 30&w
Over 33000 243 ' 297
82. ¢ 3.0 L. B&. 1 - 7.5 -. 236
Religion
Evangelical 171 400
&4 3 9.3 . 2R0es 74. 8 - 9.8 -, 22Fe»
Gthers 736 829 :
73.1 3.2 . 130 01 .4 -341.3 =, 303ese
Political Self-Designation
Liberal 182 is82
T2. 4 13. 9 , A9Ges 80. 3 - & & -. 182
ModerTats 400 21
74. 8 2.8 .o78 81.2 -13. 0 ~, JAJsea
Conservative ai1d 7 499
73. 4 2.4 . 069 80. 4 -10. 3 - 2T&¥ns
| General  Telavision: Religious Televiston:
Light &bt &a1 -
77. 2 4.0 .10 77.2 -13. 9 =, 31648
Heavy 263 38z

63.7 81 . 184e8 a1 .2 - %4 - 23g8ens

#fTau-¢ Bignisicance Key: ®oe= < 001, esm C Gi, #= (02
{Note: "Light" Viewers of Religlious TV are thote wha "never™ pr =rarely” watchl
{Note: "Light" Viswers of QGeneral TV are those whe watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Teble lV.é.2O

The Relationship Between Religicus And
General Television Viewing And Helief
That Premarital Sex Is "Always Wrong. "

Religious Television Viewsrs Qeneral Television Viewers
Light: (Beea note) Light: (Bee note)
Contral (MNo. ) (Na. )
Variable Pct. [4+] Qamasisig) Pct. cp Camma(uig)
Overall 339 &%90 .
28.7 Jl. 2 - 4845w ne 43. 6 - 2.8 -, 049
Education
LT HMigh Scheol B2 191
43 4 <3. 1 . 405844 &4, 1 - 82 -. 144
High Gchool Orad i32 . 234
30.8 26_4 . RQTnun 43. 7 -3 8 -. 038
Some College Plus 122 ) 226
21.9 31. 6 L B3anue 33.1 - 3.5 - 123«
Age
18-29 49 . 94
13.3 18 &6 . 30Teea 20. 8 - 1.3 o019
30—-49 1235 244
23.9 29. 4 . 422unn 7. % - & 4 -, 040
30-563 108 . 237
a8 & 20. 7. . 33348 60. & M- - -.118
Over 63 37 123
38. 2 18. & . A73ew 73. 3 -3.1 -. 131
Sezx
Hale 114 2y
b 22, & ‘3.0 . 494588 28. 3 - 2.3 =, 0463
Femals 223 ’ 431
33. 2 2%. 7 . 4ETHRE 31.3 - 33 =. 090+
Race .
White 276 247
28. 3 36. 8 . DEEnns 44. G - 1.0 -. 008
Nonwhite 23 ' 69
24. 0 19. 7 . B2%we 42. 1 -88 - 1956+
Housshold Income
Under 13000 99 209
- 356.3 4. 7 .81 s S&. 6 ~10. & - 1lb&nn
13000 To 23000 76 173
26.3 33,8 . J360ta 43. 3 - & 1 =-. 086
23000 To 35000 &0 93
28. 4 30. 4 . 334%uw 40. 9 -3 1 ~. 043
Over 33000 36 107
20. 4 33. &6 AE-T-38 2 2 a7 - 0.3 .03
Religion
Evangelical 104 . nz
42 4 23. 1 . 373ews 3.0 -12.2 - 22l e
Dthers 230 . 337 )
3. 2 30. 2 . 4gGFans s ¢ 2.0 . Q44
Political Self-Designation
Liberal a2 (3~
16. 9 = LK) . 3F0ens =9.7 Q.1 . Q23
Moderate 107 . 28
2.3 357 . 339884 38.9 0.7 - 023
Conservative 134 az3
9. 7 22. 3 . 374 4.7 - 7.2 - 099
Oeneral Tealevision: ' " Religious Television
Light 224 . 224
28 2 36.8 . 334uua 28.2 1.3 ~, Q04
Heavy 113 433
29.7 22.3 . 3F0see 63.0 -12.0 - 210nss

#(Tau=C Bignificance Key: #sn= < 001, #o= < 0, sm < 03) -
CNote: “Light" Viewers of Relfgious TV are those who ~hever™ or “rarely” watch?
[Note: “Light™ Viewsrs of General TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Tadble IV. 3. 21

The Relationship Between Religious And
General Television Viewing And Beliet
That Extramarital Sex Is “"Always Wrong "

Religious Television Viawers @enersl Telavision Yiewers .
Light: (See note) Light: (Seae note)
Contro!l (No.} - {No. )
Variable Pct. [4+] Gamma (sigi Pct. cD Cammatiaig)
Overall g70 . 1331
78. %9 10. 9 .37 1aww 84, 1 0.0 -. 004
Education
LT High School 180 293
0.9 1.0 . 064 4. 2 -~ 8.7 -, 359+
High School Orad 3469 . 468 .
82. % 7.3 . 30388 ar. 2 - 1.2 -. 092
Some Collage Plys 413 514
71.7 14. 3 . 391e8s 77.1 - 0.2 - 009
Age )
18-29 260 i 211
8i.0 - 0. & -. 009 79.% 1.3 . 034
J0-49 4035 D42
73.8 14, & . 440u %8 80. 2 - 0.2 - 00%
80-69 212 . -,
. al. e 7.0 299+ 88. 0 0.7 . 031
Over &3 %3 ‘ iez2
87.7 2.9 . 3a3% 94,3 - &3 -, 383 *
Bex : .
Male . 393 ) sra
73. 4 12. 0 L Jh2nes a1.7 -4 2 -, 131
Female Cos77 738
a1.3 2.1 . 33944 8% 1.1 . O&1
Race
White 799 1033
80.0 12.0 ,ATOnen 64, 9 1.7 . 067
Nonwhite 74 134 A
71.8 8.8 . R332 78. 4 - 1. & -, 043
Household Income
Undar 13000 243 . 347
B4. 8 3.3 . 133 B9. 4 - 3.4 - 231s
13000 To 23000 243 341
a9 10.3 , 837 wun 8y. 9 3.3 . 149
25000 To 3B000 167 198
76 & 11.1 . oA %8 a1.1 - 0. & -, 020
Cver J3000 199 - ‘ 2/
7C.3 18. 3 . 4F3nnn ' TE. A 0.9 . 019
Religion
Evangelicals 218 473
84, 3 &0 272 70. 8 - 5 5 -, 23F4sa
Others 734 794
77. 4 11. 9 . 37Fann 80C. & 3. 4 . 108
PFoplitical Self-Designation
Liberal 119 148
&3.3 19. 0 , #OEN4E 69. 2 4.7 119
Hoderate 414 318
79. 2 10. 2 . 33Teen 83 4 1.2 . Q=8
Conservative 350 7 339
B&. 2 4.7 . 227. er. 1 - 1.2 -. 049
Seneral Televigion: Religicus Television:
Light 643 : 443
77.9 13. & . 48%awe 7.9 A. ¢ .07%
Heavy az7 639
80. 9 8.7 . 199+ *T?. 9 -4 % - 2464°

#(Tay=C Bignificance Key: ®as= { 001, #== <. 01, ew 03] .
{Nots: “Light* Viewsrs of Religious TV are those whe “never® ar "rarvely® watchl
{Note: "Light" Viewsrs of Cenaral TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Table IV. 2 22

The Relationship Between Religious And
Ganearal Television Viewing And Belief
That Homosezuality Is "Always Wrong. *

Religious Television Viswers

General Television Viswers

{Bee note}

Light: (See note) Light:
Control {Na. } (No. )
Variabie Fcs. Co Cammaisig’ Pot. cD Gamma(sig)
Overall 792 1179

&9. 6 19. 9 . JhIeee 78.8 2.8 . Q83
Education
LT High School 162 28C

83. 9 7.9 . JETan 1.2 & 2 - *13
High B¢chool Grad 329 _27

78.1 10. 3 . 3AJEwN 83.7 0.8 -, 022
Some College Plus 297 420 :

7.2 1.3 . AFeew &8. 0 £ 9 114
Age
18-2% =207 187

&7. 0 ®.3 L d22 £3.7 8 & .201s
30-4% 316 472

&4.0 24. & . G0LERN 74. 8 2.0 . 040
0=-63 183 a8

7&6.8 I8 2 . S018us B8&. QO 0.0 . Q0&
Over &3 |7 172

B88. 8 6. 9 . AT2% 94. 0 [+ 2 -] - 049
Sex
Fale 338 3 816

&8. 0 20. 4 - 3212 2 76. 8 =2 . 083
Female rtL £632

70.8 19.3 -1 2 2 ag. 3 2.3 . Q70
Race
White &8 14

£9. 1 2t. 9 . E24uun 78.7 2.2 . 064
Nonwhite 70 133

72.2 11. 8 . A4 80. 1 1.1 . 430
Household Income
Under 13000 214 318

7.3 13. 0 . AL een a4.8 1.1 . 042
13000 To 28000 193 201

&69. 2 =01 . SbLHEER 8. 7 1.7 ~. 048
25000 Yo 33000 147 183

7. 4 14.3 . 3904 78. 9 5.8 - 133
Over 33000 145 - 208

>8. 2 31. 4 . &T44%E &8. C 7.6 . 167
Religion
Evangelical =201 439

82.7 9.3 sy 0. 3 3.4 - 160
Others e2 -Y-T.1

&b, 2 1.0 L DRO N 7.4 b 2 L1334
Political Belf-Designation
Libaral 98 131

231 <8.0 -1 4112 &4 3 6.0 . 162
Moderate 310 434

63 1 23. 2 -Yd 124 75.3 3.1 . 060
Consetrvative 307 497

797 I2. 2 .47 Jeee 83 4 2 & 119

Qaneral Televiston: Religious Television: ™
Light 522 saz2 .

68, 1 2.2 . &llees 48, 1 4.3 . 100
Heavy 273 11

2. 8 13. % . 47288 0.3 1.8 -. 094

#[{Tau=~C Wignificance Key:

ea=
[Nate: “"Light" Viewsrs of Religious TV are those who
[Note: "Light" Viewers of Qeneral TV ate those who watch 3 hours of less par dayd

C. 001, esm L 0O}, aw £ 03)

“naver~ or "rarely” watchl



Table IV, 3. .23

The Relationship Between Religious And Genera!l
Television Viewing And Opposing Legalized Abortion.

Religious Television Viewsrs Censral Television Viewers
Light: (See note) _ Light: (See note)
Contrel (No. » , (No.)
. Variable Pct. cD Cammaisig) . Pct. cD Gammaisig)
Overall ve 451
38. 2 29.1 . D3Fwnw 0.3 5.3 . 109+
Education ]
LT High School g2 180
37.9 19.1 L ALTEE 1.7 - 2.2 -. 033
High Schaol Grad . 177 237
47. 3 20.2 . 394ren . 36. G 4.1 . 063
Some College Plus 139 200
23. 6 27.8 . DASess 35. 7 Q.9 . 020
Age .
18-29 104 92
3561 29.9 . Y304 39.0 2.2 . 243%
" 30-49 162 290 '
34,2 26. 9 . A9Bnan 44, 2 4.3 . 088
30—-63 B8y 208
43. 2 27.9 . D20 - -} 4 4 . 094
Over &3 44 101
3.0 19.1 . 401 an FO. & - b & - —. 147
Sezx .
Male 137 . 264
' 35,0 28. 6 . J2Gnaw 47. 4 3.8 . 078
Female 242 <[ g
39.9 9.0 . S40%+ 32. 6 5. 4 . 108
Race .
White - 333 303
3%.3 7.8 . SoZwwE . 0.2 o 6.1 L1321
Nonwhite 34 ' 73
7. & 20. 4 . 393nw 30.7 1.3 . 02é
Household Income .
Under 135000 122 193
30. & 2.9 . 508 u% &2. 9 3.0 . 063
13000 To 25000 103 170
42. 2 211 . 4068 nw 34,7 - 4.3 -. 089
25000 To 33000 66 ' ' 8s
36.3 20.9 . A02%nn 43.7 2.8 . 037
Ovar 35000 &3 29
25. & 32.8 . GOTwun 34,0 9.2 . 192
Religion
Evangelical 97 ’ 272
44 7 27. 5 . - {22 2] 3.1 - 3. % -. 082
Others 297 342
36.8 26.3 . 4928 nw 42. 4 11. 0 L218%es
Political Self-Designation
Lideral 43 &8
24. &6 29. 0 . 560%nsw 34.3 2.4 082
Moderate 13s 212
31. 4 31.9 . J8lean 42. 7 9.0 . 180#«
Conservative 1463 . 294
A4T7. 7 23. 9 . 2Q7eas &40 . & 2.6 . 033
) Qaneral Television: Religious Television:
Light 249 249
36.1 J1. 4 L S734na 36,1 b 4 . 134
Heavy 120 : ara2
42.3 24.8 L AT2neR &7.% - 0. 2 . 003

*LTau=C Bignificance Hey: #su= € 001, @#s= € O, #= < 03]
CNote: “Light” Viewers of Religious TV are those whe “never™ or "rarely” watchl
CNote: “Light" Viewers of Qeneral TV ary those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl



Table IV.3. 24

Percent of Light and Heavy Religious Television Viewers
Scoring “High" on “Traditional Sexual Values” (Tradval) Index.

' Beligious TV Viewing
Control Variable Light Heavy C.D. Camma
z %

Total 29 -8 +29 . I0%an
Libderal 19 49 +30 . HO% R
Moderats 22 - S3 +31 . STHEN
Conservative 37 &d +28 . D2
Less than High School 44 66 +20 . 3RaR
High School Grad 34 44 +12 112
Some College and More 19 4% +30 . HO* %%
Age: ‘ _ _ .
Young (18-33) _ 23 43 +22 . A7 Hun
Middle (3&-33) &7 a9 +32 . O8#%x
Older (96-89) 44 &4 +20 cl2 2 2
Sox:
Male 24 93 +19 . SERER
Female 32 &1 +29 L33 NN
hupch A nee;

- Less than Weekly 12 38 _ +26 . 63 % nx
Weekly or More 49 &é& +17 el 2 2

Significance Key: # < 05 ##<C Ot ##%C, 001



Table 1IV. 3.5

Percent of Light and Heavy General Television Viewers
Scoring "High” on "Traditional Sexual Values" (Tradval) Index

Contral Variable Light Heavy C.D. Camma
: z %
Total 43 44 + 1 . o2
Liberal 29 32 -3 . 08
Moderate 36 39 + 3 .00
Conservative 52 31 -1 -. 01
Less than High School &3 37 - 4 - 11
High School Grad 47 46 -1 . 00
Some College and Mors 31 27 - 4 -. 09
Young (18-33) : 28 32 + 4 .07
Middle (3&-33) 43 44 + 1 . 04
Older (36-89) &1 53 - & .12
Sex:
Male 37 37 0 . 00
. Female 47 47 -0 - -, 01
Ghurch Attendance:
Less than Weekly 19 23 + & .17
Weekly or More &0 59 -1 -, Q0

Significance Key: # <. 03 ##{, 01 ##&{ 001



Percent of Light,

Sexval Valuyes"”

Contrel VYariable
Total

$- n
Liberal
FModerate
Conservative

Edvcation:

Less than High School
High School Grad

Some College and More

Age:

Young (18-33)

Middle (346-33)
Older (354&-89)

Sex:
Male
Female

Church Attendance;
Less than Weekly
Weekly or More

SBignificance Key: # < 03 #%#C 01 #2001

v
LLight

29
19

23
36

4%

33
17

21
26
47

23
33

14
47

Table IV.3. 26

n

Mediuvm

82

41
45
>8

63
o1
41

39
o1
&0

47
54

31
&2

v

. Heavuy

&9

38
65
76

76
a7z
&0

58
71
72

&3
70

43
77

Medium and Heavy Telesvision
Ministry Viewers Scoring "High" on "Traditional
(Tradval) Index

c.D.

+40

+39
+42
+40

+31
+34
+43

+37
+43
+25

+42
+37

+29
+30

Camma

Y- - P

. DN
3% 2
. 48% %%

. 3gnxx
. 42un%
. B7%Ex

. AbhERE
. SG%EE
. 30%#%

CS3nRE
. AE4RR

. ATRER
. 36N



Table IV. 3. 27

The Relationship Betwasen Religiouvs And
Ceneral Television Viewing And Belief That
Women Are Happiest When They Are At Home

Religious Television Viswers Qeneral Television Viewers
Light: (See note) Light: (Bee note)}
Conttrol {No.) (No. )
Variable Pct. <o Camma(sig) Pct. cD Canmalnig)
Overall yo8 998 )
62.8 14.9 . IFouee 68. 9 6.0 L1708
Education .
LT High Schocl 126 2%0
4.9 0.2 . . 00s ’ . B83. 9 - 2.4 -, 101
High School Crad 281 243
&9. 6 12. 6 . 3a7enn . 73.7 8.8 . 182
Some College Plus 2482 331
49. 8 17.0 . 3804w+ 39.0 6.3 128
Age
189-29 * 130 . 22 :
20.3 171 . 3434w 0. 2 11.9 . 230
3047 294 arz
58. & 18. 4 . 4O Ee 63. 6 10.1 . T2 R
30-463 182 a2s
7. & 4. & . 139 79.2 k.3 . Q70
Over &3 79 19
91. %9 -39 - - 212 a9.9 - 2.0 - 100
Sex
Male 320 437
&646. 0 14.0 L 4T aRR 0.9 7.2 . 184
Female X 288 - ) s41
&0. 4 19.0 . RG24 &7. 3 7.3 . 176ns
Race -
White 568 781
’ 62.3 18, 9 . RADRNE 68, 9 7.4 . 184%s
Nonwhite &3 : 110
’ - 643 10.7 . . 230 &9, & 4 5 L1114
Housahold Income .
Undar 13000 174 ) 274
74.3 B0 . 233+ 76.8 53 . 162
13000 To 23000 165 237
60, 4 19. & L A4 eE 0. 4 C. 4 . 009
R0 To 39000 118 140 .
60. 8 16. 0 L3516 65. 4 5. 4 . 122
Over 33000 142 181
2.6 0. 9 . 427enn 7.8 7. 4 . 139
Religien
Evangslical 175 62
7=.3 6.8 . 184+ 75. 7 3.4 . 098
Others s18 ae N
&0.0 20.0 . 453eea b4 4 ®.3 L2160
Political Self-Designation
Liberal 104 128
38. 4 20. 4 . ASZses &4. 6 6.3 . 142
roderate =81 e i-1: ]
8.7 17. 2 . 377%as 62.7 10. & .24l eew
Consarvative 262 ) : 417
&9. 3 11.3 2T een 73.0 27 ) . 074
Qeneral Television: Religicus Telavision:
Light £973 . 433
39.8 18. 8 . 4238 0e 9.8 L , 2024
Heavy ' 233 202

& 1 1.9 . 312%ee 78. 4 24 - 077
#{Tau=C Bignificance Key: ess= { 001, saw C 01, wm <. 03]
fMote: “Light™ Viewars of Religious TV are those who “never” or “rarely” watchl
{Nota: "Light" Viewers of Gensral TV are those who watch 3 hours or less par dayl



-Table IV.3. 28

Percent of Light and Heavy Religious

Television Viewers Scoring "High" On "Traditional
. Female Role" (Tradfem) Index

Control Variable
Total

c Selé-Designa
Liberal
Moderate
Conservative

lLess than High School
High 8chool Grad
Some College and More

Age;

- Young (18-39)
Middle (356-33)
Older (356-8%)

Sex:
Male
Femalg

Church Attendance:
Less than Weekly

Weekly or More

Significance Key: * <. 05 ##C. 01 ###<. 001

Light

%
29

on:

ie
23
36

32
32
16

ig
28
S2

30
24

22

39

Vv

Heavg

3
31

40
45
57

61
90
41

33
30
&1

91
31

45
>4

€.D.

