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Chapter 11 

2100: All People Open Talk 

VIEWERS' SATISFACTIONS 

F rom the last chapter we learned that 2100 attracts significantly more the 

younger, more educated middle strata. By this 2100 seems to help 

envision a future for public communication through participatory 

programming, something once promised but then dampened by radio call-in "mania" due 

to increasing exclusion and homogenization in participation (see Chapter 6). Involving the 

middle strata in viewership would mean involving those social strata on which social or 

political reforms today normally depend for eventual realization (Hsiao 1990). This is 

especially true, given the characteristics of Taiwan's middle strata (as described below). 

In Taiwan, the so-called "middle strata" are mostly identified with by a 

majority and variety of people. According to Tsai (1990), there are more than a half of the 

working population who subjectively identify themselves as belonging to the middle strata. 

If measured by more objective methods, there are actually only 30% at maximum. The 

discrepancy in between suggests a societal attribute of upward mobility. This expresses 

itself most remarkably in the ubiquity of small-and-medium private enterprises, which 

account for more than 90% of the private sector. As far as social mobility can go, there is 

no rigid horizontal or vertical boundaries, making it difficult to formulate a clear definition 

for Taiwan's middle strata1. No wonder Kao (19902) contends that Taiwan's middle strata 

are characteristic of striking mobility, ambiguity, heterogeneity, and pragmatic attitudes 

toward social life. This last characteristic in particular refers to the middle strata as 

1 Nonetheless it is still found that about one third of its population is from the relatively better-educated ranks 
and files in the public sector, while the other two thirds are the employees or self-employed in the private sector. 
See Hsu Chia-Yiu (1990). 
2 Due to such characteristics, I consciously avoid using the term "the middle class" here, as "class" is essentially 
an imported concept. These characteristics are described by authors in Hsiao (1990). Over the years, Taiwan 
has a very strong presentation of small-and-medium-sized private enterprises, which account for more than 
90% of the private sector. In its turn, the heavy hand of the KMT government in shaping the developments of 
the country has brought up a strong public sector with its relatively well-educated ranks and files. The historical 
specificities in the emergence and developments of these two sectors explain the uniqueness of Taiwan's 
middle strata. 
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concerned with realistic interests more than adhered to ideologies. With such 
characteristics, the middle strata have been playing a decisive but intricate role in 
Taiwan's democratization process (Hsiao 1990, see also Hsu and Sung 1990). 

It is interesting for a participatory news program to involve such social strata in the 
daily public debate it facilitates. We are reminded once again of Habermas' decades-long 
efforts in theorizing about what dialogue can do in promoting peaceful change and 
avoiding brutal revolution (Gouldner 1976: 146, Giddens 1987: 225-252, see Chapter 5). 
Here a mobile, ambiguous, heterogeneous and pragmatic social stratum, to which a majority 
of people claim they belong, would imply perhaps theoretically a more inclusive 
participation in talk/dialogue. If compared with the far too frequent verbal violence on 
call-in radio in the earlier days, this is already quite an encouragement of more peaceful 
communications among more heterogeneous social groups, though the kind of peaceful 
reforms Habermas envisions may remain still a remote dream. 

Whatever the democratic implications are in involving viewers from the middle 
strata in participatory information, they won't be grasped without understanding viewers' 
satisfactions with the program. It is through their satisfactions with various aspects of 2100 

that one comes to grasp whether 2100 makes information relevant to viewers' concerns 
and interests at all. With this in mind, this chapter will start from why viewers' view the 
program, then forward to viewers' satisfactions, in terms of preferences and opinions, with 
a focus on the contrast between the younger, more educated and the older and less 
educated. There are two main areas to be explored, i.e., the one associated with 
professional efforts pooled for the production/ management of the program, the other with 
the populist appeal due to the practice of audience participation. These two areas 
correspond to our content study in Chapter 8, which focuses on 2100 as a professional 
construct, and Chapter 9, which highlights 2/00's lay participation. 

1. WHY PEOPLE VIEW 21001 

We attempt to ask in a way that narrows down a specific time of viewing. This 
is intended to serve two purposes. The first is to check the consistency of 
respondents' answers about their viewing frequencies, so as to ensure the validity of 
answers given by respondents and relied on by our later analyses. The second is to avoid 
vague viewing reasons from general viewing habits on the one hand, and to make it easier 
for respondents to give their answers on the other. 

1.1. Respondents' Consistency in Viewing Frequencies 
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Chapter II 2100: Viewers' Satisfactions 

Question 10 asks, "When was the last time you viewed 2100V The results are: 

nearly a half of them answered that it was within one month (a total of 165 respondents, 

with 35 within 24 hours, 65 within one week, 65 within one month). One fourth of them 

answered that it was within or more than three months (87 respondents), and a bit more 

than one fourth of them answered that they couldn't recall (90 respondents). 

To check for consistency, we contrast the results for this specific time of 

viewing with the results for general viewing frequencies. With those who answered 

"within 24 hours" and "within one week" collapsed in one category of "within one week", 

we have three categories comparable to "frequent viewers", "occasional viewers", and 

"random viewers" in general viewing frequencies explored in Chapter 10 which we show 

below in Table 11:1: 

Table 11:1 Consistency Check for Viewing Frequencies 

The last time Within one week Within one month Within 3 months Can't recall Total 
30.1% (100) 19.6% (65) 26.2% (87) 27.1% (90) 332 

General 
viewing 

Frequent viewers Occasional viewers Random viewers n/p Total 

32.2% (110) 10.2% (35) 57.6% (197) n/p 342 

The focus of consistency is necessarily put on the number of frequent viewers, 

as they are more tangible than any other respondents are. We know we have 110 frequent 

viewers, who account for 32.2% of the 342 respondents. Now we have 100 respondents, 

30.1% of the 332 respondents answering the question, who said they have just viewed the 

program within one week. There is only a very slim difference of 1.1%, suggesting that our 

respondents are reliable in the consistency of their viewing of 2100. 

1.2. General Viewing Reasons 

Question 11 asks, "The last time when you viewed 2100, what was the reason?" 

