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~ . .~ FOREWORD
'. N . . . . s (‘\// ) - . - -’\

- '

This |study is an initial effort to deséribé and ahalyze'the instrue- .

~tional television services (ITV) prgvided by public,televiéion stations to

. y

v ‘ , _
schools throughout the counjpy. It also begins &to analyze the relationships’

- . : ) . .

between the schools and the stations. o - ‘ - ' o

It is hoped that the findings reported herein will assist school ad-

ﬁinistgators and the management. pf public television stations in eiamining' ' )
‘the types and scope of serviqés which‘the'sﬁaﬂith'projide to the schools.
The stday was begun in December, 19Th4 by fatan Katzman -and- Peter Spain

« * under the joint auspices'of the Educative Services Department of the Public

Bréadeaéting Services and the Inﬁ7¥matioﬁ Systems and Educational Activities

*

Offices of: the Cdrporation For Pyblic Brga&éasting. ' This final report has -

v » : =
. ’

\ " been prepared by Dr. Peter J. irry

N
-/ .
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. - " 1. INTROGDUCTION T e
A. PURPOSE S o :
Since the mid 1950 g, when_educationa]}%elevisiOn first . L T,

b v \ \‘ 4 .

went on the air, many stations have been providing instructional services fo€,

; eleﬁentafy and secondary"phools within their viewing areas.  ,Some , . ' !
. [ . . . ‘ ’- _ ' L . i
:éfh : "~ . of those services are based upon needs stated by the constituencies
B . . N A

served. Others are based upon a tradition of offering services such’
as utilization services and printed materials. It haé_been Enown for
‘some time that the quantity and quality of those services vary greatly

el
’

from station to station. - : T . oy

This study will provide baseline data which will enable-management

- . K f .

L . - of public television stations‘?nd school administrators (as well as-
' . N . ) A T oa
* other national agencies involved in public television) to examine the

) : : - : .
instructioneal services which are provided by public television statidns.

o~ to schools within theiréprdadcast areas. -t attempts tp gain or add to
knowledge aiready available on questions such as, "Is thiyé a relation-

ship between instructional services offered and the type of public . '

television.station .or its primary source of funding?" "What are the
. specific services oth" thén‘broadqasting programs which the stations‘ |

= v

- »

ﬁroﬁide to the schools?" ' ‘ ’ .

. 0

. N It is expected that the'data’gathered‘through this.effdrt will
ooy ' provide a baseline egainst which to measure changes wﬁicb mfgﬁt]take
. plate in instructional television services. Therefore, in addition to

serving management of public television stations and school administrators,

. .
.

this study should assist researchers in future years. . e




ee B, ME‘.@ODOLOGIES B S
o o 'In Novegber of 197&, each puuiic telev1s1on 11censee (141) in

/

.each of the .50 ‘states was sent a‘questlonnalre ooncernlng o

. 1nstructlonal telev151on servlces. At that time, there were more
e . S i ) . . . S
than 200 public television'stations~in the coﬁntry but in some-

. . - L]
(] ~ N . [ iy 3 - s . hd
instances, 2 orgore stations were licensed to a single licensee.

’e - In-those instances, only one questionnaire was-sent to the licensee.

S e » . ., ‘ - . . - -

< The qﬁestionnaires‘were followed up.approximately,2iweeks later
.by a personal telephone call to the instructionaiftelevision direcforf‘

. o 'or‘hisacounterpartAat each 1icensee.fﬂThe‘felephone interviewer asked
. . . . : ’»1 . . ‘ ) .
* the respondent each of the questions. The respondent had been 'alerted

v ] to the telephone call and, in most 1nstances, was. prepared to answer

4

" the questions with specific informatlon. The responses were recorded
by thevtelephone 1nt9rV1ewer. In tbosé ;nstanees where the respondent
was onable to .provide ihfor@ation he was.requested to forward it by
mail w1th1n the follow1ng week. of the 1h1 1icensees 1ntefv1ewed 118

(8&7) prOV1ded data wh1ch are 1nc1uded in the results presented. in thls

K

‘ , report. The responses from the remalnlng 23 1icensees elther (a) indi-

: ‘ L. cated that they did not prov1de 1nstruct10na1 programmlng for grades
# - + .

vK-12 (10), -or (b) prov1ded 1nsuff1c1ent information to be 1nc1uded in

_the tabulations for thls .report (13) The 23 cases vere dropped from

-

data analysisv Howerer, gs-a result of further follow-up with those .

- . licensees who provided.insufficient data, information was finally ob-
‘ \ R . . S - .

- tained in 10 of the 13 cases. "Those cases are reported in Appeﬁdix c.

v
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v -

""C.

/
g

D.

' of Fundlng , aind oth,ers need to be clearly deflned at thé/
questlons are asked. 3 :F'b~v . . ' z.‘ o 77 'ti .
v \ ! ) ' v , ) ) ' S
-_Relatedly,ythe categories- identifying "type of station" were

i has éxtended. .Since the final data analysis'b@s.taken place 12 months ., .

! date. Ewven with this time lag, the data’repreSent the most}current : - e
effort ‘in this area., V * _ , L ‘ : .
DATA ANALYSIS

\ . o [ ~‘ N
s " . . ’ -.3 - S ' .
R ) ’ N ,}“/* < i
aLIMITATIONS - L . . o ‘ . . S Lt
After the data had been recelved and analy51s was begun, several ~_‘ .
lim1tations to this study became apparent. The primary llmitation, f f*

and one which needs to-“be corrected prior to further studie@, dealt /'

with the terminology used in-the questlonnalre.’ Terms suc% es "Formal
§ ~ - N ) L. "

Agreement" ”Informal Agreement" "Number’of Schools"n "p mary. Source

r"

tim' when the N

' -y \ ' K w - “'f o
ambiguous in_a fbw 1nstances. Some stations indicated tbat, although

\ —"s . ‘ . .v | ) A . e
'they were univerSity based, they provided,network-type services.' Assigns*.

\ -

~ing such stations to either Network" or "University category was some-’

what arbitrary, based cupon the best judgment of the reSearcher. (See" ~,1

?

information in Appendlx B.) . ’ ' L .

A thlrd 11m1t tion has been the t1me perlod over which the stﬁdy

u

after the initial data gathering, some of the.data mag already be out of

%
N
’ -

In the following sectlon the data are presented in raw form and in

~

I

-

tabulation analygis. The statistical package for the social sciences

/

——

<
¥




Sy : Cross tabulation analysis 1ndicates whether or not a relationship

exists between the~var1ables. The percentages in each cell point toward4

"*\..‘; "» .
o “the'relationship. In order to determine whether the relationship is o ’”Zﬁ//f

L 2

“statistically si nifycant the data were subjected to the following tests
chiasquare Cramer ’I& and contingency coefficient.

) Chirsquare is a test‘of significant difference. lt'helps to‘deter-
. mine wh\ther a systemat/; relationship exists between two var;ables.‘ Thisf

;‘ is done by computing the cell frequencies which would be §p ected lf no
. relationship were present between the varﬁables and comparing those ‘cell .
fo frequen01es to the actual values ﬁound in Lhe table.‘“If'ho relationship ;t R
o N exists, any dev1ations from the expected val&es ‘will be small and c e
bA'f‘ . reasonably expected due to chance.i However,\large dewiations (a high |
’ chi-square score) imply- that a“systematic'rel}tionshipof some sort_exists
" between the variables. Chi-square helps to determine‘whether a relationf f\ E
‘e . . = ship ex1sts. \lt does‘not measure the strengtH)Pf that - relationship
o Crader s V- 1s a modified‘ver31on of phi, which measures the strength .

' of a rslationship. It takes on a value of 0 when no r lationship exists

.

. - ~ . ! : a v .
Actual cemputations are provided only in iXstances'w ere statistical . (
. significance was' indicated.. o o,

**_. «\E., SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ‘ ,

>

. R R * ! oo
. chapter. However, for the convenience of the reader, the major findings.

3 ‘ are summarized at this point. .
e N _ :

Most licensees provide programming for grades K-12 (99%).. Fortyveight,. '

L
2 programming.




A

-

\

. . ) 1 -
) make programs.available in alternat ve'formats.(é.g.~cassettes'and : o i
films). . ‘. ' e ‘ )
-The 11censees' relatlonshrps with the sc"ols which they serve -

Most of the respondents provide additional services~besides the
~ broadcasting of instructibnal programs.l Seventy—nine*perceﬁt provide
prlnted materials, _69% provide technlcal consultatlon, 63% provide utili--

“zation serv1ces, 227 provide technigal malntenance Almost” one third

often réflect the types of statlons which they are and.: the1r pr1many

| J .
sources of.fundlng: Communlty—based licensees are deeply involved with’
- the schools'and receive a major'portiop of the fundiﬁg;fpr the instruc-

i .

. tional services from the schools. | University-based licensees receive

Lo - . 3
- P -

less of their operating_budgetsrfrdm inétrqctional pr@grammingland there-

fore tend to provide fewer additional services to the schools: B
: . ) PN .

: Fifty-SiX~percent of the licen;ees do'not"charge a "pér student" °
:-rate or failed to report what those rates are. - ‘ , .

The licensees indicated a wide range of involvement by schddl‘persdhhel
“ . J _ : L e
in program selection and a substantial‘bﬁt somewhat lower involvement in

. .
> . . o

; :
v . ' -

scheduling decisiens. C v ) ; : ¢§ o o
s £ N
!
- . . v

. . ) |
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II. THE FINDINGS

° s
i .
.

T

‘

., ‘ f?‘nty-fourbcategofiCal variagbles were examined during.thq course
I3 . M ). .

of the study. In addition, data were tabulated to indicate the total

_number of school districté, schools; and students served by the instruc-

. v

tiopal ﬁglevision‘séfvigés of. those re%ﬁbndenfs who provided such informa-

»
tion. . o . o ' S

. : P . ) 4 . ‘ s
'Fér tHe .purpose of thi report, the data wi}l be provided in two |

-

. stagesy” :(a) frequency distributions, and (b) cross tabulation analyses.
‘ o AGTTN SRR - o B -
A. -FRE JY DISTRIBUTIONS L : . .
L 1. Type of.statiop ' e
D S : .//2: ! - S |
: Four ‘categoriés.were provided: ' State Network,.University, Community
2 e b%igd,’éghool’Boara. ‘The frequency distributioq amgng the four categories
is as follows: S . R S .
. . > P i . . . ) . o !
S R A . C D ,
, N - : : . ’ oot 4 : RS N~
T - Total Universe ' This Study '
. . - * Absolute °~ Relative gAbsolute’” = Relative
CATEGORY LABEL ' ° - Freq. . (PCT) ' Freq. (pCT)
. STATE NETWORK ° 26 . v 184 22 T 18.6 |
s T ~, K , .:, . - . < - 4 y ."
WUNIVERSITY -~ b5 31.9 e 35 T, 29.7 R
" COMMUNITY o \ 52 . 36.9 R O T ’
. SEHOOL BOARD ‘18 12.7 17 R A
\ﬁ§§. o .o L T e T “* "
* . - .. TOTAL  ~1k1 100.0 218 " *'100.0 ™ A
P . 1 -, . v
ot e Taplel o, P N
L . ' Frequency Distribution -~ ' 2
oE : ‘ Type of Station ) S
. - \ = — ; - . A D » S B - :’ *
% T . g " - 3 ’ Ao

‘ : . : . ' S o Cr i
Mote: The distribution of responses by type of station para ngﬁyV'
’\ . d‘ ! - bt ' . . . . ;
, the distribution oﬁ(}he total universe of licenseeg by type A
" of. station. .