+23

+22
+&Z3
+21

+ 9
+18
+23

+17
+22
+ 9

+21

+25

+24
+19

Gamma
%
. BRERR

-Tel 2 12
.43 nn
. 38#%*

. 16
L 34nnn
<44 unn

. 38w s
. 3B% xR
. 15=

L 3G un
L S

. A% %%
. 3%



Religlious Telavision Viewers

Table 1V 3.29 -

The Relationship Between Religloue And Oeneral

Television Viewing And Belief That Women Bhould

Net Work If They Are “Supperted By Their Husbends. ™

Genaral Television Viewers

ENots: “Light™ Viewsrs of Religious TV ars
INcte: "Light" Viewsrs of Gensral TV

those who "never® or “rarely” watch]
are those who watch I hours or lass per day]

Light: (See note) - Light: (See note}
Contreal {No. ) {Na.)
Variable Pct. cD Cammaisig) Pct. ¢D Cammalsig)
Overall 376 &17 .

32.8 2. v . A4 Z 4R 42. 9 2.4 . Q92
Education
LT High School 9 180

54, 4 11.8 . 2438 &3 9 - 8.0 -, 170
High Behool @rad 1&7 233

a9.7 14. 4 . REARAS 47, 2 - 1.4 - 027
Some College Plus 167 176

20.0 23. 7 . JAJENE =28. 3 3.1 .O73
Age
18-29 TA b4

24,1 14.7 . A32es z235.7 3.6 . 136
30-49 141 227

27. 3 1.2 , 425448 36. € 1.2 . OR4
30~&3 107 zid4

44 & 146. 9 = - L L2 2 23. 4 3. e . 077
Over &3 34 112

&2. 1 8.4 . 187 71.3 -7 4 -, 1469
Sux
Hale 189 273 :

33.0 =L 9 A1 wan 43.3 3.9 . o078
Femalw 207 J44

al. =2 23. ¢ , A& wEe 42. &6 2.1 . D43
ﬁa:i i
White 302 470

3z2.5 6.0 L AT e 41. 9 6.1 . 124
Nonwhite 20 7a

31.3 12. 3 . 209 485. 8 -146. 3 -, 332qna
Houssheld Incoms
Under 2000 ’ 132 210

4%. 3 157 . 24%n. &0. 7 -3 4 - 111
13000 To 23000 h}-] 133

33.9 19. 1 L 3TTann 43. 3 - 0.1 -. 902
23000 Te 35000 48 a1

3.8 29. 3 L, B71888 37.0 - 7.2 -. 160
Over 33000 a4 as

17. 4 23. 2 . 310esw 26. 3 1.1 . 028
E;iigion
Evangelical F0 247

37.8 16.9° . 330nas 33.2 -10. 2 - 20442
Others 277 a3a

31.2 23. 9 . 484 37.3 7 S 197
Political Self-Designation
Libaral 38 &0

20. 3 4.7 . S23en 29.7 a.3 . Q78
Moderate 130 204

26. 9 23. 2 . ALTnne 34. 4 2. & . 036
Conservative 199 =81

42.1 =0. & . 397 ana 2. 2 2.2 . Q43

: '
Gansral Television: Religious Television: N

Light 229 229

29.8 29. 0 . BAQems 29.8 9. % . 2008
Heavy 147 b

38. 9 123 ., 240eae 38.8 - 7. 4 -. 130«
#CTau—C-Bighificance Hay: e#¥= € 001, #sw C O, #= <. 031



Table IV. 3. 30

Percent of Light and Heavy Ceneral Television Viewers
(Tradfem) Index

Scoring "High" on “Tradi{tional Female Role"

Contrel Variable

Total

Liberal
Moderate
Conservative

Education: :
Less than High School
High School Grad

Some College and More

Age:

Young (18-33)
Middle (36-53)
Older (3&6-89)

- Sex;
Male
Female

r A n
Less than Weekly
Weskly or More

Significance Key: * < 09 ##< 01 #xx{, 001

T
Light

39

28
31
47

62
a1
24

21
as
59

38
39

29
46

v

Heavy

41

24
36
48

54
41
27

29
41
57

43
40

33
46

+

NWe LWoaw

-

Camma

. 09=

.06
. 15%
. 03

-. 13
.01
. 09

17 %E
.07

.12
. 08

L 21%%
.01



Table IV.3.31

Percent of Light, Medium and Heavy Television
Ministry Viewers Scoring "High" on "Traditional
Female Role” (Tradfem) Index

Control Variable. Light Madium Heavy C.D. Gamma

Total . 29 47 54 +23 . 33#nn
Bolitical Views:

Libsral i9 34 44 +27 . 38%xN
Fiodearate Z3 42 48 +23 pcys £ 2
Conservative o 38 52 61 +23 . 27 % %%

Less than High School b =4 v8 &9 +17 . 18%%

High School Grad 32 47 50 +18 . 24%%%

Some College and More b 3] 36 44 +29 . GO%X R

Young (18-33) .. 16 34 3 +19 . 37%nn

Middle (36-33) 30 43 96 +26 . 20%%%

Older (36-89) ... 54 60 &1 o+ 7 . 09

Sex; _ . _

Male 31 44 60 +29 . 340N

Female 28 47 52 +24 . 35%nE

LLess. than Weeklyg™ , 23 43 49 +24 By L 2 2 ;
Heekly or More 38 49 37 ' +19 . 24% %% |

Significance Key: # < 03 #%C 01 ##xd 001



Table IV.2. 32

The Relationship Between Religious And Ceneral
Television Viewing And Having A "Great Deal"” Of
Confidence In The People Running Tha Local Church,

Religious Television Viewsrs

Light: (See note)

Qeneral Television Viewers

Light: <{See note!

-:riu-& ﬁtgn!!lcanco Key: sesw < 001, #sm (. 0Of, #= < 03] -
(Note: “Light" yigwers of Roligious TV are thoss who “never” or “rarely” watchl
(Hote: "Light™ viawers of Oeneral TV are thoie who watch 3J hours oF less per dayl

Control (No.? {Na. )}
variable ret. [~ ] Gammaisig) Pct. cD Cammalsig)
Overall 1v7 10446
19. 9 1.2 -. 022 66, 2 3.2 . 0%
Education
LT High 8chool as 233
' 22.1 1.2 . 013 74, & 3.1 .ar?
High School Grad T4 39
16.3 -0.9 -. 040 &7. 1 3.6 . 0&4
Some College Plus 7é& avo :
13.1 - 1.3 -, 106 60. 2 - 1.2 -. 004
Age
18-2%9 =2 143
16, 0 4.3 . 021 %6. 0 3.8 . o%e
30—4% 70 414
12. 6 1.0 -. 04é 61.3 4 & . 083
30-463 33 332
- 20. 6 -2.8 -, 061 73 & - 1.2 -, 041
Over 43 . 22 155
21. 4 - 0.8 -, 041 re. 9 4.3 131
Sex
Male 81 - 418
18.3 2.8 . Q21 &0. 2 z. 8 . 49
Female 116 628 '
16. 2 0.3 -. 036 71.0 1.3 . 017
Race
White 1é6 BO4
’ 1.4 - 0.7 - 049 63. & 2.8 . 049
Nonwhite - 17 121
17.0 3.4 . 048 67. 2 6.2 <102
Household Income
Under 13000 &2 267
21,7 - 1.8 -, O&1 70. & 3.8 . Q72
13000 To 235000 31 %8
] 16. @ 0.3 - Q27 &b, % 3.2 . 074
23000 Te 35000 -2 1461
11. 6 1.2 =-. QU9 &3, & -10. 4 -. 173
Over 33000 37 188 .
2. 8 0.1 -. 133 57.0 3.6 . 0463
" Religion
Evangelicals a“ ) w7
17.Q 0.0 -, 049 79.3 - 0.9 -. 047
Others 148 s82
19. 4 1.8 -, Q04 60. 4 6.7 . 12&8e
Political Self-Designation
Libaral az 1314
16. 4 7.4 . 130 62. 1 -2.% - O&7
Moderate 89 383 :
16. % - 1.1 -. 024 62. 1 3.8 117
Conservativs b2 423
13. 1 1.1 -. 048 70. & aew L QT
Gsnaral Television: Religious Television:
Light 121 454
14.3 0.7 -, 0&1 %6. 8 40 . 0%&
Heawvy 76 334
i7. 1 c.8 . 013

73. 9 0.0 -. 010




Table IV.3.33

The Relationship Batween Religious And Gensral
Television Viewing And Having A "Great Deal™ Of
Confidence In The Psople Running Organiled Religion.

Religious Television Viewsrs Ceneral Television Viswers
Light: (Bee note} Light: {(See note)
Control (No. ) {No. )
Variable Pct. cD Cammaisig) Pet. (2] Qanmalsig)
Overall 29 a9
27. 9 14.8 -l 333 39 . Q=9
Education
LT High Bchnpiu 49 - 108
Sl e 27. 1 ig. 4 L Bliven . 34. 9 (-7 - . 071
High School Q@rad 129 184
29. 7 1.2 - . X160 9.7 - 1.0 -. 022
Bcme Collage Plus 149 198
26. 1 13.3 . 26Juwe 30.1 3.6 . 087
Age
18~-29 . 74 71
A 23, 0 13.7 . 31Fenw 2&. 9 w1 . 016
30-49 o 139 20%
T 24. 0 1£4. 3 . 2EFeEn 30. 4 6.1 . Q71
50-6&3 . 7Y 164
i 32. 9 9.6 ., 135» 38, 7 .1.7 - 01
Over &3 a7 79
378 10. 7 . 190 42. 9 3.6 o112
Sex
Male . 114 204
e 22. 4 18. 2 . 02 29.2 3.8 : . Q3¢
Famalse e 219 ' ' 313
AR 31. 4 11. 9 218888 346, 9 1.6 . 010
Race - *
White : 2464 402
27.3 14.8 . 204888 33. 9 4.8 Rl
Nonwhite 26 38 .
“ 26.0 11.2 .2B81en 32.0 2.7 - 008
Housahold Incame
Under 1300054+ 86 144
31. 3 13. 2 . 2l0nas . &0. 1 - 323 -. 099
12000 Yo 23060 83 123
8.3 13. & L 2FLeE 2.7 9.1 . Q99
25000 Te 38000 54 75
23.0 14.3 . 23484 at.¢ -1.9 - 054
Over 33000 &7 ) 93
23. % 18. 8 , Rbbsee =9. 0 >4 . 063
Realigion
Evangelicals 70 194
27. 9 16,1 o . 2bTane 39.7 1.2 - Q13
Others 224 291
a27.3 13. & . ZRJenn 30. 9 3.6 . D&

Political Sel#-Designation

Liberal 47 b6
=23.3 19.2 . A0&eew 31.1 2.3 . 031

Moderate 127 207
24. 9 2Ly . 33B% e 33.9 3.0 . Q13

Contervative 124 193
31.3 - . 11Rwe 33. 4 31 . 041

- General Television: Religlous Televistion:

Lighe 217 217
26. 9 14.2 : . 248ass 26. 9 2.0 «. 018

Heavy 112 273
: 28. 9 13.0 L 24Jens 41.1 28 . 027

#LTau—C Siynlticance Key: #eem C COL. #am < 01, ®= < 031
[Note: "Ljight" Viewers of Religiocus TV gre those who “never™ of "rarely” watchl
_ CNote: "L{ght" Viewsrs of Genersl TV are those who watch J hours or less per dayl




Table V. 3. 34

The Relationship Between Religious And Ceneral
\ Television Viewing And Having A "Great Deal”

- O# Confidence In The Peogle Running Science.
Religious Television Viewers Qeneral Television Viewers
Light: (See note! Light: (See nots)
Control {No. } (No. }
Yariable Pct. cD Cammaisig) Pos. ch GCammainig)
Overall . 471 &07 .
42. 8 - 7.9 - 134% 41. 3 - &. 6 - 143%%
Education 4
LT High Bchoel 34 73
33.1 - a.3 . Q20 2%. 2 4.9 . . 090+
High School Grad 133 : 175
26. & -é6.1 -. 078% ) 35. 4 - 4.7 - 113+
Some College Plus 278 ' aze
47. 9 - &7 - 109 0. 2 -89 -. 188+
Age
ia-29 137 118
3.2 =17.1 =, 280« a8 2 -13. 9 -, 281
2049 221 279
42. 1 - 4.9 - O7é&w 42. & - & & - 152+
S0-63 100 162
43, 7 -7.9 =. 130+ 40. & - 3.3 - 1224
Over 45 33 4a
42. 9 - F.4 - 192 34. 3 4 3 . 123
Bex
Male 236 alg
0.6 =-12.8 -, 222= T 47.8 - 8.8 -. 188+
Female 233 i ‘288
346. 6 - 3.4 -, 059« 36. 3 - 3.3 ~..092+
Race
White 404 ’ 478 .
43. 0 - 3.4 -. 078+ 42. 0 -3.7 - 0F4s
Nonwhite 26 7 ' : 39
27. 1 8.3 . 195 1 33. 3 - &£ 3 - 147»
Household Income
Under 13000 83 103
34.0 -39 - 042« 31. 4 0.3 =, Qg7+
Household Income .
13000 To 25000 113 144 ]
41. 7 - 3.8 =, 068% 40, 6 -2 - 114+
23000 Te 3%000 B3 T8
39. 2 - 3.0 ~ Q738 . 4z 1 -13. 0 -, 2h&*
Over 33000 120 174
2.8 - 7.0 - 192e %19 - 7.2 -. 107+
Religion
Evangelicals 79 164
33. 9 - 0.8 =. 020» 33. & - 6.0 =-. 102+
Others 402 . 404
43.0 - 8.9 =. 149+ ) 44 0 - & & = 13is
Political Self-Designation
Liberal 76 29
41. 3 - & & -. 120 13.1 10. 1 . 23bns
Modarate 229 - 7é
43. 7 -11.2 - 179a= 12.0 146. 3 L AT2ens
Conservative ' 1952 7 .1
41 3 - 3.1 - 102 10. & 19. & R rall 2l
Genaral Telavision: Religlous Television:
Light 349 349 .
44 5 - 7.0 - 149« &4 3 - 3.4 - 136+
Heavy 142 23¢ )
o3y -7 ~-. 072» 37.% - 61 - 093

#{Tau~C Significence Key: ese= < 001, ss= < 05, #= C 033
INote: *Light” Viewers of Religicous TV are those whe “never” or “rarely"” watch)
ENots: “Light™ Viewsrs of General TV are those who watth 3 hours or less per dayl




Table IV.3.39

The Relationship Betwewn Religicus And
General Television Viewing And Having A "Great
Doal”™ OFf Confidance In The Pgople Running Medicine.

Religious Television Viewsrs ' Ceneral Television Viewers
Light: (See note) Light: (Ses note)
Control (Ne. } (No. »
Variable Pct. cD Sammalisig) Pct. cD Qammaisig)
Rtvrec Overall 307 &39
41.1 Q.0 -. Q09 41. 3 ~ 1.0 -, Q47
_Education
LT High Schoal 39 108
a6. 7 12. &6 . 231 as. 9 6.3 . 104
sHiigh School @rad 1846 209
41.2 -33 -, 037 ' 39. 4 Q.32 =-. 043
Some College Flus 237 ’ . 305 ]
44, 2 - 1.3 -, 024 : 43. 0 - 5.2 -, 100
Age
18-2% 133 128
47. 4 -84 - 123 47. 2 - 3.3 - 113
214 284
38, & 3.8 . 042 41.3 - 2.5 - 077
L SO=-63 7 146
3%. 0 - 1.8 -. 020 3I7. 4 0. & - 012
Over &3 41 -}
39.8 8.0 . 140 42.9 4.1 . Q29
Sexr
Male 227 292
42. & - 33 =. D&l ' 1.2 9.3 - 043
iFemale 280 347
3%. 9 2.2 . O4 : 41.7 - 1.7 -. 031
‘Race.
White 436 332
43. 5 - 1.1 -, 038 42. 8 o3 -. 019
Nonwhtite 24 [}
4.3 14. 2 . 209 34.3 1.1 -, 023
~ Household Income
o Under 13000 119 160
42.8 - 5.9 =3 1] 42. 9 - 2.0 -. 081
"' 13000 Te 23000 110 _ 147
34. 8 3.1 . Q77 ) 7.3 L - . @91

" 23000 To 33000 89 97

37. 4 0.3 - 047 38.8 2.1 . 020
Over 33000 137 ‘ 137 -
47. 4 - &1 - 124 44. 4 -4, 4 ~. 083
Religion
Evangelicals 119 =227 )
40.9 1.9 . 039 41.3 1. & . 013
Others arz age :
’ 40. 9 - 1.2 -. 0346 41.Q - 1.0 - Q73
Political Self-Designation '
Literal &3 80
3= 1 .9 . o92 36. 2 1.9 - Q01+
Moderate 240 274
46. 0 - 37 - 10& 43. &6 - 0.8 -. 012
Conservative 1464 244
40.7 - 0.3 -.gl8 ’ 41. 6 -39 -. 118
Qeneral Television: Religious Telavision:
Light aso %0
42. 1 - 1.4 -_ 048 42 1 - 30 -. 103
Heavy 157 . 279
aJ%. 1 2.9 . 0bé 40.7 0.9 . Q10

#{TausC G@ignificance Kay: sw#= € OCI, ##= <. Ol, = £ 0N
CNote: "Light™ Viewers of Religious TV are those who “never” or "rarely"” watch)
[Mote: "Light™ Viewers of Qeneral TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayld




Table Iv. 3. 3s

The Relaticnship Between Religious And Qeneral
Televisien Viewing And Maving A "Orast Deal”
0? Confidence In The People Running The Jovernment.

