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TESTIMONY OF GEORGE GERBNER BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TELECOMMUNICATIONS,
CONSUMER PROTECTION, AND FINANCE OF THE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C. - October 21, 1981

Mr. Chairman:
I am George Gerbner, Professor of Communications and Dean of the University
of Pennsylvania's Annenberg School of Communications. I appreciate the oppor-

tunity to testify and share our research findings and views with your subcommit-

-tee, and am pleased to release today our Violence Profile No. 12.

I appear in the capacity of an individual researcher and not as a representa-
tive of our School, University, or any group or organization. The research I am
reporting comes from the ongoing.prdject called Cultural Indicators designed to
investigate since 1967 the nature of television programing and its relationships
to viewer conceptions of social reality.

We have conducted the longest-running and so far still only continuoﬁs and
cumulative résearch on what it means to grow up and live with television. The
project has been supported by funds from the‘President's Commission on the Causes
and Prevention of Vioience, the Sufgeon General's Scientific Advisory Committee on
Television and Social Behavior, the National Institute of Mental Health, the
White House Office of Telecommunications Policy, The American Medical Associatién,
the Administration on Aging, and the National Science Foundatiom. It is a team
effort conducted by my colleagues Drs. Larry Gross, Michael Morgan, Nancy Signorielli
and myself; I alone am responsible for the viéWS expre;§ed in ghié testimony. 

In the limited time available I shall only sum up our-findingsrandlsubmit

additional documentation. for the.-record and the further information of those who

may be interested.l These publications, issued in connection with Violence Pro-

1 "Violence Profile No. 1l: Trends in Network Television Drama and Viewer Con-
ceptions of Social Reality 1967-1979." George Gerbner, Larry Gross, Michael
Morgan and Naney Signorielli. Philadelphia, PA.: The Annenberg School of Communi-
cations, University of Pennsylvania, April 1980, o

"The '"Mainstreaming' of America: Violence Profile No. 11." George Gerbmer, Larry
Gross, Michael Morgan and Nancy Signorielli. Journal of Communieation, Summer 1580.



file No. 11, contain the methodological and conceptual detail stpporting our

research and the theory of "mainstreaming" to which I will refer.

First T will highlight the latest findings of our research on television

-,

violence during the 1980-81 season.

Second, I will summarize the conclusions of our project about viewer

‘conceptions of relevant aspects of social reality.

Third I will note the fundamental structural reasons why basic program
ingredients such as violence are so prevalent and resistant ﬁo change. Every
prévious hearing has identified some of these but none has 1ed'to"a1ternatives.
Yet without economicallﬁ and politically viable aiternatives, and despite all

good intentions, going through the same motions every few years remains an

exercise in futility.

Our measures of television violence are its prevalence on programs and-
ot

among characters and its rate per program and per hour. These_measures are
combined into the Violence Index to facilitate comparisons over time and
across networks and program types. The methodology of monitoring is explained
in détail in the additional documents. The analysis is focused on clear-cut
and unambiguous physical violence in any context. (Available evidence indi-
cates that humorous and fantasy violence is at least.as‘effective in demon-
strating its social lessorns as so-called realistic and serious violence.)
The Violence Index meets the critical statistical and empirical requirements
of an index. Nevertheless, all component indicators that make up the Index
are.also reported in the attached Tables 1 and 2.

" And now the findings.



Violence in weekend daytime children's programs, already the most violent
on television, rose last year on every measure and on all three major networks.
Thé most substantial rise was registered in the rate of violent incidents per
hour;‘ Weekend daytime.programs bombard children with an avérage of over 25
Violent_acts per hour, up from 17 the year before, and well above the average
rate in the 14 years of this project.

What used to be the "family viewing hour" (8:00 - 9:00 p.m. EST) is no

longer a relatively low-violence zome. It became as violent as late evening =

two yeérs ago, and rose again last year on two of the three networks. The third,
CBS, reduced its prime time (but not weekend daytime) violence, accounting for
the overall prime.time mayhem remaining'at the level of almost six violent acts
per hour. |

Despite these fluctuations, however, the overall Violence Index remained rela-
tively stable. Figures 1 and 2 show the trends since 1967. Weekend daytime
children's programs have always been the most violent and they still are.
While the "family viewing hour" was leés viclent through the 1970's, more vio-
lence shifted to the late evening, balancing out the overall prime ﬁime Index,
Now violence is more evenly distributéd in prime time, and close to the l4-year

average.