Respondents were given seven options to choose from, and they could choose twice if they 

like: 

a. The fame of the host or the program, 

b. The fact that ordinary people can join the talk, 

c. Some interesting guest(s) on that day. 

d. The topic under discussion that day. 

e. Sheer chance, 

f. Other reasons, 

g. Can't recall. 
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Among the 342 respondents, there are 173 who proceeded to choose their second choice 

while the rest chose only once. Therefore, there are a total of 515 counts if the second 

choice is included. Here our intention is to grasp viewing reasons of a more general nature 

from respondents who answered to give their viewing reasons for a specific time (i.e., the 

last time). Normally, the results based on these 515 counts better reflect reasons of a more 

general nature while the results based only on the first choice may reflect reasons more for 

a specific time (i.e., the last time). Thus, in Figure 1 we present the results based on a total 

of 515 counts: 

Figure 11:1 Reasons for Viewing (N=sis) 

Can't recall 

Other reasons 

Interested by the fame 
of the host/program 

Interested by ordinary 
participants 

Interested by the guests 

Interested by the topic 

Sheer chance 

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 

It is clear that the two major reasons for viewing 2700 are "sheer chance" 

(33.4%) and "interested by the topic" (30%). All the rest, by comparison, are trivial 

reasons. The difference between the two major reasons is 3.4%. The phrase "sheer chance" 

is relatively more ambiguous and inclusive, while the phrase "interested by the topic/issue" 

more specific and concrete. Therefore the 3.4% should be understood as a trivial 

difference. We can assume that there is more or less equal probability of viewing either by 

chance or being attracted by the topics/issues, or probably even by both chance and 

topic/issues. 

For broadcasters, however, "view by sheer chance" is definitely not a 

meaningful reason as it suggests nothing special can be done on their part to engage the 

audiences. By comparison, "being interested by the topics/issues" is a clear and strong 

message. That is exactly why the 2100 crew puts so much weight on the choice of 

issues/topics, treating it as the most decisive factor for people to decide whether or not to 

view an episode (Yang 1997, Wang 1998). The percentage of around 30% respondents 

6.0% 

6.0% 

6.0% 

6.0% il;:»;;:;;;:; 

6.0% 

6.0% 

r^Svt 4.7% 

8.0% 

":;::;::;::::::::;;;;:::::::::;:-•:: 12.0% 

% I29.S % % % 

lllllllllllllllllllilllllllllllllll 33.4% 

• 1 1 1 • • • • 
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"interested by the topic/issue" corresponds to the findings of TVBS' own various surveys 

(e.g. China Times 1996: Nov. 283). 

Interestingly, personalities do not seem to be a significant reason for viewing 

2100, even though it has helped create stardom for its host and frequent guests. Neither 

guests, nor the host, nor the audience participants can compete with a right topic at the 

right time, or more probably, with the ubiquitous contingencies in multichannel television. 

The guests, nonetheless, have more potential to attract than either the audience participants 

or the host, being the third reason given by respondents4. This may be explained by the fact 

that the guests are expected to offer the main substance for the issue under discussion. 

Most amazingly, the fame of the host/the program seems to be very trivial in attraction, 

since it gains the lowest percentage share among all, and even lower than the unspecified 

"other reasons" and "can't recall". If considered with the fact that 2100 is the leading 

program of its kind in Taiwan, this low attraction seems to suggest something about the 

ambivalent status of participatory news programming in society. It is a program type that 

can hardly attract simply by itself In other words, it attracts audiences mostly as a follow-

up for issues brought up by more traditional news information programs. Consequently, 

neither the host-driven 2100 nor the host can attract simply by its/his established fame. The 

challenge ahead is therefore an on-going process. 

2. VIEWERS4 SATISFACTIONS: 
REGARDING PROFESSIONAL MANAGEMENT 

Recognized most significantly as an informational program that attracts viewers 

most effectively by issues/topics, 2100 offers news information for its viewers through the 

conscious choice of issues/topics and the juxtaposition of competing ideas through the 

host's mediation. These are elements in the elite dimension we have explored in Chapter 8. 

Below we will discuss viewers' satisfaction related to this dimension in terms of the choice 

of issues/topics, the juxtaposition approach, the most favorite atmosphere, and the host's 

mediation style. As we said, we will highlight the contrast between the younger and the 

older, the more educated and the less well-educated. 

3 According to Chiu Fu-Sheng, the boss of TVBS, they do really put great efforts in discerning audiences' taste 
and interest in terms of issue/topic choice (Satellite and Cable 1994:31) 
4 This is further confirmed by the fact that the guests, being the fourth reason in the first choice (ranked after 
the ordinary participants), become the third reason in the second choice. If compared with other options mostly 
with a share decrease, this is interesting, as it is the only change in the ranking order. Please refer to the results 
in Question 11, Appendix 2. The results are based on the sample of 633, though. 
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2.1. Regarding the Choice of Issues/Topics 

The choice of issues/topics on 2100, as we have shown, is based on 

conventional news values. It is explored in three aspects: the significance of the choice as 

assigned by viewers, the attractiveness of 2/00's common issue types as reflected in 

viewers' preferences, and the pertinence of the continuous or extensive coverage of 

controversies seen by viewers. 

2.1.1. Issues/Topics on 2100: Important or not? 

Question 20 asks, "How important do you think most issues/topics discussed on 

2100 are?" From responses, we find that a great majority of viewers seemed to agree with 

2100''s choice of issues/topics based on conventional values. Table 11:2a shows that 

among the 342 respondents, 71.1% thought that most issues/topics on 2700 were important 

(Options 1-2) while only 14.6% of them graded those issues/topics as not important 

(Options 3-4). Worth noting is that 13.5% chose Option 2, "very important", but there are 

only 1.7% of them who chose Option 4, "trivial". 

Table 11:2a 2100's Issues/Topics: Important or not? 

