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« The effect of television viewing on the
construction of social reality has been a topic
of study in mass communication for over 20
vears. Often termed cultivation or social
reality, this body of research has demonstrated
modest, but consistent, effects of television
viewing on what people believe the social world
is like.” (Schrum and O’Guinn, 1993)
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! Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis; An Overview, Mass Communication & Society, 1998,
1(3/4), p191
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“... The actor identifies with the socially objectivated typification of conduct
in act, but re establishes distance from them as he reflects about his conduct
afterward. This distance between the actor and his action can be retained in
consciousness and projected to future repetition of action.” (Berger &
Luckman, the social Construction of Reality, p69)

“.. The roles, objectified linguistically, are an essential ingredient of the
objectively available world of any society. By playing role, the individual
participates in a social world. By internalizing these roles, the same world
becomes subjectively real to him.” (Berger & Luckman, the social
Construction of Reality, p69)
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' Horvath, Cary, L. Psychological addiction to television: Scale development and validation.

Communication Studies, December, 1999, p 175
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" la situation est une construction cognitive autant qu'affective, elle résulte
d'opération mnémonique et elle revét toujours une couleur émotionnelle:
elle est agagante, menacgante attendrissante lugubre etc. . Une situation est
une certaine facon de reconnaitre et d'éprouver Le monde. Réagir a une
situation c'est donc en quelque sorte réagir a sa propre mémoire et sa
propre affectivité. l'une ou l'autre entrent constamment dans la formation
des situation auxquelles nous ne cessant de réagir je veux dire que c'est
initialement dans le monde vécu non point a l'intérieur de nous méme que se

, 1 . . 1
découvrent notre mémoire et nos passions”

"Ibid ... p 69
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3 Isaac Joseph. Goffman et la Microsociologie. P.u.f. 2 édition. 2003. p 123.

* Ibid. pp 51-52
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' Peter Berger & Thomas Luckmann ... op. cit. p 41
> Ibid... p 39
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'Erving Goffman Les Cadres De L’Expérience. Trad. : Isaac Joseph, Michel Dartevelle, Pascale Joseph.
Les Editions de Minuit. 1991. p 54

? Berger & Luckmann ... op. cit. p 46
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Mucchielli

! Tsan-Kuo Vhang, Jian Wang and Chih-Hsien Chen The social construction of international imagery in
the post-Cold War era: a comparative analysis of U.S. and Chinese national TV news. Journal of
Broadcasting & Electronic Media Summer. 1998. Vol.42. n3. p278

2 Alex Mucchielli, Etudes des communications : Approche par la contextualisation, Armand colin,

Paris, 2005, p33
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* Alex Bandura, Social cognitive theory of mass communication, Media Psychology,3,2001, p282
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Ibid. p 278
3 Tsan-Kuo Vhang, Jian Wang and Chih-Hsien Chen. The social construction of international imagery

in the post-Cold War era: a comparative analysis of U.S. and Chinese national TV news. Journal of
Broadcasting & Electronic Media. Summer 1998. vol. 42. n3. p278
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! Sandra L. Murray, John G. Holmes, and Dale W. Griffin. The Benefits of Positive Illusions:
Idealization and the Construction of Satisfaction in Close Relationships. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology1996, Vol. 70, No. I, p 80

2 .
Ibid. p 80
3 Tsan-Kuo Vhang, Jian Wang and Chih-Hsien Chen The social construction of international imagery in

the post-Cold War era: a comparative analysis of U.S. and Chinese national TV news. Journal of
Broadcasting & Electronic Media Summer. 1998. vol 42 n3 p277
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' Michael Antecol. Abstracting the Later McLuhan: Television’ Cool Role in the Creation of the
Global Village. Canadian Journal of communication. Vol. 24, n°2 (1999), p52
2 .

Ibid...p 53
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! Shaila M. Miranda & Carol S.Sanders. The Social Construction of Meaning: an Alternative
Perspective on Information Sharing. Information Systems Research. Vol. 14, n° 1, March 2003.p 88

* Ibid. p 88
3 Ibid. p 88
* Ibid. p 89
> Shaila M. Miranda & Carol S.Sanders. .. op. cit. p 89
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" E. Goffman. La Mise en Scéne de la Vie Quotidienne. Editions de Minuit. 1973. p 229
? Jean-Jacques Boutaud. Sémiotique et Communication — du signe au sens- 1’Harmattan, 1998. p 151
3 .
Ibid. p 149
* BOUTAUD Jean-Jacques. Sémiotique et communication — du signe au sens - ... op.cit. p 150
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! Lucien Sfez, Dictionnaire Critique de la Communication, PUF, 1993, p 1088

* €¢ .. . . . .
Television is a centralized system of story telling. Its drama, commercials, news, and other programs

bring a relatively coherent system of images and messages into every home. That system cultivates from
infancy the predispositions and preferences that used to be acquired from other ‘primary’ sources and

that are so important in research on other media.”
% Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis; An Overview, Mass Communication & Society, 1998, 1(3-4),

p177
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Gosselin André, Violence et Effet D’Incubation de la Télévision : La Thése de la Cultivation
Analysis,Les Cahiers de la Communication Publique, N° 6, 1993, p7
2Ibid.p 7
* « If future historians wanted to know about the common cultural environment of stories and images into
which a child was born in the second half of the 20th century, where would they turn? How would they
describe its action structure, thematic content, and representation of people? How would they trace the

ebb and flow of its currents? Pathetic to say, they would find no other source than our own cultural
indicators data base and reports.”
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! Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis; An Overview,,, Op Cite, p175

114

Co

¢



Gerbner”

Q

=
C«
—_<
C«

.*(Mainstreaming)

* “Transcending historic barriers of literacy and mobility, television has become the primary common
source of socialization and everyday information (mostly in the form of entertainment) of otherwise
heterogeneous population. Manu of those who now live with television have never before been part of a
shared national culture. Television provides perhaps for the first time since preindustrial religion, a daily
ritual that elites share with many other public.”

' Gebner George, Cultivation... Op Cite, p178

* Gosselin André... Op. Cite. p 10
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Gerbner , Gross, Morgan, Signorielli (1986)"
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i Signorielli

3"

* « As a process, mainstreaming represents the theoretical elaboration and empirical verification of our
assertion that television cultivates common perspectives. Mainstreaming means, that television viewing
may absorb or override differences in perspectives and behaviour that stem from other social, cultural,

and demographic influences. Its represents a homogenization of divergent views and convergence of
disparate viewers”

! Gerbner George, Cultivation... Op. Cite, p 183

* “To understand the effects of television viewing on attitudes, beliefs, and behavior, television must be
studied as a collective symbolic environment of messages with an underlying formulaic structures”

% Signorielli Nancy, Aging on Television: Messages Relating to Gender, Race, and Occupation in
Prime Time, Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 48(2), p 281.

3 Jaques De Guise, Lecture du Livre de Shanahan J, & Morgan M, Television and The Viewers:
Cultivation Theory and Research, Cambridge University Press, 1999, 267p. IN Canadian Journal of
Communication, Vol.26(4), 2000. p 123-125.
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" Ibid. p 123.
* “The point is that cultivation is not conceived as a unidirectional but rather more like a gravitational

process. The angle and direction of the ‘pull’ depends on where groups of viewers and theirs styles of life
are with reference to the line of gravity, or the mainstream of the world of television. Each group may
strain in a different direction, but all groups are affected by the same central current. Cultivation is thus
part of a continual, dynamic, ongoing process of interaction among messages and contexts.”’
2 Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis,,, Op, Cite, p180
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* “Television neither simply creates nor reflects images, opinions, and beliefs. Rather, it is an integral
aspect of a dynamics process.”
! Gerbner G. Cultivation Analysis... Op. Cite, p 180

(1
Prime time seems to be the most crucial viewing period, as these programs attract the largest
audience and account for about one third of the average American’s television viewing.”
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« En poussant [’analyse, on s’est apercue qu’il existe un lien entre la peur
qu’inspire le monde réel et I’acceptation du réole symbolique de victime. Les
téléspectateurs qui voient que leurs groupe est statistiquement plus menacé
que d’autres semblent éprouver a la longue plus de crainte et plus de
méfiance. Les formes de violence transmises par la télévision augmentent la
vulnérabilité des spectateurs de maniere différente selon le groupe auquel
ils appartiennent, en renforcant tout particuliecrement le sentiment de
dépendance. »’

! Signorielli Nancy, Selective Television Viewing: A Limited Possibility, Journal of Communication,
Summer, 1986, 36,3, p 67.
* “Although logistically possible, it would be extremely difficult for a heavy viewer, someone watching
television for four or more hours each day, not to watch prime time programming. The heavy viewer who
watches only news, sports, or talk shows is probably quite rare.”
% Ibid, p 67
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* Gerbner George, Violence et Terreur dans les Médias, IN Gosselin André... Op. Cite. p 53
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! Gerbner G, Gross L, Living with Television: The Violence Profile, IN Gosselin André... Op. Cite .p 54
* “We begin with the assertion that television is the central cultural arm of American society. It is an
agency of the established order and as such, serves primarily to extend and maintain rather than to alter,
threaten, or weaken conventional conceptions, beliefs, and behavior. It is chief cultural function is to
spread and stabilize social patterns, to cultivate not change but resistance to change. Television is a

medium of the socialization of most people into standardized roles and behaviors. Its function is, in a
word, enculturation.”