The most impressive feature of the overall amount of wviolent representa-
tions on television is its resistance to change. Clearly, cosmetic manipﬁla—
tions and casual admonitions or pressure-yield only marginal and fleeting
results. Violence is a social scenario and dramatic’fhgredient that may be
built into our system of television pfogram production and that only structural
adjustments can change.

Before we can meaningfully consider changes in the kind and amount of

violence on the screen, we must first ask what violence means, how it functions,

and why it is such a stable feature of our entertainment. That will bring us



to the second part of .our fiﬁdings, viewer conceptions of social reality.

Humans threaten to hurt or kill, and actually do so, mostly to scare,
terrorize, or otherwise impose their will upon others. Symbolic violen;e
carries the same message. It is a show of force and demonstration of power.

It is the qﬁickest and clearest dramatic demonstration of who can get away

rwith what against whom.

On the whole, television tends to favor majority-type characters and
to uphold the social order against illegitimate transgression.r TV violence
depicts thesé transgressions presumabiy not to sﬁbvert but, on the contrary,
to cﬁltivate the norms.of the social order. For example, our research shows
that when women and minority types encounter violence on television, they are
more likely to end up.as victims than are the majority types.

Violence is thus a scenario of social relationships. It has implicit
lessons for those who may wish to.exert-power by physical force and for
those who may be its victims, The real questions.that must be asked are not
just how much violence there is and why, but also how fair, how just, how
necessary, how effective,_and at what price.

Televisiou took violence from other popular media and put it on the assem—
bly line. Video mayhem pervades the typical American home where the set is on
an average of six and a half hours a day. Violence gfrikes at the rate of almost
six times per hour in prime time and 25 times an hour during weekend daytime
children's programming. By changing the selective occasional exposure into a
daily ritual, television has brought about a virtual immersion in violence that

iz historically unprecedented. In this_yiolence-saturated symbolic environment,



with its stable pattern of power, the questions about the lessons of violence

take on an equally unprecedented urgency.

Do viewers learn the lessons of violence and power? The evidence is now
compelling that they do. The recently completed comprehensive review of ten
years of scientific work provides convincing support for the original comclu-

gsion of .the U.S. Surgeon General that there is a causal relationship between

violence and -aggression. — - - o e el el L

Qur own research shows that the consequences of growing up and living in
televisioﬁ's violent world are more complex and even more far-reaching_than
the instigation of an occasional act of violence, no matter how disruptive
and tragic that méy be.

 Violence as a scenario requires the appropriate setting and cast of char-
acters. The setting is what we call "mean world." 1In it most characters feel
insecure and fear victimization while some are also willing or compelled to
oblige them by acting violent and thus confirming the fears of many.

Heavy viewers are most likely to express the feeling of living in that self-
reinforcing cycle of the "mean world”. Oﬁr analysis of large scale surveys
(reéorted in detail and tabulated in the additional documents submitted) indi-
cates how the cycle works. Responses to guestions about chances of encountering
violence, safety of neighborhoods, fear of crime,etc., have been combined into
an Index of Images of Violence. Table_3 and Figure_§-show that heavy viewefs
in every education, age, income, sex, newspaper readi;g and ne;ghborhood cate~
gory express a greater sense of insecurity and apprehension than do light viewers
in the same groups. (Previous results also showed that heavy viewers are more
like;y to acquire new locks, watchdégs and guns "for protection,")

The data show sizeable group differences, reflecting inequalities of



rigk and power. Even though most heavyiviewers feel more at risk than light
viewers, the most vulnerable to the "mean world" syndrome are women, older
people, those with lower education and income, those who do not read news-
papers regularly, and those who live in large cities.

However, on some.questions some groups respond differently. Television
viewing may blur some distinctions and bring groups closer together into what

we call the television "mainstream." Viewing may also leave some groups

" relatively unaffected while making others extremely responsive to the tele—

vision image.

Figure 4 shows the "mainstreaming” implications of viewing. Those who
live in suburbs and non-metropolitan areas are so convinced that "crime is
rising" that television adds little or nothing to that perception. But those
who live in cities (sﬁall and large) express an equally near-unanimous belief
in the rising crime rate only if they are heavy viewers.