Important Not Important 

1. Very important 2. Important 3. Not 
important 

4. Trivial 5. Don't know/ No opinion Total 

13.5% 57.6% 12.9% 1.7% 14.3% 100% 

46 197 44 17 49 342 

7 1 . 1 % (243) 14.6% (60) 14.3% (49) 100% (342) 

How do age and education affect people's opinion here? Since 2100 is more 

appealing to the younger and better-educated viewers, we suspect that they may tend to 

agree with 2100"% choice of issues, hence news values. Including only those who chose 

from Options 1-4 while excluding those who chose "Don't know / no opinion", we 

collapse Option 1 and 2 into the category of "Important" and Option 3 and 4 into the other 

category of "Not Important" (see Table 11: 2b). 

Table 11:2b Age Group and Rating o/2100's Issues/Topics 

N=293 

Important Not Important Total 

% Counts % Counts % Counts 

18-29yrs 85.9% 79 14.1% 13 100% 92 

30-39 yrs 85.7% 72 14.3% 12 100% 84 

40-49 yrs 77.9% 60 2 2 . 1 % 17 100% 77 

50-59 yrs 78.9% 15 2 1 . 1 % 4 100% 19 

60+olderyrs 8 1 % 17 19% 4 100% 21 

Total 243 50 293 

/=16.54, c.v.=9.4877, a=0.05, d.f.=4. 
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From Table 11:2b it appears that among the 293 respondents who chose a 

relevant option, there is a difference between older and younger age groups in opinions 

about the choice of topics on 2100. Younger age groups (below age 40) gave more positive 

answers. The association is shown to be significant at the level of a=0.05 (#2=16.54, at 4 

degrees of freedom). A similar comparison of sub-groups according to their level of 

education shows no systematic or significant difference. We can conclude that, in general, 

viewers agree that the issues/topics on 2100 are important and younger people are more 

likely to share this attitude than are older people. More educated people do not differ from 

the less educated, but the latter are less well represented in the sample to begin with. 

2.1.2. Which Kind of Issues/Topics Most Interesting? 

Here 2/00's choice of issues/topics is to be examined in terms of viewers' 

preferences. Question 21, which lists eight types of issues for respondents to choose two if 

they like, asks: "In 2100 or programs of its kind, which topics do you think deserve more 

attentions?" 

Table 11:3a Distribution of Issue Preferences 

N=532 
1.China 

vs. Taiwan 
2.Public 
Policies 

3.Politicians 
& Political 

parties 

4.Social 
Problems 

5.Education 
& Schooling 

ó.Comrm inities 
& 

Environments 

7.Economy & 
Livelihood 

8. Issues directly 
relevant to 

individuals & Family 
Total 

I 42 46 68 58 25 12 25 13 289 

n 18 23 46 34 26 19 51 26 243 

Total 60 69 114 92 51 31 76 39 532 

% 11.3% 13% 21.4% 17.3% 9.6% 5.8% 14.3% 7.3% 100% 

*"I" stands for the first choice, "II" stands for "the second choice ". 
Option 9, "Others", and Option 10, "Don't know / no Answer", are excluded here. 

The results are displayed in Table 11:3a. There are 289 respondents who chose a relevant 

option, among them 243 chose twice, thus amounting to 532 counts in total. We can see 

the order of preferences is: Option 3, "politicians and political parties", with a share of 

21.4%, Option 4, "social problems", with 17.3%, Option 7, "economy and livelihood", 

with 14.3%. The least interesting issue-type is Option 5, "Communities and Environments", 

with only 5.8%. Obviously, audiences tend to expect from 2100 what they have been 

previously offered, and they don't expect what has not been made available before5. 

Catering to a national audience, 2100 is expected to handle issues of general interest, 

5 As we know, 2700 thrived mainly on the fare about "politicians and political parties" which inevitably 
touched various issues itemized in other options. Since the second half of the year 1996, more social issues 
have been treated. This is why Option 4 becomes the second favorite for audiences. 

239 



Chapter 11 2100: Viewers' Satisfactions 

rather than of regional concern. On the other hand, audiences are accustomed to what has 

been defined by conventional news values as "current-affairs", but this does not mean that 

they don't care about issues directly relevant to individuals and family. This is indicated by 

the high percentage shares in Options 4 and 7. 

We suspect that gender may affect people's issue preferences more than age 

and education. From Table 11:3b we can see that men have higher shares in Option 2 

"Public policies", Option 3, "Politicians & political parties", Option 7, "Economy and 

livelihood". In contrast, women have higher shares in Option 4, "Social Problems", Option 

5, "Education & Schooling", and Option 8, "Issues directly relevant to individuals & 

family". 

Table 11: 3b Gender and Issue Preferences 

N=532 
1.China 

vs. Taiwan 
2.Public 
Policies 

3.Politicians 
& Political 

parties 

4. Social 
Problems 

5. Education 
& Schooling 

6.Communities 
& Environments 

7.Economy & 
Livelihood 

8. Issues directly 
relevant to 

individuals & Family 
Total 

Men 28 
(11.1%) 

40 
(15.9%) 

65 
(25.8%) 

36 
(14.3%) 

14 
(5.6%) 

15 
(6%) 

40 
(15.9%) 

14 
(5.6%) 

252 

Women 32 
(11.4%) 

29 
(10.4%) 

49 
(17.5%) 

56 
(20%) 

37 
(13.2%) 

16 
(5.7%) 

36 
(12.9%) 

25 
(8.9%) 

280 

Total 60 69 114 92 51 31 76 39 532 
*"ƒ" stands for the first choice, "II" stands for "the second choice". 
Option 9, "Others ", and Option 10, "Don't know / no Answer ", are excluded here. 

Although gender does not affect people's habit of viewing 2100 as we have seen in the last 

chapter (see Table 10:6a and Table 10:6b in Chapter 10), men and women do have 

different issue-type preferences. (We will return to this point later in the chapter). From 

Chapter 8 we knew that 2100 has a predominant fare more tailored to men's preferences 

than to women's. 