Religiovs Television Viawers Censral Television Viswers
Light: (Bee note) Light: (Bae note)
Cantrol {Ne. ) (Ng.?
Variavle Pck. co Caomatsig) rek. [+ Cammaisig)
Overall 139 226
10. 9 4.9 . .O74e 14. 0 -1.7 - 10400
Educatien
LT High School 26 =1
14, 4 0.4 o3 16. 9 - 3.4 - 031
High School @rad 47 ) T2
10. 2 & 7 ) . 107# B 12.2 - 1.4 - 127%
Boms College Plus 99 5
10. 1 3.9 Lo 1] 12.2 -0 1 -, B4
Age
18-29 20 24
a6 1. 6 . 037 a.v Q.1 -. 101
3049 a8
LA 2.2 -. 003 1.4 - 2.7 — 1%eus
30—-63 <t-]
13.7 2.8 . 101 17. 9 - 3.2 -, 078
Over 63~ 24 43
23. 1 Q.1 . Q13 . 2. 7 - 07 . 033
Ber 3
Hale sa 108 _ :
11.0 ac . 131 13.1 - 0.2 -, 1468»=
Fesals ' rr ) 118
10. 6 2.3 . 048 13.2 - 2.0 - 029
Race
White 110 174
ic.8 3.8 . 1074 13.9 - 0.2 -, OB4
Monwhite 9 . 23
89 2.3 .1a8 . 12 & - 4.9 - 2ils
Household INcCome
Under 13000 38 - 28
12.3 1.8 114 13.3 -1.8 -. 104
13000 To 23000 =z i
1. 3 2z 4 o42 12. 3 - 1.2 - 043
23000 Ta 33000 = . 2
*9 88 .211e ) 1.2 0.2 - 1874
Over 233000 23 I9
’ a7 8.1 o4l 11. 4 - 0.1 . 062
Religion
Evangelicals 7 . 84
14. 3 1.2 . 001 16. 4 -2.7 - 114»
Gthery L -} 118
9.9 4. 8 . 113es . 1.7 -0.2 - QrY
Political Sel+-Designation
Libkeral 13 a3
) &7 7.8 . 083 1.4 -1.9 -. 087
Hoderate &0 78
11. 9 -27 . 021 12.3 -a. 1 - oy
Conservative &b 7
11.1 3.8 . 078 13. 9 -3.7 - 131
Qenersl Television: . Religicus Television:
Light " ' .2
10.08 s a . OaTe 0.0 0.2 -, 108%
Heavy &~ 119
11.0 23 . o83 14 & -2 1 - O¥Je

atTau={ Bignificance Key: ®esm . 001, #e= £ 01, = C 03]
CNote: “Light” Viewsrs of Religious TV are thoss who “never™ or "rarely” watch)
CNote: "Light® Viewsrs of Qaneral TV are those who wastih 3 hours or less per dayd



Tatle iV.3 37

The Relationship Between Religious And CGeneral

Teleovision Viswing And Having A "Qrest Deal”

Q¢ Confidence In The Paople Running The Press.

Religious Toloviiton Viswers

Qenoral Television Viewers

Light: (See note? Light: {(See nhote)
Control (Na. ? {Nag. }
Variable Pct. [+ Cammatsig) Pct. cD GCammaisig?
Overall 197 242
i3.9 1.2 -, 022 130 4. 3 L0733
Education
LT High School 44 b6
22.1 1.2 011 21.3 2.6 .0F2
High Scheol Crad 74 ) 79
16. 3 - 0.9 -. 040 14,9 33 . 038
Gome College Plus 76 : 73
13. 1 - 1.9 -, 106 11.1 8.1 . 06%
Age
18-29 32 2
. 16.0 4 3 . 021 13. 4 4.8 . 04
30-A7 70 2
12. 6 1.0 ~. O4& 13.3 1.1 . oz8
30-&% 33 77
20. &6 - 2.8 -. 041 16. 8 5.2 . 137«
Dver &5. 22 a1
21. 4 - 0.8 -, 041 16. % 14,3 . 129
Sex
Male B1 114
13.3 2.8 . 021 1%. 9 ae . 093
Female 116 128
16. 2 0.3 -. 054 14,3 3.1 . 040
Race }
White 166 182
16. 4 -0.7 ~. Q49 14,3 3.1 . 090
Nonwhite 17 as
17.0 3 4 . 048 19.7 0.4 - 013
Mousehold Income
Under 13000 &2 73
21.7 - 1.8 =. 041 19. 2 3.1 . 047
13000 To 23000 -3 1 &3
16.8 Q.3 - Q27 19. % 2.4 . 099
23000 Te 33000 26 30 :
11. 4 1.3 -. 009 12.0 0.2 -. 032
Over 335000 37 36
12.8 Q.1 - 133 10. 6 10. 3 1i2
Religien
Evangelitals 44 ae
17.0 0.0 -, 049 17. 0 - 0.1 L1
Others 148 131
13. 4 1.8 -. 004 13. 1 7.9 L I26%#
Political Self—Designation
Lissral 32 34
16. 4 7.4 . 130 16,1 10.3 L 122
Moderate- a9 102
16. 9 -1.1 -. 024 14,1 1.7 .o%8
Conservative &2 B3
13.1 1.1 -. 048 13. 6 6.8 . 102
Ceneral Television: Religious Television
Light 121 121
14. 3 0.7 -. 061 14.3 4.8 . 033
Heavy 74 104
19. 1 o8 . 013 12.0 4. 9 .18+
.tTluTC Significance Key: ®es= C 001, #e= C 01, = ( 03]
CNote: “Lignt= Viswers of Religious TV are thos® who “naver™ or “rarely” watch)
Chiote: *"Light™ Viewsrs of Qeneral TV are thote who watch 3 hAours or less per dayl
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The Relationship Between Religious And General
Television Viewing And Having A “Qreat Deal"

Of Confidence In The People Running Television,

Religious Television Viewers

Qaneral Television Viewers

Light: (Bes note) Light: (Ses note!
Control (Na. ?} {Na. }
Variablie Pck. ] Sammalsiy? Pt 54} Qasms(sig)
Overall 194 194
19. 6 4.8 . 101 e 12.1 16. 0 JITeee
Education
LT High Bchool 30 -}
24. 8 3.3 .073 16.3 24.8 . A4l4nne
Migh School Grad 83 [ )
18.% ~ 2.3 -. 043 12.3 12. 2 . 27 Iene
Sgae College Plus &1 bl
10. 9 3.4 L 122w T.1 9.2 . di7eas
Age
18-29 54 38
16. 86 3.8 L912 14,0 a.é& . 148
3049 &9 71
12. 4 3.7 Lillw 10.2 14. 6 . 383 #e
3063 R ) . -
18.0 3.2 . 099 12. 9 19. 0 34T Res
Over &3 23 . a7
24.0 -0.3 . o8g 14. 3 21. 4 . . 403%ws
Sex
Male e a3
15.0 A . 107 12.0 16. 2 LA1Zeen
Female 115 109
16. 1 R A . 083« 12.1 16. 0 L3426
Racs
White 137 139 X
13.3 2.3 L0311 11. 1 15.7 . 335eaw
Nonwhite 20 30
19.0 7.9 . 1944+ 16, 6 16. %9 . 3iT7wne
Household Income
Under 13000 74 &8 .
as. 6 1.2 . O24 17.7 17.8 . 331s4s
13000 To 23000 40 42
13.3 7.0 113 10.7 1.7 . 3200s
23000 Te 3000 34 . a
19. 2 Q.1 071 12. 9 a.& -1 20
27 =9
v 4 1.8 . 004 8. & 6.0 . 313wna
Religion
Evangelicals 47 &8
17.9 2.2 . 061 13.0 16.8 . A2hens
Others 149 109
13. 2 3.4 . QT2 11.0 16. 9 . 3634ee
Political Self—Designation
Lideral 23 : Fad
' 11.9 12.2 . 233Ane 13. 1 10.1 L 2Denw
Moderate 89 76
16.7 3.0 .07% 12. ¢ 16. 3 L JT72eun
Conservative b4 &4
15.8 3. 4 . 039 10. & 19 6 L 3TVene
Caneral Tslevisien: Religious Television:
Light 93 3
11,1 1.6 , OB&s 1.8 13. ¢ . 3éVnen
Heavy 101 a8
23. 0 3.8 . 0581 12,7 18. 1 . J2Jeus

#LTau=C Bignificance Key: osem C. 001, ##= < 01, ®= < 033
[Note: "Light™ Viewsrs of Religious TV are those who "never”™ or "rarely” watch]
[Note: “Light™ Viewsrs of General TV are those who watch 3 hours or less per dayl




Table IV. 3. 3%

The Relaticnship Betwsen Religious And
Ceneral Television Viewing And Belief That
"You Can‘t He Teo Careful™ In Dealing With People

Reliiglous Television Viewers General Television Viewers
- Light: (Ses note) Light: {Ses note)
Control {Na. ) (Np. )
Variable Pct. cD Cammaisig) Pct. cD Qammalsig)
Overall L24 811
30. & %3 . 1B&# J51. & 10.7 . 217
Education
LY High School 133 222
66. 8 6. 4 . 150+ 70.% 0.3 .ol
High School Orad 251 ' za3
33.3 - 1.1 -, 023+ 52. 2 6 4 . 130
More Than College 236 . 274
43,3 1. 2= -3 . 41. 4 19.3 -sald
Age
i8-2% 7% 134
. 34.3 6.0 1244 2. 9 12. 2 . 248%
I0—-49 238 311
L 7. & . 148+ 43. 7 14. 0 L2754
50-63 125 . 240
48, 3 12. 9 . . 237« 23,2 8.3 172
Over &3 &2 124
&0.8 6.3 L 137= &4, 9 -0 4 -, DOF»
Sex
Male R4 z7
48. 7 2.3 . OB0w 47.0 10.0 . 199
Female 370 484
2.1 7 12. & . 233 4.8 7. & . 198+
Race )
White : 490 o991 .
48. 8 o2 . 100+ &7.7 10. 1 199+
Nonwhite T4 126
70.3 4.3 .114e 72.0 4 3 L 112
Houtehold Income
Under 13000 179 235 )
&1.7 882 . 194 - &1.0 12. 9 . 279+ -
13000 To 23000 192 - 214
°1. 9 7.3 . 148w 3. 4 2.2 . Q43
2%000 To 3%000 108 116 .
48. 2 4.0 . 079 . 44, 8 8.9 . 176
Over 33000 110 124
38. 9 2.1 . OAdw 37.2 11.2 -3
Religion
Evangelicals 161 314
61.7 4“2 . 090# . 60.2 11. & . 2%6%
Others : 448 ’ 435
47, 2 6.8 . 133+ 46. 2 16.3 . 204
Political Self-Destignation
Liberal g8 103
43, 8 18. 0 L 332 47. 3 13. 9 . J0Sws
Moderate _ 248 299
LY ) - L 177es 48. 1 %9 197 ea
Consarvative 220 2s
4.2 5.8 L1117 343 8.0 Y-t
General TYelevision: Raligious Tclcthinn:
Light a8s _ 386 '
&&. 7 *" . 193 46.7 11. 9 . 2JF«
Heavy 2738 a9s
38. & 6.0 . 120e 84 & [} . 164w

#(Tau~C Bignificance Key: #ss= C 001, ¢ew .01, sm o w3l
[(Note: "Light* Viswers of Religious TV are those who “never” ar "rarely” watchl
[Note: "Light™ Viewers of General TV are those who watch 3 houre or less per day)



Tatle IV, 3. 40

The Rolationship Jetween Religicus And
General Television Viewing And That The Chances OFf
Being A Victis O¢ Violence Are Between 1-10.

Religioue Televisian Viewers Ceaneral Television Viswers

Light: (See note) Light: (See note)
Control {No. ) : {No. )
Variable Pct. b Cammaisig) Pct. cD Gammaisig)
Overall 189 2R
12.3 1.6 . 062 - 13. 4 &8 . 240
Education
LT High Bchool ) 48
1.3 0.1 . 002 13. 6 7.7 . 2448
High School Grad 76 ' 77 :
15. 7 -02 -, 008 14. 3 2.8 .201»
Some College Plus 73 ' 81 ]
12.8 2.0 . QB4 12. 3 4.6 . 1e3
Aga
18-29 39 &t
18.2 - 0.3 - Q011 16. & 4.9 . 128
30—-4% 74 ) a6
13. 3 4 7 . . 173s 12. 3 8.4 . 29688
0=-46% 40 . . . 7
13.7 1.2 .04l 12. 8 B. & . 299
Over &3 14 23
13. 4 - 0.9 -, 033 13.7 2.2 . 090
Sex
Male as - . 98
16.0 1.8 . 064 ! 14.0 83 . 252en
Female ] . 103 : 114
14.8 1.7 . 063 o 13.0 & 2 - . R27en
Racse
Whits 140 123
13.9 0.7 . 030 12. 4 4 & . 183#»
Nenwhite 29 a7
28. 4 - 4.1 - 107 ®1.2 8.0 .21
Household Income
Under 15000 a7 33
) 19. 7 - 1.9 -, 062 14, 6 8.1 . 26T
13000 To 2W000 4 &1
17, 9 0.1 . Q31 13.3 7.2 .231e
23000 To 33000 < }§ 31
14.1 1.3 . Q%e 12. 8 3.4 . 212
Over 33000 23 33
8.7 2.3 E . 129 ) 9.9 - 07 - 039
Religion
Evangelicals 37 Jo
14,2 2.2 . 0B3 13.7 3.0 . 188
Others 148 : 133
13.9 1.9 . Q&7 13.3 7.3 . 23bees
Follitical Self-Designation
Liberal 34 3&
17.3 1.9 . 0463 14 4 4.0 . 1339
Moderate 78 0
13.0 J.4 . 122 14. 6 3.4 . 1892as
Conservative 2] &9
13.3 2.1 . 084 11. 4 9.2 . 33%ese
General Talevision: Religious Television:
Light 107 107
12.8 2.1 . 083 12.8 7.3 . 26&Tes
Heavy 82 ) 101
20. 3 - 06 ~. 018 14 . % 4.8 . 149

“(Tau~C Bignificance Key: ®esm C 001, #e= <. 01, #m < O8]
(Note: “Light" Viowers of Religious TV are those who “never” or "rarely” watch)
[Hote: "Light™ Viewers of QJenera] TV are those whe watch 3 hours or less per dayl
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A. OBJECTIVES QF THE STUDY

In view of the zapid incresss in religious telavision programming
since the middle 1970s, a study vas commissioned under joint sponsorship
by a mumber of religicus agencies and btroedcasters to determine the
axtent and nature of religious talevision's irmact on American culture.
Tﬁo components of the study, detailed analysis of program content and
viewer turvefl in two regional markata, wers conducted by the Armenberg
S;hool of Communication at the University of Pennsylvania. The third,

& representative survey of viewers and non-viewers in the United States, -

was contracted to the Gallup Organizaticn, Inc.

The objectives of the Gallup portion of the study were: (1) to
obtain descriptive information on the extent of religious television
viewing and sssoctated activities; (2) to examine the social, religious,
and attitudinal cheracteristics of viewers in comparison with non-viewers;
and (3) to determine the impact of religious television viewing on mors
conventional forms of ralisiogs participaticn., Dascriptive evidence
vas to be obtained on the numbers of pecple nationally who watch
religious television, on the extent of their viewing, on gratifications
from viewing, on program preferences, and oﬁ other kinds of activities
assoclated with viewing, such as sending contributions, recelving
literature, and discussing programs with friends. To develop a more
complate profiln of the rcligiaﬁs talevision viawer, these charactaristics

vers to be examined {n relation te standard demographic variables,



such as age, sex, education, region, and race; in relation to religious
activitias and orientations, such as dencminatiem, church membership,
saliency of raligiomn, frequency of attendance aﬁ religious services,
views of the church and {ts goals, and theolegiezl ocutlook; and in
relation to selected other variables, such as conventional television
viewing and viewing preferences. For purposes of comparison, viewers
were to be contrasted with non;viewe:a on these characteristics.
Finally, an attempt wae to be made, both from direct questioning and
from indirect analysis of the relaticns among variables, to determine
vhether religicus television viewing do:rfctod from or augmented such
nc:i?itiec as church attendance, church work or other voluntary activity,

and financial contributions to churches,

The Data, Questions designed in cooperation with the study's
Steering Comnittee were administered to a nationally representative '
sample of the edult population, age 18 and over, in May, 1983. Two
weeks latesr data were collected from a supplenmentary natiomally
Tepresentative sample of raligicus viewera., Both studies were
conducted by professional interviewers in pefson in nccprdancc with
standard Gallup Omnibus Survey sampling procedures and quality controls.
A total of 954 viewers and 1,049 non-viewars wers interviewed in all.
Viewers, defined as anyone who had watched a religicus program en
talevision during the past 30 days, wers o§eraamplod at a ratio of

two to one relative to their actual incidence in the population.

T Lol G S ——



B. HIGHLIGHIS OF THE FINDINGS

The results of the study are presented in detail in Secticn II.
Ameng the highlights of the results presented there are the following

findings:

1. Approximacely cne im three adults (32 perceat) had watched
a religious program on television in the past 30 days; 18 percent had

done so in the past 7 days.

2. Sermons, music, and ianspiration were selected most often as
the gratifications that viewers* especially liked abeut the religious

programs they watched,

3. The most common day and time for viewing is Sunday before
10 AM, Approximately four in ten viewers warch during this period.
Approximately two in ten watch during "church hours" on Sunday (10 AM

to 12 noon)}.

4. Nearly onme-third of all viewers had made financial contributioms

to the progrm they watched. The median amount contributed during

the past year was $30.

*Unless specified, viewers are defined as those who watched a religious

TV program within the past 30 days.

—— T Gl pompatin: e ——



5. One viewer in three had received latters or literature
from a religious program during the past year; one inm ten had

written or called back..

6. Viewers were more likely than non-viewers to register
dissatisfaction with changes in moral standards in the U.s., buz
were just as satisfied with the overall religious climate, and

were more satisfied with their local churches.

7. On the whole, viewers were no more likely than non-viewers

to have specific complaints about their churches.

8. Compared with non-viewers, viewers tend to be older,
less educated, southern, and disproportionately rural, nenwhite, and
female. Because of their age, they are also somewhat more likely to

be cemfined to their homes and to have health problems.

9. Vieweté are only slightly more likely to spead a lot of time
watching conventional television than are non-viewers. Except for
religious programs and a disinclination to watch movies on television,
their tastes in programming are not dissimilar from non-veiwers'

tast“-

10, Viewers are more likely than non-viewers to be Protestants,
to say that religion is persomally impertant to them, to hold

evangelical views, to be church members, and to attend church regularly.

11. 0f all cthe factors distinguishing viewers from non-viewers,
holding evangelical views appears to have the greatest effect; ie.,

viewers are more likely than non-viewers to hold these views.




12. Only 3 percent of religious television viewers say viewing
has decreased their involvement in church, But one in six (18%) says
religious IV contributes more than the church to his or her spiritual
life, and one in three (34%) says this about religious TV's

contribution to information on moral and sccial issues,

13. When level of religlosity and other factors are held conﬁ:ant,
rteligious television viewing does not seem to be associate with lower
levels of church attnedance, volunteer work, or church contributions

in the sample as a whole.

14. Within small subgroups of the population, however, religious
viewing does seem to be associated with lower religiocus involvement,
helding subjective religiosity constanc. These subgroups include
persons requiring assistance in going places, persons past the age qf-
fifty, divorced persons, those with low levels of education, and those

who have become dissatisfied with their local church.