Similarly, high and medium income (but not low income) respondents over-
estimate their chances of becoming involved in violence if they are heavy
viewers. 'The more affluent heévy viewers share the violent "mainstream"
with all lower imcome respondents.

Figure 5 depicts the association between television, images of violence
in large cities, and race and class. Among whites living in large cities
there is little if any relationship for high income respondents, and a slight
relationship for low income respondents. Among blackg living in large cities
there is an inverse relationship: high incoﬁe blacks feel relatively
secure as light viewers but much less so as heavy viewers. Low income
blacké, on the other hand, feel most insecure if they are light viewers, and
exhibit less insecurity when heavy viewers. High and low income city
blacks join in the television "mainstream" from opposite directions.

Figure 6 shows that fear of crime is a most serious personal problem



for nonwhites, and that television, despite its prevalencé of violence,
again seems to be asscciated with less rather than more fear among nonwhite
respon@ents. Whites, however, fear crime ﬁuch more as heavy than as light
viewers. Again, whites and nonwhites blend into ﬁhe television "mainstream"
from opposite directions. 7

Expressions of fear by residence alone show that while suburban

heavy viewers fear crime more than their light viewing counterparts,

it is big city heavy viewers who respond most (what we call "resonate")
to television's violence message.

These group differences illustrate the complex interplay of demégraphic
and real world factors and television viewing. They show that for some groups,
like big city blacks, the real world may appear'even more violent than the
world of television; at least, viewing tends to moderate their apprehension.
- Others feel highly insecure regardless of viewing. Still others live in an
environment that seems reiatively safe for those whe do not watch much televi-
sion, but extremely dangerous for those who do; heavy viewers seem to_"résdnate"
to the television message. VOn the whole, the most general and prevalent asso-
ciation with television viewing is a heightened sénse’of living in a "mean
world" of violence and danger.

I believe that a corrosive sense of insecurity and misﬁrust invites not
only aggression but also repression. Fearful people are more dependent,
more easily manipulated and controlled, more suscept&ble to deceptively simple,
strong, tough measures and hard-line postures--both political and religious.
They may accept'and even welcome repression if it promises to relieve their

insecurities. That is the deeper problem of violence-laden television.

In recent years we have gone beyond violence in our study of the

dynamics of living with television. We have investigated the images



and the cultivation of conceptions of sex roles and ﬁinorities, aging,
occupations, educational achievement and aspirations, science and
scientists,.family, sex, and health and ﬁédicine. We are currently

at work on the analysis of the association of television viewing with
political position-taking and viewers' political tendencies. We find that
heavy viewers say they are "moderate' but their views tend to be conserva-
tive on social and populist on économic issues.

~ 7 Our studies and the research of other investigators suggest that
television presents a relaﬁively stable world of characters and actions.
It is a world that is resistant to substantial and lasting change because
it works so well for the institutions producing it, even if ﬁot neces-
sarily for society as a whole, and because television is relativély
insulated both from the ballot box and the box office.

‘Under the law television is a publicly licensed trustee of the
airways, operating in the "public interest, convenience, and necessity,"
In fact, however, it is a private bu;iness_producing éudienCes for sale
to adverfisers.

The basic formula that guides program production is "cost per
thousand." The less costly the program and higher the rating the more
profitable the entefprise. But ratings are no indicators of real

popularity. They dnly show which of the programs aired at the same time

attract more viewers. As viewers watch mostly by the clock rather than
by the program, the total audience at any one time is relatively stable.
So although there is keen competition, it is with fhe same type of appeal
for the same market. | |

The market for television production is not free in any sense of the
word. A handful of production companies create the bulk of the programs

and sell them to broadcasters, not viewers. The cheapest and least



offensive programming is the most profitable. Violence becomes a cheap indus—r
trial ingredient in a formula-ridden, narrowly conceived and rigid production
system. |