2.1.3. Controversies More-heated Than Necessary 
Because of Consecutive Coverage? 

As 2100 follows top headlines of the day and constantly dedicates nearly 

consecutive episodes to a similar issue, more in-depth discussions are offered at the 

expense of issue diversity in the short term. Intended to see audiences' opinions on this 

choice or arrangement, Question 17 asks: "2700 often dedicates consecutive episodes to 

hot issues of the day. Do you think this arrangement is necessary?" Excluding the 56 

respondents who chose "Don't Know / no opinion", Table 11:4 below shows the 

distribution of the 286 respondents who gave their opinions. 
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Table 11:4 2100's Consecutive Coverage of Hot Issues: 
Necessary or not? 

Very 
necessary 

Necessary A bit 
unnecessary 

Very unnecessary Total 

34 102 99 51 286 
11.9% 35.7% 34.6% 17.8% 100% 

47.6% 52.4% 100% 

There are 47% respondents who thought that it was necessary but 52.4% thought it was 

unnecessary. The difference is not large, but even so it shows that more than 50% of the 

audience did not agree with such arrangement. Furthermore, the percentage share of those 

who thought it "very unnecessary" is 5.9% more than that of those who thought it "very 

necessary", while those who thought "necessary" is but 1.1% more than those who thought 

it "a bit unnecessary". This suggests that 2100's dedication to similar issues over a short 

time period (e.g., one week) is deemed as more excessive than necessary. To satisfy 

viewers more, 2100 ought to dedicate itself to a greater variety of issues than it has done. 

Statistical testing showed there to be no significant relationship between this 

variable and the age and educational levels of viewers. 

2.2. The Juxtaposition of Conflicting Views 

As 2100 is a source of information and deemed mainly as informational, it is 

important to see whether its viewers feel it helps them to understand the topics under 

discussion by its unconventional juxtaposition of competing opinions. With this in mind, 

Questions 18 asks: "2100 and programs of its kind often present mutually conflicting or 

contradictory views and opinions. Is this way of discussion helpful for you to grasp the 

issue under discussion?" The results are shown below in Table 11:5: 

Table 11:5 The Juxtaposition of Conflicting Views: 
Helpful or not? 

Helj jful No Help N 

1.Very helpful 2. Helpful 3.Not helpful 4.Worse than no help, 
I t ' s confusing 

5.Don't Know 

64 191 48 8 31 342 

18.7% 55.9% 14% 2.3% 9.1% 100% 

74.6% 16.3% 9.1% 100% 

Clearly, a great majority of viewers found 2100's juxtaposition approach of competing 

views help them better understand the discussed issues. Only a minimal proportion of 

viewers (2.3%) felt it to be "confusing" while many more (18.7%) thought it "very 
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helpful". From the raw data in Appendix 3: Table 18, it appears that gender plays no 

significant role here. From the same source, there is some indication that younger viewers 

are inclined to find the juxtaposition of conflicting views more helpful, but the relationship, 

when examined in the sub-sample of viewers, is not consistent or significant. The latter 

also applies in relation to educational level. However, it does seem that younger and better 

educated respondents are more likely to express some opinions on this matter than the 

older and less well-educated. 

2.3. The Most Favorite Talk Situation on 2100 

Now we will take a look at viewers' preferences regarding the debate 

atmosphere/situations. Six situations are specified in the list with eight options in Question 

19, which asks: "Which of the following situations do you like best when viewing 2100T 

Excluding Option 7, "others", and Option 8, "don't know / no opinion, the remaining six 

response positions are grouped into three pairs intended for three different focuses: 

• The first pair: Side-taking 
1. When the opinion I support is voiced or supported. 
2. When the opinion I oppose is questioned or attacked. 

• The second pair: Hot air 
3. When elite guests got hot among themselves. 
4. When ordinary audience members challenge the elite guests or the host. 

• The third pair: Diverse opinions versus consensus 
5. When diverse opinions are voiced. 
6. When some consensus is reached or taking shape. 

The 342 respondents could choose twice from the list if they like. As 205 respondents 

chose twice, there are in total 547 votes, the distribution of which are shown in Table 11:6. 

Table 11:6 Preference Distribution for Talk Situations 

Side-Taking Hot air Diversity vs. Consensus 

LSupported 
ideas voiced 

2.Opposed 
views attacked 

3.Disputes among 
elite guests 

4. Elite/lay 
confrontations 

^.Opinion 
diversity 

ô.Consensus 
reached 

Others Don't 
know 

N 

1st choice 72 11 19 46 111 33 12 38 342 

2nd choice 18 11 16 28 55 66 11 0 205 

Total 90 22 35 74 166 99 23 38 547 

% 16.5% 4% 6.4% 13.5% 30.3% 18.1% 4.2% 6.9% 100% 

20.5% 19.9% 48.4% 

Option 5 (for diverse opinions) has the highest share at 30.3%, followed by 

Option 6 (for consensus) with 18.1% and Option 1 (for supported opinions) the third with 

16.5%. The one with the lowest share is Option 2 (for opposed opinions), followed by 
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Option 3 (elite disputes). The distribution of situation preferences indicate that there is no 

single predominant preference among the six options, nonetheless a plurality of competing 

opinions (Option 5) is still most appreciated. Hot air in the talk as suggested by the share 

by Option 3 (or perhaps including Option 4) does not seem as popular as expected, 

especially when the most preferred issue-type, "politicians & political parties", seems to 

hint a preference for political confrontations. 

Furthermore, there is an interesting contrast in each of the three pairs. In the 

first pair, Options 1 and 2 have respectively 16.5% and 4% (a difference of 12.5%). This 

suggests that hearing the opinions one supports being voiced is more satisfying than 

hearing the opinions one opposes being attacked. In the second pair, Option 3 and 4 have 

respectively 6.4% and 13.5%. This indicates that seeing the elite being challenged by the 

laity is more interesting than seeing the elite get hot among themselves. The same goes for 

the third pair of Options 5 and 6. A plurality of ideas is more attracting than a consensus, 

as 30.3% votesvgo to the former while only 18.1% votes go to the latter. Generally, 

viewers' preferences are skewed toward Pair 3, which attracts nearly half of the total 547 

votes (48.4%). We must say that among the three pairs, Pair 3 is of top relevance to our 

concerns about democracy in public communication. It is very interesting to see that 

viewers pay the most attention to this pair than to the other two pairs. 