* Ibid. p 54
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* “The violence scenario thus serves a double function. By demonstrating the realities of social power, it
generates insecurity and dependence and serves as an instrument of social control. This objective is
achieved at a great human price. The price is the inciting of a few to destructive violence, the cultivation
of aggressive tendencies among some children and adults, and the generating of a sense of danger and
risk in a mean and selfish world.”

" Gerbner G, Gross L, The Violent Face of Television and Its Lessons. IN Gosselin André... Op. Cite .p
53
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* Gerbner G, Gross L, Morgan M, Signorielle N, Charting the Mainstream; Contributions to Political
Orientation, Journal of Communication, Vol. 32(2), 1982, p 100-127.
Gerbner G, Gross L, Morgan M, Signorielle N, Political Correlates of Television Viewing, Public
Opinion Quarterly, Vol.48, 1984, p 283-300.

- Gerbner G, Gross L, Television and Educational Achievement and aspiration, in D. Pearle, L.
Bouthile, & J. Lazar, Television and Behavior, Ten Years of Scientific Progress and
Implications For the 80’s, Volume II, Technical Reviews, 1982 p. 78-90. Rockville, MD;
National Institute of Mental Health.

- Gerbner G, Gross L, Morgan M, Signorielle N, Scientist on the TV Screen, Society, May/June,
1981, p 41-44.

- Gerbner G, Morgan M, Signorielle N, Programming Health Portrayals: What Viewers See, Say
and Do. IN D. Pearle, L. Bouthile, & J. Lazar, Television and Behavior, Ten Years of
Scientific Progress and Implications For the 80’s, Volume 11, Technical Reviews, 1982 p.291-
307. Rockville, MD; National Institute of Mental Health.
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1 Gerbner

- Gerbner G, Gross L, Morgan M, Signorielle N, Gratuitous Violence and Exploitive Sex: What
Are The Lessons? Phila, P.A., The Annenberg School of Communication, 1984.

- Morgan M, Television and Adolescent’s Sex Role Stereotypes: A Longitudinal Study. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 43(5), 1982. p 947-955.

- Morgan M, Symbolic Victimization and Real World Fear. Human Communication Research,
Vol.9, 1983, p 146-157.

- Morgan M, Television, Sex Role Attitudes, and Sex Role Behavior. Journal of Early
Adolescence, Vol. 7, n°. 3, 1987, p. 269-282.

! Gerbner George, Cultivation analysis... Op, Cite, p 181

* “Cultivation analysis begins with messages system analysis identifying the most recurrent, stable, and
overarching patterns of television content. These are the consistent images, portrayals, and values that
cut across most types of programs and are virtually inescapable for regular (and especially the heavy)
viewers. They are the aggregate messages embedded in television as a system rather than in specific
programs, types, or genres.”’
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* “There are many critical discrepancies between the real world and the world as portrayed on
television. Findings from systematic analyses of television’s messages systems are used to formulate
questions about the potential lessons of viewing concerning people’s conceptions of reality.”

' Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis... Op. Cite. p181

* Gosslin André... Op. Cite. p 14

* “What is important is that there should be significant relative differences in viewing levels, not the
actual or specific amount of viewing. The heaviest viewers of any sample of respondents form the
population on which cultivation can be tested.”
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" Gerbner George...Op. Cite. p 182
Y It’s hardly fair to bring a child into the world with the way things look for the future.
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Gosslin André

« Les theses d’inspiration néo marxiste de Gerbner et de ses collaborateurs
sur la fonction idéologique de la télévision, sur ses effets structurels de
maintien de [’ordre et de reproduction des inégalités sociales, les incitent
peut étre... a employer la notion d’aliénation. Apres tout, si la télévision a
de telles conséquences, c’est qu’elle est aliénante et empéche les masses de
prendre conscience des fondements du pouvoir et de [’exploitation dans nos

sociétés post-industrielles. »
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' Gosslin André... Op. Cite. p 14

% Gerbner George... Op. Cite. p 185

* “Our message data say little directly about either the selfishness or altruism of people, and there are
certainly no real world statistics about the extent to which people can be trusted.”
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'Gerbner George... Op. Cite. p 185

* “Yet, I have found that long term exposure to television, in which frequent violence is virtually
inescapable, tends to cultivate the image of relatively men and dangerous world.”

% Ibid. p 185

* “The belief in a ‘mean world’ that people are untrustworthy and grasping has no direct referent in
television content, but can be inferred from the threat represented by the massive amounts of violence
portrayed.”

* Hawkins P.R, Pingree S, Adler I, Searching for Cognitive Processes in The Cultivation Effect Adult
and Adolescent Samples in The United States and Australia, Human Communication Research, 13(4),
1987, p 555
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* “One report found, for samples of prime time programs broadcast between 1973 and the fall of 1992,
that violence appeared in seven out of 10 programs at the rate of 5.3 incidents per hour and 4.6 incidents
per program and that half of the major characters in these programs were involved in violence.. In all of
the programming sampled, the NTVS found no change in the prevalence of violence from the 1994 1995
to the 1996 1997 television season.. A more recent examination of the 1996 1997 NTVS data” found that
the amount of violence in prime time programs was similar to that found in programs aired during other
times of the day.”
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! Signorielli Nancy, Prime Time Violence 1993 — 2001 : Has the Picture Really Changed, Journal of
Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 47(1), 2003, p 39
* Gosslin André... Op. Cite., p 20
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Jaques De
, Television and The Viewers: Shanahan J, & Morgan M Guise
L. ! Cultivation Theory and Research,
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' Gosslin André... Op. Cite.,23
? Jaques De Guise... Op. Cite, p 124
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Victimization: Is the Relationship Causal?
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267 U o8 G g g4 Lige Ju b o€ MiiGerbner et all, The Demonstration of Power: Violence Power '
267 Ua .. A aaall o& M. Wober & B. Gunter, Television and Social Control *

* “First of all, the basic findings of Gerbner and his associates are replicable: People who watch a lot of
television are more likely to indicate fear of their environment. Its equally clear, however, that this
relationship disappears when attempts are made to control for other variables, including the actual
incidence of crime in the neighborhood. Thus, it would appear that television itself is not likely to be a

direct cause of people’s fear of being victims of crime.”
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“Among Canadian, Doob and McDonald found the strongest positive
associations between amount of television viewing and fear of crimes
among those who live in high crime centers. Although they interpreted this
finding as evidence of spuriousness of the relationship between television
viewing and fear of crime, clearly the concept of neighborhood does not
explain the observed relationship. Rather, it points to an important
specification. For those urban dwellers who live in high crime centers,
television’s violent imagery may be most congruent with their real life
perceptions. These people receive a double dose of messages that the world
is violent, and consequently show the strongest associations between

" Doob A.N, McDonald G.E, Television Viewing and Fear of Victimization: Is the Relationship
Causal? IN_Gosselin Andre... Op. Cite, p 30

" “We felt that there is one quite plausible factor that might account for the correlation between viewing
and fear of violence: people who watch a lot of television may have a greater fear of being victims of

violent causes of violent crimes because, in fact, they live in more violent neighborhoods.”
2 .
Ibid. p 30
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viewing and fear (...) Thus, we have seen two distinct processes, which help
explain differential susceptibility to cultivation. Resonance may occur when
a feature of the television world has special salience for a group, e.g.,
greater fear among city dwellers, or perceived over victimization by the
elderly. In these cases the correlates of heavy viewing are most apparent
among those for whom the topic holds considerable personal relevance.
Mainstreaming, on the other hand, may be related more to general and

. . . . })1
widespread images and norms of social reality.

Hugh -
NORC" U
Annenberg 1977 1975
f
U 1 Hugh
G] n n
*n n E
Hughes i !
W

Hughes ( . )

()

" Gosslin André... Op. Cite
National Opinion Research Center s/l saal ik )l 38 5l

* “We find ourselves in substantial agreement with a large portion of Hughes articles (....) Hughes
correctly notes that by presenting our data in cross tabular form within groups we have not fully guarded
against spuriousness (....) Hughes has shown that amount of viewing has little main effect on a
particular set of questions when a number of controls are implemented simultaneously (...). Finally, we
agree with Hughes that cultivation analysis does not exhaust the range of possible consequences of
television viewing, and that television may exert powerful yet subtle influences which our instruments
cannot detect.”
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* Ibid. 178
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* “Television pervades the symbolic environment. Cultivation analysis focuses on the consequences of
exposure to its recurrent patterns of stories, images, and messages. Our theories of the cultivation
process attempt to understand and explain the dynamics of television as the distinctive dominant cultural

force if our age.”
! Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis... Op. Cite, p 191

* Ibid. p 192
* “Television has become the common symbolic environment that interacts with most of the things we

think and do. Exploring its dynamics can help develop an understanding of the forces of social cohesion,
cultural dependence, and resistance to change, as well as the requirements of developing alternatives and

independence essential for self direction and self government in the television age.”
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Morgan M, Signorielli N, Cultivation Analysis, 1990 q
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Hawkins R.P, Pingree S 3

€ E Annenberg

" Gosselin André... Op. Cite, p 47

“Even though years of research have provided considerable evidence of a small but consistent
relationship between television viewing and beliefs about the social world that are similar to or plausibly
implied by the images in television programs, the research community still does not understand how this
relationship occurs. (...) This situation can also usefully be viewed in terms of ‘internal’ and ‘external’
validity. We have considerable research addressing external validity, or generalizability, of a week but
persistent cultivation relationship, but very little evidence that provides these findings with internal
validity, or the assurance that they do in fact represent television effects.”