The system operates on a lucrative but restrictive basis of
advertising moneys. The law that makes these advertising expenditures
a tax-deductable business expense is the economic foundation of the

television industry. The cost of advertising is included in the price

—products-we buy.- -Unlike other business costs, but like taxatiom— —

(without representatibn, to be sure), the cost must be paid by all
whether or not they use the service, Accordlng to the annual financial
report complled by Broadcasting magazine (August 10, 1981, pp. 50-52),
the television levy per household in 1980 ranged from about $90 in
Atlanta to $29 in Wilkes—Barre;—Scranton, Pa; In my city of Philadel-
phia it was $59.36. That is what.the average Philadelphia household paid
for television, included in the price of products they bought, whether or
not they watched. Net revenues for the television industry totaled $8.8 bil-
lion, pre-tax profits 1.6 biliion. -

The only way to reduce violence and, more importantiy, the price
we pay for its inequitieé as well as for its saturation of the life
space.of every television generation, ié to allocate these and_perﬁaps
even additional resources to that end. 1In other words, it is to
extend the economic support for a broader view of the social and cul-

tural mission of television. Such a move would not infringe on First
Amendment rights. On the contrary, it would extend the First Amend-~

ment's prohibition of abridgement of the cultural marketplace to also cover
corporate restrictions of comntrol, purpcse, and function.

Clearly, such institutional adjustments will take time and study,

as well as determined effort. The last Subcommittee hearing that pro-



10

posed investigation of the structure of the television industry ran into
fierée'private pressure. The staff member assisting with the original draft
was fired and the final majority report was watered down to the usual
platitudes. Those who would want to move television toward a more open
system should know what they are up against,
Nevertheless, the effort is in the long-run interest of the industry
as well as of our society. The rigid imperatives of television produc-
tion will ,ﬁaxze-,,t,o, give way to a._ f,reer,,,marke;r:place of idéas,,fprpblems?,con_, —

flicts, and their resolutions. Freedom, time, and talent are needed to

- create a greater diversity of human scenariocs and thus reduce violence to

its more legitimate and equitable dramatic functions. The resource base
for television will have to be broadened to liberate‘the institution from
total dependence on advertising monies, purposes, and ratings.

Further hearings are needed to examine the ways in which democratic
cquntries around the world manage their television systems. The subcom-
ﬁitee should recommend a mechanism that will finance a freer commercial
system, one that can afford to present a fairer, more peaéeful, and more
democratic world of television. The mechanism should also help protect
creative professionals from both governmental and corporate dictation.
Only then will TV's professionals be free to produce the diversified and

entertaining dramatic fare they know how to produce but cannot under

existing constraints and controls.



Table 1

" Violence Index Components
(1967 - 1980-1)

1 2 2 3 1980
62,68° 69,70° 71,72' 73,747 1975 1976 1977 1078 1979 - &1  7Toral

All Proprams N = 183 212 203 291 226

110 192 111 126 130 1804

% Programs w/violence 81,4 B0.6 79.8 8.0 77.4 B9l 75.5 847 Bl.0 B5.4 BO.4
Rate per program T 4.8 4.9 5.0 5.4 5.2 6.2 5.0 5.8 - 5.0 5.7 5.2
Rate per hour 7.2 8.1 7.2 6.9 - 7.7 9.5 6.7 8.3 8.1 180.0 R2Yi
% Characters involved : .

in violence 69.5 65.1 59.8 . 6l.4 64.2  T74.8 60.9 64.8 62.7 67.3 64.2
Violence Index : T 190 178 . 174 175 177 204 166 183 174 187 179

7" Meekend“Dayeime NS T VX NG7. T 81T 14 ez 49 53 48 62 e 736

% Programs w/viclence 93.5 97.2 88.9 93.9 90.2 100.0 90.6 97.9 91,3 97.1 93.9
Rate per prostram 5.2 6.5 6.0 5.6 5.1 6.9 4.9 7.5 4.6 6.0 5.8
Rate per hour 22.3 25.5 16,0 12.8 14,2 22,4 15.6 25,0 17.2 25.4 18.2
% Characters Iinvolved :

in violence B4.3 89.7 73.5 73.8 81,1 83.6 77,2 86.0 74.B B7.6 80.4
Violence Index 242 253 208 205 211 247 209 249 219 249 224
Prime-Time =N - 121 125 122 177 134 61 139 63 64 62 1068
% Programs w/violence 75.2 66.4 73.8 67.8 63.7 80.3 69.8 74.6 70.3 72.% 71.1
Rate per program 4.5 3.5 4.4 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.0 4.5 5.4 5.4 . 4.8
Rate per hour 5.2 3.9 4,8 5.3 6.0 6.1 5.5 4.5 5.7 5.8 5.2
% Chazacters involved . . . -