15. Among non«viewers,,more than half claim to have heard or

read little or nothing about religious programs on television.

16. HNon-viewers have megative rather than positive attitudes
twoard religious television by a ratic of three to one. This ratio is
highest among college graduates, easterners, persons not sharing

evangelical views, and persons who seldom or never attend church,

T Gl Cpengaton S ——



. II. THE PINDINGS IN DETAIL



A. CHARACTERISTICS OF RELIGIOUS TELEVISION VIEWING

This section summarizes findings on the fraquency of raligiocus
television viewing, reasons for viewing and perceived gratifications
from viewing, contributions and other activities assoclated with
viewing, and the social contexts of viewing. Except for the results
on f:eqﬁency of viewing, which are based on the total sample, thae
t:ablu' in this section are based on questions that were asked of
viewers only; i.e., persons who said they had watched a resligious

program on television within the past thirty dayt..

l. Frequency of Viewing

Approximately cne out of every three adults (32 percent) claims
to have watched a religious program on television i{n the past :hifty
days (Table 1). This is a smaller proportion than found in two .
previcus Gallup surveys. A survey conducted in 1982 which asked an
identical question on viewing found that 43 percent claimed to have
watched in _the past thirty days. A 1981 survey showed that 32 percent
had watched during the past seven days. Both of these previcus surveys
were conducted in the winter, however, in anua?y and in December
respectively, and thus are likely to have §c¢n influenced by religicus
programming for the Christmas holidays and by higher rates of overall
television viewing during winter months. Taking these seasonal effects
into account, it seems doubtful that the present figures reflect any

overall decline in religious television viewing.
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Table 1

FREQUENCY OF VIEWING RELIGIOUS TELEVISION

(Total Weighted Sample)

VIEWERS ' 32%
Within past 7 days 18%
2 or more hours 8% '
1 to 2 hours 6%
_Less than 1 hour 3%

Don't know 1%

Within past 30 days,

but not past 7 days . - 14%
NON-VIEWERS 68%
Didn't watech in past 30 '
days, but have watched . 102
Never watched 58%
NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS (2,003)



Of those who had watched religious programs in the past thirty
days, slightly mors than half sai& they had done so within the past
seven days. Thus, & total ef 18 pereent of the adult population -=
slightly fever than one in five == claims to have seen a religious
program on IV during the past week. This figure can be compared with
data on personal attendance at teligious services to put it into
perspective. Gallup polls £ind that approximately &40 percent of the
adult public attends religious services within any given week. The
number of persons who watch raligious programs on IV, therefore, i3

about half the number whe ;tieud religicus services in person.

Anong those whe watched during the past week, the median amount
of time spent viewing was nearly two hours, As propcrtiana.of the
total sample, 8 percent claimed to have watched two or more hours in
the past seven days, another 6 percent had watched at least cne hoﬁr

byt less than two hours, and 3 percent had watched less than one hour.

An additional qunntion asked non-viewers if they had ever watched
a religicus program on television. Ten percent said they had -- meaning
that 42 percent of the sample sltogether had been expcsed to religious
television at some time {n their lives. For the present report, however,
"vievers'" refers only to those who had watched a religious program

on talevision during the past thirty days.
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2. Reasons for Viewing

Viewers were askgd to state Ig their own words the main reason
or reasons why they watched religiocus television programs. These
answvers were then grouped into categories (Table 2), About one
answer in five indicated that the respoudént simply liked or enjoyed
the programs, but failed to indicate anything further about specific
sources of enjoyment. Most of the ocher answers referred to specific
aspects of the pfograms. These énswers suggest that most viewers
explicitly watch because of the religiOus‘con:ent of thege programs.
One viewer in seven admitted that these programs substitute for not
.attending church. One person in eight mentioned the uplift or
inspiration the programs give them. Others mentioned t he fact that
the programs correspond with their own religious beliefs, that che.
programs cbntribute to thelr spiritual life, or that they like the

preaching or the music.

The responses-also indicate that a minority ¢f viewers watch
for reasons other than the religious content. Seven percent said they
watched gimply because the programs happened to be on. Others
indicated they watched inm order to get another point of view or
because the programs were educational. Perh#ps 2s many as cone
person in five gave reasons not pertaining to the specific religious

content of the programs.

Overzll, the reasons given suggest tht most viewers consciously
choose religious programs for their religious content rather than

watching them simply from convenience.
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Overall, the reasouns given suggest that most viewers consciously
choose religious programs for their religious content rather than
watching them simply from convenience. This was also true to an even
greater extent among viewers who had watched at least one hour in the

past week (See Appendix).
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Table 2

REASONS FOR VIEWING

(Vievers Only)

"What is your main reason for watching religious television programs?"

Percent

22Z

147

132

10%

9z

8%

8z
7%

b} 4
-4

5Z

42

ENJOYMENT/I LIKE IT: enjoy watching it; I like to watch
these programs

SUBSTITUTE FOR NOT ATTENDING CHURCH: it substitutes for
not attending services regularly; because I don't go

to church; havent' gome to church receatly, so feel
I should get something out of the service on TV

UPLIFTING/INSPIRING: gives me a 1ift; lifts wy heart;
good feeling

RELIGIOUS BELIEFS: our beliefs are the same; I believe in
the Lord; I'm Catholic; because I'm borm again

SPIRITUAL GROWTH: spiritual benefirs from them; for
spiritual uplift; strengthens my religious faith

THE PREACHING/SERMON: good preaching; I like the sermon:
enjoy the Biblical quotes

INFORMATION/LEARNING: for information; learning; educatiomal

HAPPENED TO BE ON: it was on the channel - didn't bother to
turn it off; wife turned it on so I had to watch it

MUSIC/SINGING: enjoy music; enjoy the singing

LIKE INDIVIDUAL SPEAKERS: watch a certain preacher; the
perscn oun the program :

WANTED TO GET ANOTHER POINT OF VIEW: look to see what other
people's ideas are; to get another viewpoint, especially
politics

TO GROW IN MY RELIGIQN: help to believe more; because I want
to know more about the Lord

Continued , , .

T Gl Cponspaln - Sor ——



Percent

4z
3z
22
22
22
3z

INTERESTED: interested in program
CURIOSITY: |

TO FEEL CLOSE TO GOD
ENTERTAINING/AMUSING

TO LEARN WHAT'S HAPPENING

DON'T KNOW

NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS (954)

—— T Gl Cpanpatin S ——
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3. Gratificaticns from Viewing

Viewers weres also presénted with a hand card containing a list
of ten gtatements describing potential "gratifications" or agpects of
religious programs that viewers migth find particularly gratifying.
From this lisc, viewefs were asked to select any of the statements
describing things :hey_especially liked about the religious programs

they watched.

Tﬁe "preaching or sermon" was selected most often = by about
one viewer out of two (Table 3). This was followed by "the music",
“having your spirits lifted", and "feeling close to God", About a third
of the viewers said they liked each of these aSpetﬁs. Thus, explicitly
religious gratifications head the list of things viewers like about

these programs,

These gratificarions were followed by more general gratifications
such as "'general enjoyment", "kaowing more about what's happening in
the world", and "information about important moral or socilal issues",

Each of these waz selected by a gquarter to a third of the viewers.

A swall minority of viewers also selected several other items
that are oftem associated with more conventional types of religious
participation: "the experiemce of worshipping", "feeling that you are

a better person", and "the sense of companionship or fellowship".

Altogether, 96 percent of the viewers seleacted at least one
of the gratifications lisced, 73 peréenc chose two or more, and half

choge three or more. .




Altogether, 96 percent of the viewers selected at least one of the
gra:ifiéacions listed, 73 percent chose two or more, and half chose three

or more. Gratificaticns listed by frequent viewers are shown in Table 42.,)
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Table 3

- "~ GRATIFICATIONS FROM VIEBNING

(Viewers Only)

"From the list, what things de you especially like about the religious
programs you watch?"”

Percentage of Viewers Who
Like Each of the Following

The preaching or sermen 522
The music 412
Having your spirits lifted | 40%
Feeling close to God o 36X
General enjoyment | 31z
Knowing more about what's happening

in the world 242
Information about impértan: moral | .
or social issues : 247
The experiénce of worshipping _ 22

Feeling chat you are a better or

stronger person . 212
The sense of companionship or fellowship 142
Other 22
Nomne 22
Don't Kaow | 22
Number of Interviews ' (954)

—— T el oot Soe ——
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4, Specific Programs

The programs that viewers say they watch moet oftan are:
Billy Graham, Jimmy Swaggart, Qral Roberts, Pat Robartson's 700
Club," and Jim Bakker's "PIL Club” (Table 4). At least one out of

every tLen viewers mentioned aach of thess programs.

After the top five, the programs mentioned most often were:
Robert Schuller’s "Hour of Power," Jerry Falwell's "Old Time Gospal
Hour," and Rex Humbard. Each of these was mentioned by at least

5 percent of the viewers,

It 1s interesting to observe that none of these programs is
associated with & particular religious denomination. All of these
programs, mereover, (with the possible exception of Robert Schuller’s
"Hour of Power") are oriented toward evangelical-style theology.

None s associated with the liberal tradition of American Christianity.

Tﬁc largest number of programs menticned having dencminational
sponsorship were those of the Baptists (4 percent) and Roman Catholics
(1 percent). No other specific denominaticn was mentioned by as many
as 0.5 percent of the viewers. It is likely that some §f the programs
listed as "religious services (unspecified)” and "other" were local
Programs lponséred by dencminations or local churches, but no further

information was given on thase.

e Gl Copenspalion S ——



fable 4

PROGRAMS WATCHED MOST QFTEN

(Viewers Ouly)

"Which religious television programs do you watch mest oftea?”

Billy Graham Crusade/Billy Graham
Jimmy Swaggart

Oral Roberts

700 Club/Pat Robertson

PTL Club/Jim Bakker

Hour of Power/Robert Schuller
Old Time Gospel Hour/Jerry Falwell
Rex Humbard

Baptist programs

Ernest Angely

Renneth Copeland

Gospel Singing Juhilee

Roman Cathalic programs

James Robison

Insighﬁ

Herbert Armstrong

Dr. D. James Rennedy

Jack Van Impe

Davey and Goliath

Garner Ted Armstroung

Religicus services {(unspecified)
QOther '

Don't watch any one most often

Doa't koow

Number of Interviews

*Less than 1 percent,

16

Percentage of Viewers

Mentioning Each of
Following

The

162
132
122
11Z
102
8%
62
5%
¥4
2%
2Z
22
22
1z
1z

1%
*

*

*

*
62
9z
9z
147

(954)

— e Gy Cpanspation S ——
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Those viewers who said they had watched a religious program
in the past 7 days (13 percent of the total sample) were asked to
pame the religious programs they had watched — thus giving another

estimate of the relative popularity of specific programs (Table 3).

Here, the top five programs were: Jimmy Swaggart, Cral Roberts,
Pat Robertsen's 700 Club™, Jim Bakker's "PTL Club'", and Billy Graham.
On this list Jimmy Swaggart ranked first, compared to third on the

former list; and Billy Grabham dropped from first place to fifth.

The top five were followed by Robert Schuller's "Hour of Power',
Jerry Falwell's "0ld Time Gospel Hour", and Rex Humbard. Baptist and
Roman Catholic programs again were the only ones mentioned with any

frequency having denominational spomsorship.

It is impossible to obtain a precise estaimte of local programming
as opposed to syndicated programming from these figures. Undoubtedly,
many of the programs listed as "religious services (unspedified}“ and
"other" an& some of the Baptist and Roman Catholic programs were local
or unsyndicated programs, but exact' information is not available.
However, it is ciear that estimates of religious television viewing
based strictly on syndicated programs (e.g. Nielson or Arbitron) are
likely to be low =« perhaps by as much as 30 percent. Oﬁ the other
hand, it is also possible that figures based on self-reports, such as
these, are somewhat inflated by the fact that respondents m#y use a

longer pariod than seven days for their recollections.



18

Table 5

PROGRAMS WATCHED DURING PAST 7 DAYS
(Viewers Within Past 7 Days Only)
"If you remember, please tell me the names of ‘the religious programs
or their spensoring groups you watched om celevision.”

Percentage Who Mentioned
Each of the Following

Jimny Swaggart 25%
Oral Roberts 202
700 Club/Pat Robertsom 13
PTL Club/Jim Bakker o 162
Billy Graham Crusade/Billy Graham . 142
. Bour of Power/Robert Schuller 132
Old Time Gospel Hour/Jerry Falwell _ 12%
Rex Humbard | 82
Baptist programs _ 8z
Gospel Singing Jubilee 32
- Kaoneth Copeland ' 4%
Ernest Angely 3Z
James Robison - 22
Garner Ted Arﬁ:strung 2z
Roman Catholic programs 2%
Herbert Armstrong _ 22
Insight 1z
Davey and Goliath : _ 1z
Dr. D. James EKennedy - iz
Jack Van Impe 1z
Religious services (unspecified) 9%
Other A 152
Don't remember 11%
Number of Interviews (546)
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3. Day and Time of Viewing

Most viewers watch religious programs on Sundays; and most of
this viewing cccurs on Sunday mornings. However, the largest share
of viewing takes place in early morming hours 'befére the usual time.
for church services, Only one viewer in five watches religious
programs between 10 AM and 12 noon on Sunday tIableG ). By comparisecn,
44 percent watch hefore IOIAH on Sunday. One in five also watches
after noon on Sunday, mostly after § PM, Altogether, 71 percent of

all viewers say they watch some time on Sundays.

Weakdays and Saturday viewing i{s spread almost evenly throughout
the week. Altogether, fewer than cne viewer in .twenty watches on any
given week day or on Saturday. Early morning .evo.kes slightly greater
- shares of viewing than any other time of day. Afterncon evokes the -

smallest share of viewing.

The fact that the numbers {n Table 6 add to more than 100 percent
(169 percent to be exact) indicates that some viewers watch during more

than one of the categories listed.



Tabla 6 |

DAY AND TIME OF VIENING
(Viewers Omly)
Percentage of all viewers who watch religious
programs during the days and times specified

Before- 10 AM to 12 Noom € PM tu After

7 10 AM 12 Noon  to 6 PM 8 PM 8 i
Sunday 447 0% 3% . 9% 8%
Monday : 3% z 1% 1% paa
Tuasday 3% 2% 1% - 7z %
Wednasday 3% 2% 12 1% Y
“hursday 3% A 1% 1% 2%
Friday A 1% 1% 1% b
Saturday 2% 1% 1% 2% 2z
Weekdays 4% &% 1% 4% 4%
Everyday 5% % 12 kyA &%

Number of Interviews {954)
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6, Contributions and Other Activities

Approxinately ome viewer in four (28 percent) claims to have
sent money to a religicus televisioﬁ'program at one tima or anather

('I'ablt 7 )‘

About half of this oumber say they have sent money on an irzegular
basis (once in awhile). Of the other half, relatively few send écney ‘
regularly; more respond only to special appeals; Thus, the data lend
scome logic to tﬁg frequency of special appeals that are broadeast on

religious ielevision progTams,

Slightly more than half of those viewers who have sent money at
all say they have made contributions only to one srogram. Scarcely

anyone claims to have contTibuted to more than twe different p;ogzams.

The me:n.cont:ibu:icn given during the past year was almost $100,
but medf{an giving (less biased by large sums) ranged around $30. Cne
quarter of all cantributcrs gave 310 or less, while at the other end,

& quarter gave over $75 aplece. ~Further analysis of contributions is
presented in Tables 30, 31, 32, and 33.)



Table 7

CONTRIBUTIONS TC RELIGICUS IV PROGRAMS

(Viewers Only)

"Have you ever sent money to any religious talevision programs?™

YES R 282
Regularly 5% |
Once in awhile 13%
Special appeals only 9%
To one program only 16%
To two different programs 10%
To three or more programs %
$10 or less | T4
Betweenn 3§11 and $29 -7 4
Batween $30 and §74 -
$75 or more 7%
Mean: $95.24 T
NO . | 70Z
Don't know : | _ 2z
100

Number of Interviews : (954)



Questions were also asked about other kinds of cormunication between
Teligicus programs and viewers (Table 8). Cnly one viswer {n thrse had
recaived letters or litaratura in the past year frem any of 2§e programe
they watch. About one ia every five viewers had received literature
more than five times during the year. Hardly anyone had recaived
talephone calls. About one viswar {5 ten had sither written or calied

the programs they watched.

—— T Gl Ot S ——
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Table 8

ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH VIEWING

(Vievers Only)

"How many times, within the past year, {f any, have you received
letzers or literature from any of thess programs?"

AT LEAST ONCE 342
Hore than 5 times 20%
2 to 5 times _ 12%
Once _ ' %
NEVER ‘ o 62%
Don't know ' 4%
100

"How many tiz.nes, within the past year, if any, have you received
telephone calls from any of these programs?V

'AT LEAST ONCE : 3T

NEVER ' | o 952

Don't know 2%
100

"How many iimec, within the past year, i{f any, have you written
or called any of the religiocus TV programs you watch?"

AT LEAST ONCE ' 11z
More than three times 2%
2 to 3 times 42
Once 4%
NEVER . 372
Don't know 2%
' 100
Number of Interviews {954)

Tl Bt S ——
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7. The Social Contexts of Viewing

Finiily, several questions were asked viewers about the sociél
contexts of their viewing — whether they watched alone or with others,
and whether they ever discussed programs with others. These were asked
to determine whether religious television viewing is strictly a private
activity, or whether it cccurs within the context of some kind of
social interaction that might enhance its meauning or assist in

disseminating its ideas.

Viewers are split almost evenly between those who watch alone and
those who watch with someone else (Table 9)., The percentage who
watch alone is higher, of course, than the proportion who live alone,
§0 some viewers apparently watch while family members are away or are

engaged in other activities.

Viewers are als; split in terms of whether they discuss the
p;ograms they watch with family members: about half say ;hey de so
often or occcasicenally; about half do so'seldomly or never. About
four in ten discuss these programs with friends at least occasionally,
but one third never discuss them with frierds. Fewer than ome in
five discuss them occasionally or often with their pastor or rabbi.
And only a quarter discuss them this often with octher members of their

church or synagogue.

Overall, L7 percent of the viewers indicated that they never
discuss religious programs with anyone —— family, Sriends, pastors, or
church people. Another 1§ percent discuss religious programs with oaly

. one of these groups.

gizzséiééééé;nugfadﬁnrLiz;'—-——— |




Table 9

THE SOCIAL CONTEXTS OF VIEWING

(Viewers Only)

"Do you generally watch these programs alcae or with somecne else?

ALONE 472

WITE SOMEONE ELSE . 52%

Den't Know 1z
100

Number of Iaterviews (954)

"Whea you watch religiocus programs, how often, if ever, do you
discuss these programs with . . ."