* Hawkins R.P, Pingree S, Television’s Influence on Social Reality, IN, Gosselin André... Op. Cite, p 49
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" Ibid. p 50

" While first order beliefs could be regarded as matching the demographic characteristics of television
or the real world, second order beliefs would only be implied by television content. Thus, we hypothesized
that second order beliefs might be derived by inference from an individual’s first order beliefs.”
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Leo

U U U Barrile

! Hawkins R.P, Pingree S, Adler I, Searching for Cognitive Processes in The Cultivation Effect: Adult
and Adolescent Samples in The United States and Australia, Human Communication Research, Vol.

13(4), 1987, p 573

: “Interpreting correlation between television viewing and these second order or implied social

reality beliefs as cultivation rests on the argument that these beliefs are implied by the facts of
television content.(... )Although estimates of real world demography require some sort of
construction themselves, it is construction in which its end product have direct referents in
television content, whereas second order beliefs are linked only by argument of implication.”
% Gosselin André... Op. Cite, p 50

* “Undoubtedly, the manifest function of television is entertainment. But its latent, if unintended, function
appears to be ideological in the sense that it deflects criticism away from the social structural causes of
social problems by focusing on individual deviation. Television (crime drama particularly) equates the
issue of crime with a symbolic assailant, an abnormal personality, and a dangerous and damnable
deviant.(...) For instance, nearly one half of all television crime drama villains are murders while in
reality, murders comprise about one percent of all criminals.”

140



¢

™.

mic

! Barille Leo, Television and Attitude About Crime, IN Gosselin André... Op. Cite, p 51
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* “Write your own theory and test its predictions, because the research you are conducting is not a test of
cultivation theory”

l|| n 1988 n n 1

* “Cultivation analysis is well suited to multinational and cross cultural comparative study.” (Gerbner,
1977, 1987; Morgan, 1990)
% Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis... , Op. Cite, p 188

* “In fact, such study is the best test of system wide similarities and differences across national

29
boundaries, and of the actual significance of national cultural policies.

3 Ibid, p 188
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'Gerbner George... Op. Cite. p 189
* “International work in cultivation analysis attempt to answer the questions of whether the medium or

the system is the message. It reveals the extent to which, and the way in which, each message system

contributes to conception of social reality — congruent with its most stable and recurrent messages of
images.”

? Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis... , Op. Cite, p 189

* “Given the range of variations in susceptibility to cultivation even within the United States, there is no
reason to assume that cultivation patterns will be identical or invariant across cultures.”
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Cultivation Analysis; An Overview Society

.1990 Cultivation Analysis Signorielli N
1988 Perse E.M, Taylor D.S,
Examination of Cultivation
Hawkins R.P, Pingree S
q
U Pingree and Hawkins lj !
v U (
I 171 17 N/ I
U
b
McDonald  Doob

s

N0

Canada  Toronto

* “Pingree and Hawkins (1981) found that exposure to US programs (especially crime and adventure)
was significantly related to Australian student’s score on ‘Mean World’ and ‘Violence in Society’ indexes
concerning Australia, but not the United States. Viewing Australian programs were unrelated to these
conceptions, but those who watched more U.S programs were more likely to see Australia as dangerous

and mean.”’

' Pingree S, Hawkins R.P, US Programs on Australian Television: The Cultivation Effects, Journal of

Communication, 31(1)
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* Bouwman Harry

Doob & McDonald  Hawkins & Pingree

" Wober J.M, Televised Violence and Paranoid Perception: The View From Great Britain, IN, Gerbner

George... Op. Cite, p 189
* Ibid, p189

* Bouwman H, Cultivation Analysis: The Dutch Case. IN, Melischek G, Rosenberg K.E & Stappers J,
Cultural Indicators: International Symposium, 1984, p 407 422, Vienna, Verlag der Osterreichischen

Akademie der Wissenschafter.
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“Bouwman found weak association between amount of viewing and perception of violence,

Victimization, and Mistrust.”
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“We are not independent of our surrounds, our surrounds inhabit us and

vice versa. Nor can we determine, as human beings. ” (Gergen’s, 1999(
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! Jonathan D.Raskin, Constructivism in Psychology: Personal Construct Psychology, Radical
Constructivism, and Social Constructionism. American Communication Journal. Vol 5. Issue 3. Spring
2002. p 07.
2 Ibid. p 07
3 Ibid. p 07
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' Alain M. Rubin, Elizabeth M. Perse, Donald S. Taylor, “4 Methodological Examination of
Cultivation”. Communication Research, vol.15, n° 2, April 1988, p 109
* Ibid p 109
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“Television is essentially uniform in its presentation of symbolic
messages about society” (Gerbner et al, 1979)

Hawkins & Pingree 2

' Hawkins, Robert P., Pingree, Suzane, Searching for Cognitive Processes in the Cultivation Effect :
Adult and Adolescent Samples in the United States and Australia, Humgn Communication Research,
Voll3,n°4, Summer 1987, p 557
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* Ibid. p 556
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36(3), 64-75
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Alain M. Rubin, Elizabeth M. Perse, Donald S. ) U

Hawkins & )  ( Rubin, Perse, & Powel, 1985) (1983 Rubin 1981) «( Taylor

.(Gerbner et al., 1979) U ( 1986 Signorielli, ) ( Pingree
i 9 O
A O =z (17)
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) '( Multiple Regression ) W
[ ( Bivariate Regression

Morgan et al.

Multiple Regression attempt to predict a normal ( or scale ) dependent
variable from a combination of several scale and/or dichotomous
independent/predictor variables.”

W SPSS Morgan et al.
Enter / SPSS ( Multiple Regression )
) ( Simultaneous Regression )

(

“For this purpose, we will use the method that SPSS calls Enter, which tell

the computer to consider all the variable at the same time.””

! Leech L.N, Barrett C.K, Morgan A.G, SPSS for Intermediate Statistics(second edition), Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Publishers New Jersey, 2005, p 95

> MORGAN G.A., LEECH N.L., GLOECKNER G.W., BARRETT K.C., SPSS for Introductory
Statistics, Use and Interpretation (second edition), Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers New
Jersey, 2004.p 126

3 Ibid... p 126
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=052, ) % 52 1

1 (22) ( R: F= 8.765, p <.000

(22) ).

1 046 © R

(R2 =.046, F=7.929, p <.000) % 4.6

(23) ).

A y

S W N
(R: =.004, F=1.564,p <.211). St
- J t (21)

Standardized . .

Sig, ¢ Coefficients Unstandadized Coefficients p
beta Std. Error B
.000 14.643 124 1.811 -
.001 3.292 .199 .012 .040
262 1.125 .068 .008 .009
*009) - ( * 040) -1811= J P R
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Su t (22)
Standar.dlzed Unstandadized Coefficients
Sig. t Coefficients Op
beta Std. Error B
.000 22.228 115 2.562
.008 2.656 .160 011 .030
.019 2.363 142 .008 .018
( * 018) + ( * 030)-2562 = 3SU
3 1 (23)
Standardized
t i fficient:
Sig. ¢ Coefficients Unstandadized Coefficients Up
beta Std. Error B
.000 19.629 115 2.265 -
.019 2.363 142 .011 .027
.016 2.415 .146 .008 .019
00 t 2.1.3
U




020 © R 1
=020, F=2.177, ) U % 2 1
(24 ) .(R2p <.057
T t z (24
. Standar.dlzed Unstandadized Coefficients
Sig. t Coefficients Op
beta Std. Error B
.000 8.748 227 1.984
151 1.439 .085 .010 014
17 -.363 -.021 011 -.004
257 1.135 067 .010 012
.030 2.176 .129 .013 .027
.102 -1.640 -.097 011 -.019
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Standardized . .

Sig. ¢ Coefficients Unstandadized Coefficients Up
beta Std. Error B
.000 7.278 .260 1.893
.992 -.010 -.001 .076 -.001
835 208 .017 .082 .017
.006 2.783 201 .073 203
357 -.923 -.055 .067 -.061

*.017)- ( * 001 ) -1893 = 1T
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Standardized . .
Sig, ¢ Coefficients Unstandadized Coefficients op
beta Std. Error B

.000 13.627 212 2.890

277 -1.090 -.064 .009 -.010

399 -.844 -.050 .010 -.008

.006 -2.790 -.164 .010 -.027
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Standardized . .
Sig. ¢ Coefficients Unstandadized Coefficients B
beta Std. Error B
.000 9.422 239 2.253 -2
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.068 1.833 .148 .075 137
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Standardized . .
Sig. ¢ Coefficients Unstandadized Coefficients op
beta Std. Error B
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J
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Kruskal Wallis ) Chi-Square T-TEST
1(Test

( ) S T-TEST
Chi-Square . ( Normal , scale, data )