Neither age nor educational level are associated with different preference in 

respect of diversity or consensus of talk situations. However, there is a small but 

statistically significant tendency for women, by comparison with men, to prefer the 

consensus approach. 

2.4. The Host's Mediation 

Now we focus upon the core onto which the juxtaposition approach and the talk 

atmosphere are anchored: the host's mediation. Question 22 asks, "Are you satisfied with 

the host's mediation performance?" The results are shown in Table 11:7 below: 

Table 11:7 Viewers' Satisfaction with the Host's Mediation 

Satisfactory Not Satisfactory 

l.Very Satisfactory 2. Satisfactory 3. Unsatisfactory 4. Very unsatisfactory 5. Don't know / No opinion N 

2 3 . 1 % 61.4% 6 .1% 2.9% 6.4% 100% 

79 210 21 10 22 342 

84.5% (289) 9% (31) 6.4% (22) 100% (342) 

It is clear that a great majority of viewers found the host's mediation performance 

satisfactory. There are 23.1% viewers found it "very satisfactory", 61.4% "satisfactory", 
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adding up to 84.5%. In contrast, there are only 6.1% for "unsatisfactory", 2.9% for "very 

unsatisfactory", adding up to 9%. This distribution of satisfaction with the host's 

mediation performance is much the same for different age and education groups. The 

host's mediation style as a neutral host seems to be quite a successful one indeed for a 

program intended to engage as many and various people as possible. 

In this section we have found that as an information source 2100 caters to 

audiences that seem long used to the conventional news values that 2100 tightly follows. 

These audiences tend to agree with 2700's definition of public or current affairs, deems the 

issues it treats as significant, its juxtaposition of competing views as helpful, and its host's 

mediation style satisfactory. Yet these audiences, mostly random viewers, prefer more 

diversity of issues than 2700 has offered, and care more about the substance of the talk, 

whether in terms of opinion diversity or consensus, than their presumed needs to take sides 

or the much instigated hot air from the talk, even though they tend to view 2700's political 

fare more frequently, particularly in campaign time when the hot air or side-taking appears 

to prevail. This is something deserving of broadcasters' attention when they seem to invest 

great efforts in trying to dramatize the talk. 

3. VIEWERS' SATISFACTIONS: 
REGARDING AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

As we have seen, 2100 attracts most significantly the upper middle strata of the 

audiences who are relatively younger and more educated, who have become used to the 

conventional news values that 2700 follows, but who also appreciate the juxtaposition of 

competing ideas and the host's mediating style. Being the first ever participatory news 

informational program, 2700 boasts much about its participatory nature, though it 

obviously assigns a much greater chunk of time for its elite guests. The significance of its 

practice of audience participation in the information it offers for its viewers, however, 

needs to be grasped from the position of the viewers. This section will examine this by 

exploring three aspects: the attractiveness of audience participation for viewers, the 

representativeness of lay participants for ordinary people in the eyes of 27 00's viewers, 

and furthermore, the participatory zeal of the viewers themselves. 

3.1. Audience Participation: Its Attractiveness for Viewers 

There are two questions intended to explore the attractiveness of audience 

participation for 2700's viewers. 
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3.1.1. Time Sufficiency for Audience Participants 

Question 14 asks, "How sufficient do you think the time allotted for lay 

audience participants is?" Respondents are given six options to choose from, ranging from 

"very insufficient" to "insufficient", to "Just right, no more nor less", to "more than 

enough", and "too much more than enough". The results are shown below in Table 11:8: 

Table 11:8 Time Sufficiency for Audience Participants 

Not enough Just right More than enough 
l.Veiy 

insufficient 
2. Insufficient 3. Not more, 

nor less 
4. More than 

enough 
5. Too 
much 

6. Don't Know 
/ No opinion 

N 

23 64 150 18 9 78 342 
6.7% 18.7% 43.9% 5.3% 2.6% 22.8% 100% 

25.4% 43.9% 7.9% 22.8% 100% 

As shown in Table 11:8, less than half of the 342 respondents (43.9%) felt that the time 

allotted for audience participants to be just right, not more, nor less. About one fourth of 

them (25.4%) felt the time to be insufficient while only 7.9% felt it more than enough. Yet 

there are 22.8% respondents who chose the "don't know" option. This indicates that 

2700's current time arrangement for audience participants wins a weak majority of viewers 

and there is still room for audience participation to be expanded in terms of time. 

In respect of demographic differences, the better educated tended to be more 

critical of the time allotment than the less educated groups. Among the respondents there 

were 58% belonging to the two groups higher in education level. About 49% of them 

thought the time allotment for lay talkers to be "just right". By comparison, there are 66% 

of respondents from the three less well-educated groups who shared this opinion. 

3.1.2. The Necessity of Audience Participation on 2100 

We further explore how attractive 2100's audience participation is for its 

viewers by Question 13, which asks: "If it had no audience participants, will 2100 become 

less interesting to you?" This is intended to reveal the degree to which viewers feel 

audience participation a necessity. The options available for respondents are in five scales 

ranging from the first "More interesting even" to the last "No longer interesting at all" plus 

a "Don't know/ no opinion" option. The results are shown in Table 11:9 below: 
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Table 11:9 Viewing Interests in Audience Participation 

No, not less interesting Yes, less interesting 
l.No! More 

interesting even 
2 No! not less 

interesting at all 
3.Yes! A bit 

less interesting 
4.Yes! Much 

less interesting 
5. Yes! No longer 
interesting at all 

6. Don't Know 
/ No opinion 

N 

21 153 71 38 10 49 342 
6.2% 44.7% 20.8% 11.1% 2.9% 14.3% 100% 

50.9% 34.8% 14.3% 100% 

From Table 11:9, we find that 2100's viewers do not seem to care very much 

about whether or not there are audience participants. More than 50% respondents didn't 

feel 2100 to be less interesting if it has no audience participants, while 34.8% respondents 

felt it would become less interesting. Checking more closely, we find that only 2.9% 

respondents felt audience participation to be an absolute necessity, for without it they 

would not feel 2100 to be interesting at all. By comparison, 6.2% respondents felt it will be 

even more interesting without audience participation. Adding the percentage share of 

Option 3 and 4 together, we have 31.8% respondents who were relatively mild admirers of 

audience participation. This is still 16.9% lower than the 44.7% mild opponents who chose 

Option 2 and felt they could do without audience participation. 