]




- =T -

. R -
2. Provides Instructional Programs’ ! y S

The respondents were asked to identify the grade ;evéis.fop'which *
' they provide instructional programs: * Ks12, K-12 and higher, Only above

Grade 12. (Respondents who indicated they did not provide instructional

“&prog}amming [10].were dropped at this point., ) .The'résulte are as'féllows:

R o Relative )
: \ ‘ v Absolute Freq.
CATEGORY 1,8Bm, - * Freq. (pCT) .
Yes K=12, o7 50.8 )
I O P ) . 5T ue, 3
. ) ' * ™ ’ . »
Only Nver 17 1 0.8 : .
.. Do — v
g TOTAL - 11§ ' 100.0 B Lt
4 ) ' - . - . . ' o ‘
| - . *' ‘Table 2 - - .
- : " Frequency Distribution - - : 5
» Provides Instructional Programs ' '

. ) e ' ’ . )
3.- Sources of Instructional. Programs , - ' . S L
The respondents were asked to indicate ‘the extent to which they

‘relied upon PBS and other sources for the instructional progiéms which:

L they pfovidéd. The overwhelming majority (89.8%) indicated that they - * .,
- . v - . - ) )d .
relied upon PBS and other sources. Only 1.7% rely solely upon PBS and*®

-

'8{5% rely solely upon non-PBS sources. (See gﬁﬁie 3 for Frequency -

Distributions.) P . t N\
A further agalysis'of %he responses to this QQesfied indicated'fhat

majority of the respondents who used sources other than PBS used
- e " .

N ‘ \ I N '
ational Instructional Television7/Agency for Instructional Television (NIT/AIT)

>

) : o : : e
and Grea® Plains National Instructional Television Library (GPN). Large numbers
. -~ also used Western Instructional Television {WIT) and Eastern Educational

. ' \ : . ' .
Network (EEN). Many relied on other local agenGies (e.g. other stations,
. h )

| s
o~
.




. -3 -

b

N

State Education Department Libraries) for additional programming.

S e . 3

It is .apparent from'tﬁé"reSponses to this question that most»'

-~

licensees turn to a‘variety of sources for instructional programming."

«

Readers who are interested in more specific informationyrelative to

o~

i

”Public Television Program Content:

e

1974,

sourtes of 1nstruct10nal programming are referred to the CPB report

.

o .

—?'-1 8 tivg
. N WAhealiva Fren,
CATTFAOFY LAWWL: ' . Tyran, ‘oY
Tolely ©uS , o 1.7
LS . - M
’ PbLE and Ntrers 17 . fo,°
R . - A .~
. ” " . L
. Ta s
Nnlyv “mp.00 " 1N 7,5 . A , C
(| e e—— - e et diadied .
. / \ . e
. mATAT, 12° 170\
- ‘\\
. . . .
N "‘9_\)19 ? v . X
N Freatuency Nistrirution \ .

“enurces nf

*nqt*uctlonwl “rrrr%w:

4, Provides Programs in Other Formats

5

One question focused on the impact which video technology is having

=

on the ways in'which the 11censees disseminate instructional programming.

- \ -

It was found that . l/3 of the licensees are distributing programming in

formats other than broadcast. Video cassette ?na £ilm account for most

s
Y

of the alternative distribution (22 9%). - (See Appendix D for specific

. . \
_ 1istings.)‘ . . o~
7 . - g X
‘ : Absolute Relative R
POATEGORY LAGTL Freq. Freq.—(PCT) ° \
a o . v ' Qn’ £ \:\
3 1 - = " . . ‘\
Yos, Non-specific ' 1 a,n \
a , . . R - \
massette * Filw J 27 ne.,n |
‘ e ‘ A Iy
. } B ) \
i .2 ) “lectronin Ry 7 £, 0 \
.. .(1TFS/CATV]} - ' \ ‘. L
‘ultinle . 3 200 \
¢ o t TOTAL Y31 10n.n, ~ \
A oo . \
. . s \\
marle N
v””ﬁ”*"”" Dighritatins . v
. \ Ct 2w Toraats .
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- ments existed between the. 1icensee and the schools.

7

5. Agreements for Instructional Programs
L]
A This quEstlon prov1ded major problems for the researdhens and

the responden The term Agreement" was not sufflcdently defined .

- For instance if 1nstruc~ .
- |

tional services were mandated by, state legislation the respondent 1

’
in advance to-

-

cilitate valid responses

might be 1nc11ned to answer "no" to the quest%on Howewer, by the

very nature of legislatlon it can:be‘maintained thatFthere is an

Y

agreement (mandated) between the Broadcasting agency Fnd the Gchools

Therefore, in the cases where the services were goveﬁned by leglslation_ -
§ \' .’

“and/or Department'of‘Education agreements, it was inferred that agree- S
' 3 | ’ o - - .

~

Flnal determlhation o

in instances where quest;ons ex1sted fell to the best gsdgment of the

researcher.

.

[4

Within those limltatlons, the following flndings are Dresented

, o o RelatiVe
T . ;’Absolute Freq. '
CATEGORY LABEL .. Freq. . (PCT)
~ T Ho 6 . 5.1 ’
B . [ L : .
Yes ' _l12 2L.8 ) )
- TOTAL 118 ron . ’
T Table, 5 B . o
_ Frequency Distribution ' -
Agreements fior Instructional Programs )

Further analysis of the data indicated that 62 (53%) of those having

agreements 'indicated that the agreements were with local districts and 30

(25%) indicated that they we;e with state or local departments of education.

.
-~ -

The remgining were unspecified.
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T

-

- ld‘._ .

. . -

« Formal Agreement'or'Law \
Y !
- ‘ ‘
he reSpondents were asked to indicate’ whethkr~they operated under
-r“ ' N
formal agreements or law in providing their instructlonal services. Here

again, there was e great deal of -confusion over termlnology More than
¢ «

85% of the reSpoddents inditated that their 1nstructlonal serv1ges were -

provided_under fgrmal agreements or under\a gstate or local law.

I

. : |

. Absolute "~ Relative

GATEGORX/LABEL, Freq. . Freq.
L S~ tecm)
SIRR - SR § A R A
. Yes - ° 101 856

e S - TOTAL "11R o 00.0 - -

: N ) \'(I‘a:ble 6 ) i
A ~ Frequenty DTstribution
: ' Formal Agreements

<

] ’ - . . . Y

Attempts were made to analyze further the data in order to determine
the sourqea of those formel agreements. HoWever; because of a lack of -

. . /_/ ‘
' precision in terminology and because of the existence of overlapping

agreements further ana§g31s yielded no additional helpful information.

.

7;, Number of School Districts Under Formal Agreements, ‘ .

L

i The’ data.in Table T ‘are_included as eitimates provideé y the
%

’licensees. however,‘it must be kept "in m1nd that these data cannot be

conéideredvreliable‘tptals'since the terminology used to describe
"formal agreements" may have beenrmisleading to the respondents. Addi-
tionally, many respondents were unable to provide specific information

concerning numbers of school districts.

~

Number Responding "None" L ' e .
Estimated* Number of School Dlstrlcts for other 94 licensees 5,826
: , Tmﬂe7‘
- * | Estimated Numbdber of Districts

Under Formal Agreements

#Estimates provided by licensees.'

- S W |

tr .

.
bt
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A

8. VNumber of .Schools’ Under Formal Agreements -

In this category aIso, ‘the data tend to be. misleadiné. 28.8% of

L IR

?i the respondents did not reply to.this questlon Among those who d1d

. respond there were indications of confusion concernlng the number of

.

school build;ngs. ' ’ _?» .

~

Again the data are offered as "¢stimate" figures in the-hopa -

that they may be helpful in dESignlng future stud1es

| e ’

t

. - | Number Not Respondlngg 3 ' 2&{2_ ' . ' ' .

/{/ ';" . ! i

-

Estimatea* Number -of Sihoo;s'for'other.Qh licensees ° 33,230

“ ‘Teble 8 - . - o

\ Es imated Number of Schools = . ' '
i Under Formal Aqmeement -

*Estimates‘provide by 11censees. . . B

tables also appi to Table 9.

-Number Not Re?Londing S ' 5‘ 29 , R “

| Estimated*Number of Students for other 89 licensees : 18,17&,367,r

;

-

o

[

Estimated Number of Studerts-
Under Formal Agreements ) '
*Estimates provided by licensees. :

LI

| ) Table 9 » . ' ) .

VAR Persons who might use these data for future- reference are urg?d to

/ s p .

: /- . bear in mind the limitations which have;been included in their'ﬁerivation.

. » -

50. Grade Levels Covered Under Formal Agreements

i 4
¢

«. Since almost 1/4 of .all respondents did not reply to the question

concerning formal agreements,vit is not surprising that dn equal number

v




- =12 - .
: o . o T :
= did noﬁ reply to the question concerningﬂgradé levels qoyered ﬁqder .~
. formal agrééments. However, most:of thgse'whé respondeé to'this N f
‘o‘question inéiéate@ that they provided programming fro? Kindefgar?eﬁ . w‘ff
o 4 through twelfth grad;. Almost 10%,p¥dyidp coliege 1evellpr6éramming ‘ f .
in addition to thé K-12'£;ogramminé.y TweLVQ'iicensges (10.1%) indi- . 1~/ ; 
! c;fed‘that ﬁﬂe highest level of'brOéramming which théylproYided waé_” ) A \
6th, 8th, or §th grade. _ . > i L Lo ' - ’ }‘ .
T It might be nofeévthat‘thqre are apparent disqrepaﬁcigs.betweeg ~“.fl ~_;
BN ithé'data‘in Tables' 2 and 10. _waever,4§ closé look ét'the'qﬁéstions ' ‘f:;. <7

. . - _ , ‘ _ /
- will disclose that one question deals with the level of programs provided/

by the licensee (Table 2) and the. other question deals with the-grade 7 .
- EEEE 2NN kS .