( Nominal ) 1y

Morgan et all

S

z

.2( Independent Sample t-test ) 4

t-test Morgan

t-test

'"MORGAN G.A. and all, Op Cite... p 134
Ibid..., p 137
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( Parametric) ( Scale)
I 0 S
Nonparametric Kruskal- ) Kruskal-Wallis
n " (Wallis Test
dz S6 Sk .1.4
dz  S6 1.1.4
7 T-TEST
(29) U
p=) (p=.292) (p = .290) (p=.398)
y4 € . (.802
A dz z (29)
p df t
398 284 -.847
.290 284 -1.059
292 284 -1.056
.802 284 =251
K ) 0.05 g *
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z € (30 ) Chi-Square
U S y
(p=.402) (p=.650)
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U
U (x2 = 17.675, P = .000) (x2 = 15379, P = .000 )
€
(151.44) €  12813) (163.87)
3 ( ) .(137.51) €
(30 €
y Adz S z (30)
Asymp.Sig df CHI-Square
.650 1 206
402 1 703
.000 1 15.379
.681 1 .169
509 1 436
.000 1 17.675
123 1 2.378
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(t=1.971, df = 284, p = .050 )

" Morgan (t=-2.829, df = 284, p =.005 ) ql
Z ( Confidence Interval of the Difference )
. 1n Z ( _ _ + + )

Sig.(2- W
9
tailed) d !
70084 | 23701 107
050 284 1.971
69256 | 22026 179
62228 | 3.0630 107
070 284 1.820
66778 | 29182 179
68969 | 2.6737 107
571 284 568
63092 | 2.6283 179
66493 | 2.8395 107
005 284 -2.829
51664 | 3.0388 179
( ) 0.05 u *
( ) 0.01 u **

"MORGAN G.A. and all, Op Cite... p 139
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(x2 = 28.906, P = .000)

U U (125.96 = 172.85 =
(32 )
L0
(114.00) (161.14) (x2=25.995, P = .000)
y E a Skz (32)
Asymp.Sig df CHI-Square 9+
172.85 107 =
.000 1 28.906
125.96 179 =
146.18 107 =
.635 1 225
141.90 179 =
144.60 107 =
851 1 .035
142.84 179 =
154.61 107 =
.060 1 3.526
136.86 179 =
137.94 107 =
.350 1 .875
146.82 179 =
140.20 107 =
572 1 319
145.47 179 =
114.00 107 =
.000 1 25.995
161.14 179 =
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(7ém Edition, Dalloz, 1999
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L Ut

' Shapiro A.M, Memory and Decision Processes in the Construction of Social Reality, Communication
Research, Vol 18. N°I. Feb 1991.p16
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' Signorielli Nancy , The Television Audience : Selective Television Viewing : A Limited Possibility,
Journal of Communication, Summer 1986, 36,3, p65
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' Rubin, A. Television Uses and Gratification; The Interactions of Viewing Patterns and Motivations.
Journal of Broadcasting, 27(1), 1983,
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! Signorielly Nancy,... Op Cite, p 67
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! Cary Horvath... Op Cite. P 387
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Morin Edgar"

« Ce cosmopolitisme a wune double nature: d’une part, une nature
anthropologique, c’est-a-dire un tronc commun a [’homme de toute les
civilisations : ce tronc commun, c’est non seulement ce langage d’images propre
au cinéma, a la presse écrite, a la télévision, a la publicité, ce sont aussi les
passions premieres ou fondamentales, c’est la puissance de stimulation des
processus de projection et d’identification qui reconstituent « cette mentalité
mystique et concreéte » dont parle Vendryés... Effectivement, la culture de masse
fait appel aux dispositions affectives d’'un homme imaginaire universel, proche
de 'enfant et de ’archaique, mais toujours présent dans [’homofaber moderne.
Effectivement, un des fondements du cosmopolitisme de la culture de masse est
['universalité des processus du « tronc archaique » du cerveau humain et
'universalité de I’homme imaginaire »'

! Morin Edgar, I’Esprit du Temps, Editions le seuil, 1976 pp 224-225
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' Arkoun Mohammed, Humanisme & Islam Combats et Propositions, Editions Barzakh, Alger, 2007,
p269
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' Shapiro Michael. A, Memory and Decision Process in the Construction of Social Reality,
Communication Research, Vol.18,1, 1991, p17

* Gerbner George, Cultivation Analysis: An Overview.. ,Op. Cite, p191
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' Toualbi-Thaalibi N, L’Ordre et Le Désordre, Casbah Editions, Alger, 2006, p25
* Ibid. p25
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« C’est en effet a travers ces réseaux que les individus sont faconnés et
geres de telle facon qu’ils apprennent et, au besoin, vérifient qu’ils ne
peuvent évoluer qu’a ’appui des soutiens que leur procurent leurs relations
sociales et que, par conséquent, ils ne peuvent éventuellement compter que
sur ceux avec lesquels ils sont en contact permanent. »'

¢

James Chesebro, Communication, Values, and Popular Television Series, Communication — & *
Quarterly, 51(4), 2003, 367-418

' Medhar S, Achaibou M, Typologie de la Violence A Travers la Société Algérienne —Essai de
Théorisation-, Revue des deux Rives, Edition LRPSO, 1, 2004, p 26
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( 24 Chrono, Les Experts, Prison Break, Lost, FBI Portés Disparues...)
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' Hawkins P.R, Pingree S, Adler I, Searching For Cognitive Processes in the Cultivation Effect —Adult
and Adolescent Samples in the United States and America -, Human Communication Research, 13(4),
1987, p572
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although estimates of real world demography require some sort of
construction themselves, it is construction in which its end products have
direct referents in television content, whereas second order beliefs are
linked only by an argument of implication.(Hawkins et al. 1987. p573)

« That the Demographic beliefs are not an intervening variable or condition
in the relationship between television viewing and second order beliefs, and

in fact are scarcely related to the value system beliefs...”.(Hawkins et al.
1987. p573)
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Frequencies

Statistics
Niveau
Sexe d'instruction
N Valid 286 286
Missing 0 0
Frequency Table
Sexe
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Masculin 123 43,0 43,0 43,0
Feminin 163 57,0 57,0 100,0
Total 286 100,0 100,0
Niveau d'instruction
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Lycéen 107 37,4 37,4 37,4
Universitaire 179 62,6 62,6 100,0
Total 286 100,0 100,0
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Frequencies

Statistics
Age
N Valid 286
Missing 0
Mean 20,5245
Std. Deviation 2,97907
Minimum 15,00
Maximum 38,00
Age
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 15,00 1 .3 3 3
16,00 10 3,5 3,5 3,8
17,00 42 14,7 14,7 18,5
18,00 34 11,9 11,9 30,4
19,00 23 8,0 8,0 38,5
20,00 25 8,7 8,7 47,2
21,00 42 14,7 14,7 61,9
22,00 50 17,5 17,5 79,4
23,00 29 10,1 10,1 89,5
24,00 13 4,5 4,5 94,1
25,00 1 3 .3 94,4
26,00 7 24 24 96,9
27,00 4 1,4 1,4 98,3
28,00 2 e 4 99,0
29,00 1 .3 3 99,3
33,00 1 3 3 99,7
38,00 1 3 3 100,0
Total 286 100,0 100,0
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Descriptives

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean
. Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error
CUOITIAarice erries auaues 200 1,UU 4,22 £2,2900 , U300
Controle de la vie 286 1,00 4,67 3,1596 ,03596
Relations
Interpersonnelles 286 1,60 5,00 3,6326 ,04223
Valid N (listwise) 286
Descriptive Statistics
S,td . Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Confiance en les autres ,65674 ,068 144 -,256 287
Controle de la vie ,60818 -,266 ,144 ,521 ,287
Relations
Interplersonnelles , 71415 -,486 ,144 ,024 ,287
Valid N (listwise)
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Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std.
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic
SMEAN(ITEMBTY) 286 1,00 5,00 2,3245 06511 | 1,10113
%I\//I)EAN(ITE'V|1 0 286 1,00 5,00 2,5178 ,07305 1,23532
%'\/")EAN('TEW 1 286 1,00 5,00 27359 07357 | 1,24421
%I\//I)EAN(ITE'V|1 2 286 1,00 5,00 2,4912 06780 |  1,14666
%'\/")EAN('TEW 3 286 1,00 500 | 27123 08482 | 1,43442
%'\/")EAN('TEMM 286 1,00 5,00 2.8042 07666 |  1,29647
vy NATEMTE 286 1,00 500 | 3,061 08841 | 149514
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEl\/|1 7 286 1,00 5,00 2,7774 ,08237 1,39293
%'\/")EAN('TEWs 286 1,00 500 | 37143 06892 | 1,16550
?\'\/")EAN('TEW 9 286 1,00 5,00 3,7394 06924 | 1,17087
%'\/")EAN('TEMZO 286 1,00 6,00 3,8596 06831 | 1,15529
$\'\/")EAN('TEM23 286 1,00 500 |  3,0842 07894 | 1,33506
%'\/")EAN('TEMZ“ 286 1,00 500 | 2,9982 07904 |  1,33673
%'\/")EAN('TEM% 286 1,00 5,00 2,5563 07707 | 1,30330
Ty NATEMZ6 286 1,00 500 | 24738 | 07682 | 1,20919
%'\/")EAN('TEM” 286 1,00 5,00 1,8486 06112 | 1,03363
%'\/")EAN('TEMZS 286 1,00 5,00 2,1748 06767 | 1,14441
%l\//l)EAN(ITEM29 286 1,00 5,00 2,6224 07810 |  1,32084
%'\/")EAN('TEWO 286 1,00 5,00 2,5614 07865 |  1,33005
Ty ATEMST 286 1,00 1400 | 33112 | 08517 | 144040
Ty NTEM3Z 286 1,00 500 | 25493 | 07498 | 1,26811
%'\/")EAN('TEM% 286 1,00 5,00 2.8077 07250 | 1,22607
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEM34 286 1,00 5,00 2,1514 ,07182 1,21466
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEl\/I35 286 1,00 5,00 1,9474 06573 | 1,11168
vy NATEMSE 286 1,00 500 | 28940 | 07664 | 129617
?\'\/")EAN('TEMW 286 1,00 5,00 3,0000 07381 1,04816
%'\/")EAN('TEM% 286 1,00 5,00 20561 06619 |  1,11937
vy NUTEMS9 286 1,00 500 | 23298 | 07634 | 1,29099
gl\TA\E)A N(TEM 286 1,00 5,00 2,0739 06622 | 1,11991
%l\//l)EAN(ITEMM 286 1,00 5,00 1,8772 ,05951 1,00647
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Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std.
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic
?%EAN(ITEM‘Q 286 1,00 5,00 2,3193 ,07040 1,19052
Valid N (listwise) 286
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Descriptive Statistics

Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
SMEAN(ITEM8TV) 485 144 -,750 287
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEM1 0 478 144 -,894 ,287
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEMN 315 144 -1,021 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM12 542 144 -,657 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM13 193 144 -1,439 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEMM 145 144 -1,290 ,287
_SI_\I\//I)EAN(ITEM1 6 -,033 144 -1,476 ,287
_?\l\//l)EAN(ITEMW 130 144 -1,320 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM18 -816 144 -,250 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM19 -,866 144 -,158 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEMZO -1,015 144 ,195 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEMZB -,146 144 -1,293 ,287
_?\l\//l)EAN(ITEM24 -,059 144 -1,289 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM25 1350 144 -1,141 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEMZG 566 144 -,922 ,287
_?\l\//l)EAN(ITEM27 1,364 144 1,373 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEMZS .940 144 ,023 ,287
_?\I\//I)EAN(ITEMZQ 1363 144 -1,143 ,287
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEM3O 421 144 -1,146 287
$\|\//|)EAN(|TEM31 1,159 144 9,086 287
_?\I\//I)EAN(ITEM32 481 144 -,983 ,287
_?\I\//I)EAN(ITEM33 .062 144 -1,173 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM34 .889 144 -,345 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM35 1,231 144 ,807 ,287
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEM% 102 144 -1,178 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM37 -,164 144 -1,154 ,287
_SI_.\I\//I)EAN(ITEM38 1992 144 ,170 ,287
$\|\//|)EAN(|TEM39 706 144 -728 287
g|\1{|5;AN(ITEM4 1,015 144 ,139 ,287
?\l\//I)EAN(ITEMM 1,310 144 1,440 ,287
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Descriptive Statistics

Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
?%EAN(ITEM‘Q ,642 ,144 -,622 ,287

Valid N (listwise)
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Descriptives

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error
Problem Viewing TV 286 1,00 4,55 2,2652 04134
Scale Component ’ ’ ’ ’
Heavy 286 1,10 4,90 2,9723 ,03866
Craving 286 1,17 4,50 2,6453 ,03859
Withdraw 286 1,00 5,75 2,9642 ,03450
Valid N (listwise) 286

Descriptive Statistics
Std. Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Problem Viewing TV 69917 646 144 268 287
Scale Component ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Heavy ,65381 ,065 ,144 ,043 ,287
Craving ,65270 ,061 ,144 -,325 ,287
Withdraw ,58351 ,150 ,144 2,220 ,287
Valid N (listwise)
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Descriptives

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std.

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic
VIEW 286 1,00 12,00 9,9580 ,20608 3,48505
HIER 286 1,00 12,00 6,1469 , 30102 5,09070
Valid N (listwise) 286

Descriptive Statistics
Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
VIEW -2,152 ,144 2,791 ,287
HIER -,020 ,144 -2,002 ,287
Valid N (listwise)
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Descriptives

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error
Confiance en les autres 286 1,00 4,22 2,2958 ,03883
Controle de la vie 286 1,00 4,67 3,1596 ,03596
Relations
Interpersonnelles 286 1,60 5,00 3,6326 ,04223
Valid N (listwise) 286

Descriptive Statistics
Std. Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Confiance en les autres ,65674 ,068 144 -,256 ,287
Controle de la vie ,60818 -,266 ,(144 ,521 ,287
Relations
Interpersonnelles , 71415 -,486 ,144 ,024 ,287
Valid N (listwise)
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Correlations

Correlations?

SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT
EMBTV) EM10TV) EM11TV) EM12TV)

SMEAN(ITEM8TV) Pearson Correlation 1 ,259*4 -,054 ,365™

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,367 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM10 Pearson Correlation ,259*4 1 -,054 ,326™
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) 000 360 000
SMEAN(ITEM11 Pearson Correlation -,054 -,054 1 ,036
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,367 ,360 ,544
SMEAN(ITEM12 Pearson Correlation ,365* ,326™ ,036 1
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,544
SMEAN(ITEM13 Pearson Correlation , 2014 ,218*% ,005 ,256™
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,000 ,926 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM14 Pearson Correlation ,080 ,140* ,086 ,185*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) 178 ,018 145 ,002
SMEAN(ITEM16 Pearson Correlation 113 ,2214 ,026 , 260
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,056 ,000 ,656 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM17 Pearson Correlation -,067 -, 174* ,034 -,234*
V) Sig. (2-tailed) ,260 ,003 571 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM18 Pearson Correlation ,183*% ,224*% ,081 ,182*
V) Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 171 ,002
SMEAN(ITEM19 Pearson Correlation ,206™*% 275" ,039 147
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,508 ,013
SMEAN(ITEM20 Pearson Correlation ,143* ,158*4 ,030 ,209*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,015 ,007 614 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM23 Pearson Correlation ,032 ,132* ,088 ;110
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,593 ,025 ,139 ,063
SMEAN(ITEM24 Pearson Correlation ,161* ,266™*" ,043 ,139*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,006 ,000 470 ,019
SMEAN(ITEM25 Pearson Correlation ,098 ,118* -,028 ,070
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,098 ,046 ,638 ,237
SMEAN(ITEM26 Pearson Correlation ,213*4 ,250* ,068 ,215™
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,249 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM27 Pearson Correlation ,075 ,053 ,041 ,029
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,208 ,370 487 ,625
SMEAN(ITEM28 Pearson Correlation ,132* ,314* -,011 ,180™
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,026 ,000 ,849 ,002
SMEAN(ITEM29 Pearson Correlation ,182*4 ,296* -,084 227
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 ,155 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM30 Pearson Correlation ,199* ,215*% ,009 ,234*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,000 874 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM31 Pearson Correlation -,061 -,205*4 ,131* -,053
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,301 ,000 ,026 ,376
SMEAN(ITEM32 Pearson Correlation ,204* ,229* ,015 ,219*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,000 ,802 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM33 Pearson Correlation ,066 ,213* ,019 114
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,267 ,000 743 ,055
SMEAN(ITEM34 Pearson Correlation ,168* ,120* -,003 ,(150*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,004 ,042 ,956 ,011
SMEAN(ITEM35 Pearson Correlation ,186*% ,228*% -,115 ,189*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 ,053 ,001
SMEAN(ITEM36 Pearson Correlation ,085 ,039 -,060 -,021
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,150 ,509 313 722
SMEAN(ITEM37 Pearson Correlation ,124* ,061 ,002 ,070
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,036 ,302 ,970 ,239
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Correlations?

SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT
EM8TV) EM10TV) EM11TV) EM12TV)
SMEAN(ITEM38 Pearson Correlation ,(178* 277* -,013 ATT*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 ,833 ,003
SMEAN(ITEM39 Pearson Correlation ,152* ,275*% ,055 ,165*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,010 ,000 ,352 ,005
SMEAN(ITEM4 Pearson Correlation ,136* ,(178* ,131* ,131*
OoTV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,021 ,002 ,027 ,027
SMEAN(ITEM41 Pearson Correlation ,156* ,179* ,130* ,168*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,008 ,002 ,028 ,004
SMEAN(ITEM42 Pearson Correlation ,101 247 -,016 ,148*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,089 ,000 ,785 ,012
Total TV Score Pearson Correlation ,382*4 ,521*4 ,119* ,419%
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,044 ,000
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Correlations?

SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT
EM13TV) EM14TV) EM16TV) EM17TV)

SMEAN(ITEM8TV) Pearson Correlation ,201*4 ,080 ,113 -,067

Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 178 ,056 ,260
SMEAN(ITEM10 Pearson Correlation ,218* ,140* ,221* -,174*4
™) Sig. (2-tailed) 000 018 000 003
SMEAN(ITEM11 Pearson Correlation ,005 ,086 ,026 ,034
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,926 145 ,656 571
SMEAN(ITEM12 Pearson Correlation ,256* ,185*% ,260™*4 -,234*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,002 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM13 Pearson Correlation 1 ,283*% , 3724 -,342*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM14 Pearson Correlation ,283* 1 ,129* -,133*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,030 ,024
SMEAN(ITEM16 Pearson Correlation 372 ,129* 1 -,562*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,030 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM17 Pearson Correlation -,342*4 -,133* -,562* 1
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,024 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM18 Pearson Correlation ,183*1 ,152* ,226*1 -127*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,010 ,000 ,031
SMEAN(ITEM19 Pearson Correlation ,233* 167 ,151* -,105
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,005 ,011 ,075
SMEAN(ITEM20 Pearson Correlation ,130* ,188* ,228* -,167*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,028 ,001 ,000 ,005
SMEAN(ITEM23 Pearson Correlation ,120* ,196* ,059 -,061
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,042 ,001 ,320 ,303
SMEAN(ITEM24 Pearson Correlation ,203* ,145* ,(173* -,231™4
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,014 ,003 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM25 Pearson Correlation 112 ,199*4 -,020 -,041
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,059 ,001 ,740 489
SMEAN(ITEM26 Pearson Correlation ,154*4 , 2074 ,(104 -,127*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,009 ,000 ,080 ,032
SMEAN(ITEM27 Pearson Correlation ,149* ,120* -,059 ,039
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,012 ,043 ,318 ,506
SMEAN(ITEM28 Pearson Correlation ,318*% ,073 ,216*% -,216*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,220 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM29 Pearson Correlation ,268* ,086 ,394* -,253*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,148 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM30 Pearson Correlation 278 ,069 ,360* -,300*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,245 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM31 Pearson Correlation -,161*4 ,006 -,101 ,087
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,006 914 ,088 141
SMEAN(ITEM32 Pearson Correlation ,291*4 ,120* ,249* -,268™
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,043 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM33 Pearson Correlation ,220* ATT* ,153*4 -,146*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,003 ,009 ,014
SMEAN(ITEM34 Pearson Correlation ,121* ,092 L1112 -,075
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,041 119 ,060 ,203
SMEAN(ITEM35 Pearson Correlation ,186*% ,163*% ,040 -,101
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,006 ,502 ,089
SMEAN(ITEM36 Pearson Correlation ,059 ,105 ,019 ,013
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,318 ,076 ,746 ,824
SMEAN(ITEM37 Pearson Correlation 114 ,147* ,049 ,024
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,053 ,013 410 ,692
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Correlations?

SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT [ SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT
EM13TV) EM14TV) EM16TV) EM17TV)
SMEAN(ITEM38 Pearson Correlation ,243* ,121* ,(101 -,090
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,041 ,089 ,131
SMEAN(ITEM39 Pearson Correlation 261 ,128* , 2014 -,202*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,030 ,001 ,001
SMEAN(ITEM4 Pearson Correlation ,176*% ,128* ,025 -,079
oTv) Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,031 675 ,185
SMEAN(ITEM41 Pearson Correlation ,166* ,086 ,051 -,006
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,005 ,148 ,388 ,924
SMEAN(ITEM42 Pearson Correlation ,275* 113 ,088 =111
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,057 ,136 ,061
Total TV Score Pearson Correlation JAT5* ,368* ,356™ -,241*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
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Correlations?

SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT [ SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT
EM18TV) EM19TV) EM20TV) EM23TV)
SMEAN(ITEM8TV) Pearson Correlation ,183*4 ,206* ,143* ,032
Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 ,015 ,593
SMEAN(ITEM10 Pearson Correlation ,224* ,275* ,158* ,132*
™) Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 007 025
SMEAN(ITEM11 Pearson Correlation ,081 ,039 ,030 ,088
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) 71 ,508 614 ,139
SMEAN(ITEM12 Pearson Correlation ,182* 147* ,209*% ,110
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,013 ,000 ,063
SMEAN(ITEM13 Pearson Correlation ,183* ,233* ,130* ,120*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 ,028 ,042
SMEAN(ITEM14 Pearson Correlation ,152* ,167* ,188* ,196™
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,010 ,005 ,001 ,001
SMEAN(ITEM16 Pearson Correlation 226" ,151* ,228*4 ,059
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,011 ,000 ,320
SMEAN(ITEM17 Pearson Correlation -,127* -,105 -, 167 -,061
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,031 ,075 ,005 ,303
SMEAN(ITEM18 Pearson Correlation 1 ,360*4 ,394*4 ,044
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,455
SMEAN(ITEM19 Pearson Correlation ,360*% 1 ,492*4 , 270
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM20 Pearson Correlation ,394* ,492*4 1 ,220™
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM23 Pearson Correlation ,044 ,270*% ,220* 1
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) 455 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM24 Pearson Correlation 217* ,296* ,344* 422
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM25 Pearson Correlation ,046 ,250*% ,133* ,498*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) 436 ,000 ,024 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM26 Pearson Correlation ,72% ,293* ,291* L4147
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,000 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM27 Pearson Correlation -,072 ,060 ,019 , 203
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) 226 315 747 ,001
SMEAN(ITEM28 Pearson Correlation ,202* ,254* ,(191* ,213*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,000 ,001 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM29 Pearson Correlation ,288* ,312* ,305*% ,193*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,001
SMEAN(ITEM30 Pearson Correlation ,199*Y ,235*% ,228™ ,218*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,000 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM31 Pearson Correlation -,083 -,136* -,165* -,059
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,162 ,022 ,005 ,316
SMEAN(ITEM32 Pearson Correlation ,216*% ,235*4 ,162*4 , 301
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,006 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM33 Pearson Correlation 147 ,234*4 ,122* ,102
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,013 ,000 ,039 ,086
SMEAN(ITEM34 Pearson Correlation ,119* ,136* ,056 -,014
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,044 ,021 ,346 811
SMEAN(ITEM35 Pearson Correlation ,008 ,122* ,207*4 ,258™
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,894 ,039 ,000 ,000
SMEAN(ITEM36 Pearson Correlation ,057 ,073 ,040 ;199
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,334 ,216 ,503 ,001
SMEAN(ITEM37 Pearson Correlation ,115 ,214* ,(190™ ,242*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,053 ,000 ,001 ,000
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Correlations?

SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT [ SMEAN(IT | SMEAN(IT
EM18TV) EM19TV) EM20TV) EM23TV)
SMEAN(ITEM38 Pearson Correlation ,140* ,072 ,145* ,(187*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,018 ,224 ,014 ,001
SMEAN(ITEM39 Pearson Correlation ,122* ,165*4 , 2054 ,(150*
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,039 ,005 ,000 ,011
SMEAN(ITEM4 Pearson Correlation ,108 ,096 ,060 ,149*
oTv) Sig. (2-tailed) ,068 ,104 ,312 ,012
SMEAN(ITEM41 Pearson Correlation ,093 ,089 ,010 ,063
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) 116 ,134 ,861 ,285
SMEAN(ITEM42 Pearson Correlation ,152* ,129* ,198*4 ,086
TV) Sig. (2-tailed) ,010 ,029 ,001 ,146
Total TV Score Pearson Correlation , 397 ,491*4 LA437* ,466*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
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Reliability

Warnings

| The covariance matrix is calculated and used in the analysis.

Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases Valid 286 100,0
Excluded?@ 0 ,0
Total 286 100,0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha ltems N of ltems
,687 ,699 5
Summary Item Statistics
Maximum /
Mean Minimum Maximum Range Minimum Variance N of ltems
Item Means 3,633 3,039 4,077 1,039 1,342 171 5

The covariance matrix is calculated and used in the analysis.

Scale Statistics

Mean

Variance

Std. Deviation

N of ltems

18,1629

12,750

3,567073

5
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Reliability

Warnings

| The covariance matrix is calculated and used in the analysis. |

Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases Valid 286 100,0
Excluded?@ 0 ,0
Total 286 100,0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha ltems N of ltems
, 725 ,733 20
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Squared Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if Item-Total Multiple Alpha if Item
Item Deleted Iltem Deleted Correlation Correlation Deleted
SMEAN(ITEM1AT) 55,8980 78,352 ,301 ,205 714
SMEAN(ITEM2AT) 55,0046 74,807 ,407 ,230 ,704
SMEAN(ITEM3AT) 55,6497 76,330 ,435 ,338 ,704
SMEAN(ITEM4AT) 55,7266 77,561 ,383 ,311 ,708
SMEAN(ITEM5AT) 55,7949 78,944 ,301 ,230 714
SMEAN(ITEM6AT) 55,7491 77,802 ,376 ,340 ,709
SMEAN(ITEM7AT) 55,5114 77,518 ,375 ,312 ,709
SMEAN(ITEMS8AT) 55,1194 76,234 415 ,337 ,705
SMEAN(ITEM9AT) 54,9274 74,298 ,491 ,357 ,697
f\%EANUTEMm 54,0024 79,043 186 212 724
i%EANUTEW 1 54,3633 81,903 085 173 734
f\%EANUTEMQ 54,9551 80,165 156 312 728
§1|\_/I)EAN(ITEM13 54,9049 77,138 ,282 ,337 , 716
f\%EANUTEMM 54,5633 80,461 185 178 724
i%EANUTEMw 54,9486 78,280 268 220 717
f\%EANUTEMm 53,8984 76,958 376 252 708
SMEAN(ITEM17AT 54,3805 78,059 ,272 ,237 717
f\%EANUTEMm 53,7051 82,605 103 204 729
i%EANUTEMm 54,0220 79,384 255 316 718
i_ll\_/l)EAN(ITEMZO 54,7440 77,555 ,244 ,229 720
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Scale Statistics

Mean

Variance

Std. Deviation

N of ltems

57,7826

85,430

9,24284

20
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Reliability

Warnings

The space saver method is used. That is, the covariance matrix is not calculated or
used in the analysis.