There is a small but not statistically significant tendency for younger viewers 

(under 30) to feel differentially that the program would be no longer interesting without lay 

participants. Otherwise, we can say that 2100'% viewers tend to appreciate audience 

participation in a way corresponding to the significance the broadcasters care to assign to 

lay participants. While the more educated people are more unsatisfied by the current time 

length allotted to audience participation, the younger people seem more, though slightly, 

interested by audience participation. 

3.2. The Representativeness of Audience Participants 

Call-in participants and live participants are focused upon in the two questions 

intended to explore how representative 2100' s lay participants for ordinary people in the 

eyes of its viewers. 

3.2.1. Representativeness of Call-in Participants 

Question 15 asks, "How sufficient do you think 2100'% lay callers are in 

representing the majority of voters/citizens/viewers?" Respondents were given four options 

ranging from "Very sufficient (80%)" to "Very insufficient (20%)" plus a "don't know / no 
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opinion" option. The results are shown in Table 11:10 below: 

Table 11:10 Sufficiency of Lay Callers' Representativeness 

Sufficient Not Sufficient 
l.Very Sufficient 2. More or less Sufficient 3. A bit Insufficient 4. Very insufficient 5. Don't know / no opinion N 

9 116 114 57 46 342 

2.6% 33.9% 33.3% 16.7% 13.5% 100% 

36.5% (125) 50% (171) 13.5% (46) 100% (342) 

Half of the 342 respondents thought that 2'100' ;s call-in participants were not sufficient in 

representing the majority of Taiwan voters/viewers. In contrast, 36.5% respondents 

thought that they were a sufficient representation, and 13.5% respondents chose the "don't 

know / no opinion" option. 

Responses vary to some degree according to education, with the least well-

educated being most satisfied with the representativeness of lay callers. Among those with 

college or higher education, 30.3% were satisfied but 69.7% were unsatisfied. In 

comparison, among those with high-school or lower education, 56.6% were satisfied but 

43.4% felt unsatisfied. 

3.2.2. Representativeness of Live Participants 

Question 16 asks, "How sufficient do you think 2100's live participants are in 

representing the majority of voters/citizens/viewers?" Again respondents were given four 

options ranging from "Very sufficient (80%)" to "Very insufficient (20%)" plus a "don't 

know / no opinion" option. The results are shown in Table 11:11 below: 

Table 11:11 Sufficiency of Live Participants' Representativeness 

Sufficient Not Sufficient 

l.Very Sufficient 2. More or less 

Sufficient 

3. A bit 

Insufficient 

4. Very 

insufficient 

5. Don't know / 

no opinion 

N 

9 107 113 46 67 342 

2.6% 31.3% 3 3 % 13.5% 19.6% 100% 

33.9% (116) 46.5% (159) 19.6% (67) 100% (342) 

Nearly 20% of the respondents chose Option 5, "Don't know / no opinion". Less than half 

(46.5%) of the respondents chose "not sufficient", while 33.9% chose "sufficient". 

Compared with the results for lay callers, Option 5 has much higher percentages while 

"Sufficient" (Options 1 and 2) and "Not sufficient" (Option 3 and 4) have slightly lower. It 

suggests that respondents were more uncertain about the sufficiency of the 
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representativeness of 2100"% live participants. 

Again, it seems that the better educated are least convinced by the 

representativeness of live participants. Among those respondents with college or higher 

education, only 33.7% were satisfied. In comparison, 52% of the less well-educated were 

satisfied. 

In summary, 2100's lay participants, be they callers or live participants, are 

deemed mostly to be insufficient in representing the majority of ordinary people. Here we 

find a lack of confidence in the authenticity of lay participation particularly in the form of 

call-in. 

This may have something to do with rumors about "applause troops' or "caller 

troops" (see Chapter 9) which viewers must have been aware of. In particular, the 

limitation of mere voice presence on an audio-visual medium, which promotes the 

mentality of "seeing is believing", makes call-in participation prone to be manipulated, 

hence doubted. Nonetheless, education makes people more aware of the limitation of all 

televised participation, be it call-in or live presence. 

3.3. Zeal to Participate 

It is necessary to explore viewers' participatory zeal if we are not to be lost in 

2100's rhetorical heat to engage which gives an impression of very hot participation. We 

explore this zeal from two specific aspects: firstly the zeal as shown in participating to talk 

in the program, secondly the zeal as shown in sharing opinions with others outside the 

program. We believe that by specifying these two aspects we may come close to the social 

nature of 2100's viewers. In all there are four questions relevant to our interest in 

participation zeal. 

3.3.1. Participation in the Program 

Question 23 asks, "Have you ever tried to phone 2700 and join the 

conversation?" The results are shown below in Table 11:12: 

Table 11:12 Distribution of Call-in Participation Frequencies 
N=342 

Yes, frequently Yes, occasionally Yes, but very 
seldom 

No, Never tried Total 

15 32 15 278 340 
4.4% 9.4% 4.4% 81.3% 99.5% 

18.2% (62) 81.3% (278) 99.5% (340) 
Missing cases: 2 

248 



Chapter 11 2100: Viewers' Satisfactions 

Table 11:12 shows that there are 278 respondents who said they have never 

tried. They comprise 81.3% of the 342 respondents, compared to 18:2% who have ever 

tried to call with varying intensity. Obviously, there is a great discrepancy between these 

statistics and the impressions from the program or the host himself who, perhaps trying to 

boost participation, constantly mentioned how jammed the phone lines are. The statistics 

seem more realistic however, as they somewhat echo to Peng's (19966) observation. 