25

Den't
Often Occasionally Seldom Never Know
Your family 232 312 217 247 1z
Your friends 132 292 23% 332 2%
Your pastor or rabbi 52 132 142 647 ¥4
Other people in your . -

churech or symagogue 6% 20% 182 52Z

Number of Interviews {954)
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B. ATTITUDES OF RELIGIOUS VIEWERS

The study included a brief section on religious and moral
pezceptions, perceptions of the church, attitudes concerning the
church’s goals, and personal religicus orientations. Thess vere
included in order to determine whether religious television viawers
differ significantly from nen-viewers on these important issues.
Attitudes on more specific social issues were dealt with in the
Annenberg portion of the project and, therefore, were not examined
in the Gallup study. Readers should nots, howevér, that a Gallup
study conducted in December 1981 explored the relaticns between various
dimensions of religious commitment, inecluding religious televisicn
viewing, and attitudes-and values in a number of areas (see RELIGION

IN AMERICA, 1982).

1. Perceptions of Moral and Religious Climate

One of the hypotheses formulated during the design phase of the
study was that dissatisfaction with the current moral and religious
climate or dissatisfaction with the churches may be one of the factors
motivating peopld to watch religious talevision. The fact that Jerry
Falwell, James Robison, and othér religious television ﬁersonalities
have been critical of the moral and Teligious climate lends some

credence to this hypothesis,
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The results also provide limited support for this argument.
When asked how satisfied or dissatisfied they were with "the way
moral standards have been changing in America," more than eight in
ten religious talevision viewers said they were dissatisfied (Table 10).
In fact, 50 perceant said they were "very dissatisfiad." By comparison,
only 31 percent of the non-viewers said they were very dissatiafied.
Thus, on morality there is indeed greater concern among viewers than

among non-viewers.

On percepticns of reiigion, the two are much more similar to onae
another. When alk;d how they felt about ''the religicus or spiritual
climate {in America," 36 percent of the viewers expressed dissatisfaction,
compared with 30 percent of the non-viewers. Most of this difference
was in the "very dissatisfied" category (20 percent vs. 14 percent).
Thus, there i% only modest reason to think that viewers may watch
religiaus tale#ision simply because they are more dissatisfied with the

troader religious climate than non-viewers,

1f vi;vnru-ure slightly less satisfied with the general religious
climate than non«viewers, they are nevertheless more satisfied with
their own religious organizations. When asked their feelings aboﬁt
“the w:i things have been going lately in your local church or synagogue,"
71 percent of all viewers said they were satisfied, compared with enly

59 percent of the non-viewers.
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Table 10

PERCEFTIONS OF MORAL AND RELIGIOUS CLIMATE

Viewars Non-Viawers
Fealings about: '
The way moral stmdu-d; have been
changing in America
Extrenely utisfi&l 2% ol
Fairly satisfied 11% 24%
Somewhat dissatisfied 34% 38%
Very dissatisfied , 302 31%
| Don't know | 3% 51-
The religious or spiritual
climate in America
Extremely satisfied 3% 3z
Fairly satisfied 374 37%
Somavhat dissatisfied 36% 36%
Very dissatisfied 20% 142
Don't know | LY 4 10%
The vay things have bean going
lately in your local church
or synagogus
Extrenely satisfied | 242 16%
Fd.ﬂy satisfied 47% 43%
Somevhat dissatisfied 10% 5%
Very dissatlsfied 5% 5%
Don't kuow i 14% 274
Number of Interviews (954) (1049)
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2. Perceptions of the Church

To assess attitudes toward the_ghufch in grestsr detail, viewars
and non-viewers wers presented with a list of eleven statements,
each expressing some specific source of dissatisfaction or barrier to
paft;eipatiaﬁ in one's local church or synagogue, and asked to

indicate which ones were true in their own case (Table 11).

Cn the whole, viewers and non-viewers were remarkably similar
iﬁ their rasponses to these statements. Appfoximately four in. ten
among both groups indicated that none of the statements were true for
them;_ On‘specific statements, the percentages never differed by meore
than two percentage points, The-mnly excep:ién was that fewur viewers
than non-viewers agreed with the statement "I object to some of the
things my church or synagogue tencht;." Thus, it appears doubtful
that dissatisfaction with the lecal chureh accouﬁxs for much-of the.

reascn why scme people watch religious television while others do not.

Descriptively, it is neverthelass of value to religious leaders
to note the kinds of concerns that viewers xnd non-viewers have about
the church. The single most important complaint has to do with the
church placing too much emphasis on money -- a finding consistent with

previous Tresearch.
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Table 11

PEECEFTIONS OF THE CHURCH

"Which of these statements, if any, are tzue for youl"

Parcent selecting each:

I object to scme of the things my
church or synagogue teaches

It isn't convenient for me to
acttend religicus services

I don't feel comfortabla with the
pecple at my church or synagogue

I am dissatisfied with tha pastoer or
Tabbi at my church or synagogue

My leocal church or synagogue doesn't
meet my spiritual needs

Other responsibilities keep me from
getting to religlious services

There is too much emphasis on money
at my local church or synagogue

My local church of synagogue is too
conservative on social {ssues

My local church or synagogue is too
liberal on social Lssues

My local church or synagogue isn't
addressing tha serious issues
curTently facing our socisty

I don't like the way services havs
changed at my chureh or synagogue

Other

None

Number of Interviews

Tl Gl Cpangpation: S ——

Viewers Non-Viewers
17% 18%
13% 13%

9% 8%
5% 6%
9% 8%
20% 18%
21% 23%
6% 8%
4% 3%
10% 8%
9% 10%
1% rod
e 42%
(954) (1049)
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A sizable minority also believe that other responsibilities
make it difficult for them to get to religicus services. 3Both of
these problems vwere {dentified in the UNCHURCHED AMERICAN study as

lasding zeasons why people fail to attend religious sarvices,

On the other hand, some of the problems that have baen suspacted
of leading people to watch religicus television or to not participate
in religious activities at all seem not to be particularly proncunced --
at least as far as absolute percentages are concerned. Fewer than
ten percent falt the church was not meeting their spiritual needs,
Fewer than ten percent were dissatisfied with their pastor or rabbi.
Fewer than ten percent felt uncomfortable with the people at their
church or synagogue. And equally small numbers felt their church or
synagogue was too liberal on soctal issues -~ or that it wés too

conservative on social issues.
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3. Perceptions of Chureh Goals

If viewers and non-viewers resemble one another in terms of
satisfaction with the cﬁu:gh, they do differ however in terms of
what they think the church's priorities should be (Table 12). Large
rumbers of viewers and non-viewers felt that the churches should be
telping individual members grow spiritually and should be concarned
with maintaining high moral standards; similar but somewhat smaller
proportions included preaching and celebrating the Sacraments as well
as encouraging fellowship among the churches' top goals. But there
wera sharp diffefences concerning the i{mportance of evangelism and
social justice. - About half of the viewers thought evangelism and
missinn;zy work should be among the church's top three goals. In
contrast, fewer than a third of the non-view;rs-felt this way.‘
Convefsely, fewer than one quarter of the viewers felt thaﬁ social
Justice should be included in the church's :ép three goals, compared

to about a third of the non-viewers,

Thus, the relative pricrity of evangelism versus social justice --
an issue shown in previous studies to be a dividing line in many
large denominations -- also looms important here, dividing viewers
from non-viewers. These are relative differences, of course. There
s broad agreement among viewers and non-viewers on many of the church's
other goals. But on evangelism viewers are clearly more favorably
inclined than non-viewers, while on social justice they ars somewhat

less favorably inclined,
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Table 12

PERCEPTIONS OF CHURCH GOALS

"Here ars scme vicit of what the church's main goal should be,
Pleass tell me which one you think should be the most impertant.
Which one would you rank second in importance? And which one

would be third?M

Non=Viewers

Viewers
Percent who said each of the following
shoeuld be one of the church's top
thres goals:
Helping individual members grow
spiritually 777
Maintaining high moral standards 57%
Evangelism and missfonacy work - 462
Eanccuraging fellowship among
believers . 52%
Preaching and celebrating the
Sacraments 8%
Working for social justice 222
Number of Interviews ' (954)

76%

5T

30%

45%

382

342

(1049)

33
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4, Personal Religious Orientations

Viewers also differ from non-viewers in their personal religicus
views and experiences. Thrse quastions -~ concerning views of the
Bible, "born again” experiences, and evangalistic activity -- were
included as standard Gallup items used to differentiate evangelicals
from non-evangelicals in studiee since 1978, A fourth item askad
sbout Teligious experiences (other religlous characteristics are

discussed in the following sections).

Viewers are significantly more likely to hold a literalist
interpretation of the Bible than non-viewers -- more than half do,
comﬁarad ﬁith fewer than a third of the non-viewers (Tablel3).

Viewers are also more likely ﬁo put. their feelings about the importance
of evangelism for the church into practice personally, saying they

have tried to encourage somecne to believe in Jesus Christ or te

accept Him as his or her Savior {n considerably greater numbers

(68 percent) thar non-viewers (37 percent). And a greatsr share

(55 percent) say they have been "born again” than among non-viewers

(24 percent). These results, therefore, suggest that viewers differ

from ﬁan-viewe:s in being disproportionatély oriented toward evangelical-

style religiosicy.

The fourth question -- on religicus experience -- suggests that
viewers are also more disposed toward tha experiential dimensicn of
religion than non-viewers. Half of the former said they had had a

religious experience, compared te a quarter of the latter.
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Table 13

PERSOMAL RELIGIOUS ORIENTATIONS

Which one of these statements comes
closest’ to describing your feelings
about the Bible?

The Bible is the actual word of
God and is to be taken literally,
word for word

The Bible is the inspired word of
God but not everything in it should
be taken literally, word for word

The Bible is an ancient book of

fables, legends, history and moral

perceptions recorded by men

Don't Kaow/Other/Neone
Have you ever tried to encouTage someone
to believe in Jesus Christ or to accept
Him as his or her Savior?

Yes

No

Don't Know
Would you say that you have been 'borm
again' or have had a 'born again'
experience~~that i3, a turning point in
your life when you committed yourself
to Chrise?

Yes

No

Don't Konow

33
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" Viewers Non=Viewers
582 28Z
322 497

6% 142
47 9z
682 372
31z 622
1z 1z
55% 247
432 752
22 4

Continued . . .



Have you ever had a 'religious
experience' — that is a particularly
powerful religious insight or
awakening?

Yes

No

Don't Know

Number of Interviews

36

Viewers Non=Viewers
492 26%
47X 71z

4% 3%

(954) (1049)
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C. A SOCIAL PROFILE OF THE RELIGIOUS TELEVISION VIEWER

This section compares religious television viewers and non~viewers
on social characteristics, such as gender, age, educatiom, race, and
residence; on religioug characteristics, such as religious preference,
religiosity, theological orientation, and church attendance; and on
selected television viewing characteristics, It also compdares persons
vho watch a lot of religicus televisan with viewers who watch less and
with viewers of conventional television. Sameevidence is presented on

viewers of specific programs on contributors versus nomn-contributors.

l. Viewers vs. Non-viewers

Social characteristics. While non-viewers are evenly divided

between males and females, viewers temd to be disproportionately female
(Table 14). They alsc teud to be older, on the average, tham nono-
viewers, Thus, almost half the viewers are age 50 or over, while

about cne iﬁ five is below the age of 30. In keeping with this
pattern, viewers are also more likelj to be widowed or divorced than
non-viewers, but less likely to be single. About ome in every five

viewers is widowed or divorced.

Compared with non-viewers, viewers tend to have relatively lower
levels of education. Fewer than ome in four have ever been to college
More than a third never advanced beyond the eighth grade. Viewers are
#lso somevhat more likely than non-viewers to come from racial minority

groups.
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Table 14

SOCIAL CEBARACTERISTICS OF RELIGIOUS

Percent:

Male
Female

-Under 30
30 - 49
50 or over

Married
Single
Divorced /widowed

Grade school
High school

Scme college
College graduate

White
Nonwhite

Central City
Suburk
Rural

East
Midwest
South
West

TV Viewing

Eigh
Medium
Low

Number of Interviews

TV VIEWERS AND NON-VIEWERS

Viewers

Non-Viewars

447
S56%

17%
352
48%

66X
122
F3V 4

38Z
392
13%
10%

812
192

292
352
362

18%
292
372
162

36%
462
172

(954)

512
49%

312
382
31x

632
262
112

232
43%
152
192

89%
11z

342
292
27%

312
272
232
192

32z
Y4
242

(1049)
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In terms of residence, viewers are divided almost equally amoug
cen:r;l city areas, suburbs, and rural areas. But cempared wich
non-viewers the proportion living im rural areas is high.
Regionally, about two-thirds of all v;ewers are concentrated in the
Wouth or Midwest. Relative to non-viewers, the proportion in the

South is particularly high, while that in the East is noticeably low.

Table 14 also shows that viewers of religioﬁs televigion are
slightly more likely than non-viewers to watch television alot.
However, it would appear that overall television viewing iz not one
of the characteristics that sharply differentiatas teligious viewers

from non-viewars.

Overall, the standard social characteristics that most
distinguish viewers from non-viewers ars age and education. Since
clder people have lower levels of educaticn on the average than
younger people, we also tabulated the proportion of viewers within
eaéh category of dge and educacion separately (Table 15). This makes
ic éossible to determine if viewing {s associated mainly with a lack
of advanced education or with other aspects of being an élder person.
As Table 15 shows, viewing is generally more common among those with
lower levels of educatiom. The efect of education on viewing is
stronger among older people than it is smong younger pecple, As for
age, most of the differeaces in viewing are between those under and

over age 30, rather than between persons under and over age S50,
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Tabla 15
RELIGIOUS TV VIEWING BY AGE AND EDUCATION

Percentage in each category of age and
aducation who said they watched religiocus IV

- Grade High Soma College
School Schoo Collegs Graduats
Under age 30 _ i
Percent 14% 21z 19 13%
Number (36) (905) (296) (195)
Age 30 to 49 ‘ |
Percent 49% ’ 3Z% 362 22%
Number (118) (1080) (262) (389)
Age 50 or over
Percent 52% 392 . 35 25%
Number e on ar  (2se)

Nota: Numbers weightad to compensate for oversampling of viewers

e Galip Copengtion: S ——



&
Table 15 suggests one of the reasons why older peopls, vhatever thapr

level of education, may watch more rtlis-im television than younger
pecpla: viewars ars mors likaly chan asn-viewers to be socially
isolated. Specifically, abeut coe viewar out of thres gets sway
fron his of her home less than two hours c.dty, vherass only ons
sct=viswer (a five is <safined this much. Alse, i somevhat larger
shars of viewars than non-viewers raquires assistancs in g.r.:ing.
around. .Thcu problems are, of courss, mTe common among the slderly
than smong the young. TFor example, about 63 percent of those vho
naver get out of the house are past 50, as are & zajority of .thau

vha Tequire asatstance when they go out.

Another scelal faetor which was examined is :ui.d-n:ial mcbility.
-Previcus research !.us shown that changing residences leads pecple to
pazticinate in rcl.isi_ous services less often -- apparsatly .bcc.mu ic
takes time to become assimilated {n a loecal chureh or synagogue i.id.n.
3i{nce American society ‘generates comsiderable residential mbili:‘y,
it seemed poesidle that this mobility might ba one of the Tessons why
pecple watch Taligious talevisicn; i.e., religions zelevisicn serves i

a8 & substituta for those who ars not {nvelved ia a Ioé.al church due
~"to relfldential mobilicy,

This argument receives only limiced support. Controlling fer age,
viawers ars genarally no more likely 2o have moved within the past five
years than are non-vigwers (Table 17). The only excepticns aze that
viewers under age 30 aze slightly more likely to have ooved often in
the past five yuri, ad viewers age )0 %o 59 are slightly more likaly

to have moved at lesst once than ire non-visvers.
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Table 15

MEASTURES OF SOCIAL ISOLATION

Viewvers Non-V{igwars
"Ia an averags day about how many
hours do you get away from your
(home/residencs) {n good weather?"
Nena Ta 4%
1 to 2 hours 7% 18%
3 to & hours 18% 172
S to 7 hours . % 142
8 or more hours 372 46%
. Dou't Koow 2z 12
"Which 'ltatamm: best describas
how you get to places cut of
walking distance?"”
Without halp (travel slone
on buses, taxis, or drive '
- your own car) 85% - 91%
With some halp (have somecne
to help or accampany you) 12% 8%
Don't go cut at all (unless
ATTangenents are msds for s
specializad vehicle like an
ambulzaca) 1% 1%
Ho Answer 22 *
- .
Nusher of Intsrviews . {954) (1049)
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Table 17

RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY AMONG VIEWERS AND
NON-VIEWEES, CONTROLLING FOR AGZ

“Over the past five yearz, how many times hava you "changed residencas?"

Viewers Non«Viewers
Persons under age 30
Percant who moved at least oncse 662 69%
Percent who moved 3 or more times 417 342
Number | (153) (298)
Persons aze 30 to 49
Percent who moved at least once 422 38%
Percent who moved 3 or more times - 12% . 10%
Number . (330) (40%)
Persons age 50 or cver
Percent who moved at least once 20% 182
Percent who moved 3 or more times 3z 3%
Number (468) (334)



A Note on Health. The study did not inelude questions to

determine whether pecpls with poor health are more likely to wateh
religious talevision; A previous (1982) Gallup survey, however,
contained both a question on viawtng and an extensive series of
questions on health, thus shedding scme Iight on this issue. One
set of questions asked respondents to indicate which, if any,
medical conditions they had had duzring the ﬁalt twelve months, such
as high blood pressure, heart trouble, diabetes, headaches, etc.
The other set asked about psychological problems wsuch as depression,
anxiety, and lack of energy. For convenience, respondents were
clnssifte& as having good physical health if they mentioned no more
than one of the medical conditions listed, and good emoticnal health
| {f they had none of the psycholegical problems asked about. Since
health varies with age, respondents were also grouped intc three

broad age categories for purposes of écmparison.

Among pﬁnom age. 50 and olduf, viewers are significantly less
likely to be in good physical health than non-viewers, and margin#lly
less likely to be in good emotional health (Table 18). Among persons
age 30 to 49, vi;unrl and non-viewers scarcely differ from one another
on these messures. And among persons age 13 to 29, viewers are only
modestly less likely to ﬁnvu good health than nen-viewers, To the |
extent that poor health {g a factor in religious viewing, therafore,

its effact appears to be limited to older persons,
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Tabla 18

HEALTH OF VIEWERS AND NON-VIEWERS

(Based on a 1982 Gellup Study)

Vievers Non=Viewers
Persone under age 30
Percant in good physical health 5T% - 667;
Percent in good emotional health 3% 9%
Number (weighted) (248) (498)
Persons_sge 30 to 49
Percent in good physical health §1% - 63%
Percent in good emotienal health 81% 86%
Number (weighted) (363) (518)
Persons age 50 or over
Percent in good physical health 39% S6%
Percent {n good emotiocnal health nz 78%
Number (weighted) (518) (415)
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Ralizious characteristics, Viewars ars far more likely to be

Protestanﬁs than aTe non-viewers; conversely, non-viewers ars more
likely than viewers to be Roman Cathelics (Table 19). Spectifically,
nearly thres-fourths of the viewers are Protestants, while fewer than
one in five i{s a Roman Catholic. Among non-viewers, only half are

Protestants while four in ten are Catholics.