in violenct 64,4 4%.4 . 53.9 53.7°  55.0 67.4 55.5 52.9 53,7 32.0 55.3
Violence Index 176 140 159 15% 160 183 154 153 153 152 158
8-9 P.M, EST N = 74 73 55 86. 61 25 65 27 31 28 525
% Programs w/violence 77.0 60.3 74.5 60.5 .52.5 72.0 66,2 59.3 71,0 71.4 65.7
Rate per program 4.9 2,8 4.2 4.0 2.7 3.8 4,2 3.0 5.6 + 5.8 4.0
Rate per hour : 6.4 3.9 4.8 4.3 4,1 4,7 5.3 4.0 6.3 6.5 4.9
k4 Charécters Involved _ ' .

in violence 66.3 46,1 50.0 44,2 37.0 55.1 53,2 39,2 53,1 - 52.4 49,4
Violence Index 186 127 " 150 134 I04 145 140 116 156 153 141
9-11 P.M. EST N = 47 52 Y 91 73 36 74 36 33 34 - 543
% Programs w/violence 72,3 75.0 73.1 74,7 82.2 86.1 73.0  B6.1 69.7 73.5 76.2
Rate per program 4.0 4.3 4.5 6.4 7.6 6.9 5.8 5.6 | 5.2 5.2 5.7
Rate per hour ' 3.8 3.9 4.8 6,1 6.9 6.8 5.7 4.8 5.2 5.3 5.4
% Characters involved : -

in violence 61.5 54.2 57.1 62.5 63.4 75.7 57.1 62,5 54,1 51,7 60.7

Viclence Index 162 158 167 183 203, 209 165 180 150 150 174

1'f.'hese figures are based upon two samples collected In the fall of each of thesa years.
2The figures fdr_ 1973~74 4nclude a spring 1975 sample and those for 1975 include a spring 1976 sample.

3The Fall 1977 sample consists of two weeks of prime-time and one weekend-morming sample of network
dramatic programs.,

4 : '
These figures are based upon a one-week sample collected in the spring of 1981.
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All Programs N =

% Programs w/violence
Rate per program
Rate per hour

—%-Characters involved —

in violence

Violence Index

Weekend-Davtime N =
% Programs w/violence
Rate per program

Rate per hour

% Characters involved
in violence

Viclence Index

. Prime~Time N =

% Programs w/violence
Rate per program
Rate per hour

% Characters involved
in violence

Violence Index

8-9 P.M. E§T N =
%'Programs w/violence
Rate per program

Rate per hour

% Characters involved
in violence

Violence Index

9-11 P.M, EST N =
% Programs w/violence
Rate per program

Rate per hour

% Characters involved
in violence

Viclence Index

for 1979 and 1580-1% by Network

Table 2

Violence Index Components

*
These figures.are based upon a one-week sample collected in the spring of 198L,

ALl Networks ABC CBS NBC
1979 1980-1 1979  1980~1 1979  1980-1 1979 1980-1
126 130 34 43 56 51 36 36
81.0  B5.4 70.6 81,4 87.5 84.3 80.86 91,7
5.0 5.7 4ok 5.7 5.1 5.5 5.4 5.9
8.1 10,0 6.4 10.4 9.9 10.6 7.7 9.1
62.7 67.2 52.2 64.9 69.1 68.5 64.7 69.4
174 187 145 180 190 188 179 - 196

62 83 11 20 a2 30 - 19 18

91,9 97.1 90.9  100.0 91.8 96.7 89.5 9% .4
6.6 6.0 6.5 6.7 4.8 6.7 3.1 4.2
17.2 25.4 15.8 30.7 23.7 27.7 10.5 16.7
74.8 87.6 87.5 98.0 73.4 88.0 69.2 74,4
210 249 223 273 224 256 tas 213

64 62 23 23 24 21 17 18

70.3 72.6 60.9 65.2 79.2 66.7 70.6  88.9
5.4 5.4 3.5 5.0 5.4 3.9 7.9 7.7
5.7 5.8 4.2 5.9 5.8 4.2 6.9 7.3
51,7 52.0 38.3 47.4 64.4 47.9 60.9 65.5
153 152 116 138 173 135 175 192