L4
2

'a subst£ntia1"nﬁmbeﬁ;of'stations provide K-12 programming outside the |
: . . i . :

~ !
|
f
B

structure of formal agpeements with the schools.

fa . -

levels included under formal agféements (Table 10). It would seem that B

~

I

/

P \ — _ \ | . '/‘ . |
) ) Absolute’ . Relative |
Preq., . Freq. (PCT) . '
Lowest Level - . . S -
No Answer : 'Q - .28 23.7 : L
"Kindergarten ' : 86 72.9 ¥
" First a T 3.4
Highest Level e
. j A T ) : :
No Answer i : # 27 - . 22.9.
6-9 - e : , 12 6> - 16.1
t 77 Twelfth | | 68 57.6 Lo
College = - 1 93 R
N Table 10 . | A
: Frequency Distribution i ; }
i .« Grade Levels Under Formal Agreemgnts ‘
: < | . | J - o .
o, a 19 - 1 ‘ o




L .ow

11, Informal Agreements

v

The_data indicate that most of the stations rely heavily upon
\ . SRR :

i~

-

\ .f , formal agreements in their relationships with the schools; More than
e \3/& responded that they did not have 1nforma1 agreements. Most of
those who do have informal agreements have ‘them with local school
districts. ' -
o The combinéd numbei of licensees claiming to have informal agree-
. ) - T 4. . | § - - :
ments (29-see Table 11) and formal agreements (101-s%e Table 6) exceeds
e "~ the total number of licensees known to have agreements of any-type (112- = -
. see Table 5). This overlapping reflects the fact that‘some3iicensees
t*. " ' function with both -formal end informal agreements. |
o N ‘ o~ . - Absolute Relative
- ‘ . ol
R ) ' ' - Freq.. Freq. (PCT) _
S SN None . ' 89 75k o o
" .;/ . P ‘ vg : . ) S \ ‘ -
. With" local schools 18 15.3 : o R
" With ‘other"” ;11 _9.2. -
. o "TOTAL . 118 - . 100.0 , ‘ . ’
j ‘f?f R o . Table 11 o d
. - Vrequencvalstrlbution L. + T ]
. e Informal Agreements S
s 12. Number of School Districts’ Schools, and Students Under In- ‘
- formal Agreements - \ : ﬁ;
* . : _ . .
- W The d&tq§1n this category are. as questionable as the data presente
A ‘"'lv”‘.\' ‘w - <
h - \yj’% L] - N
y ' in the parallel categorles deallng with formal agreements. Howewver, 1t

is felt that they should be presented (with all the limitations in mind)

in"the hppe_that they might be helpful in designing futire studies.

~ &




v

oy P - -
' ’ -1lb. T - .
R
: - 1v — —
. ) Number Responding - = - Total *
. 2 i - . ’
' Schogl Dystcdcte 21 1,803%*

' Schoq}s /ji o » 8 .- 3, 55&**
i Student ,?.__z - 16 .il o 3, SHh 3h2**
- Table 12 . .< ° ;T ‘
" Estimated¥Number, School Districts, thoors ahd St dents .

*Eetlmates prov1d d by llcensees

N T . : : addltlon to th‘se in

prov1ded under inform l agreements 1nd1cated'that the dlst ibutipon was
k @
. L™

3 , ¥

51m11ar to the dlstrlbutlon under formal agr ements As mlght be

.

s1nce many of them do not functlon under inf

°

1y,

Agreement'Agenc1estrov1de Fundln
Wl

- .

\by formal or 1nformal agreements provided fun

skryjcés.

Fewer than 10%/af the respondents ndlcated that they did-

not gé&xfundiﬁg.from the agencies.which'they sirved.

-

ding for the’ 1nstruct10nal

Elghty—s1x percent

fndicated .that they difi receive such funding

S

-

respond to thetquestiPn.

.,_Seven percent d1d not

| - ~

‘\‘

] - 7~
. ’ L '
. , Absolute . \ - Relative -
. Freg. |\ , Freq. (PCT)
No. RN 8 " \\ 6.8 ‘ v» .
Yés 102 , Yo s
1;;No Answer - - ' _;'82 ® . \ _.6.8 . »
: T OTAL 118 h 100.0
* ‘}, o " \‘\" . '
i Pable 1k v o
¢ Frequency,Distribution ,\'
\ Agenc§%§unding ' \
/} v ’ \

o
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’ 15. Per Student Rates ' - ; : ‘f © ¥
More than half of the statlons did not respond to this questlon,
many because they do not ‘charge a headcount membershlp fee. Of'the

.

o s 52 (hLb, 1%) reported per student rates, 19 (37%) indicated a per\student

:  rate of $1 00 to $1.L9, and 13 (25%Q 1ndicated a rate of $.50. or(;es\\'

: L\ . o ’ e o Absolute o Relatlve."i Adjusted
- S . Freq. ‘Freq. . Freq. :
. ) ' _ - . (PCT) - (PCT)
T © .50 or Less . © 13 SIS L} o 25.0
‘ - ' . ,“ - . \’\‘/\ﬁ k""‘ﬁx"\-,_.
"1° .51 to .99 : ' 6 5.1 2.9 .
_ L e - | . 8
. N 1\90 to 1.49 - o 19, 16.1 . 37.@%;
- 1,50 to 1.99 ; 10 . . 8.5 . 19.0 \
) N . ) . o . » ’ . N . ‘).
2.00 or More _ L 3.b 7.0
‘f{ _Ne Answer ‘ o 66 \.“‘ 55.9 f
. ‘ 7. TOTAL - -118 100.0 100.0
. \‘ . ./7
d . i , R -
N I o 7 Table 15 : ~ v
L : - Frequency Distribution ;
Joorra e s '  Per Student Rates,
V- - . : - 4 s . ,'i-v . _. ~ ‘.
o ‘ 16. Other Sources of-Funding c ; . IR //; (i\;

_ Mapy public television~licensees/depend on source ther  than fees
‘collected from contracting agencles to support the 1ns onal services
prov1ded, Table 16 indicates that just under half of~the respondents

~rely on various add1tlonal sources of fundlng‘ A ‘further analy51s of .

. those responses 1nd1cated that the dependence was equally d1str1buted over

a

station support, state and county sourtes, dhd grants.

Absolute W'Relative
« Freq. ) ‘Freq:? . ,
o ‘ /}, . (peT) . . S
None .. o8 o hO.T‘ T . -i
Various. ' 58 o 4g.2" o
No Answer 12 - 10,1 - . | o
- “TOTAL 118 - 100.0 :
: . . Table 16 '
Q. ' X\ Frequency Distribution . 22 o
EJXU; a S Other Sources of. Fundlng ) K o

“~ ‘v

- . - . . k]
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Y ) ~ . ’ . N

“.©+ 17, Percentage of Station Budgets -

vInstrilct'ional programming receives different priority at different,
‘stations. . In this study;‘the respondents indicated that the in%truc-t
.tlonal budget represented Jbetween one and one hundred percent of the S
~total station budget. Whlle almost l/h of the respondents did not.
repl& to this~question, those who did respond 1nd1cated that 1nstruc-
tional services'usually represented less" than SC% of the;total station

- budget, Those who did not respond?most often indicated that they did not

L ) o . - , ‘
have access to the information or that the station budget was not broken

o

'y

down in such a way. as to provide the information.

Absolute - °~ Relative- °~ Adjusted
Fréq. : Freq. . Freq.
- B (pcT) ., (PCT)- .
. C s . . 4 b . - " - '
A-tp 24 Percent ™ bOoT . - 33.9 . k5.0 .
~25 to 49 Percent 28 23,7 31.4
“SO to 7h Percent ’ 11 ] 9.3 ;f" 12.h 3
. N ’ R . . s L
75 to 100 Pércent , 1 10 K - 8.5 i 11.%
No Answer 29 B 24,6 o
T TOTAL 118 : .~ 100.0 - 100.0 ,
o OTAL o~ | . SR -
;'.; S . Table 17 '/74(/ T ‘ "
- Frequeney Distribution- S

e o . Percentage of Station Budget :

¢ u

18. Prime Funding Source ’

<
.

An effort was made to categorize the licensees according to the .

L. .

pr1mary cources of funding for)\ufzr instructioral serV1ces4, While

only part1ally sucbessful (due prijariky to a lack of precise terminology),

N
the data y1e1ded may prove helpful in uture studies. PR .

- . »
. . s .

by [ i ' . . . ) ) LT
R B . ) / ’ ) ) ) P \‘
- . ) . . .
o 253 ~ S '\\\\<
. - -
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"

) ﬂ
<" Absol@fte . Relative .
P Freq. Freq.
. A (PCT)  «
) — ‘ o - v
N; AnSwer 2 1.7
Legislature 8 6.8
State/DOE 25 21.2
Locgl ;Sc_h_ool Distr. 46 ° 39.0 ..
Reglonal g e 5.9 .
.g. LTV Ass001at10ns) - \ e
Unmver 1ty .30 25,
TOTAL ( 118 100.0 .
5f‘ " Table 18 . x

)

~t

Frequency Dlstrlbutlon

T

\ Primary Source of Funding for - Instructlonal\Serv1c s

\£¥ can be seen f&5m>the categorles flnally chosen t”at there is

N

. overlap sjong the categorles. For 1nstange, the State Department of

..Education\ ultimat ly re%piyes its fuhdiné from”tha legi lature.

\

For

as estimates.

19.

_ a _
Souises o) Programmlng Dec1s1ons

.Selection\of p ogrammlng to be broadcast is not a eimple matter.

i

-

*In. the pioneeriég i&s of 1nstructional telev151on, such dec1srons

.ﬁ«

.

3

o~



| |
‘ 5 . Absolute . / Relatiy ,
. o : . Freq. Freq.' [(PCT)
) Committees (Adv1sory, Currlculum, : ,‘ . 105 . - 8849
‘ Teacher, Combinations) — ;
) ‘ .- . . S
: State Personnel o \ . ) e T N 5.9
' No Answer - | R ' . 6, _S.
Y T .« Total - 118 '100.0
. . v . - . . - / i
: g o . Table 19 -7 .
R o o . Frequency Distribution . o .
* ,'. Sources of Programming Decisions : '
As can be seen from Table 19, an overvhelming majority of the
bl respondents indicated that the'décision making process involved’combina;_

>

" tions ‘of ﬁeréons. Adv1sory committees play a prominent role‘;n'the 2

v, '  processl~ It shouigd be noted, however, that the ultimate respons1b111ty

‘F of seelng that the regulatlons of the Federal Communicatlons Commission )
.”.':: areyfollowed.rema1n36the respons1b111ty of the 1icensee and itg d%legatedgg

F ' personne1; . | N o ‘ ¢ v : - . .*‘J .

20. Sources of Scheduling Decisions . . . _

- [

In contrast to the process of program declslon making, scheduling
¢ \ .

, decisions are-usually centered within the structure:of the licensde

hd ’

itself. More than“half of the respondents indlcated that station personnel

C Y are d1rect1y~responsible for makihg schedullng declslons. e - o
R Absolute; Relatlve {
v , e e I:‘reg‘:_ T Freq- (PCT)‘ . <
Statlon Personnel ’ L. 66, :': 55-9 . ‘ o
[ Advisory Commlttee | .'_‘., i '20' ’ . 16.9 )
Q ‘State Personnel =~ . L - 3.4 N
T - Other (incl. combinations) - 26 v ~ .22.0 - |
' ' _No Answer- " ig\‘ ‘ - o I ( -
L~ . o * TOTAL 118 . 100.0 ' TN e
. : , . Table''20 - ' e -
QL (/ SRS A Frequency Distribution .25 _
:IERJ(; Cd Sources of Schedullng Declsions Lo : . :