According to her, there are maximally around 10% of viewers who have tried calling into 

participatory news talk programs. This implies that the apparent heat of participation on 

the current 2100 and its kind is in fact generated by a small percentage of viewers probably 

consisting of ideologically homogeneous groups. 

From Table 11:12 we also show a glimpse of participation frequencies. Among 

the 62 respondents who have ever tried to call, 24.2% (the original 4.4%) have tried 

frequently, 51.6% (the original 9.4%) tried occasionally, and 24.2% (the original 4.4%) 

tried but very seldom. More than a half of those interested to participate are occasional 

callers. 

According to what we often hear from the program, it seems very difficult to 

make a successful call to 2100. Intended to grasp how interested viewers perceive their 

own experience, Question 24 asks those who have tried to choose from the three options: 1. 

Frequently successful (about eight out of ten calls), 2. Moderately successful (about five 

out often calls), 3. Seldom successful (about one or two out often calls), and 4. Never 

successful. There are 61 respondents who gave their answers as shown in Table 11:13. 

Table 11:13 Frequencies of Success in Making a Call to 2100 

1.Frequently 
successful 

2. Moderately 
successful 

3. Seldom 
successful 

4. Never 
successful 

N 

0 2 10 49 61 

0% 3.3% 16.4% 80.3% 100% 

19.3% (12) 80.3% (49) 

Table 11:13 shows that there are none who felt they were frequently successful, only 3.3% 

felt moderately successful, 16.4% felt seldom successful. In strong contrast, there are 

80.3% who found they were never successful. There is some truth in the impressions from 

the program that it is very difficult to make a successful call. 

6 In the article, Peng refers to some relevant surveys about call-in audience done by the Faculty of 
Communications in National Cheng Chih University. 
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3.3.2. Private Discussion Outside the Program 

If it is so difficult to make a successful call to join the public discussion, how 

about the zeal to talk with others? Question 25 asks, "How often do you discuss 2100 with 

people around you?" There are 340 respondents who gave their answers, shown in Table 

11:14: 

Table 11:14 Frequencies of Private Discussion with Others 

N: 342 
1. Frequent 2. Occasional 3. Very seldom 4. Never N 

23 113 104 100 340 
6.7% 33% 30.4% 29.2% 99.3% 

70.1% (240) 29.2%(49) 
Missing cases: 2 

Table 11:14 shows that out of the 342 respondents, 70.1% have discussed the program 

with others, while 29.2% have never discussed it with others. Though the former group has 

much higher percentages, the distribution of frequencies show that only 6.7% discuss 

frequently, 33% occasionally, and 30.4% very seldom. The private discussion outside the 

program tends to be an either occasional or seldom held activity. Which demographic 

groups are more active in this more private discussion? Here we only count as active those 

who chose "frequent" and "occasional". 

The only association of any significance relates to age, with those older than 50 

being less likely to have discussion frequently or occasionally (in all 43%) than those 

under 50 (58%). 

3.3.3. Preferred Issues to Talk About 

Those more active in private discussion can help us grasp the concerns and 

interests of 2100' s general viewers, many of whom found it too difficult to make a 

successful call to participate in 2100. Question 26 is for the 136 respondents who chose 

Option 1 ("frequent") and 2 ("occasional") in Question 25, hence counted as active in 

private discussions with friends. They were asked, "Which of the following eight issues 

would you like to talk about most if given a chance to talk as freely as possible on a 

program like 2 WOT They could choose twice if they had a second preference. The results 

are shown below in Table 11:15a, excluding those who chose "others" or "don't know / no 

opinion": 
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Table 11:15a Preferred Issues to Talk about on 2100 

l.China 
vs. 

Taiwan 

2.Public 
Policies 

3.Politicians 
& 

Political 
parties 

4. Social 
Problems 

5.Education 
& 

Schooling 

6.Communities 
& 

Environments 

7. .Economy 
& 

Livelihood 

8. Issues directly 
relevant to 

Individuals & 
Family 

Total 

I 20 19 21 17 11 5 13 4 110 

n 5 9 14 16 10 11 17 11 93 

Total 25 28 35 33 21 16 30 15 203 

% 12.3% 13.8% 17.2% 16.3% 10.3% 7.9% 14.8% 7.4% 100% 

Excluded cases: 30. 
Note: "I" stands for the first choice, "II" stands for "the second choice ". 

Table 11:15a shows the preference distribution of issues to talk about. There 

are a total of 233 votes from the two choices. If compared with the viewing preferences 

listed in Table 11:3a, we find there are some differences in issue preferences, for mere 

viewing and for more active talking. For the convenience of reference, Table 11:15b 

presents the comparison between the two. 

Table 11:15b Comparison between Talking Priorities and Viewing Priorities 

1 .China vs. 2.Public 3.Politicians & 4.Social 5.Education 6Communities 7.Economy & 8. Issues directly 

Taiwan Policies Political parties Problems & Schooling & 
Environments 

Livelihood relevant to 
individuals & 

Family 

Viewing 11.3% 13% 21.4% 17.3% 9.6% 5.8% 14.3% 7.3% 

Priorities (5) (4) (1) (2) (6) (8) (3) (7) 

Talking 12.3% 13.8% 17.2% 16.3% 10.3% 7.9% 14.8% 7.4% 

Priorities (5) (4) (1) (2) (6) (7) (3) (8) 

We can see that the two priority orders are nearly the same, except the exchange of Option 

6 and Option 8. Worth noting is the change in the percentage value for each option. The 

top two, Option 3 and 4, have lower values while the rest have higher ones in the row of 

talking priorities. More significant are the 4.2% decrease for Option 3 and the 2.1% 

increase for Option 6. This means that if allowed a chance to talk, audiences will prefer 

talking less about "politicians and political parties", or perhaps even about "social 

problems", but will prefer talking more about other issues, especially those concerning 

"communities and environments". 