Case Processing Summary

N Y%
Cases Valid 286 100,0
Excluded?@ 0 ,0
Total 286 100,0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
838 31
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach's

Scale Mean if Variance if Item-Total Alpha if Item

Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
SMEAN(TEMBTV) 80,0454 243 141 315 835
%'\/")EAN('TEWO 79,8520 238,405 399 832
%'\/")EAN('TEW 1 79,6339 251,630 050 843
%'\/")EAN('TEW 2 798787 241,470 347 834
$\'\/")EAN('TEM13 79,6575 235386 402 832
%'\/")EAN('TEM 14 79,5656 241,456 298 835
:?’\'\/")EAN('TEWG 79,3137 240,559 267 837
:?’\'\/")EAN('TEM” 79,5024 267,607 -316 856
%'\/")EAN('TEW 8 78,6555 241,827 330 834
:?’\'\/")EAN('TEWQ 78,6304 238,241 430 831
:?’\'\/")EAN('TEMZO 78.5102 240,195 381 833
$\'\/")EAN('TEM23 79,2856 236,757 404 832
?%EAN('TEMZ“ 79.3716 231,442 539 827
%'\/")EAN('TEM% 79,8135 237,662 393 832
%'\/")EAN('TEMZG 79,8960 230,005 595 825
:?’\'\/")EAN('TEM” 80,5212 244,045 311 835
%'\/")EAN('TEM% 80,1950 235943 509 829
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Item-Total Statistics

Scale Corrected Cronbach's

Scale Mean if Variance if Item-Total Alpha if Item

Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEMZQ 79,7474 231,801 ,537 ,827
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEM3O 79,8084 232,947 ,503 ,828
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEM31 79,0586 267,319 -,302 ,856
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEM32 79,8205 232,119 ,555 ,827
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEM33 79,5621 238,982 ,387 ,832
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEM34 80,2184 242,447 ,297 ,835
Ty UTEMSS 80,4225 236,481 510 829
Ty ITEM3S 79,4758 241,652 293 835
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEM37 79,3698 238,642 ,388 ,832
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEM38 80,3137 237,501 475 ,830
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEM39 80,0400 233,223 ,514 ,828
gI\_I{I\I;;AN(ITEM4 80,2959 240,319 ,391 ,833
?\I\//I)EAN(ITEMM 80,4926 240,924 ,423 ,832
-SI-\I\//I)EAN(ITEM42 80,0505 237,574 ,440 ,831

Scale Statistics
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of ltems
82,3698 255,156 15,97361 31
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Correlations

Correlations

Problem
Viewing TV
Scale
VIEW Component Heavy Craving Withdraw
VIEW Pearson Correlation 1 ,218*% ,199*4 ,183*4 -,013
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,001 ,002 ,827
N 286 286 286 286 286
Problem Viewing TV Pearson Correlation ,218*% 1 ,660*4 5264 ,060
Scale Component Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,311
N 286 286 286 286 286
Heavy Pearson Correlation ,199* ,660* 1 ,532* ,069
Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,000 ,000 ,243
N 286 286 286 286 286
Craving Pearson Correlation ,183* ,526* ,532*% 1 ,158*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 ,000 ,007
N 286 286 286 286 286
Withdraw Pearson Correlation -,013 ,060 ,069 ,158*4 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,827 311 ,243 ,007
N 286 286 286 286 286

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations

Correlations?

Problem
Relations Viewing TV
Confiance en Controle Interperso Scale
les autres de la vie nnelles Component
Confiance en les autres Pearson Correlation 1 ,245*% 719 ,113
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,004 ,056
Controle de la vie Pearson Correlation ,245* 1 ,255* ,092
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,119
Relations Pearson Correlation LA71% ,255* 1 ,061
Interpersonnelles Sig. (2-tailed) ,004 ,000 ,304
Problem Viewing TV Pearson Correlation ,113 ,092 ,061 1
Scale Component Sig. (2-tailed) ,056 ,119 ,304
Heavy Pearson Correlation ,120* ,72% ,085 ,660*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,043 ,003 ,150 ,000
Craving Pearson Correlation ,201* ,186*% ,020 ,526*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,002 742 ,000
Withdraw Pearson Correlation -,022 ,133* ,011 ,060
Sig. (2-tailed) 717 ,024 ,856 311
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Correlations?

Heavy Craving Withdraw
Confiance en les autres Pearson Correlation ,120* ,201* -,022
Sig. (2-tailed) ,043 ,001 17
Controle de la vie Pearson Correlation ,72% ,186™ ,133*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,002 ,024
Relations Pearson Correlation ,085 ,020 ,011
Interpersonnelles Sig. (2-tailed) ,150 742 ,856
Problem Viewing TV Pearson Correlation ,660*4 ,526* ,060
Scale Component Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,311
Heavy Pearson Correlation 1 ,532*4 ,069
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,243
Craving Pearson Correlation ,532*4 1 ,158*
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,007
Withdraw Pearson Correlation ,069 ,158*% 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,243 ,007

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

a. Listwise N=286

Page 2



Correlations

Correlations

Problem
Viewing TV
Scale
Component Heavy Craving Withdraw
Problem Viewing TV Pearson Correlation 1 ,660™4 ,526™4 ,060
Scale Component Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,311
N 286 286 286 286
Heavy Pearson Correlation ,660* 1 ,532* ,069
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,243
N 286 286 286 286
Craving Pearson Correlation ,526™*" ,532*4 1 ,158**
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,007
N 286 286 286 286
Withdraw Pearson Correlation ,060 ,069 ,158*4 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,311 ,243 ,007
N 286 286 286 286

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Regression

Variables Entered/Removed®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 HIER
VIEWa Enter
a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: Heavy
Model Summary
Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model R R Square Square the Estimate
1 ,2428 ,058 ,052 ,63669
a. Predictors: (Constant), HIER, VIEW
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 7,106 2 3,553 8,765 ,0002
Residual 114,720 283 ,405
Total 121,827 285
a. Predictors: (Constant), HIER, VIEW
b. Dependent Variable: Heavy
Coefficients?
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 2,562 ,115 22,228 ,000
VIEW ,030 ,011 ,160 2,656 ,008
HIER ,018 ,008 142 2,363 ,019
a. Dependent Variable: Heavy
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Regression

Variables Entered/Removed®

Model

Variables
Entered

Variables
Removed

Method

Withdraw,
Problem
Viewing TV
Scale
Componen
t, Craving,

Heavy

Enter

a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: Controle de la vie

Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model R R Square Square the Estimate
1 ,239°2 ,057 ,044 ,59479

a. Predictors: (Constant), Withdraw, Problem Viewing TV Scale Component, Craving, Heavy

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 6,006 4 1,502 4,245 ,00228
Residual 99,411 281 ,354
Total 105,418 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), Withdraw, Problem Viewing TV Scale Component, Craving, Heavy
b. Dependent Variable: Controle de la vie

Coefficients?

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 2,253 ,239 9,422 ,000
Sers Compond TV 071 070 082 | 1021 308
Heavy 137 ,075 ,148 1,833 ,068
Craving ,125 ,067 ,134 1,860 ,064
Withdraw 111 ,061 ,107 1,819 ,070

a. Dependent Variable: Controle de la vie

Page 1



Regression

Variables Entered/Removed®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 Withdraw,
Problem
Viewing TV
Scale . | Enter
Componen
t, Craving,
Heavy

a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: Confiance en les autres

Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model R R Square Square the Estimate

1 ,2092 ,044 ,030 ,64679
a. Predictors: (Constant), Withdraw, Problem Viewing TV Scale Component, Craving, Heavy

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 5,370 4 1,343 3,209 ,0132
Residual 117,553 281 418
Total 122,924 285

a. Predictors: (Constant), Withdraw, Problem Viewing TV Scale Component, Craving, Heavy
b. Dependent Variable: Confiance en les autres

Coefficients?

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 1,893 ,260 7,278 ,000
gg‘;ﬁ’fg"o\rﬂg‘(’)"g‘eﬂ v -,001 076 -,001 -010 992
Heavy ,017 ,082 ,017 ,208 ,835
Craving ,203 ,073 ,201 2,783 ,006
Withdraw -,061 ,067 -,055 -,923 357

a. Dependent Variable: Confiance en les autres
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T-Test

Group Statistics

Std. Error

Sexe N Mean Std. Deviation Mean
Problem Viewing TV 1 123 2,2249 ,63980 ,05769
Scale Component 2 163 2,2957 74132 ,05807
Heavy 1 123 2,9252 ,68366 ,06164
2 163 3,0079 ,63013 ,04936
Craving 1 123 2,5984 ,63134 ,05693
2 163 2,6807 ,66811 ,05233

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

F Sig.
1,944 ,164

Problem Viewing TV Equal variances
Scale Component assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Heavy Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Craving Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

,708 ,401

,095 ,759
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Independent Samples Test

t-test for Equality of Means

Mean

— : t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference

Soale Component  assumed - 847 284 08 | -07078
E&”Zé!ﬁéii?es -865 | 278,865 388 -,07078

Heavy Eg::rln\é%riances 1,050 084 290 08271
Egtu:g&:i%réces -1,047 | 250,903 296 -,08271

Craving Esq::rln\é%riances 1056 o84 P 08291
Equal variances 1,064 270,073 288 08231

not assumed
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Independent Samples Test

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interval

Std. Error of the Difference

— . Difference Lower Upper
Some Componeat © assumed 0 08355 | 23523 | 09367
=qual variances 08185 | -23191 09034
Feavy Equal variances 07807 |  -23638 07096
ot mssumed 07897 | -23823 | 07281
Craving Esq::rln\é%riances 07794 23572 7111
Egtu:égfr?gces 07732 -,23454 ,06993
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T-Test

Group Statistics

Std. Error

Niveau d'instruction N Mean Std. Deviation Mean
Problem Viewing TV 1 107 2,3701 ,70084 ,06775
Scale Component 2 179 2,2026 ,69256 ,05176
Heavy 1 107 3,0630 ,62228 ,06016
2 179 2,9182 ,66778 ,04991
Craving 1 107 2,6737 ,68969 ,06668
2 179 2,6283 ,63092 ,04716

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

F Sig.