B . . N .
) v A I e hd




b . ' .“ . : ) : . - .
- “_(7 . . ..Q - 19 - . "; .-. ~. - '.’.
" ] ‘ . S e - - . )
. 21, Timetable for Programming Decisions .
The respondenps‘ﬁere asked‘todindicate vhen final’decisions were ]
made relative to programmihg for the'scnool year (1.8, for prograﬁsv
Which would,be broadcast starting September).' At most stations, those -
’ \ V4 -t .
deci31ona are made well before the end of the school year most durlng
o . the months’ of March, Aprll or May: precedlng theobroadcast date.
o - . T . B
. I , Absolute.. Relative
b » : - ' I_i'rgq. - . Ff';‘zjeq-. (pcT)
A " o _ IR L T ST
_ \hNo Answer . . Ce ‘7,. ; .. 529 - -
June-August . 16 13.6
March-May - - 0 T 59.3
" ' ' v . . R ) . . ) . .
. . o ; . . . . ‘ .
: December~February ‘ -3 1 T .17.8, g [
5 ‘NoVenBer ofTBeerﬁ( - -Th.‘ ;‘ ‘ ‘ yi/éﬁi“)*' i?ﬁt
I i “TQTAL - 118 T *‘.g 00.07% e
B - AP ~ . . ) » L. - & l.-,«
TR I PR : < S : - %,
. Sr T~ 2 L . pape 'I‘a,ble 21 | . . : .|
.- W e U ‘ Frequency Distribution . s v ,f
. - . T1metable ,for Programmlng Declslons.r ) !
22, 'T1metable for Schedullng Declsions o : ' C
' My The respondents were also asked to 1nd1catewthe ‘timetable for
decisions relatlve to‘schedullng the programs for Septembek ‘play dates.
/" " Here again, most of the l{censees indicated that those decisions were .
\ . » . : B : ‘ L .
- \ . I o 9 Ce i .
~ made during March, April.-or May ' o _ T
,.,‘ ) S - AbSOlth N oo Relatiype . k( ., E )
. ) - Freq. . PFreq. (PCT) S
- e, - . ' s N IR !
‘No _Answer R : 8 . v o 6.8 BN |
T o . CL R : T . SN
) June-“Augus.t Coe 17 ) -~ 14y N |
}March—May »“;, . o 73 . } o - 61 9 . . o Aj
) ‘ﬁecember-FEbruaryQK> S N A e lh h T e T
s - ;“ . . . . - ' . . o |
’ . November-Before ' = < 3 B «. 2.5 - ) ’ .
’ -, ’ TOTAL ' 118 o : - L00.0 U
v ) -~ R N ‘ \u ’ I Table 22 ° ‘ " -~ - _ . ) ?_-. ;. o ‘
W . Frequency Distribution - AN 2}, : . .
T AP ‘ Tlmetable far Schedulihg DeCISIOHS ' g O T
ERIC L - S
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T arriliated vith the

S

/ 4 “ [
. In addition to broadcastlng 1nstruct10nal.programs, many lice

23. Utii}zation Servrces . / \

g

'prov1de add1tional servic%s to the séhOols.' Almost 2/3 prqgide iliza-

.tion'serv;ges. Those services range- from occasional contacts wlth schools
‘to’systematie frpgremsiof 1nsert1ce edeeation. There is no indicatlen of
the%nuhﬁerlef inetanees where utifizatiOn;seftides not provided by a
-licenseefere provided jSe parellel agehey'sueh as the state erertmentf
o Y o - .

a

of education.

T

/

educatlon or a un"ers;ty it often vas not -clear thther the htill

| ' .
servhces are prcV1deé/b the 11censee Or by some’ other aéency clo ely

censee. -Thls was especially true in the cases of
- D v S

~ : : . .

network 11censeesy some of which'were’actually an arm of the department

of education.“ Therefore, data concernlng the'numbers of persons prov1d1ng

’

jlizatlon services were not tab iy}ed ’ ) L=

_ L . Absolute k/ Relative, =~ ..
. . Freq. : /1 Freq (pCcT)" //
Yes Th o 6%.7 -/ "y
No . Y 37.3 //, I
TOTAL 118 ~100.0 / o .
. « - RN / . , : .'/{ 7‘ .
. ~ «Table 23 o K '
. , v Frequency Distribution D |
. Utilization Services .
X . - . /
=~ 7
£ A - .
5§1 - // .
- / | . \\ * '. ° s / -




S | -21 -

Mor

+

instrugtional series vhich they bro;7cast

\

‘ /Absolute / Relativé

Freq: * Freq. .
‘93 oo T8, \ (\
_ 23 21 Y
TOTAL 118 108.0 .

AR Table 24/
Frequency Distribution,
~ Printed Materials

VA

!
i

The confusiop surrounding spectficntion of utilizatkon services

Fo*Jexample wvere the

IS

(_licensees to respond in tge affirmajive if printed information vas *

‘also applied tolthe area of printed'materials.

5~ -

provided by the state department of leducation or the production,agency?

KThZE%fo e, .o analysis vas made of the data gathered in response to the
question’ co cerning the n

- R P
rials are p ovided.~

v 25. ‘Technical Mafntengnce Services \

Fewer than 1/h éf the licensees provide services for technidal

. * \

maintenance of_televiidon equipment in the schools. - ' {

LY

er of program series for wvhich printeﬁ mate--

Absolute Relative
Freq. Freq. (PCT)
Yes | 26 22.0 , N
No BN © 92 78.0
, TOTAL\\‘ 118 100.0
A : Table 25 ' .
//‘ Frequency Distribution ’

Technical Maintenance Services

L4




w . : e

o

“1In thode. ingtanges where puch .pervices are provided, they are -

-

frequently related to the maintenance’ of opecialized equipment sach\:

‘master antenna systems or ITFS equipﬁént.:'

~

. . 26. Techni¢al Consultation Serviceo . (/—

N .
~ . * v

More thgn 2/3 of the licensees provide technical consultation
servicéb.. In mo§t instances, this amounts to an cngineer responding
gq questiops’received over the telephoné. In a few instances, however,
ﬁhe:respondqﬂtg indicated that gyatemaﬁic assistance was provided to .

.- @choql districts which were Hnstalling complex receptibnaand/or distribu-

-

tion systems. / .
'/ ,

! ) : . 3 I . [y 1
/ = : g g 7
/ /A Absolute - Relative s
// Freq. - Freq. -(PCT)
,f/ ’ .
Yed | 81 ‘ 68.6
No ' - | = 314 > o
v ‘TOTAL 118 ' - 100.0
. , . ‘ !
° -, Table 26 - . . A}
Frequency Distribution '
Technical ‘Consultation Serv}ces v
< / To.
r/ ! ,
N ~ ) - '
i ) -'
- ‘ B
?. ‘
' ’ N\




B. CROSSTABULATION ANALYSES : < g 'A .
R » . . .
" In the preceding sections, frequency distributions of the responses

[, - +
&

to the questionnaire were presented. In this section, .2rosstabulation
- ’ . . ) '
analyses of selected vqriibleq are presented. A total of 23 analyses

a, . 9

were run. In reading the crosstabulation tables, the reader is referred
R ,

\ . . ¢ L -

N to the key found in the upp?T left hand. corner of each table. That key
will serve as a reminder tﬂit the top numefal in each cell represents
B o . . .

the absolute count for the cell; the ‘second numeral represehts the

- . MY . BN . . ¢ »
-

. . telutive percentage within the row; the third numeral represents the’
relutive percentage within the column, and the fourth numeral repteaents

LN R the totnl _perceptage, which that cell ggptesenta among all the cella in

- VA R - e
the grid.’, - / o ..
1. Type of Station-By-~Provides Imstructional

Programs. : g

L

. ‘ /o ’

. .
i i »
- : - . . .

. ) / . R
© PROVPLMS / . \ ,
COUNT 1 -
v ROw PCT lYtSoK l1¢ YtSvKFld YESJONLY - ROwW .
. s . coL PCT I mIG  ABOVE G TOTAL
) TOT PCT I- 1ol 2.1 3.1
IVWESTA  mcmmmeme]ecceesec]omeccdil]obena Il
. 1. I 9 I lJ - 0 . I__ 2\2 B
! C it TwORK 1 4leh 1 9590171 0.0 "I 1B.H
.o T 15.0 1 2¢.811 0.0 I
‘ 7.0 I 11.0 1 0.0" I
-I —————— -—I————-——--I ————— ---I
ontversity o0 1 w0t 1 sf) 1 2 1 237 |
WUN : . . ’ . 1 . .
’ -1 ?3.3 1/ 35-1 1 100-0 1 . "
I - 1109 % 1609”_‘1_ 0.5 I ‘Q‘
—“------- --------I -------- I
' o. 1 LI | 20 1
. LOMMUNI TY [ Saes 1 45.5 |
’ [ ‘00.0 1 . 35.1 _~I
1 2003 1 716.977] ,
. -I----—-——I—cu———--l \ :
3 : I 1 e \
" $CHOQLBOARD 1T 765 1 23.5 1 0
I 217771 7071 0 Lo
1 1le0 I 3.4 | 0
‘ B et 1
R COLUMN . 6ol e
TOTAL  50.8 - 482%
R . . ' . Table 27
‘ y Crosstabulation of

Type of Station-By~Provides Instructional Programa
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2. Type of Station-By-Sources of Programming

‘ SOURCEPG . .
Y COoumnT 1 o ' . .
- - _ ROW PCY ISOLELY P PBS AND ONLY NON * ROW
$8% gg; }BS- I,IOTHERSo’;ﬁPBS* 5 f TOTAL"
, . : [ :
NETWORK T 0.0°TTITT9S,S TTI T 43S T IT18L.6
I 0.0 I 19.8 I 10s0 T -
}‘ 0.0 % l 7.8 .} U.B '}
) = . o« 1 eIt T28T v 5 1T TU38
UNIVERSITY I Se7 I 80.0 I 14.3 T 29.7
- 1-10060 I 26e4 I 5S¢.0 I
i _ T lel 1 _23ef 1 _"4e2 [
. . —I.:.—d-d--l-?- ----- I L. ,
C 1 D 1 " 40 1 4 A
. GOMMUNITY 1 0.0 I 909 1 .9.1 37.3
A et X I 0.0 o l___ 37._7_____1___40 o) o
) 3 f{ - 0e0 ; 33.9 } 36l ]
: 4. 1 - 0 I 17, 1 ~ 0 -
_..SCHOOLBOARD _ ~ 1 0.0 -1 100.0% 1~ 0.0 1 14.4_
I 0.0 1 1600 1 ) 0.0 ]
I - 0.0 I l‘.o‘. 1 0.0 [ “\,"
: R et i S et U
o COLUMN .2 106 10 118
. TOTAL 1677 777B9.87777 8,5 | T100.07
- Table 28 ' '

Crosstabulation of . )
Type of Station-By-Sources of Programming

-

Tﬁis analysis‘yiélded no statistical significance.. Thap‘

. . . Lo ) .‘ ‘\ - -
most of the licensees use both PBS and other sources might ..

be expected since most provide a variety of instructional pro-

gramming greater than any one source has'available,
. . . - . .
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3. Tybe'of Station-By-Other Program Formats

OTHRFUORM ‘ L : ce . o
COUNT . L . S
ROW PCT LN  YES(NON- CASSETE  ELECTHON MULbeLE - ROW
coL PCT T SPECIFIE AND FILM TC=CABL.« . TOTAL
TYPESTA  ==-oco- B GRPR-ct-Y PV -oudy PR c=llameo-fllfeanalll]
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N- oD s . ° . . . v
» ] 32.9 ] 040 1 259 - 14,3 33.3 . .
/ N . L 1 ?2.0'__»_1 " ) 1. bog L 098 _____ ) O ¢0.8_~ R L
T ] = -I--—-ﬁ--‘ - om en e en e - 1;--&,--- eomeomoaeme  ooosaoss - - *
. . 3. 1 232 1 - 11 __ 9 2 0 44 .
T COMMUNITY I 12.7 1 2ed 1 2005 4.5 0. . 37.3 hod
. I "QOO I 1,00!0 1 3J|3 28.6 ......_0'0_.._ N . :
S P S LS S SR L ST I S C0//48 S L SO
. - - an e ED G O g mameoawmoaad | oo aos - - e a» = e apen | > > e s > > o - L
- a4, 1 R 77 17 R 17
SCHOOLBOARD %+ 1 4le2 1~ 0.0 1 4le2 1 17.551 7 0.0 1 1.6
T M.__" DR 1 8.8 1= 0.0 1 ‘22.9" ’ 48.9 0.0 -
) . ’ ) SeY I- ] 1 9 CeS I 0.0 o
L. L [eo—eem- = [memmm—aa e rinbetebabd St [=-gren=- el
: COLUMN TR0 ) D27 7 ) 118
= CTOTAL | - 67.8 TTUUTTORETTTU22.90 . 5.9, T 2577710040
. ’ “° .. . = .‘3 a‘f". A A
N 77 Table 29 4%ﬁ§ | o
e » Crosstabulation of = ' t e

Type of Station- ~-By- -Other Program Formats

€

This ana1y31s ylelded no statlstical 51gnificance. How-

L e . . (.

el
ever, it is 1nterest1ng to note that almoqt half of the school

-~ o board 11censee5wprov1de progf%ms in the cassette azd/or.