Table 11:15c Gender and Preferred Issues to Talk about on 2100 

l.China 
vs. Taiwan 

2.Public 
Policies 

3.Politicians & 
Political 
parties 

4. Social 
Problems 

5. Education 
& Schooling 

6.Communities 
& 

Environments 

7.Economy & 
Livelihood 

8. Issues directly 
relevant to 

individuals & Family 
Total 

Men 13 
(12.5%) 

20 
(19.2%) 

25 
(24%) 

16 
(15.4%) 

4 
(3.8%) 

7 
(6.7%) 

15 
(14.4%) 

4 
(3.8%) 

104 

Women 12 
(12.1%) 

8 
(8%) 

10 
(10.1%) 

7 
7%) 

17 
(17.2%) 

9 
(9.1%) 

15 
(15.2%) 

11 
(11.1%) 

99 

25 28 35 23 21 16 30 15 203 
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Table 11:15c indicates the association between issue preferences and gender. 

The top four priorities for men to talk about are, in order, "Politicians and Political 

Parties"; "Public Policies", "Social Problems"; "Economic and Livelihood". For women 

the top four priorities are: "Education and Schooling"; "Economic and Livelihood"; 

"China vs. Taiwan", and "Issues Directly Relevant to Individuals and Family". This 

finding contrasts somewhat with the replies given to Question 20 concerning how 

important the topics discussed on 2100. In that case we find that men have the same top 

four preferences, while women adopt 3 of the same 4 issues as men. (See Table 11:5c for a 

comparative view). It seems that women shared the same formal agenda of politics issues 

as men, but are inclined to have different priorities for private talk. A comparative view of 

these gender-related differences in viewing preferences and talking preferences is offered 

below in Table 11:15d below: 

Table ll:15d Gender Differences in Issue Preferences 
for Viewing and Talking 

1.China 2.Public 3.Politicians 4. Social 5.Education 6.Communities 7.Economy 8. Other Issues 
vs. Policies & Political Problems & Schooling & Environments & more directly 

Taiwan parties Livelihood relevant to 
individuals & 

Family 

Viewing 11.1% 15..9% 25.8% 14.3% 5.6% 6% 15.9% 5.6% 
Men Priorities (5) (2) (1) (4) (7) (6) (2) (7) Men 

Talking 12.5% 19.2% 24% 15.4% 3.8% 6.7% 14.4% 3.8% 
Priorities (5) (2) (1) (3) (7) (6) (4) (7) 
Viewing 11.4% 10.4% 17.5% 20% 13.2% 5.7% 12.9% 8.9% 

Women Priorities (5) (6) (2) (1) (3) (8) (4) (7) Women 
Talking 12.1% 8% 10.1% 7% 17.2% 9.1% 15.2% 11.1% 

Priorities (3) (7) (5) (8) (1) (6) (2) (4) 
Option 9, "Others ", and Option 10, "Don't know / no Answer ", are excluded here. 

When it comes to actively joining the talk, women tend to pay much more attention to 

issues more directly relevant to their daily life7. Men, alternatively, decrease their already 

limited attentions on those issues more attractive to women but less treated by the 

program. 

From the above in this section, we find that 2100 is far from being an authentic 

public participatory forum as claimed. Its viewers do not assign more significance to its 

practices of audience participation, nor deem its lay participants as sufficiently 

representative, nor feel they will be less attracted if there is no audience participation, let 

7 Their preference in "China vs. Taiwan" obviously has something to do with the timing of the phone survey. It 
should be easy to understand why the issues concerning the relationship between Mainland China and Taiwan 
weigh heavily on women. After all, the missile maneuvering during the 1996 campaign and the tension 
afterwards brought the immediate concerns about personal security and future perspectives. 
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alone being aroused enough to take a part in it. However, few viewers consent to 

decreasing the time length allotted for lay participants or entirely deleting audience 

participation. This implies that 2100's viewers somehow cherish audience time on the 

current-affairs program, though its current performance as a participatory talkspace is 

perhaps far from being satisfactory. 

4. CONCLUSION 

From what we have found in the results of the phone survey, 2100's audiences 

seem to give 2100 much more credit as an information source than as a participatory 

program. Though quite interesting, this seems unsurprising. After all, with the much 

greater significance the program assigns to its elite guests, from whom various elaborate 

views on each single issue can be expected, viewers experience a journalistic practice still 

new to them as the society and the television system are still in a fleeting transition. With 

the great claim of offering a public forum for the general public, 2100 does not assign a 

proportionate significance to lay participants, as it claims. That is why Hsiang Yang (1996), 

the local writer, commented that in 2100, it is the elite guests who are the opinion 

"majority" while the lay participants, many of them awkwardly stuttering in their 

expressions, are the opinion "minority". With its practice of audience participation, 

however, it contributes most meaningfully in that the elite guests are held (or feel to be 

held) immediately responsible for their talk and under immediate inspection by the public. 

Coupled with the traditional news values which 2100 follows and which its 

viewers seem to share habitually, this disproportionate allotment of time for audience 

participants makes it difficult for the program to offer news information more relevant to 

audiences' concerns and interests. Audiences, who view 2100 generally because of its 

being informational, agree that issues treated by 2100 are significant, that the juxtaposition 

of competing views helps their understanding of the issues. Yet they tend to view it 

"randomly", mostly when issues are interesting to them, and mostly in areas 2100 is more 

adept with (i.e. political issues and campaign coverage). They feel it is more unnecessary 

than necessary to have too frequent treatments of a hot issue. All these indicate that 

viewers concerns and interests are not very much grasped by the program with its news 

values. Basically viewers tend to make do with what has been made available. In 2100's 

industrial necessity to engage as big a "chunk" of audience as possible in the multichannel 

competition for market share, audiences are offered only those already socially recognized 

as "important", rather than privately relevant. This explains why their apparent 

endorsement of 2100's news values is not in accord with their viewing habits. It is obvious 
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that 2100 is yet to make itself an informational source capable of offering what would truly 

engage audiences to the degree of making them view the program more regularly. Nor is it 

a talkspace open enough to their normally unexpressed and uncaptured concerns and 

interests, as reflected by women viewers in their less socially recognized viewing and 

talking priorities. 
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