As for specific denominations, Southern Baptists and other Baptists
make up the largest share of viewers from any perticular background,
together comﬁrising about 30 percent of all viewers. These proportions
are slso largzer among viewers than among non-viewtrg. Mathodists,
Lutherans, and Presbyterians comprise the oth;r leading categories of
viewers, but they are not disproporticnately repfesented in comparison

with their numbers among non-viewars.

About three-quarters of all viewers are ‘church members =- a somewhat
higher figure than among non-viewers. When asked, "How important is
religion in your own life?" viewers are also more likely than non-viewers
to say "very important." Seven ocut of ten did so; among non-viewers,

fewer than half did sea.

Another striking differencs between viewers and non-viewars is thae
proportion of the former who are evangclicgll. This comparison is
based on the standard Gallup index of evangelical belief, the items
in which were discussed in the previcus section. By this measure,

37 percent of all viewers wers classified as evangelicals, compared

with only 9 percent of the non-viewers.
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Table 19

47

RELIGIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF VIEWERS ARD NON-VIIWERS

Percent:

Protestant

Roman Catholic

Other/Doz't Know

Baptist

Southern Baptist
Methodise
Lutheran
Presbytefian
Episcopalian

Church member

Non-member

Religion - Very Important
Religiou - Fairly Important
Religion - Not Very Important

Evangelical
Nen~evangelical

Church Attendance

Once a week or more
2=-3 times a mouth

Once a month

Special occasions

None

Number of Iaterviews

Viewars Non=Viewers
722 212
192 40X

9% 9%
152 82
15X 6%
102 82

6% 5Z

3z 3Z
1z kY4
772 66%
237 342
71z 442
232 347

5% 22%
7% 92
637 912
48% 33z
112 12%
172 11z
132 247

11X 202
(954) (1049)
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Finally, viewers are more likely to attend church regularly
than non-viewers. About half go every week, compared to only a
third of the non-viewers. At the other end of the scale, fawer than
& qua::ci of the viewers say.they never attend or attend only on
special occasions, whereas nearly half of the non-viewers fall iato

these categories.

Overall, then, viewers appear to be considerably more oriented
towerd organized raligion than are non-viewers. Their attitudes
toward the church and {nvolvement i{n it will be examined more clossly
in Secticn D. Ome thing to observe at this point, however, is that
viewers are by no means monclithic in their religicus orientations,
While the majority are Protestants, for'example, 2 substantial minority
nevertheless are Roman Catholics; and among the Protestants, no single
denomination makes up more than a small percentage, Again, mﬁst are
active church members, but cne in four i{s not a church member and
does not attend church. And even though many hold evangelical views,

the majority does not.
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‘Ielevision viewing characteristics. As mentioned, religious

television viewers are likely-to watch television in general omly
slightly more than are nnn-viewers;z The two alsc do not differ greatly
from one another in viewing preferences (fable 20). 4bout the same
number — a majority == in each case listed '"news™ as ome of their
three top cheices in type of programming. About a third of.each

group included "sports'. Smaller, but similar proportions listed

"talk shows", "police/action shows”, and "variety shows",

Th§ most sizable diffe;ence is in the proportions listing
"movies" amoﬁg their top three choices: 25 perceat of religious
television viewers; 45 percent of non-viewers. Smaller differsnces
appear in several other ;atégories as well: religious television
vievers are somewhat more likely than non-viewers to prefer game -
shows and scap operas; and scmewhat less likeiy to prefer docnment:aries

and dréma.

Viewers — by definition -- were also more iikely to choose
religious programs, of course: 31 percent did so. It is interesting,
however, that religious programs scarcely dominate the'viewing
preferences of these viewers — two~thirdas do not even list them anong
their three favorite types of_show. At the same time, no other type of
program, except news and sports, Wwas chosen as often as religious
programs. In short, religious programs fail to do well in absolute terms
amoné giewa:s. but relative :5 specific other types of programs they

compare quite favorably.
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Table 20 -

PREFERENCES FOR TYPES QF TELEVISION PROGRAMS
AMONG RELICIOUS TV VIEWERS AND NON-VIEWERS

"Here is & 1ist of types of programs shown on IV. I would like you
to Tank three i{n order of your personal preference. First, which do
you most prefer? Which would be your second preferenca? Which
would be third?"

Viewers Non-Viewers

Percent who selected esach of the

following among their top 3 choicas:

News | 52% 50%
Religicus programs 3172 ky4
Sports 30% 322
Documentaries 26% 322
Movies - | ' 252 45t
Soap operas 23% 172
Quiz/game shows ' 19% T 13%
Talk shows _ 19% 192
Situation comedies 19% 247
Police/action shows _ 17% 192
Variety shows 7% 18%
Drams o 152 - 21%
Number of Intervievs (954) (1049)
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It can also be seen that the pattérns of viewing preference
smoug viewers and non-viewers do not alter greatly when only those
vho watch a lot of television (fou:ror more hours a day) are compared

-(Table 21). Again, religiocus television viewers are less inclined to
prefer movies than are non-viewers, Otherwise, their preferences '

are remarkably similar,

As might be expected, the single factor most capable of
predicting whether or not viewers list religious programs among their
top three preferences is whether that person is an evaﬁgelical. More
chan.half'(SA percent) of evangelical religious television viewers
listed religious programs among their three favorite types of programs,
compared with only 18 percent of non-evangelical.religious television

viewers.

Previous tables have shown the separate effects of conventional
television viewing_and of religious commitment on religious television
viewing. The quesiton alsc arises as to the combined effects of thase .
factcrs. As a crude test, the joint effects of heavy conventional viewing
and religiosity om religious-viewing are examined (a more detailed
multivariate analysis is presented la_ter)'. As Table 22 shows, both
conventional viewing and religiosity positively affect religious viewing.
However, the effects of religlosity appear to be stronger than the

effects of couventional viewing, For example, reading down each colum,

the differences between those for whom religion is very important

Continued cn page 54
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Table 21

' PROGRAM PREFERENCES AMONG RELIGIOUS TV
VIEWERS AND NON~VIEWERS, HEAVY VIEWERS ONLY

(Only those who watch conventional TV 4 hours or more per day)

Viewers Non=Viewers
Fercent wio selected each of the
follewing among their top 3 choices:
News 437 41%
Raligious programs _ 25% 12
Sports 28% 29%
Documentaries 22% 22%
Movies | 307 69%
Soap operas | | 35% | 30%
Quiz/game shows 22% 19%
Talk shows 19% 20%
Situation comedies 21% : 26%
Police/action shows .. 19% 24%
Variety shows 18% 19%
Drama 192 207
Number of Interviews (348) (326)
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Table 22

VIEWING BY RELIGIOSITY AND CONVENTIONAL VIEWDNG
| (Total Weighted Sampls)
Parcent in each category of conventional viewing

and religilosity who had watched a religicus program
in the past 30 days

Less than 2 2 to & More than &4
hours of TV hours of TV hours of TV

Religion - Very Imrortant
Percent 544 61% * 84%

Number (Weighted) (%07) (901) (647}

Religion - Fairly Important

Percent , 26% 41% 43%
Number (Weighted) (205) (426) (339)

Religion - Not Very Importsnt
Percent 13% 18% 18%

Number (Weighted) (99 (211) (153)
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versus those for whom religicm is not very important aré 4] parcantage
points, 43 percentage points, and 46 percentage points, respectively.
By comparison, the differmces in each row between thoée who view
conventional television less than two hours and those who veiw more
than four hours a day are omly 10 ;oiﬁts, 17 points, and § peints,

respectively,

Finally, the study provided some information on cable TV
(Table 23). Overall, viewers were no mors likely then non-viewers
to have cable TV in their homes (they were not asked whether they
watched reiigious programs on cable chamnels). Within particular
segments of the population, some differences appeared between viewers
and non-viewers, but these differences were generally small: college
educated viewers were more likely to have cable TV than either college
educated non-viewers or non-college educated viewers; viewers in cencral
. cities were more likely to have cable TV than ncn;viewers in central
cities; the opposite was true amomg suburban residents; and southern
viewers were somewhat less likely than southern non-viewers to have

cable TV,
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Table 23

CABLE TV AMONG VIEWERS ARD NON-VIEWERS
CONTROLLING FOR OTHER FACTORS

Pereant with a cable TV in household

¥

Within each category listed:

Total sample

Undar age 30
Age 30 to 49
Age 50 or over

Grade school
Righ school
Some college
College graduate

White
Nonwhite

Central City
Suburb
Rural

East
Midwest
South
West

TV Viewing
High
Medium
Low .

Viewers Non-Viewers
38% 387
42% 39%
42% 43%
4% 32%
30% 1z
474 41%
L3 417
&L ‘39%
407 40%

 30% 29%
37% S 30%
36% 43%
41% 41%
38% 3Is%
37 k.
39% 47T%
8% C34%
40% 45T
sz 407
347 26%
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2. TFrequent va. Infrequent Viewers

This section summavizes the differences between frequent
viewers — those who.wa:ched religious television two or more
hours in the past seven days -~ and infrequent or casual viewers —

those who watched less than two hours in the past seven days,

Overall, the results may be summarized as follows: the
characteristics that distinguish viewers from non-viewers also
differentiate frequent from infrequent viewers (Table 24).
Specifically, freqﬁeu: viewers are disproportionately likely to be
female, past age fifty, educated only at the érade school level,
re;ideuts of rural areas in the South and Midwest, and heavy
viewars of conventional television. Low levels of education and

older age appear to be the factors that most sharply differentiate

the frequent viewer from the infrequent viewer. The proporticn of

frequent veiwers who live in the Midwest is especially high, while
those livipg in the East are relatively few. Race and marital

status are about the same among frequent and infrequent viewers.

Religiously, frequent viewers are even more likely than
infrequent viewers to be Protestants and to hold evangelical views.
They are somewhat more likely to say religiom is important to them,
and to attend church regularly, but no more likely to be church

members (Table 25).
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Table 24

SOCTAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FREQUENT Vs.
INFREQUENT RELIGIOUS TV VIEWERS

(Viewers Only)

Watched 2 or " Watched Less
More Hours in than 2 hours
Tagt 7 Days in past 7 days
Percent:
Male B C41% 51%
Female 59% 45%
Under age 30 12% 19%
Age 30 to 49 29% iy 4
Age 50 or over 58% -48%
Married . 67% " 63%
Single ' 9% 145
Divorced/widowed 24% 23%
Grade school 50% 347
High school 36% &O%
Some college : 5% 14%.
College graduate 5% 11%
White o - 75% 76%
Nonwhite 25% _ 24%
Central City ' 27% kkyA
Suburbd k3 isz
Rural ' 4Zh _ : 32Z
East | 142 23%
Midwast s 21%
South is% g%
Wast : 14% 18%
TV Viewing .
High ' 467 34%
Med{ium &4O% 4T
Low 14% 19%
‘Number of Intarviews (418) (468)
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Table 25

RELIGIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF FREQUENT VS.
INFREQUENT RELIGIOUS TV VIEWERS

(Viewers Only)

Watched 2 or Watched Lass
More Hours in than 2 Hours
Past 7 Davs in Past _7 Dazs
Percent:
Protestant . 83%2 69%
Roman Catholie 112 19%
Other : 6% 122
Church Member -78% 7%
Non-member 22% 23%
Religiou = Very Important a3z 72%
Religien - Fairly Important 6% 23%
Religion - Not Very Impertant 3‘2_ 5%
Evangslical 58% 35%
Non-evangelical 427 66%
Church Attmdméa
Once a week or more 51% 46%
2 to 3 times a month 112 9%
Cnce 2 month 17% ' 19%
Special occiusions _ 10% 13%
None 11% 13%

Number of Interviews (418) {468)
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3. TFrequent Religious IV Viawers vs. Fraquent Conventional Viewars

A different type of comparison is made possible by examining
frequent viewers of religious television -- two or more hours in
the past seven days - with frequent viewerz of conventional
television =« four or more hourslin an average day. There iz some
avérlap in these categories since frequent religious viewers can
also be frequent conventional viewers. However, the comparisens
are nevertheless meaningful, sinece the qﬁe:tion-a: issue hers is
whether viewers.of religious television are diStinguishable from )

heaéy viewers of television in general.

On social characteristics, the princiﬁal factors distinguishing
vievers of religicus television from he#vy viewers in general are the
following: wviewers of religiocus talevision tend to be coﬁsiderably
¢lder on the average and considerably less likely to have advanced in
school beyond the eighth grade; they are alse somewhat more likely to
live in rural areas and in the South and Midwest (Table 26). In short,
the social profiles of the two types of viewers tend to be ralatively

distinet., .

Raligiously, the two are also clearly different (Tab1e27)..
Viewers of religious television are more likely to be Protestants,
to say Teligion is very important to them, to hold evangelical views,
and to attend church on a weekly basis, They are alsc somevhat more
likely to be church members. These patte&ns again reinforce the i{dea
that viewers of religious prograﬁl select these progrzﬁs specifically
because of their religicus content and because this econtent appeals

to their broader i{nterests in religion.
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Table 286

60

SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS QF FREQUtNT RELIGICUS 1TV

VIEWERS AND FREQUENT CONVENTIONAL VIEWERS

Percent:

Male
Female

Under age 30
Age 30 to 49
Age 50 or over

Married
Single

Divorced/widowed

Grade school
Righ school
Some college

College graduate

White
Noowhite

Central City
Suburb
Rural

East
Midwest
South
West

Number of Interviews

Watched religious

TV 2 or more hours

in past 7 days

Watech TV &4
or meore hours
in average day

41%
59%

122
292
587

67%
9z
242

50%
362
9z
L¥4

73%
252

277
312
422

143
352
382
142

(418)
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41%
392

- 28%
. 32Z
40%

60%
21%
182

5%
45%
132
- 7%

8oz
202

38%
322
30%

24%
312
28%
172

(1182)



Table 27

6l

SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FREQUENT RELIGIOUS TV

VIEWERS AND FREQUENT CONVENTIONAL VIEWERS

Percent:

Protestant
Roman Catholic
Other

Church member
Nou-member

Religien - Very lmportant
Religion - Fairly Important
Religion - Not Very Important

Evangelical
Non~-evangelical

Church Attendance
Once a week or more
2 to 3 times a month
Ooce a month
Special occasions

None

Number of Interviews

Watched religious
TV 2 or wore hours
in past 7 days

Wateh TV &
or more hours
in average dav

83%
112
62

782
22%

83%
14%
3z

58%
427

S51%
112
172
102
112

(418)
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58%
30%
122

702
302

552
29%
162

2%
78%

342
122
16%
20%
132

(1182)
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4, Viewers of Specific Programs

Because of the small number of viewers who menticned any one
program as the program they watch most often, this analysis is
limited o four mejor programs: Billy Graham, Jimmy Swaggart,

Oral Roberts, and the "700 Club." Each of these was menticned

by more than 100 persons in the survey as the program they most often
wateh. In additisn, a ¢olumn labelled “local programs" is added for
purposes of comparison (Tables 28 and 29). Included in this ecolumn
are all persons who mentiocned watching religious services (unspecified)
most often, other pregrams, Baptist programs, or Roman Catholic
programs. As menticned before, not ali of these are likely to have

in fact been local programs, but they represent a type of programming
clearly.differen: in sponsorship from the other four. Following,

then, is o summary of the social an& religicﬁs.attribu:cs which

distinguish the viewers of each of these programs from one another.

Billy Graham, Of the five programs, BillyIGtaham has the highest
percentags of female viewers, the highest percentage of viewers age
50 and over, and the largest proportion of white viewers. H%s
vievers are relatively less likely to be evangelicals than scme of
the other programs' viewers, but do not stand out on any of the |

ather religious ftems.

Jimmy Swaggart. His viewers include the highest percentage

of men (although women are still the majority), the highest proportion
in the South (nearly half), and one of the highest proportions of

Tural dwellers. Religiocusly, he has the largest percentage of
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Protestant viewers and the smallest percentage of Roman Catholic
viewers; his viewers are the most likely to say religion is very

important te them; and the oost likely to held evangelical viewe.

Oral Roberts. Of the five, Oral Roberts has the highest
proportion of viewers under age 30, but also one of the highest
percentages of ;fiewezs past age 50, His audience is particularly
likely to be divorced, widowed, or single (nearly half are not
married). He has by far the least educated azudience. His viewers
include a relatively large‘proportion of non-whites and rural
dwellers, but he alsc has the largest proportion of viewe:s in
the East of any of the programs. He h;t the highest proportion
of non-church-members, pecple who do not attaﬁd church regul;rly,

and people who consider religion only fairly impoertant,

700 Club." Pat Robertson's "700 Club" is distinguished by
having the largest proportion of viewers between the ages of 30.
and 50, the highest percentage who are married, the lowest percentage
with only a grade school education, the lowest share in rural areas,
and the highest share in the Midwest, His viewers also score

highest on being church members and attending church regularly,

Local Programs. These programs share many of the overall
characteristics of the audiences of the "big four': disproportionately
female, older, less educated, Southern, church members, They are

distinguished mostly by the fact that their audiences sre somewhat



better educated than average, Taclally somewhat more diverse, better

represented in the West, and better represented among Catholics.

Cn the whole, similarities among the au@iencea of these programs
cutwelgh differences (e.g. when compared with nen-viewers). But {t
is also clear from these comparisons that somewhat differentiated
markets have been developed by the different conteant and styles
of these shows. Jimmy Swaggart, for example, appears to have the
greatest app;al to the traditional, conservative Protestant’ in the
southern Bible-belt. Oral Roberts, i{n contrast, attracts more
viewers from cutside the chureh, particularly the dispossesssd who
may gain hope from the type of message he presents, Fat Robertson,
on the other hand, appears more succassful at capturing a2 churched
auydience from "middle America." Billy Graham's audience is ralatively
diverse. But the most diverse audi{ence is that of the local programs
which are themsalves more diverse in denomin#:ioﬁal spensorship,

reglon, race, and theology.



SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF VIEWERS OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS

Pureent:

Mals
Female

Undexr age 30
Age 30 to 49
Age 50 or over

Married
Single
Diverced/widowed

Grade schoal
High school

Some college
College graduate

White
Nonwhita

Centrai City
Suburb
Rural

East
Midwast
South
Wast

Nunber of Interviews

Table 28

Billy Jimmy Oral 700
Graham Swagzart Hobertz Club
38% 4% 43% 41%
6Z% 56% 57T% 59%
16% 12% 17% 15%
2h% &G4 27% 4T
59% 43% 6% 372
64% 68% 53% 722
9% 7% 15% 12%
274 25% 322 16%
47Th 42% 58% 29%
a8z 45% 317 484
7% 10% 5% 15%
84 3% 5% 10%
87% 80% 76% 87%
13% 20% 24% 18%
24% 21% 26% 367
1% 3Z% 28% 30%
45% 46% 46% 347
19% 14% 22% 162
3ZZ 23% 32% 40%
38% 49% 37% 38%
113 14% 5% 6%
(153) (105)

(124) (114)
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RELIGIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF VIEWERS QF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS

Percent:

Protestant
Roman Catholie
Other

Church member

Nen-member

Religion
'Vefy Important
Fairly lmportant
Not Very Important

Evangelical
Nonwevangelical

Church Attendanca
Cnca a week or more
2 to 3 times s month
Onee a month
Special occcasions
None

. Number of Interviews

Table 29

Billy
Graham

81%
172

22
81%
19%

6%
21%

57%

53%

g%
20%
10%
10%

(153)

Jimmy Oral 700
Swagzart Roberts Club
g83% 80% 71%
6% 14% 18%
11z 62 11z
78% [ oA A4
22% 26% 16%
83% 70% 72%
13% 27% 22%
kyA 11_ &%
57% 43% 47%
48% 5T4 53%
51% 41% 57%
T% 14% 9%
16% 16% 152
11% 16% 10%
15% 13% Ta
(124) {116) (105)

--—-'zﬁzzzsfz;ﬁgiféé§;¢1:;4zabue,2§;-—f——-
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Local
Programs

68%
24%

82
84%
16%

82%
14%

LZ%
38%

2%
17%
147
g%
g%

(191)
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5. Contributors

The social and religious characteristics of viawers who sant
money to the programs they watch versus viewers who did net are
shown {n Tables 30 and 31. Demographically, contributors are
slightly more likely to be females than are non-contributors and
somewhat more likely to be past 50, Otherwise, the two do not
d{ffer substantially from one another on such factors as education,

marital status, race, or residence.

Religion appears to be a much more decisive factor in
distinguishing con:ributots from non-contributors. Contributors
are more likely to be Protestants, church members, weekly church
attenders, and persons for whom religion {s very {mportant. Above
all, they tend to held evangelical views. Of the contributers,
more than half did so, compared with fewer than a third of the

non-contributors.

As Table 32 shows, contributing Ls alsc very closaly associated
with frcéuency of viewing. Specifically, 35 percent of those who
watched two or more hours {n the past seven days had sent meney,
compared to only 15 percent of those who had watches less than one
hour, Largerdonations ($25 or more) were also positively associated
with viewing. The table also reveals a strong asscciaticn between

receiving literature or phone calls from programs and contributions.
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Percent:
Hilq

Female
Under zge 30

Age 30 to 49
Agze 50 or over

Married
Single
Pivorced/widowed

Grade school
High school

Scme college
Collage graduate

White
Nonwhite

Cantral City
Suburbd
Rural

East
Midwast
South
West

Number of Interviews

Table 30
SOCIAL CEHARACTERISTICS OF CONTRIBUTORS

Viewers who

sent money

41%
59%

12%
342,
54%

65%
12%
237

36%
41%
15%

8%

87Z%
18%

27%
38%
35%

17%
28%
36%
19%

(272)

68

Vievers vho did

" not send momey
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Table 31

RELIGIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF CONTRIBUTORS

Viewers who Viewers who did

sent money not send money

Parcent:
Protestamt . 81% 69%
Roan Catholic 14% 20%
QOther )4 1iz
Church member . 83% T4k
Noti-mtexber . 17% 26%
Raligion - Very Important - 84% 66%
Religion - Fairly Important 14% 25%
Religion - Not Very Important Zr 6%
Evangelical 512 a1z
Non-evangelical ' 49% 69%
Church Attandance

Once a week or mors 56% 45%

2 to 3 times a month . 11% 12%

Once a month 18% 17%

Special ocesaions 8% : 15%

None . 7% 12%
Number of Interviews (272) (663)
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Table 32

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER CONTACT WITH PROGRAMS

(Viewars Only)

Parcant who sent Parcent who sent
any money $25 or more
Among thoee who:
Watched 2 or more hours 35% ' 274
Watched 1 to 2 hours 24% 15%
Watched less than 1 hour 15% ) 8%
Raceived literaturs . 53% 35%
Did not receive litaerature . 6% 4%
Received phone calls 63% 51%
Did not receive phone calls 21% 13%
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6. Multivariate Analysis

To recap briefly, the results presented thus far indicate that
Teligious television viewers tend to be concentrated &1spfaportionately
among women, older peopls,divorced ind widowed pirsonl, those with
lower educations, blacks, rural dwellers, southerners, those whe
watch a lot of television generally, homebound persons, and persﬁns
for whem religious beliefs are 1mportant? particularly evangelicals,
The analyses suggest further that heavy viewing of religious programs,
as oppcsed to less frequent'viewing, also tends to ba concentrate¢
among the same types of people. Contributors to religious ptégrsm:
also tend to be differentiated from non-contributors by the same

factors (with the exceptions that have been noted).

These findings cannot be taken strictly at face value, however,
Some of the factors that characterize religious televisién viewers
descriptively overlap with others. As already noted, for exanple,
older people tend on the avcfagc to be less well educated than younger
peopla. Or_for another example, evangelicals tend to be concentrated
in rural areas and in the South more so than noﬁ-evangelicals. Thus,
the various social and raligious factors need to be examined
similtanesusly in order to sae which pne; differgntiata viewers from

non-viewers, taking other factors {nto account.

To this end, multiple regression analyses were performed {introducing
eleven social and religious characteristics simultaneously as
predictors of viewing within the past thirty days, amount of viawing

within the past saven days, and amount of contributions to religious

e el Gyt S ——



programs. Thesa characteristics were: (1) an evangelical index
constructed of the three standard Gellup evangelical 1£ems, (2) hours
of :oﬁal television viewing per average day, (3) age, (4) racs,

{3) marital status {divorced or widowed vs. married or single),

(6) rural (vs. urban or suburban), (7) education, (8) hours away
from home per day, (9) Lmportancs of rsligion, (10) region (South

or Midwest vs. East or West), and (1i) sex.
]

Tikins the effects of these variaﬁles inte acsount simultaneously,
evangelicalism emerges as the single best predictor of all three
viewing variables (Table 33). Hours of total television viewing is )
significantly associated with viewing and-frequency of viawing a8
well, but not with contributions. Compared with evangelicalism, its
effects are only about half as strong. Of the other factors, age

also has a consistent and statistieally significant effect,

The effects of race and marital status are statistically
significant, but ﬁtak and inconsistent, Specifically, blacks are
slightly more likely than whitas to view and to view frequently,
but are less llkely to contridute, other things being equal: Divoreed
and widowed parsons are more likely to view and contribute, but view

somewhat less frequently than married or single persons.

None of the other varizbles had consistent, strong, or statistically
significant effects. It appears that sex, region, city size, and
education {nfluence viewing behavier only indirectly through their

effects on c#angtli:alism and conventional television viewing.
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Table 33

MULIIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VIEWER CHARACTERISTICS

(Standardized Multiple Regrassion Coefficients)

Dependent Variables

Watched Hours .
religiocus watched Amount
IV in past in past of money

30 days 7 days sent {n
Independent Variables
Evangelical Index . «209% o 226% «187%
Hours of TV per Day | .080* 110% -.024
Age 065 .084% .070*
Race : LO75% L066* -.032*
"Marital status .033* 03 062%
Rural/Urban 032% -.013 .002
Edueation 022 .,035% .027
Hours out of house .. =008 -.009 .033%
Religion Important - .029 .023 .015
Ragion | .008 013 -.022

Sex ' .003 017 -.006

*Significant at or beyond the .05 lavel
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D.- RELIGIOUS TELEVISION AND TEE CHURCH

The relationship between religious television and the chureh,
particularly the impact or po:antggl imnact of the former on the
latter, is the focus of this section. A variety of evidence will
be examined, including respondents' own assessments of this
'relationship, 4 comparison of gratifications from the twa, attitudaes
toward the church smong viewers, and levels of participation in
both, taking other factors iﬁto aceount.

1. Perceived Effects on Involvement

As one mode of assessing the effects.cf religious television on
the church, viewers were asked directly to say whether religious
television had chan#ed their invelvement in their local chureh or
synagogue (Table 34 ). Overvhelnmingly they said "no." Only one in

ten thought their invelvement had been affected.

0f this number, two out of three said their {nvolvement had
incfeacgd. Among more sericus viewers (those who had watched at
least one hour in tha past week), sz somewhat larger proportion (17
parcent) admitted to ﬁ;ving changed their involvement. But again the
largest shara thought their involvement had increased rather than
decreased, Thui, only three percant of all viewers -- and the same
proportion among heavy viewars -- felt that thelir {nvolvement in

chureh had actually docreated.
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Table 34

VIEWING AND PERCEIVED CHANGE IN CHURCH mvdwm

(Viewers Only)

Viawers who watched

All 1 hour or more in
Vievers the past 7 days
vHas watching religious TV
changed your involvement in
your local chureh or synagoguae?”
YES 10% 17%
Increased it T% 14%
" Decreased it 3z 3z
NO/Doz't FKnow ) 90% 3%
Number of Interviews (954) (279)

Tl Gt S —
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2, Church Attendance and Religious Television

The veracity of these percaptions (s reinforced by the actual
relationship between church attendance and viewing. As seen esrlier,
viewers are more liksly than non-viewers to attend religious services
regularly. Part of this differenca, of course, is due to the fact
that veligion is simply more important to viewers, on the whole,
than to non-viewers. Thus, the critical test is whether viewers

attend more often or less often than nen-viewers for whom religion

is egqually important.

'l
_ When level of religiosity Ls controlled, viewers and non-viewars
attend religious services in virtually the same proportions (Table 33).
By this test, viewing religious television programs does not seem to

be associated with reduced levels of attendance at religious services,

This impression is also confirmed by the results of multiple
Tegression analysis. When the effects of age, education, reltgi;sity,
&nd religious television on church attendance are examined simultaneously,
the net effect of religicus television on chureh attendance is
statistically signiffcant, but weakly positive (adding about one percent

to the explained variance in church attendance).
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Table 35

CHURCH AITENDANCE AMONG VIEWERS AND
NON-VIEWERS, CONTROLLING FOR RELIGIOSITY

Percent vho attend once 2 week or more

Viewers Noti-Viawera
Amng_pex.som for whom:
Reli{gion is very important 59% S7%
| (693) (460)
Religion is fairly {mportant - 26% 274
(206) (335)
Religion is not very importasnt o% 3%
(40) (223)
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3, Volunteer Work and Religious Television

Another question asked respondents wha:hcr they had done any
volunteer work for their church dur;gg ﬁhe past year. Overall,
46 percent of the viewers and 32 percent of the non-viewers had dons
this type of work at least once. Controlling for differences in
levels of religiosity, viewers wures still scﬁeuhat more likely than
non-viewars to have done such work (Tsble 36), Again, thereforé;
no indication is evident that viewsrs of religiocus television are
less involved in their local churches than non-viewers having -

¢cozparable levels of religious commitment.

This conclusion is also sustained when volunteer work ocutside
the éhuréh is considered. First, 80 percent of the viewers and 76
percent of the non-viewers had "donated time to help scmeone, other
than a family member, vho was sick or in need" at least once during
the past_yenf; and within e;ch level of raligioiity, viewers were
as likely as non~viewers to have done so (Tsble 37), S;eond, 43
_ percent of the viewers and 45 percent of the non-viawers had "dﬁnc
volunteer work for a community organization, other than g church,.
such as a civic group or charity” at least once during the past year:
and thers wers no significant diffsrences in the proportions smong
viewers snd non-viewers at each level of religiosity (Table 38),
Third, 20 percent of the viawers and 21 percent of the non-viewers
said they belonged to two or more voluntary organizations in their
commmity, other than a church or religious group; agaiﬁ thers wars

no differences in the percentages vithin levels of rseligiosity (Table 39).
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Table 36

CHURCH WORK AMONG VIEWERS AND NON-VIEWERS,
CONTROLLING FOR LEVEL OF RELIGIOSITY

Percent who have done volunteer work at their church
at least several times during the past year

Viewers Non-Viewers
Amomg persons for whom:

Raligion is very important S0% 41%
(693) (460)
Religion is fairly important 25% 16%
: ' (206) (335
Religion is not very important 42 9%
(40) (223)
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Table 37

ALTROISTIC ACTIVITY AMONG VIEWERS AND NON-VIEWERS,
CONTROLLING FOR LEVEL QF RELIGIOQSITY

Parcent who donated time to help someomne
at least several times during the past year

Non-V{ewers

Viewers
m parscons for whom:

Religion is very important 76%
(693)
Raligion is fairly important 69%
' (206)
Religion is not very important 45%
(&0)

—— T el Gyt S ——

74%
(460)

65%
(335)

S53%
(223)
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Table 38

VOLUNTEER WORK AMONG VIEWERS AND NON-VIEWERS,
CONTROLLING POR LEVEL OF RELICIOSITY

Parcent vho have done volunteer work for a
commnnity organization, other than a church,
at least several times during the past year

Yiewers Non-Viewers

Among persons for whom:
Raligion i{s very important 38% k194
(693) (480)
Religion {s fairly {mportant kLA 35%
(206) (335
Religion is not very important 26% 30%
(40) (223)
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Table 39

MEMBERSHIP IN VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AMONG VIEWERS AND NON-VIEWERS,
CONTROLLING FOR LEVEL OF RELIGIOSITY

Percent belonging to.fwo or more '"voluntary
organizations in your community, other than
a church or religious groups'

F

Viewers Hon=Viewers
Among persons for whom:
Religion is very important 20% 2%
(6393) (460)
Beligion is fairly i{mportant ' 21% 21%
(206) (335
Religion {s not very fmportant ' 15% 22%
(40 (223
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4, PFinancial Giving and Religicus Television

Raligiocus leaders have also considered whether religious
television viewing may be associated with reduced levals of financial
giving to local churches. As with otiur kinds of {nvolvement, :hc
results fail to confirm this {des. Among viewers as a whole, 40 percent
sald they had given $180 or moTe to their local church or synagogue
during the past year, compared with 28 percent of the non-viewers.,
Only 13 percent of the viewers had not contributed anything, compared
with 23 percent of ;ho non-viewers. At the opposite extreme, 12 percent
of the viewers had given more than $1,000, compared with 7 percent of

the non-viewers,

. Viewers within specific segments of the sample also contributed
more money to their churches than did non-viewers .with simila; social
and religious charac:e.ristlicu (Table 40). For example, among Tegular
church attenders, viewers were four percantage points more likely than
non-viewers to hafé given 3180 or more during the. past yssr., The same
was true mong persons for vhom religion was very important. Within
each age category and at each level of education viewers were also more

1ikely than non-viewers to contribute this much,

Multiple regression analysis of these relations showed no
statistically significant relation between raligious talevision viw-;ng
and church giving, controlling for religiosity, ags, and education,
and a veak positive relation between c.hurah giving and giving. Lo religious

talevision, controlling for the same factors.



Table 40

CHURCH CONTRIBUTIORS AMONG VIEWERS AND NON-VIEWERS,
CONTROLLING FOR OTHER FACTORS

Parcent who contributed more than $180 to their
loezl placz of worship during the past year

Viewers Nen-V{ewars

Within each category: '

Under age 30 212 112
Age 30 to 49 [T A 35%
Age 50 or over (¥ A kt.rA
Crade school 28% 27
High school 45% 26%
Some college 487% 29%
College graduate 56% 41%

o

White 447 30%
Noawhite 2% 15%
Religion - very important 47% 43%
Religion - fairly important 28% 24%
Religion - not very important _ 11% 8%
Evangelical 48% 47%
Hon-evangalical asi 27
Attend church weekly 60% 56%
Attend 2 %o J times a month 6% 31%
Attend once a month 29% 23%
Attend on special occasions = 11% 11%
Do not attend 8% 5%
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5. Benefits from Church and Religious Televisiom

Sinne ﬁany religious televisioz viewers, it appears, remain
actively involved in their churches.as well, it i3 valuable to know
what benefits viewers feel they receive from each. To this end,
viewers vere asked, "At present do you feel the church or religious
TV contributes more to your spiritual life?". Among all viewers,
slightly more than half (54 percent) said the church, only 18 percent
said religious TV, and the remainder said both were equal or neither
conﬁributed mote, or they weren't sure which contributed more (Table
41). Among viewers who had watched at least an hour of teligious
television during the pas:‘week. the angwers were not substantially
different: a majority still chose the church and ome in four chose

religious television.

' Viewers ﬁere also asked, "At present do you feel the church or
religious IV contributes more to informing you about chermoral and
social issues that are crucial in America today?” Oun this question
the proportions selecting religious TV were higher (34 percent among
all viewers and 47 percent smong frequent viewers). The church
c¢ontinued to receive a lafge share of the choices (39’percent and
29 percent, respectively), but it would appear that frequent viewers

lock upon religious TV for informaticm about moral and social issues,



Table 41
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RELATIVE CONTRIBUTION OF CHURCH AND
RELIGIQUS TV TQ RELIGIOUS LIFE

(Viewers Cnly)

"At present do you feel the
church or religicus TV
contributes more to yor
spiritual life?"

CHURCH

RELIGIOUS TV.

BOTE EQUAL

NEITEER

Den't Know
"A:rpresent do you feel the
church er religious TV
contributes more to informing
you about the moral and social
issues that are crucial in
America today?"

CHURCH

RELIGIOUS TV

BOTE EQUAL

- NEITHER

Don't Know

Number of Interviews

All

Viewers

54%
18%
.132
102

5%

392
342
142

8%

L} 4

(954)

Viewers who watched
1 hour or more in
the past 7 davs

512
262
162

4%
3%

292
47%
172

3%

42

(279)
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6. Gratifications from Each

An assessmant that Iis less dependeat oa respondents' own
perceptions comes from cﬁmpating the gratifications people obtain
from religicus TV with these obtained from the church. The same list
of ststements was presentad to raspéﬁdEﬁﬁs at two differeat pciﬁts.in
the interview, asking them what they liked about church and what they
liked about religious television., Since the latter ﬁas asked only
of viewers, it seemed appropriate that the former should be restricted
to church members. And to sharpen the comparison, both sets of angwers
were tabulated for those active in their respective mode of invclvement.
Thus, gfatif_ications from religious TV are tabulated for those who had
watched it at least ome hour in the past week, while gratifications
from church are presented for those who attend at least once a week.
The results, shown in Table 42, provide some interesting insights into
the areas w@ere the church-or religious television hold a comparative

advantage.

The preaching or sermon ranks high on both lists as the thing mosgt
often liked. But the percentages in each column are not greatly
different, suggesting that neither the church nor religious television
currentiy holds a competitive edge as far as sermons are concerned.
Inspiration (having one"s spirits lifted) also ranks high on both lists.
Again the percentages are similar emaugh to one another to suggest that
neither religious television nor the church holds the sdvantage. Also
important on both lists are music and general enjoyment — receiving

choices by about the same percentages in both columns., Further dowm
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the lists are the informational gratificacioﬁs (knowing what's
happening, and information om moral issues). These also received
about the same number of favorable menticns in each column. Whers the
two colums differe most are on the items concerning closeness to God,
an experience of worship, feeling s:reng:heﬁed, and companionship ot
fellowship. Ou all of these the church sacres considerably higher.