- formats. When added to the number of school boa ';

RN

licens

who provide programmlng through electronle transmiésion, ty

/. N .
<~ percentage exceeds 50%. - Ty
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L. Type~of Station-By-Agreements /

- - . s

\ } ] 4 :
‘ : I ‘
i . AGRMNTS ' B
- e }r\u;' of YES . \E CA YE l ‘
R 1 : (I ES+LOCA YES+STAT YES,OTHE RO
col DeT 1 : Y Drspecterad 015 6T, Lo OCAL | RootOTHE _ROW .
TOT FCT ] 20.}, dl.% N .,’25.} 23.1 | |
T 0 1 ¢ 6 1 14 1° 2771 . 22 :
I 0T 273 63,19 1 I I8, 67 T v
I 0 1 9.7 1 4b.7 11.8 -1 = ‘
{ o0 i 5.l I 11.9 I S PN AN )
T 1 s - -g-1 - 13 I .8 1 -9 =35 —=—
UNIVERSITY I 14.3_ I 0.0 1 37.1 1 22.9- i 25.3 I 29.7
e I #3.3 [ 0,0 I .2le0 I 2647 52.9 .
R . ) } i b2 I 0e0- { 11.0 I__j 6._8___1__»____7_._6____ g
Lo R TR RN RS S AtV S 4y
. R T lba,ml 0-0;1_ "Ohah ) I . 4ba7 35.3 o
% 0.8 I”‘"o.-ov I 24e6° I 6.6”"} 5,171 T e
o 6o, 1 0.1 7310 1 1: o1 . S G b
- ] 0.0 T T00.0 T "22.6" 1 0.0 T 0.0 "1 - T
. % -9:9 I’ Zub l 11-9 % i 0-0 % 0.0 \‘
o COLUMN | - I D Y + A *\30 17 118 .
"TOTAL S.1 "TTT72.5 52.5 -7 25,477 "‘14:4‘"“‘”100 e
HI ‘%QUARE‘ = 58,90348 WITH =
HL SQUARE = 580034 , 12 DEGREES OF FREtUQ SIGNIFICANCE . _o‘oooo
CONTINGEN('Y corrrrcrmr_ = 0577047 - 1~~-v—~~~—~;~"-~ e
SRR Table 30 . )

iCrosstabulation of

——

This analys1s ylelded statlstical signi\f cance. However;

" the relationshlps are those which mlght be expected to exist-

-

.Fog \bstance, all the school board licensees i d'cated that

.

- they had agreements with the schools. When spe ified, those

* - .h k\ .
agreemgnts were with local §chool districts. On mhg_other

- \
hand, most of the network l%cqnsees 1nd1cated that they function
5 , 'p - . -
under agreements (or law) - at the sta%efgndllocal department of

* education level. . N ' ’ . —
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< 5. Type of Station-By-Formal Agreement
; ‘ . - : |
: . . : . FORMAGRM - ‘ o
. COUNT I, \ . ‘ T .
o ROW PCT INO . STAE LAW, DOE CONT LOCAL DI OTHER (e.g. regionel)
. o COL PCT - I , ‘RACT STR. CON , - ROW
' . TOT PCT-» I  -10.I 21.I* - 22,1 - 23.I = 24L.I_ TOTAL * o
. TYPESTA = =——=—==-me ) ! e o et (U o
S ' cla I eI 3I- 101 5I - oI . a2 .
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: . R D) T LSRN Temdomm=I '
C 3. 1 3t ¢ oI 8T 29T . b - Wb g
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- I 17.6I = o0.0I 36.47  L48.3I ggz%r . el
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S, (SR S . I ) RO Y O, | S
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L CHI SQUARE =-40.11981 WITH 15 DEGREES OF FREEDOM °SIGNIFICANGE = 0.000k .
| " CRAMER'S V = 0.3366 o ¥ | 7
CRAV 33 S‘_‘ ‘ o \ k | \*//,,\ﬁ .
CONTINGENCY COEFFIZIENT = 0.50372 - _ . C e,
. "‘h,‘u * Table 31 .‘. -- ' )
. : Crosstabulation of » v *
. . Type of Station-By-Formal Agreement.
AN ’ & . L - AN - \
t Here again, statistiéalvsignificance was recorded. The relationships ,\\\h
which accouftt for the signific¢ance are those. relationships which might'be . .
/~“' y ) . . . i
"\ . expected to exist. The onlyffigure which migﬁt bé considered at all
. ~ N ’ ’ . ’ ‘ : \
¥~f unusual is the relatively high iﬁcidence of university stations wvhich have-
contracts #ith local schoo} districts. - o
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Type:of Statioh-B&-@gency Funding
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Tablé 33

This analysis yielded no statistical significance.
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8. Type of Station-By-Per Student :Rate

/ LOHNT !
kOw PCT J1a50
¥8L BCT IF.S8S
T PCTvI
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Orosst bul

pmov1d1ng adequatp 1nforma ion),

that 3 station” types (network
N

.include a w1de range-of student

.

_based 11censees are’ heav1ly clh

.
‘ - . ’

rate range.

- --_--1---
VA AT

s bel /
T ,,/<) TalYle 3L

'S

it-is interesting toenote
un{versity,-and school bpard)

. : : s
“%geS" However, the community-

stered in the $1.00 to. $1£99
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, ‘ . 9. Type.of Station-By-Other .Sources.of Funding
\‘, . //! . ' ot ‘"v '. v.. Y ' . V £ - .
L . OTHSRbFUf R & - ‘ ' "
v COUNT - N v — - ~,‘
ROW PCT T'NONE' ~ VARIOU§9 NO ANSWE ROW
T coL."pPCT I,. T '“‘TOTAE"‘
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. 1 Se - 7:[6 1 ) I /f' :
“ -I--"--’-- --‘- ---L ------- I - 1 4,/ /[y
“COLUMN - «8
. h0.7""‘ —a '

"TOTAL.

o]
fz

ay \

(@\

P

e

i

Nevertheless

unyve 51ty 11censees (almost 507) whd 1ndic&ted no other sources

of f nding

1t is interesting to note the hlgh

/ .

This might reflect a level of s

N y s \ . » BN
'This analysis yi ided no statrstlygl si@hific‘gce.*s‘ ‘ /77 ;

gmher'of

po;t for

/ .

1nstruct10nal services whlch satyéfles the expectatidns of -

: . ‘ : /
the stataon management at universlty stations whereas managemj/t
S

/

at other types of statlons feels a ne%g to ;ncréase support

hd l

-through other vehi cles Or it l,é.ght reflect the faet tbqt some ul/'t:t'\ferslty -

licenleea are prohibited by law or charter from seeklng sources of_fundlng -

. o, ; \ .
outside of the ‘university.~” It is a topic'whf&h_aeserves further attention. ,
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o - 10, Type .of Statlon By Tlmetable for Program | . v
' - Decislons_ A _ _ '
! . TMTHPGM - . * s o R
COUNT_ T
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: coLuMN 1 T T T Ye, T 70 S 2), . 4 - 118
.o COTTOTAL . 569,777 7134677775963 - 17.8 a4 100.0 -
. . - : ,%1 R . , . " . ' - . . .- 3
.#€ . L Table 36 - IR
A . ) Crosstabulation of . ) : o
\ o ‘Type of Statlon-By T1metaﬁie for Program Dec151ons )
"\\ Thls analysls y1elded no statlstlcal s1gn1f1cance
. ’ vAlthough the- responses from the four types of stations are ’
clustered in the category labeled/"&to 6nmnthstmfore \ ' S
o o
‘Septembér"the un1ver81ty licensees tend to lean more in the ‘
. N - » »
N v o . .

direction of.l to 3 montHs before September while all other

» Ll

licensees lean more'inwthe direction of T to 9»months before .
,September. Enisttendency becomes even more apparent in the
/ : A ) ¢ v ]
= next table dealing with scheduling.
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. : oL Table 37 ~ - 7 T
’ S .~ Crosstabulation of : -

~ Type of Station-By Timetable for Scheduling DecisiOns

Althongh this analysis- yielded/no/statisiical s1gnif1-

l
cance, thg univer51ty licensees/tend to .make final scheduling

. declsions later ip the process (June,nJuly, or .August) than‘w

!l.«, b "

”do licensees 1n the other three categories. This” taken with

—', the tendency to make “later programming dECISIOnS ahd - the lack ‘
of initiative in seeking additional outSide fundin&, suggests v
© -

~that the university licensees mlgat have characteristics which

,set them aside from the other three types of licensees.
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This analysi's yielded statistieal significance. The" ay
o differences bgtween the‘netwbrk'and‘university licensees ‘seém to
¥ , ( '
) ‘M_account for that dlfference. Nine out of ten network licensees
~provide utilizatlon servrces whereas fewer than 5 out of 10 -
_-of’the-univers1ty licensees’ provide_sqch se#vices. However,‘the
) v score'ind%cates that the relationship is ﬁot_perticuiarly
strong. . -
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/— . differences Only 5 out of 10 university licensees prowdde

A

9 out.of 10 other licensees provide such services.

/
!

printed ‘materials for the instructional program. Apprcximately
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Table 39
’ Crosstabulation.of % - .
° Type of Station-By-Printed Materials .
' ' This analysis also yielded statistical significance. _
- Agein, th* university licensees wvere responsible for xhe 3’/

*
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" This hdalysis yielded statistical significance.

this instance,

' difference.
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. Crbsstabulation of
Type of Station-By~Technical Maintenance Services

In

the large number of schodl board licensees

providing technical maintenance services accounts for the °

However, the streng;h of the relationship is

only moderate
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« 15, Type of Station-By -Technical Consultation

Services '
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Table 41

: .Crosstabulation of
Type of tation-By -Technical Cpnsultation Services

This analysis yielded no statistical significince. It

‘i{s interesting' 'to note, however, that the categery of licensee

providing the fewést consultation services is the university
8 : .

licensee.
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- Crosstabulatlon of o - '
Agreements By~ Pr1me Funding 90urce
, . +This ana1y51s y;elqed stat1stical significance.v However,

all of the relationships were to be expected. For instance,
it is expected that licensees which derive primafy funding frqm“
local schools also have agreements with the .local school dis-~

j ' )
tricts. Those which derive primary funding from the state _

‘ﬁepartment of education also Have agreementsfwith thét ageﬁgy}
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Table 43 T
Crosstabulation of - : .
Agreements-By-Utilization Services
This analysis yieldéd no statistical significance.
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Crosstabulation of
Agreements-By-Printed Materials

<

This afialysis yielded no statistical significance.
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This analysis yielded no statistlcal significance: However, it is -

1nterest1ng to note that approx1mately the same percentage (25%) of

respondents at .each type of station WPS unaBle to prov1de the budget

ger
\ , P
informatlon in response to th1s questlon. , \\\\\;
. . .\ . . )
o i “ . ;o oo N s

AU . .. TOTAL. ..