Problem Viewing TV
Scale Component

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

,000 ,995

Heavy

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

3,179 ,076

Craving

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances
not assumed

,218 ,641
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Independent Samples Test

t-test for Equality of Means

Mean
— : t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference
ggﬂe@o\rﬁ'm\lﬂ Y eimed s 1,971 284 050 16753
E&”Zé!ﬁéii?es 1,965 | 221,022 ,051 16753
Heavy Eg::rln\é%riances 1,820 084 70 1aa8e
E&”Zé!ﬁéii?es 1,853 | 235,664 ,065 14484
sravng Esq::rln\gjriances 568 284 571 ,04534
Equal variances 555 207,633 579 04534

not assumed

Page 2



Independent Samples Test

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interval

Std. Error of the Difference

— . Difference Lower Upper
Sone Componet | osmeg oS 08501 | 00020 | 33486
=qual variances 08526 | -00051 33556
Heavy Eg::rln\é%riances 07957 o179 20145
=qual variances 07817 | -,00916 29883
craving Equal variances 07985 | -11184 20252
Egtu:égfr?gces 08167 -,11567 20634
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T-Test

Group Statistics

Std. Error

Sexe Mean Std. Deviation Mean
Problem Viewing TV Masculin 123 2,2249 ,63980 ,05769
Scale Component Feminin 163 2,2957 74132 ,05807
Heavy Masculin 123 2,9252 ,68366 ,06164
Feminin 163 3,0079 ,63013 ,04936
Craving Masculin 123 2,5984 ,63134 ,05693
Feminin 163 2,6807 ,66811 ,05233
Withdraw Masculin 123 2,9542 ,55158 ,04973
Feminin 163 2,9718 ,60806 ,04763

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

Soale Commoneit ! e ayances 1,944 164 847 284 398 | -07078 08355 | -23523 | 00367
£qual variances -865 | 278,865 388 -07078 08185 | -23191 09034

Heavy Equal variances 708 401 | 1,089 284 290 | -08271 07807 | -23638 | 07096
£qual variances 1,047 | 250,903 296 -,08271 07807 | -23823 | 07281

Craving Equal variances 095 759 -1,056 284 292 08231 07794 | -23572 | 07111
£qual variances 1,064 | 270,073 288 | -,08231 07732 | -23454 | 06993

Withdraw Equal variances 116 734 -, 251 284 802 | -01756 06981 | -15495 | 11986
£qual variances -255 | 274,506 799 -01755 06886 | -,15311 11801
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T-Test

Group Statistics

Std. Error

Niveau d'instruction N Mean Std. Deviation Mean
Problem Viewing TV Lycéen 107 2,3701 ,70084 ,06775
Scale Component Universitaire 179 2,2026 ,69256 ,05176
Heavy Lycéen 107 3,0630 ,62228 ,06016
Universitaire 179 2,9182 ,66778 ,04991
Craving Lycéen 107 2,6737 ,68969 ,06668
Universitaire 179 2,6283 ,63092 ,04716
Withdraw Lycéen 107 2,8395 ,66493 ,06428
Universitaire 179 3,0388 ,51664 ,03862

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

gg‘;ﬂe&\,{ﬁ‘g’,’]ﬂeﬂ V. Caual variances 000 995 1,971 284 050 16753 08501 00020 33486
£qual variances 1965 | 221,022 051 16753 08526 |  -,00051 33556

Heavy Equal variances 3,179 076 1,820 284 070 14484 07957 | -01179 30146
£qual variances 1853 | 235664 065 14484 07817 | -,00916 29883

Craving Sggf;gia”ces 218 641 568 284 571 04534 07985 |  -11184 20252
£qual variances 555 | 207,633 579 04534 08167 | -11567 20634

Withdraw Equal variances 2,685 102 -2,829 284 005 -,19926 07044 | -,33791 06060
£qual variances 2657 | 182,181 009 -19926 07499 | -34721 | 05130
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NPar Tests
Kruskal-Wallis Test

Ranks
Sexe N Mean Rank
FILM ACTION ET Masculin 123 163,87
AVENTURE Feminin 163 128,13
Total 286
SERIES TELE Masculin 123 141,33
Feminin 163 145,13
Total 286
FILMS COMEDIES Masculin 123 146,99
Feminin 163 140,87
Total 286
FEUILLETONS TELE Masculin 123 121,61
Feminin 163 160,02
Total 286
INFORMATIONS Masculin 123 151,44
Feminin 163 137,51
Total 286
Test Statistics®P
FILM
ACTION ET FILMS FEUILLET | INFORMA
AVENTURE SERIES TELE COMEDIES ONS TELE TIONS
Chi-Square 15,379 ,169 ,436 17,675 2,378
df 1 1 1 1 1
Asymp. Sig. ,000 ,681 ,509 ,000 ,123

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Sexe




NPar Tests
Kruskal-Wallis Test

Ranks
Niveau d'instruction N Mean Rank
FILM ACTION ET Lycéen 107 144,60
AVENTURE Universitaire 179 142,84
Total 286
SERIES TELE Lycéen 107 154,61
Universitaire 179 136,86
Total 286
FILMS COMEDIES Lycéen 107 137,94
Universitaire 179 146,82
Total 286
FEUILLETONS TELE Lycéen 107 140,20
Universitaire 179 145,47
Total 286
INFORMATIONS Lycéen 107 114,00
Universitaire 179 161,14
Total 286
Test Statistics®P
FILM
ACTION ET FILMS FEUILLET | INFORMA
AVENTURE SERIES TELE COMEDIES ONS TELE TIONS
Chi-Square ,035 3,526 ,875 ,319 25,995
df 1 1 1 1 1
Asymp. Sig. ,851 ,060 ,350 ,572 ,000

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Niveau d'instruction
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NPar Tests

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
VIEW 286 9,9580 3,48505 1,00 12,00
Sexe 286 1,57 ,496 1 2

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Ranks
Sexe N Mean Rank
VIEW 1 123 141,29
2 163 145,17
Total 286

Test Statistics®?

VIEW
Chi-Square ,206
df 1
Asymp. Sig. ,650

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Sexe
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NPar Tests

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
VIEW 286 9,9580 3,48505 1,00 12,00
Niveau d'instruction 286 1,63 ,485 1 2
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Ranks
Niveau d'instruction Mean Rank
VIEW 1 107 172,85
2 179 125,96
Total 286

Test Statistics®?

VIEW
Chi-Square 28,906
df 1
Asymp. Sig. ,000

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Niveau d'instruction
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NPar Tests

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
SERIES TELE 286 9,1608 3,90169 3,00 12,00
Sexe 286 1,57 ,496 1 2

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Ranks
Sexe N Mean Rank
SERIES TELE 1 123 141,33
2 163 145,13
Total 286

Test Statistics®?

SERIES TELE
Chi-Square ,169
df 1
Asymp. Sig. ,681

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Sexe
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NPar Tests

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
INFORMATIONS 286 9,7203 3,63879 3,00 12,00
Niveau d'instruction 286 1,63 ,485 1 2
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Ranks
Niveau d'instruction N Mean Rank
INFORMATION 1 107 114,00
S 2 179 161,14
Total 286

Test Statistics®?

INFORMA

TIONS
Chi-Square 25,995
df 1
Asymp. Sig. ,000

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Niveau d'instruction
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NPar Tests

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
FILM ACTION
ET AVENTURE 286 8,6364 4,18778 3,00 12,00
Sexe 286 1,57 ,496 1 2

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Ranks
Sexe N Mean Rank
FILM ACTION 1 123 163,87
ET AVENTURE o 163 128,13
Total 286

Test Statistics®?

FILM
ACTION ET
AVENTURE

Chi-Square
df
Asymp. Sig.

15,379
1
,000

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Sexe
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NPar Tests

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
FEUILLETONS TELE 286 9,9685 3,28351 3,00 12,00
Sexe 286 1,57 ,496 1 2
Kruskal-Wallis Test

Ranks

Sexe N Mean Rank
FEUILLETONS TELE 1 123 121,61

2 163 160,02

Total 286

Test Statistics®?

FEUILLET
ONS TELE
Chi-Square 17,675
df 1
Asymp. Sig. ,000

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Sexe
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NPar Tests

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
FEUILLETONS TELE 286 9,9685 3,28351 3,00 12,00
Niveau d'instruction 286 1,63 ,485 1 2
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Ranks
Niveau d'instruction N Mean Rank
FEUILLETONS TELE 1 107 140,20
2 179 145,47
Total 286
Test Statistics®?
FEUILLET
ONS TELE
Chi-Square ,319
df 1
Asymp. Sig. 572

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Niveau d'instruction
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