In other words, these are the.aresas where the chur;h appears to have

" a distinet competitive advantage.

It should be emphasized that things are mot quite this black and
white, for wmany of the persons who watch religious television or attend
church do both. _Tﬁus the imége of two competing camps is not exactly
accurate., Nevertheless, religicus television aﬁd the church clearly de
provide some of the same gratificatioms, but are different om others.
What these findings suggest 15 that religious television has done well
in Supplying several of the things that the church has traditionally
offered, namely, sermons and mqsic. Where religious television has done
less well is on the ritual and experiential aspects of worship. This
is net particularly surprising, since television represents a more
vicarious, privatized form of ccmmunication. But the message for the
churches may be that their strength -— the strength on which they can
build -~ lies chiefly in the experience of worshié, fellowship, and

communion with the sacred.

These conclusions are reinforced by the results shown in Table 43,
reporting the percentages of viewers who liked each aspect listed only for.
the church, ouly for religiocus television, for both, or for neither. Church
outstrips religious television, again, on worship, féllowship, clogeness
to God, and feeling better. On most of the other items, religious

television scores about as well as the churech.
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Table 42
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GRATIFICATIONS FROM RELICIOQUS TV VS. CHURCE

Perceat saying they
egpecially like each

of the followding:

The preaching 6r sarmon
Baving your spirits lifted
Feeling closa to God

The music

General enjoyment

Knowing more sbout what's
happening in the world

The experience of
wershipping

Feeling that you are a
better or stronger persen

Information about important
moral or social issues

The sense of companionship

or fellowship

Number of Intarviews

Gratifications
from religious
TV for persons
viewing at

Gratifications
from chureh for
persons attending
at lesast once

2 waalk or mora

lasst 1 hy/ferle,

612
- 542
50%
492

44
312
302
283
242
202

(279)

66%
62%
7%
522
412

23Z
602
50%
322
54%

(821)
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Table 43

GRATIFICATIONS AMONG VIEWERS
(Viewers Oniy)

Parcentage of viewers who said they especially
iike each gratification listed for:

~ and TV Only Only Neither
The preaching or sermen 35% 19% 17% 29%
Having your spirits lifted 26% 23% 14% itz
Feeling close to God 28% 1z 8% 34%
The music 28% 17% 13% 42%
Genaral enjoyment 15% 18% - 18% . 52%
Knowing mere about what's _
happening in the world S% 10% - 16% "68%
The experienca of -
wvorshipping 14% 31z 8% &7%
Feeling that you are a
better or stronger person 14% 245 6% 55%
Info:mtion- about i{mportant
moral or socizl Lssues 102 13% 13% 64%
The sense of companionship
or fellowship 9% 33% 6% 52%
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7. Effects of Religicus Television on Selected Subgroups

VTha foregoing suggests that religicus talevision has no negative
effects on church participa:ian'fdr the sample as & vhole., Statistically,
the effacts of iicwing sppear negligible. However, thers are som
subgroups within the papul;ﬁian for whom its effects are in fact |
negative, These subgroups are not large enough to affect the statistical
snalyses presented thus far. Neverthalass, it is valuabdle to nota

vhat these subgroups are,

The fallowing results pcrt;ia to parsons who say Teligion Ls vcﬁy
important to them. This, in effect, provides a control for tha fact
that religion was, on the whels, more salient teo religiouﬁ viewers than
to non-viewers and that church participation aiao varies with degree of
Teligiosity. These, then, are religiocus people who differ from one

mother primarily in terms of other characteristics.

Several findings suggest that pirtons from subgroups lacking the
Tesourcas to participate in organized activities outside their home or
family, or to feal comfortable in such settings, including the church,
ars less likely to particip;:o in chyureh 1f they watch religiocus

programs on talevision than {f they dea‘t:

*Religious viewars requiring essistance in going places wers
slightly less 11&-17 than religicus non~viewers who required

such assistance to attend church weekly (50 percent ve. 57 parecamt).
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*Raligious viewers age 50 and older were slightly less likely
to attend church weekly than religious non-vievers of comparable

sge (60 percemt ve. 65 perecst).

*Religious vievers who wers divorcad weres less likely than
religious non-viewers vho vers diverced to attend church

weekly (31 percent vs. 48 percent).

*Rtligiﬁm viewers with only grade school educations were less
likely than religious non-viewers with similar educations to

attend church weekly (52 percent ve. 66 percent).

For certain types of disadvantaged persens, thereforse, religious
television does appear to serve as a subs;itute for personal
participation in church activities, It i{s smong these subgroups that
conventional television Gicwing also tends to be high. The &ata‘
suggest that heavy conventional viewing fs associated with lower
levels of church {nvolvenent, ;apccially for those who include only

small amounts of religicus television in their viewing diet.

Another set of findings suggests that viewing DAY €6rVe ad a
substitute for active church participation among those who, for whatever

reasons, become dissatisfied with their church:

*Among religious persons who were '‘very dilutilfiod"v:!_.th the
way things had been geing i{n their locai churech, only 23 percemnt
of the viewers attended church weekly, compared with 43 percent

of the non-viewers. Similarly, 23 percent of these viewers
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had donated time for church activities at least several
times during the past year, compared with 36 perc'ant of
their non-viewing caun:tz.'pn.r;:s. vtw.n.r.s who were "somewhat
dissatisfisd" with their church donated time as frequently
as non-viewars, but were not as Iiﬁnly to attend church
weekly (36 percent vs. 57 percent) or to have contributed -
$180 or more to their local church during the past year

(38 percent vs. 51 percent).

The veracity and accuracy of respondents’' perceptions of when
they watched religious programs, how their viewving had affected
their involvement, and how each form of i{nvelvement céntribut.d Lo

their spiritual 1ife was also borm cut by several Findings:

*Religlious viewers for whom religion was very important sere
less likely to attend church weekly {f :ﬁcir viewing occurred
on Sundays between 10. AM and noon than {f {(t occmg an
Sundiyl at other times (51 percent vs. 64 percent), They were
alsoc less likely to have donted time to chupch activitias

(35 percent vs. 51 percent) or to hive given $180 or more to

their church during the past year (41 percent vs. 50 percent).

*Among viewers for whom raligion was very {mportant, thon..vho
said raligicus talevision had caused thair 1-_'"1 of chuxrch
iovolvement to dcc:uu wers, in fact, less likaly than those

who said their {avolvement hadn't changed to attend chuzch

T Byt Cpmpaione e —
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‘weakly (14 percent vs. 59 percent) or to donate time on
church activities (21 percent vs. 49 percent). Those wvho
said their involvement had increased also sppear to have
been reporting accurately (m.‘pcemt attended church weekly

" .and 85 percent had spent time on church activities).

*among viewers fof whoem Teligion was very important, those
vho said rsligious television contributed more to their
spiritual life than the church were less likely than those
who said the church can:ribu:ad mors to attend church weekly
(22 pareent vs. 75 percent), to have spent time on chureh
activities (22 percent vs. 60 percent), or to have contributed
~ §180 or ﬁore to their church duﬁ.ng the past year (23 percent

vs. 62 perceat),

*Among viewers for whom religion was very important, those

who said religiocus television contributed ;no:a information

on moral and social fssues than the church m.e also less
likely than those who said the church contributed more to
attend church weakly (43 percent vs., 75 percent), to have spent
tine on church activities (36 percent vs. 60 percent), or to
have contributed $180 or more to their church during the past

year (42 percent vs. 59 pexrceat).

Iz may also be worth noting that a uumber of other snialysas
failed to turn up any eignificant differences i{n levels of religious

participation among selected categories of viewers and non-viewers.
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For example, failing to receive specific gratifications frem the
church, méh as not Iiking the sermon or pastor, did not sppear

to be associated with lower levels of involvement among viewers:

than mmong naa-vievifl. Nor ware viewers vho preferred to watch
particular talevision progrems sy less likely to attend chureh,
other things equal, than other viewers. Similariy, neither the
aunber of hours viewers spent watching reiigious programs nor tl.n
anount of money they contributed to these programs appear to have had

a negative effact on church invelvement or contributions.

T Gl Gt S ——



96

E. AITIIUDES QF NON-VIEZWERS

This final ssction presents thae results of several questions
directed specifically at non-viewars. These asked about reassons

for not viewing religious television, how much people had hessd or

i
§
i

¢
"
§
[ 4

vead about religisus televisicn, and whether o

it were positive, neutral, or negativa.
1. Reasons for Not Viewing

Non-viewvers wers asked to give some of the main reasons they
had f'o: not \.ntchins religious television. The largest category of
ansvers indicated sﬁnr lack of interest rather than any particular
forz of dislike. People responded simply that they did not enjoy
religious :aleﬁsion programs, found them bb:-'ing, or prefevred other
shovs (Table ‘;4).

Another catagory of responses was oore negative in tone, mentioning
specific aspects of raligious television regarded as being objecticnable.
Among these, the most frequent cbjectiocn concmxned the programs' ‘
«phasis on money, Others saw the perscnalities {n these programs
as being phony, felt that the progrems were beneath their level of

intelligence, disliked the qgru;ivc style, or disagreed on doctirines.

A fev respondents indicated that they had no need for religious
television because they went to church. Others said thay simply were
not talevision viewers. .Only a szall propertion gave rsasons, such as
lack of time of unavailability of programs, which suggested they might

become viewvers {f circumstances wers different.




Table 44

REASONS FOR NOT VIEWING

(Non-Viewers Only)
"What is your main resson for not watching religious programs on TVI"

Peresnt

a6t LACK OF INTEREST: I have no interest in them; just don't
snjoy them; likes other shows better; bore me

2372 DISLIKE SPECIFIC ASPECTS: they're after my money; just
want contributions; they are phonies; insult people's
intelligence; %tooc pushy; don't agree with their dectrines

10% LACK OF TIME: I don't often have enough time; I don't
have time with my work o

9%  NEEDS MET IN CHURCR: get enough frem my chusch geing;
' attend church i{n person; church keeps me informed

5% SELDOM/NEVER WATCH TV: don't watch TV very often; we read ==
don't wateh '1'7 at all

4% LACK OF AVAILABLE PROGRAMS: none on talevision here; get
only ene channel; none for my faith
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2. Exposure and Attitudes toward Religious IV

Desp;te the faec that some religious programs and leading television
pastors have been much in the news, overall familiarity with religious
television among noneviewers appears to be relatively low, More than
balf said they had heard or read little or nothing; fawer thas opa in
ten claimed to have read or heard a great deal (Table 45). Those segments
of the population in which familiarity was highest imeluded: batter
educated persous, Sautherners, evangelicals, and regular church-goers,
Beavy conventional television viewing was not associated with gfea:er

faimiliazicy.

Non-viewers.were about evenly splic between those who felt neutral
toward religious television and those who had feelings about it. But
ament those who had feelings, negative sentiments outnumbered poesicive

‘sentiments by a ratic of three to cme (Table 45).

Hon-vieners.who had heard or read a lot about religious telavision
were‘significantly less likely to feel neutral toward it than non-viewers
who .were less familiar with it (Table 46). Those with greater familiaricy
were somewhat more likely to have positive feelings than those wirh less
fam{liarity. But they were also more likely to express negative feelings.
Overall, the ratio of negative to positive feelings was about the same

at éach level of familiarircy.

Once again something can be learned about the place of religious

television in American soclety by comparing those who, while not viewers

Continued ou page 101
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Table 45

NON-VIEWERS EXPOSURE AND ATTITUDES ABQUT RELIGIOUS TV

(Nen=Viewers Omly)

"How ﬁuch would you say you have heard
television programs — would you say a
only a little, or nething?"

A GREAT DEAL 7z
A FAIR AMOUNT 242
ONLY A LITTLE 382
NOTRING 182
Den't Koow 13%

Number of Intarviews (1049

"Would you describe your attitude toward religious television
programs as being positive, neutral, or negative?"

POSITIVE ' 9%
NEUTRAL . 43%
NEGATIVE 343
Don't Know 142

Number of Interviews {1049)

"";";izZEEZégidég;nﬁ$déét fmo
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Table 46
ATTITUDE TOWARD EELIGIOUS TV BY LEVEL OF FAMILIARITY

{Non«V{wwrers Omly)

Pereent Perecent . Percent Ratic
positive neutral negative +f

Apong noneviewers who had
heard or read:

A gresat desl 15% 26% 59% «25
A fair mownt 1% 447, 1% .37
Oaly & litzle 8% a3, 387 .21
Nothing 6% 50 38% .16
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thenselvas, wﬁ'l positive toward it, versus thosae with negative
attitudes. Demcgraphically, those with positive views share many

of :hé charsetaristics that distinguizh viswers fre= ths remaindas
of the population (Table 47). They aTe disproporticnately women,
past age fifty, divorced or widowed, lacking in advanced sducation,
from raeial minarity grouns, snd southern, The only exsanticns to
the pattarns observed esrlier for viewers is that those with positive
attitudes are no more liksly than those with negative attitudes to
live in rural arsas, nor ars the rt:gioml differences as pronounced.
Raligiously, those with positive feelings also .rnumblc viawers and
the _diffu:.-nces between these respondents and those with negative
viewars are even more pronocunced (Table 48). | The largest diffarence
occurs on evangslical views, Vhersas a thirzd of those with positive
feelings hold evangelical vﬁm, cnj.y two percent of those with negative
feelings do so. The former sre also consistently more likely to be

Protestants, church members, regular church attenders, and pecpls whe

say religion is very i{importint to them.

In sum, much of the animosity toward religious talevision appears
to be rooted in animosity or indifference toward religios (n genaral.
Those who dislike nugioui television are themselves, by and large,
dcta._chod from religicus institutions and perscnally disinclined toward
high religicsity. Those with positive feelings toward raligious |
talevision are far more likely to be active in churches and oriented

toward c::ang'pcraoml religiosity,

——— T Gl Copanspation e ——
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¥

SOCTAL CHARACTERISTICS OF NON-VIEWERS WITH

Married
Single
Diveorced/Widowed

Grade school
High school -
Some college
College graduats

White
Nonwhitae

Ceantral City
Suburbd
Ruyral

Zast
Midwest
South
West

Number of Interviews

POSITIVE VS. NEGATIVE ATTITUDES
(Non~Viewers Only)

Positive

37%
29%

39%
3Z%

17%

33%
. 4Z%

12%2
TR
39%
33%
28%
4Zh
19%

26%
14%

(94)

Ne_rz ative

58%
4Z%

332
40%
26%

647
7L
9%

17%

4o
16%
26%
90%
10%
3%

362
6%

36%
26%
19%
19%

(362)
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Table 48

RELIGIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF NON-VIEWERS WITH
POSITIVE VS. NEGATIVE ATTITUDES

(Non=-Viewers Only)

Positive Negative

Pergent:
Protestant - S54% 382
Roman Catholic . 31z 372
Church member 79% 58%
Non~mpember , _ 202 427
Religion - Very Important 69% 29%
Religion - Fairly Impoertant : 20% 36X
Religion - Not Very Important 7 327
Evangelical J 31z 27
Non~evangelical 69% 982
Church Attendance _

Once a week or more 442 232

2 to 3 times 2 month 19z 102

Ouce z meath ) 16 - 8x

Special occasicns 132 31z

None ¥4 277
Number of Interviews (94) {362)
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TABLE I

REASONS FOR VIEWING*
(Viewers whe had watched at least 1 hour during past 7 days)

"What 15 your main reason for watching religious telavision programs?”

Percent

282 Enjoyment/I like it
172 Uplifring/Inspiring

142 Subszitute for not atteading church
112 Religious beleifs '

112 Spiritual growth

10% The preaching/sermon

8% Information/learning

8z To grow in my religion
52 . Music/singing

47 Interestced
3z Wanted to get amother point of view
3z To feel close to God
2% En:ertaining/amusing~
. 2% Happened to be on

22 Like individual speakars

NUﬂBER OF INTERVIEWS (279)

- :
For all viewers see Table 2

S el Gyt S ——
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DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS: VIEWERS VS. NON-VIEWERS
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Standardized Canonical Discriminant

Function Coefficients

Evangelical Index

Age

Race

" Region

TV Viewing

Satisfaction with Religious Climate
Education |
Obstacles to Church Involvement
Importance of Relisiod
Satisfaction with Moral Changaes
Church Work

Church Attendance

Rural Residence

Marital Status _
Satisfaction with loecal Church

Canonical Correlation = ,491
Wilks' Lambda = ,73%9
Cases classified correctly: 722

«6350
=332
174
173
«148
«146
-.125
122
«115
-.112
.108
.102
079
067
059
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-PATH DIAGRAM - FROTESTANTS, CATHOLICS

First number represents cosfficient for Protestants,
second oumber Tepresents coefficient for Catholics

«25
N
RELIGIOUS TV

PAST 30 DAYS

|3

Interpratation: Among Protastants, evingelicalism has the strongest
effect i{n determining vhether a pezson vatched religious IV {n the
past 30 days; this effect largely medistes the effects of education
and region; age has s small independent effect, &8s does total TV
viewing. Among Catholics, the effect of evangelicalim i{s wesker,
but still significant; total TV viewing also has s significant effect;
and northern Catholic¢s are slightly more likely to watch than are
southarn Catholics, controlling for the other factors in the model.
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'BATH DIAGRAM - WHITES, NONWHITES

First oumber represents coefficient for whitas,
second mmber represents coefficient for nomwhites

-.27"‘039

-.071'.19

] 1 INDEX 2, .
26] s34 - %4
Q=02 : RELIGICUS TV

EDUCATICN

oy.0

/@1)‘/ PAST 30 DAYS

Interpretation: Among whites, evangelicalism {s the strongest pradicter
of religious TV viewing; it in turn {s predicted by lower levels of
education and by living in the South; most of the effects of education

and region on religicus TV viewing flow through these variables' effects
on evangelicalism; total TV viewing and age alsc huave independent effects
on religious viewing. Among nornvhites, evangelicalism has a strong effect
on religious viewing; it in turm is associsted with living in the South,
lowar lavels of education, and older age; age also has a stroug independent
affect on religious viewing; the effect of total viewing oa religious
viewing i{s i{nsignificant,
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES OF CHURCE INVOLVEMENT

I. Church Attendance (Y)

Standard Inerement
b 4 s ) arToT ) 4 {n R
1 $
Raligious TV 3,007 116 .039 8.99" .010
Religlosity 3.007 502 027 33t 141
Age 31,007 .00S .002 6.81 .010

II. Church Contributions (Y)

Raliglous TV 222 -.068 062 1.20 .002
Religlosity 222 517 .04 138.08" " .067
Age 222 027 .003 68.52" .030
Education .222 .351 036 106,97 .031

- ——

IlI. Chureh Contributions (Y)

TV Contributions .215 .005 .001 56.78

* ,032
Religlosity .215 500 043 1338’ .062
Age .215 .026 .003 66.63" .028
Edueation .215 367 .033 108.60" .031

'*Signific;n: at eor biyend the .05 level

—— T Gl gy S ——