L)




N

S

- 42 -

.

|

/J

‘Percent

‘21,

By-Per Student Rate '

age of Station Budget=

. b .
o > - ol -~ M o n a0 @ O .
= = NG N — . — .- TN R —~ . ,
o | ~ 'e) oy - @ = e Ko . s -
o) (12} SN 4 N SO .
e —
.\IIIIIIIIIIIIIII_IIIIIIIIIIII
RS | ) e ! o! - o “
(e} | ] | P
(75} AIND H N0 [ ININO AN | AOWVNO 1D AMM™M |0 o
m — e o e | M o o e o« o | « o o | o o e O - '3} -
0 | RS N b oM | QB N n g ]
= U= T na = o i N RVB™) n r o
e L 1 . 1 & 1 | s : N
= m B 1 ' [ . 1 1 o ()] . N
. : = V
- n | ' : g » .0 (o] a
o 150&“1608 HHO® l0QQCQo I Az0® |22 . m. 2 9
T e e e ® e & s e ® s 8 e s S
— OM QSWV_ nn o 950 [oNeoNo] MmO (48] + g » O
o Q | raU N | o 1 N 1 ¢ g 0. g .
- O ~ 1 ‘ 1 i | 1 o .0, O
a = S [ ‘. (I [ 1 1 o w o o) )
. . . . . t> -
o = : - - n H P 3 A,
. = 4 00 “ Mme—own | HHE© COO0O0C Il AUCNO I~ m TN : y 0 P
e e .,- » 0‘- 3 -1.
ocon I ocomi oQq xO O coo Ny © ) -8 P <.
N O\ | — = | — M A i N “—ony o -0
e e 1 | 1 : i 01 3] Kol o]
— — 1 | [ ; 1 1 1 ST by <] O 0
T.T_*IIIIT_*IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII nnou w M (] ‘
o oo . | - ' O AP o oL L
e o @ s e @ . 8 e - . s e & ol o
o o | NN | M NN o] [cNeoNe O O e} v .d T g 8 o] Y
. o .2 1 N | —H N 1 A < .- A 1 — H 33" 8 T} s
A | [ | ¢ | 1 Qo om, A ol &0
e 1 1 | | } \ ‘B @ w () o
IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII H [ o
. . i ) . n O — 3 £
o | . [ ) w A o FCREES
o) ilNOMM— 1. 0O000 | ©OOOO o000 | o2 1N0AH [OpT) o M 4
P | e o 1 « « o | « o . . o - o feo] )] s
I M+ _ooo 1} coco 1 oo o Mo ™M n L P FLS +© .
— 1 laa} 1 | N . —~\O " 0 (%) o} «© s -
MTa¥e N 1 ol | o . o pan Y 3
- O\ 0 1 - | 1 [ . [ P O
[ [ 1 1, v 1 . 1 o 5] 7] ] . -
IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII R + g =
iR B “ ) I
o
] 54} 00 |nOANN | A A AQ ™ A O\ [yNe) g O FERN o)
R O _ . p _ -.-.— .ooo— LY s = 1 t n a wn«
& - oo mM _‘XMMMDLﬂ\, or~o | or~O0 O n — ot —~H 3
) I g} | | - —~ —~ o o (]
[97] 1. P 1 | 1 1 o 3] QKN &0
in M | . { 1 | - P | & o C e
ny - = | 1 | e | 1 1 [ —~ SL R
[ | | [ .1 1 [+H ] 3]
BB B | R o ~
HODODOD I | K4 n - d w0
o= Py By Py | - s ¥ . . o CoeH 0
(] N [12% . . n .M w o) £
n,ww% = o -t . B > .8 o
&) o | , & E4 O B4 —l .
g O e - B4 O (&) Ay 3 O o o
I &) ay [+¥ - OB ] - | o
¢ 93 : O m O d - s v .
o = o W. 0] 5} .
= = b~ — 5] 1 o :
m N o’ o o 2 e m 13
» LI
u m... ) 3 3] . M % + m
. L)
B n e Yy o L P ,
(75} — Y N ~ =T o 0 R
O i _ - 3 = <}
“ Py ‘%. . + Ll
v . M N .
N




Y o ‘ N L :‘ - N . N L4
' o . - R § . ¢
) . L] ”, . : ‘ r"j‘ M
N . . ’ ‘“,«’.'f . ]
' ‘[ ' ' ! : '? .  . -
. ) v-’ o/ « * ; . ’{z_ ) , . ..J.n .
/ .‘ s ‘z o~ ".’/.‘.’- -‘. :.' N -‘ R -
U SO - 437~ R
! Y] - N . X .
L , o .
L oe . 22. Primé Fundfng'Sour@e-ﬁf;Pef Student Rate -
~ T Co .;y-|n]"' ; rm o0 - . . .
) Ut , A o
s Fisr v d 1450 OR LU 51 T o 1e00 TU . ].50 TU 2.00- OR * NO ANSWE
Lol 1. el 99 L. _letvw - oYY L MUNE K .
Tl w0 g ; 101 . el 5.1 “.I Ve ‘3.1 601
Wi aF DG —r—————— |o--w----l--—-----1--r-----1---~----1----a--- coccaca=]
L S . le, | I W 4 te 0 0 1 o 1 4 ¢
B L6 I A AL ) , : 1 e, Mt Vely_ ). Uo(.' I . 00 I Qe 1 IOO.U
- i et [ el 1l - Uo("’ | Vel 1 00 1 3.0
p : _ ! Vel 1 Veu IJ et | 0o T Nel) | lo7
) D e ———| —————— - qL___--1--------1---,----1--------
’ e | TS (VRS v 1 -0 [ i b
LFOLET Tyt Lo bewm 1T uen 7 wet . 060 | o.o £ 10040
P oved g Nefr . 1, bLaet¥ 1 e I 0,0 I le2el
; Neu i | Uey I .\u.n i Ve I el 6.4
~ ) - . . l ———————— 1—-—-—[———l-————---I--------‘------- l --d----.
Ty R Lol et b 0 1 0.0 1 we
1ATH DE ] 12et 1 Uel 1 ‘o b U “Ue ol
. > i ] ’ ) (.‘3.1 1 “o‘; 1 154 i Uou It Del i &b.b
- ) 2.'5 1 Vel 1 20 I OOU 1. UOU It lh 1
: . | ——— -] pem—————- ~19--1----1--------1---—----1--—-----
. e - B B i 9 I 2 1 -l
L',( N S‘a‘-'1(_“"' M) i l"og ] e - 1" 1,0" 1.@ 19.6 - I held ' [ »?9&1 -
- ' I 38,5 .1 bbeld 1 426l 1 99UV I SOt TL2763
. A t '.‘OZ/; 3 Se o) [a ¥ Nl 1‘ 7.b ]I ]O? } 15.0.5
| ~ @ o m o am e mcecdme | ----- —mw] e ces | cvecwnccon [ cewrw—n-
o b oo L 0 1 o 5
FEGLve 0 e 1 ted 1 /Uel) i (8.{1 4 OeU 1 Nel- I 71.“
: . - Hew 1 Tweu 1 jnen 1 Vel TeV 1 {e
. . s T ot ] Vet  i Te7.- 1L Vel { Neu i q.d
.. -2 1 6 1 1 1 2 1 lu
i .l.vvn-g/l.lv Y Ae'l 1 7Fuelh 1 3.3 | 6ol | 4hI
_ = 3¢ 1 " 3leb 1 10,0 I S0eu I £lel
\ ' et 4 51 ‘ e8 f ‘'le? ] 1149
‘ : e oF I L PP J D L e
to 6 ° 19 10 4 66
R s r"l,._' l(lol R-.I:’ et t‘:’oQ
) \ Table 47. /. o B .
. .-h . Crosstabulation of
_Prime Fﬁbding Source-By-Per Student Rate’
- N . N 0

This analysis yielded no statistical signi

‘ e
3 XF: 7Ecance.
! \\ . N N

\

O e o L S T

B Bl et e L T e e Y T e e ]




- ~ ] , ’. [}
[} . )  § )
AR . ¢ . 9 N
. ,‘~ S \
- 44 ~K
\ : . /

N - .-»/ 7 a \/
<///_ 23, Prlme Funding Source- By Type of Station }
LT o T [y ST 7 77 - : - o ’

o Cote } ‘
: ROV 1NETWHF5//UNLV:HSL LuwMUNlT SCHOOLAY ®Ow
X B YY) R 2 B B oo vy e CARY Y TuTaAl
) :;- a THT 0.0 ~.‘} d 1 3.{ 4.} - .
BRIFLSC B e it iatetat Rt leledaiet ol Stk -— .
e e P R R N S T B g
A W ’ ] (P i, Y e U iy ale U ‘e ’
NO NSER | “o"' i 2.9 1 2e3 -1 Va0, | N . /
4 | g A ‘)08 1 ‘,68 1 0.0 1
',.’ —————— . —— | m - —--—— -k—rl-_—-—--—l----—--- 1 .
, - ' 8 ..l ? {,f " 3 {4 Mﬁ'g' “ oy
Lt 1SN Ture 1 tnheu 1 Vel 4 u.)h S A
' i | 3hes 17 UVevu | { 040 1. : o
<) 6.8 1 )ef) { QU 0.0 1 :
= ! ‘l" """" ""l"“',""'. --------- "l ----- "'"'.l,*.-_ “ J R S -
. - LR R N S Y B wad P83

1ATE £ i Mirgl ol 1 "‘#'o‘ . . . A R
S' QO -1 . 4’).5 ) ‘Illjiv"‘; 1 2207 o 509 I -

- ‘ < e 17 "BeDh_ L Seb 8,5 1. Uew _[____ i e e e

) ' (e em—c—d | cm—————— | —— we|mwe—en==]
CLueal semootsTt 1 E 083 T self 1 3008
HCA ‘56”(0 S 1 o 1 ; Vsvu - Del A » - (R /';y/"' .
LOCAL wCn00LS - Th - Geg 4 vi0o i _€B.2 1 Tols L TUTT =
T I : ‘ 3."’ 1‘_ Uel) i 230“ '{ .lU.é } ’ ,
: -] .- - | = - rom olp | o o > wn o= - - o oy -

‘ e b g oend L s
EGLOMEL AQFI fr ) Del) 1 Del N 6L ol 1. . -

HE= 1~ il “b.'“‘ Jr. } Qev 1 UelU 1 Deli 1 235 I '
L St HeU 1 VeuU 8 2:5 1+ 34 I
! S S femm——— w—]mme—————— fmm———- = lemmeeeam
VErsTTY i Dev 1 ) : U Vell — '
NN e oo | (el 1 R5.7 1« Uetd 1 el I \.
I (A PRV i ?.50‘* 1 Vel 1 0De0 1
. ’ e e ———— ]| cm—————— [mm————— [mmw——m——] o