31 28 13 11 11 10 7 7

1.0 71,4 61.5 63.6 81.8 60.0 71,4 100.0
5.6 5.6 3.5 5.8 5.5 3.9 9.6 7.6
6.3 6.5 5.6 7.2 6.8 4.2 7.7 8.8
53.1 52.4 35.9 49.0 59.4 44,1 72.0 72.7
156 153 116 141 172 129 198 210

33 34 10 12 13 1t 10 11

69.7 73.5 60.0 66.7 76.9 72.7 70.0 81.8
5.2 5.2 3.4 4.2 5.2 3.8 6.8 7.8
5.2 5.3 3.8 4.8 5.2 &.2 6.2 6.6
54,1 51.7 40,5 45.8 68.3 51.4 53.8 60.6
150 150 115 135 174 140 160 180



Componentes of lmages of Violence Index

Table 3.

N Percent Percent
Percent Agreeing that Saying Their Percent
Overestimating Women are Neighborhoods are Saying that Percent
Chances of More ‘likely to Only Somewhat Fear of Crime’ Agreeing that
Involvement in Be Victims Safe or not Is a very Crize is
- Violence Of Crime Safe at all Serious Problem Rising
e T oo Percent Percent Percant Fercent Percent
Light Lizht o Light Light 2.3 Light
Viewers® Cp”gamms Viewersz__c_g gamma  Viewers?cd? zamma  Viewers C)” gamma = Viewers“tD” gamma
Overall o0 L 712 w0 8™ ss s L™ 200 w9 L™ o o 30
controlling for:
Age . )
18-29 76+ 287 73+ L1 49 +11  .09** 16 +11° ,g1%* 93 w4 L27P
30-54 68+ 1D 70 +10 ,18%** 53 412 g9t 17 #1112 96 +3 27
over 55 7L+ .07 77+l 227 65 +9 .08* 31 4+ =M 54 44 ,38**
Education
~ to College 76 +7 .13:** 70 +12 20" 58 +10 .07:** 26 +8 .u:*'* %% 43 .za:"
Some College 83 #9 10 76 +7 .06 49 46 07 13 +5 .09 91 +5 .22
Neuspaper Reading
Sometimes - 75 414 L2500 70 415 A 5B H7 0N 23 an Y g g e
Everyday 69  +1 ,10 74 417 13 53 +8 09 18 +2 11 95  +4 ,3p%
Race . ’
White 69 410 13" 73 49 L 53 +10 08" 17 #1015 54 45 29
Mon-White 86 +7 ,25 70 +12 1% 72 +16 ,09* 46 b =,07 95 L 37*
Urban Proximity - . e
City over 250,000 69 +10 .1 770 -.00 71 +14 197 26 +20 197 38 +10 527
City.under 250,000 7% 4 L05 64 +24 420 59 48 04 22 45 ,09% 89 11 ,57
Suburban 67 +13 187 75,10 1% 6 +13 ,13 19 410 1277 9% ~2 .13
Non=Metropolitan - 77+ 13T 70 49 17 51 +7 .01° 18 +2- ,08 93 0 L0
Incoma. -
under $10,000 8 0 .Gk 67 418 3207 51 414 0™ 35 _2 -.00 9% 4 517
$10,000 - $25,000 68 8 L1277 o 46,12 55 +5 04 16 48 187 93 45 35
over $25,000 62 +18 13 76 0 -.03 49 +1 -,01 10 +16 11%"- 96 -1 -.13
Lax | . .
Male 68 +8 .09 68 +10 ,20%* 38 +16 1™t 21 % o 95 +2 07
Female 76 48 ,15M* 78 #6140 73 41 -.01 20 412 ,14%+ 9 +5 53 %
1

N 2

"On' the average weekday, about how maoy hours do you

Medium: 2 -
Heavy: over

4 hours
4 hours

"

personally wateh televisiom?"
Light: under 2 hours

-

Percent Light Viewers = percent of light viewars giving the "Television Answer"

3

CD = Cultivarion Différential; percent of heavy viewers minus the

giving the "Television Answer"

* pie .05 (tau)

*% p £ .0 (tau)

Cakx p L 001 (tau)

Dats Source: Opinion Research Corporation

percent of light viewers
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