- QUL . 2Z ' 35 _wu .y 118

v 'llTl\ ]8 6 d9-/ JIQJ lasb 10()00 .
el QU er = 169.07407 wlTH lt) DEGREES OF FREEDUM .,fSI(sNIF, GI\\NCE- = .0
CrRambkts V= N1ebTUIY, ‘ oA ’
cov r«.m 10y mr FELCIE gl =2 0 0e75771 :

' / . Table 4g *

\

Prime‘Funding Source-~By-Type

Crogstabulation bt g
of/Station

This analysis yieldjﬁ statistical sigpificagce.
Ad be exuected For ins Jance ,

ZJ to receive the

However, *

the relationships Wefe'
¢

s1ty ‘stations might-have been- expect

univer-

bulk }

Comirtini ty stations

heir funds for instruec-

3

pight be expected to receive most of

1 »

of their funding from a un1vers1ty budget
{f Network stations.might
\
‘be expected to receive most of their funding from the' le

~

tional.services from the local schoo

o

ture or the state department of educatlon
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Table 49 . - ..
Crosstabulation aof ' ‘
e of Station-By Source of Schzdnllng Decisions

A\

N

" For the urposes of this, analysis, the sources of scheduling decisions

/
7/

were‘identifie

as those involving field consultation (e.g.. advisory com-
Vs

ndttees(and combined, sources of inpdt) and those which represented primarily

\

L . | \ { IR
education personnely, The analysis”yielded no qtatistical,significance. - -
: ' « \ e '
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For the purpose of this analys s,\tne sources of programming decisions

Type of Station-By- Sourc

Tdble s0 .
Crosstabulation of

X

s

T R

of Programming Decisions

-

were identified as tho§e involving fie1d consultation (e.g. advisory com- -

hY

mittees, combined sources of in%ct) and those which represented’ primarily

administrative decisions

1
o’

education pe sonnel)

yie1ded Sﬂftl t1ca1 significance

(e%

Unlike the preceding ana1ysis

s atioJ personnel, state department of

L 4 N .
this crosstabulation

Although the numbers in the ce11s are

low, the only licensees which 1nd1cated one-sided administrative decisions

regarding programming were network and university 11censees

»

is clear that the overwhelmimg ma jority of each type of 1icensee re1ies

‘heavily on input'from users in making programming decisions.

v

.

This {; a quistion which deserves further attention Nevertheless, it

E

-

=\

A
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college level programs in addition to K-12 programs. Only a few indicated that

ing-the instructional programs. ‘Most (79%) provide printed materials for the

* ) . N :/ . ]
. B * : . ' 47. - v : T . e &7 ’,
9 | . ! R - . ’
. L © III. CONCLUSIONS AND, RECOMMENDATIONS ) )
o It was mentioned'in the Introduction that this is.viewed asuan_initial R
[ . % . “ .

G

study of instructional teiev1s1on serv1ceb in the United States‘ ‘As such,’it

~
L

mlght-raise many questions. If such is the gase, 1t 1is hoped that in raislng_

.. ] . . P}

" the questions'the.data reported herein w111 ayso prov1de direction for future

studies which might'seek_answers for those,duestiohs. ‘. .
v . . _ ,

o . : By

One hundred forty-one licensees were contacted,~'UsaBle responses were ~

~obtained from-12§ licensees (§b%?. Ten of the usable.responses (7%) were from

made up the population of thiSvstudy

Mostv(997) provide programming for grade levels K-12. ~ Some (58%5 provide

7. ' : “

their programming was aimed at*a:grade level span'of less than.K—l2. .
‘:-.q SNy

All of the respondents prov1de some additional services besides broadcast- ”f’
w® -

serigs whf%h they broadcast. ‘A large number (637) provide utilization services,
and technical consultation (697) A few (227) prov1de technical maintenance

+

serv1ces. @everal 327) make programs available 1n alternative formats

- ‘ E o, . ‘»é - . ) L ' . .
(cassettes films, etc. ) C - . .o e -

o b . . .

. o N LEN TR »
A " A

The majority of the licensees prov1de K212 programming and reach out to ‘ f»

a variety of sources for programs. Ninety-one percent use PBS programs.

’

Ninety-eight percent use other Sources such as Agency for Instructional

4

Television, Great Plains National and regional network sources.

L - A} -
- _ . ‘ - -

F 3
PO
)
.

stations which-do not providefiTV pfogramming.'.?he remaining stations (118) ' - .

.




o, . ‘ . v )‘f.k . . . o

. The licensees' relatipnships with'the schools‘which they .serve are .
‘sogewhat proscribed hy the types'of stations which they are,and.theif primary - _“ .
4sources‘ofR}unding. As might'he expectéd, comnunity-basedllicensees/are
deeply involved witn/the schools and receiveaa'major portion of "their funding , A.

o
1

I

from the schools.-'6niversity-based licensees/receive less of their operating
/

budget from the ipstructional programming Which they provide td the schools’.

. - " and, therefore,/tend to provide fever additional services to the schools. In

‘

. o this study, gaﬁa were/too ,scattered to determine patterns in the relationships.

However, uch patterns might become a topic for additlonal study. ‘ .

~ Most of the licensees (86%) operqte under leglslatiVe‘mandate-or formal

agreements with the schools. Only 25% have informal/agreements gith the

[

some in add1tion to formal agreements)

e schools

) . ‘ More t half of the licensees do. notr charge' per student rates

"_‘ failedfto reportzwhat'those rates are. .« . - o -QDH

) L]

Fheflicensees indicate a wvide range, of involvement by school~personnel N
[

.
- . ~

0 . .

~, in program.selecti:y and a substantial but somewhat lowe? 1nvolvement in s 1 .

scheduling decisio S Programming.and scheduling decisions at most stations tﬂ:

. . SN 3
*arée made’%etween March and May. a . "
P> \ s 7 (3

| Cross tabulation analyses indicated that university licensees might - have

i
\‘ B
cﬁaract rlstics which make them’ uniquely different from the other types of

!

licensge « Those differences are manifest in a- lower 1nc1dence of outside

- | [

support ?r instructlonal programming, later decisions relative to program .

election aﬁd scheduling, and a tendency to promide fewver "additlonal"

- ) T

T services. Universlty licenseeE/A&S§f£e;d to rely mére on non-PBS sqyrces .
- s - ) ) . % A

i "
B o —

than do other types of licensees.




o

n

&

*»

Pe?haps more important than the facts learned in this study is the

1

. - experience gained wvith the methodology. Future studies can-benefit;greatly -

PR

from*these experiences. : o .

instructioqal‘televi&?&"services in the United States is feagible}

.
“

-«

‘

-

/

' . , . o ®
This study has'shown that a periodic pational study of the status of

Fufure studies
L]

must incorporate the following important change:

" .Definitions must include at ieast the follbwing ternb ¢

terminology must be ¢Tear,

agreements (What are

the.parameters for formal and informal agre$ments? ‘Does 1egislation auto—

LY

patically imply ag;eement? ‘Does agreement with the state department of

° - .neducation automaticaliy imply agreement with local school districts?), scﬁoo;

-

. t,'disﬁrictsrand buildings (Only pﬁh&ic schools or private and parochial schools
“ o, ‘i': : ' * ) . . % .
akso? How are educational "campuses" interpreted?), primary funding source A

' .

- (What are. the criteria for making determinations?), persons involved in
add;tional_servioes (Only those on the payroll of the licensee? Full time or
part time?),

sources ofiprogrammiﬁg (D%stfibutor?

percentage of station budget (What criteria for computing?),

‘Producer?).

Ly

" -

) f". Based on the findings‘and'interpretotiOns“in this study, the following,

recommendations are made: . ' . a
x S ' o a
. \-;k 1. A vey such as this should be conducted on &,bl-annual basis. Use ’
» v
o of a'standard formatkwill permit .the development of a longitudinal o
. . . * - BN
. data bank. In future years, a mail survey will probably suffice, |

¢ - v . b,
- .

with'ﬁelephone follow up only to those licensees who do not'fespond~

within three weefs.

N .

. : .
i 2. Future studies (such as this and others) should include questions
» - - B 2
N which exémineicrucial issues concerning instructional television.
_ X R .
* " -~ . Q, .
‘ -
L] .
\ . - o s .
' 56 e ‘




.

3.

'

For instance,

) -

~What impact is insfructional television (utilization) having in clasgrooms?

~ -Are the services provided tied to the number of students served?

il

-Should PBS/CPB assist in identifying and providing liaison with,other sources

of pfogramming? If so, how?

"

-How important are the "additional services” provided by the licensees?

~What determines the number of personnel prpviding additional services?:
{

~What impact is new technology (e.g. -CATV, ITFS, cascettes) having on the -
services provided by the licensees? \

'Further'studies should probe the apparent .differences between university

licensees‘énd the other types. Are the differences real? What are the

y -

-implications for 1nstructionai programming? What impact dbes this have on

-~

the schools being seryed? -

,This study should be shared with station maﬁagemgnt, school administrators,

~

édgcation department personnel and other interested parties. .Their input for

the design of future studies should be sought systematically.

+

~

a2
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SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE
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COUESTAONS e il ASK_YOU R

1

ey ef ourceestlans rav mar nonly ).n(iqell to vour situ-
wtlnn, or cover vyour sttuatlon adeauately, Honofully, you can
.} velp us avercoma any Imoreaiicne In oadditior, we don't ‘

-

wienrt to depana too much of year time and effort, So, firancial -
'3td cnn bo entinates to the nearest %1000, and answvers to
guesticons 11 and 15b should.be the rmost preglise estimates

Cyot eon rmate without 'putting in & great deal of time and
, \ (‘H')rt. ' . ) ‘

- » a

1. Is your qtat[on providing programming that-ls meant to
" be urnd in .the classrpom? (check one answer) :

-- yes, service for K-12 érades

. () A
‘ ( ) B --tyes, K-12 and hlgher levels
() C -- yes, only abhove grade 12
( ) D -- no (do gt continue with the questlions
o } I yﬁu do not orovide any such serv!ces)

»+4THE REST OF THE QUESTIONS REFER ONLY TO K-12 SERVICES#+s

R
21“What Is the source of these programs? | L
-- solely P3S material .

-- PBS material and matetTal from other sources
-- only non-PBS materlal'

~ o~ o~
s
O >

. [f (b) or Gc), please ldentlfy your non-PBS nrogramming -
) sources. : - ' .

-

3. Are you prdvl&lng classroom programs In a format other
‘than open-clircult broadcast? (E.g., film, cassette, [TFS)

Y4 ' ? ‘( ) NO A o @
: ( ) Yes =-- please explaln

A}

' You sald .that your statlon dbes provide programming that
is meant for classroom use. Aré there elther formal or
Informal agreements about thls prosramming service be-
tween the station and any apencles that admlnlster or
aupport the schools7 i .

»

' () No (skip to guest!on #10)
¢ ) Yes . T .
If yes, what kind of azencles are they? (F.z.., a single.
schdol district. multiple school .districts, state agencles,
’ . ) lndlviﬂual schools) Use the back of this sheet If needed.

3 -

-




5. Is there any forral aarcement, 1lke a contiact, with
any such agency? Or do you operate under a state or
local law?
() No -- sklp to -questlon. f7 vf
AL ) Yes.
| lf yes, please descrlbe each of these relatlonshlps.

W

Ga. How many school dlstricts do you serve under all such,
agreements? ) S

b. How many schools and Sthdents does this Inciude?

schools - : -
students e s :

‘.

c. YWhich grade levels are covered by such'agreeﬁenys?

. -
¢ N ~

7. Do !gfgrmai agreements exl%t wlth any educatlonal -agency,
llke verba avreements or In.ormal requests for programs?

. () No == sLlp to questlon #9 _ S S
( ) Yes - ' vo e .

’ 1f yes, please describe each of these lnf al
relatlonships. ‘ ‘ .
- - ’ ‘o
'’

. R » j . ‘ - .
* - - " A

)
I

=

.

‘ ' f - - T e - o : :
8a. How many school dis%?FCts'arerunder4any,lnfdrmal agreement?

EE-N




. l" .

9

b.\HoQ;many schools and students does.thls Include?

;schools
students

c. Whlch grade levels arg éovefed byrinformal aéi;zgeﬁts? e

-

Al

9, Does the agency (agencles) dlscussed In questlons 5<8 .
orovlde fundlng for'your statlon s classroom servlce?

() No == skln to questlpn #10

() Yes ,
A I{_ges, what 1s the amount? s oo .f.~
b, IF there iIs a per-student»rate,'what Is 1t? -

c. If not, how Is the amount of fuﬁdlng determined?
. A ! ¢ ~

(Y

.

»

10. Afe there any other. sources bf funds for support of .your
servlce ta the schools?
Statlon dollars (amount)

¢
« = Outslde dollars (amounts and sources)

11. Roughly, what percentagé of all statlon omerating
"funds Is represented by the total budget for your

: servlce to the. schools? )
' ‘z [ LY

-




L
-~ -\ .

12. ‘How does your sta/;on decide which programming will

be a part of your
) the roles ‘that’various, sroups play (e.
> conmlttees, advisory groups,
and be as descrlptlve as possible. =~ -

P

13.
withln the broadcast schedule? How ls

. A ,
.
VAR , » Lt
, . o

] » .

14. When are these decisions made?

v ) -

»

ervice to the- schools?

' ‘5 “v ‘ ." ‘ \

lease ldent!fy
€.y curriculum

teacher evaluatlons, etc. ),

viho determlnes the placement of classqﬁ6n provrams|';g

t hls done?

Cwy

-

.t 15. Are there any of the following addltlonal services prd"

- .‘ vlded to schools along with your cJassroom programs?

LV ' a.
I1f yves (1) how many personnel? . .

-0

“h e

“h e

utilizatlon personnél? () Yes () No

(11) who provides the funds?
| |
print materlals° () Yes-( ) No \
yes (1) for about how many different prbvram serles
’y per year? .. . . .
(ll) vwho provides the funds’ :

Ve

technlcal maintenance? ( ) Yes ( ) .No
yes, (1) number of people on malntenance ‘staff
(it) who provldes the funds’

s
0

technica)l c6nsultatlonf () Yes () Mo
yes, (1) number-of peopfe involved
(11) who provides the furds?

—

.3,
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APPENDIX B

LICENSEES. INCLUDED IN DATA ANALYSES
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¢ : o

S,
N & I

T




. L : i . Miss. |
Carolina | WGBH/WGBY |La. ETV : |Pocatello, KUSD . - -| WCAE Authority
ETV Mass. ETV | Authority |Idaho S, Dakota, St.John,Ind. for BTV
TYPE OF STATION N c N N N s N
‘PROVIDES PROGRAMS) - K-12+ K-12. K-12 K-12+ K-12+ 1 K-12+ ° K-12- 1-12
| SOURCE OF PROGRAMS | Multiple | Multiple | Multiple Multiple’| Multiple | Multiple | Multiple | Multiple | )
OTHER FORMATS No Yes No o Yes: | . No No Yes,
_—— " AGREEMENTS Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes “Yes v Yes Yes
FORMAL AGREEMENTS — Yes Yes " Yes - Yes - Yes Yes Yes Yes
- L ¥-
# DISTRICTS e . 500 39 20 10 A yooooa 150 ©
_# SCHOOLS 11,500 ? 82 m ow W T 1,250 ©
L s ( the ) , ]
' # stupemrs 1,000,000 ? 50,000 C mdmdmv 6,000 525,000 | "
E LEVELS = 7 K-12 K-12  *|  K-12 K-12 1-12 .
. % ’ v '
INFORMAL AGREEMENTS No No No Yes , No .
# DISTRICTS _— _— .20 -_—
. L4
__#-SCHOOLS - -— ? s
. N / r.‘ . —— . N B . /
# STATIONS pR— - —-- — ? —
AGENCY FUNDING Yes (State) | Yes «A&& Yes (State)|Yes. Amdmdmv Yes Yes ‘(State) Ye# (LEA) | Yes (State)| °
PER’ mwc.mg RATE None . None . None None $.50 None None None
/ s ) : N 1 .
,//. . )
- N . . ) e / , ]
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b .' \ - . | \ . . %) — W
: < . ’ . L B . - To- . va

¢

North’
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1 , 0
| North _ T TP KBOL ! KOCE ) : ‘Miss:
] .,om&owwsm M WGBH/WGBY 4 La. ETV: woomdeHOuw Huntington | KUSD WCAE Author .
: ETV : Mass. ETV | Authority | Tdaho . Beach, Cal. S. Dakota |St.John,Ind for -
' ) . - - _ , - ' N
OTHER SOURCES OF '} . . co : .
FUNDING None Grants. Nofie None i Station * Grants Grants - Grants )
PERCENPAGE OF . : - - . . . .
STATION BUDGET 33 ? . 710 ko .2 Bk ? 57
Bobw mQHmHozm SED person | Combin. , |SED person |. Combin. i Combin. Combin. oomn,k? - | combin.
: momm_ucbm DECISIONS mdmdu.,o.s station | station . . L station station
persen person persen SED person |, Teachers SED person | person person
- Ve b . ! - B
.ﬂmomwbz eHzE@wwH.H February | Jan-Mirch | February | August -. December . July JunesAugust| Jan-Feb. | ,
| I March-M; Febru August ... December- | Jul, June-August| Jan-Feb.
SCHEDULE T ABLE | wgﬁ”mﬁ - |[March-tay ary gust .. e Y ne-August| Jan-Fe KN
cﬁHE\\Hoz mmwﬁomm “Yes (3) No Yes (3) No, | Yes (2) | No Yes (1) Yes (5) .|
s - ’ , )
\Hﬁ MATERTALS SR CE Yes. (50)|" Yes (62) No . | Yes (35) | Yes (36) | Yes Yes (52)
emOmzHeF MAINT, No, Yes (1) | No - No No No - No Yes (2) -
- i . @ ’
. R - o . m/]., ¥
TECHNICAL oozmﬁﬁe. . Yes (1) |+ - Yes (1) | -Yes (1) . Yes No . Yes Yes Yés (2)
) i . 0. _ . .7 . ) ) A‘ . , .. -
i - =Y 2 .» N N . 1-.. . ! . // . F\
o T . | g . o o - ,/: N
s m‘ . - T e : ) . .
- - 5 " E han L -
i . ] e | ) o B a ) - y " . N ...w re .
..zoemmn 1. z.wmm zm# Orleans was oomdmhdmm and wsmwomuamm ddm& ddm Louisiana ETV Authority
- : Hm H.mmdosmwdu.m for all ITV mmu..qwomm. o . 4
. . 2. KNCT, Kileen, Texas indicated that it does not provide ITV.services at this time. * o
v [ . : N ) : . 8
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APPENDIX D N
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LICKNSEES WHO DISTRIBUTE IN OTHER FORMATS -
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‘The question was raised concerning alternétive means of distributing

n
3 .

P ITV programs. 'I‘he information prdvided below indicates that a sizeable .
. ‘number of licensees are becoming involved at least in some, limii:qd way,. N
. . _in dlternative i;;triblit'i,On- formats. BN _' ' ' 4
N A\ Cassette andﬁrﬂg}m—/’ - . . |
) AN S ' B ; . .
, \\\; Eicensee | . ' * Type ‘ ‘
I ‘ : Maryland E'I'V ) ) a Hetwork "' .- . . ‘
/ - f’ ) :/ Néﬂr- Jersey ETV ", Netwoq‘ : “ | o
T h WSJK-.Kn‘oxvilql ,u”l‘ariri. . ¢ Network | - |
' - * - WPNE-Green Bay, Wisc. : Network .
) \-v ' \;KRM\A;Depvér; Colo. ., ' . :Schooi Board ., )
A WETV-tlanta; Ga. L - School Board
; . i . . : : . -
o “_KC\VfI‘—Aus:tih, Minn. / | School Board '_ . ’ .
‘ IG;V“X-L,as 'Ve‘lk;as s Nev. S o A \‘ " “ School ‘}ioé.rd |
» WNYE-Brooklyn, N.Y. .  Sehool Board .
.~ 7 WIVI-Charlotte, N.C. ' School Board
‘ »  KPEC-Lakeland, Wash. ) ‘ » ‘ School Board . o
| WCMU-Mt . Plea:.sant;ﬁich. "7 University - |
.‘ . s KETCiSt ‘Louis, Mo. o | | ' Qv University
'\ | : | WBGU-Bowlihg ,6reen,—0hio ] - /’ . * . UniYer’s:i‘t;.y".
. ‘A“i  *" WHA-Madisom, Wisc. ‘. . .Undversity
.Y oUB-Athens, Ohio o University
L ‘ WPSX-Si:_." Coll?_agé/’; Pa. . 'Unive_rsity. ' )
\‘ - W—Mqrgantom; W. Va. - ," M Univ'_ers‘ity : S
i , - o ’ ] - - ) N
: ] IR :
A - i Iy *




v o,

Licensee . " . Type
\.unCT?Jacksonvillé; Fla. | Comminity =~ °
| ‘WMFE-Orlanda Pla. o ‘ Communfty'“ .
/ o KETC St. Louis, Mo. o ’ Community ;o
' %FWCET-Cincinnati, Ohio | . Community
WVIZ-Cleveland, Ohio - Community :
+ WLVT-Bethlehem, Pu; -/ » Community g’
‘if\‘m WQLN-Erie, Pa. - \\ ::> Community ' :
. * QNVT-ﬂnnandale, Va. | _ \F Community
. : WVPT-Harrisonbung; Va. = * t Community

. - e

B. Electronic Distribution (CATV and/or ITFS)

‘ . - . » . ’
_ Licensee . S . e ’
rd - - .

OregonnﬂT? ' - ' o Network
WTHS-Miam%, Flsg. ,' o ‘ School Board
o KSéS-Spokone, Wash. ) ’ School Board
- B KTPS-Tacoma, Wash. i “’"'—__SEEOol Board
| ‘\i::;: | WILL-Urouné,-}l%. s . , University
| KLRN-kugtin, Tex", Lo ‘i Community L
WCVE-Rionmond,,Va.r | ' ~ Community
’ | WVIZ-Cleveland, Ohio K Cqmmuni ty 2
: . Combinations o?:Alfernative\bistribuﬁion’ “- T T
'1 E‘(Leﬂs—.;ee-' o * v \ :

87 South Carolina ETV

24 Georgia ETV . o e Network_'
3 KAET-Tempe, Ariz. : University
L SN LT




