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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ’
, ) w . N

i

P : ' v
As part of its proposed efforxt to stimulate the production and acquisition

of proggamming for children, the Corppration for Public Broadcasting (CPB) )

has initiated a multi-step plapning'procedure This document summarizes a -

report to- CPB developed as part of the planning effort. - The report‘itself

consists of a review and aqélysis of the current state of chlldren S publlc ot
television programmlng And 1t,yas designed to serve as a resource book to‘a;d
Qecision-makfhg by CQB'staff,and advisory.panels convened by CPB. Whilé the: ' o

work was sponsored by CPB, the assessments in both the summary and report fjf' . P

o~
- »

present the views of the authors.

The nature and scope of the task was defined primarily by CPB' & Comm15510n
that we rev1ew recent (generally 1975 and later) studies and documents related
to children's, programming on publlc television, Schedullng (about elght weeks)
and the nature of the avallable documents (usually unpubllshed, often in the

[

)
form of memos, drafts, or 1nterna1 reports) also affected the effort markedly.

-

€
The term children has been used to encompass age 2 through 17, and both instruc-:

L ,

. -, . . " _p
This Executive Summary really highlights'’the report rather than summarizes

tional and general types of programming have been examined..» .

it. Conclusions are presented, but support for ‘the ?onclusions in the form
of charts, data tables, and referenées must be found in the- original reaprt

Readers of the Executive Summary ?ay want to &se it 4s a gulde to the report - 1'

.where they can follow up the analysis behind specific conclusions. )
. . '

] . ' . . -
The organization of the Executive Summary parallels the report. Children

and the context of their television viewing are described initially,- a second broad

-

set of issues involves the public programming available for children intluding

distribution and'funding.“ Research on needs assessment, utilization of instruc-
onal television, evaluation, and audiences for general chlenuﬂiiprograms

are examined in subsequent sections. A finaf-topic’is-the nature.and views of the

constituencies for childfen's programming. Completing both this document and

the teport is a set of options for CPB action. - . - \

<
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g Children and@ Television: Centext Analysis .

The main focus of this report is on gublic television programming for
children. Major sections of thevreport‘are devoted to describing.and
analyzing children s television series and the 'status of children's tele— . \
vision programming in the publlc broadcast communlty. Yet, to fully com—
* prehend the complexity of chlldreﬂ‘s telev1slon programming, it is critically -
1mportant to look at the context in whlch children and their teleylsion serles'
interface. Three general topics are presented to descrlbe this context; the child

audience, the ecology of children's. telev1s1on viewing, and definitions of tele-~

. [y

vision series' content (program labels). ~ S

\l

, ’ ..
Child Audience Ci ‘ﬁ' . e \
w%" . . , - 3 ’ ’ ' . ) .

5. pelevision is recogpized as part of modern living, Few children in

th1s country are isolated from frequent contact w1th television programming.

As a group, chlldren are considered to be an espec1ally ‘tlnerable television’
audience. Changes in values, disintegration of behav1or codes, and declines on
measures of achlevemént have been linked to chlldren s television viewing and ’Jl~
program content , While the validity of such sweeplng statements is questionable,
there appearﬂéﬁ be a sufficient hody of evidence to support the notion that
television }5 an 1mportant contrlbutor to children's growth.

¢ . l"' ! . Iy pe

Age periods. Age is a convenlent label to record the progress of

N children’'s development. Grade level de91gnat10ns which are tied, to dge are
.commonly used to indicate segments of the child audlence for which particular
prograhs are targeted. Fqur age-grade levels cover the range of thei child

- {
_# {%L audience; preschool (ages 2-5), elementary (ages 5- ll), junior h1gh (ages 21-14),
.’)fﬁﬁ and secondary (age 15- 17) ‘

v : /
* .
e % ]

-Tele&ision viewing opportunities. Jbor each of the four age periods

o dlffegent patterns of daily activity lgad to different patterns of
‘ potentlal viewing hours. One of the concerns often expressed by parents and
educators is related to the.number of hours chlldren spegd watching television
per day or per week Many feel that telev191on viewing ﬁ%urs consume, for many
children, a dlsproportlonate;humberAof the1r waking hours; and that television '

viewiny precludes chlldren ] participatlon‘in other forms of developmentally

,n

desirable activities. It is meaningless to reportérnus of television viewing




‘without also‘reportim‘ka.reference point for baseline activity hours. Few

' A
: able credible figures on televisiOn viewing. that reflect both viewfng

”

Y . . ' RS . -

studies do this. _ N ' .

L d ) .

. )
; Br6adcasters, program designers.and program producers need to have avail-

“

opportunities and desirahle levels Gf viewing by age group and set%iqg;b Before
!

-large-scale 1n1tat1ves to encourage new programming are mounted, desir le

usage estimate patterns should be determined, -so that children of different

age groups are not inadvertently overloaded W1th television viewing oppor-
tunities 1t seems possible that an optimal level of;telev1s1on series avail-

abillty could be estimated for each age group for both home and school

viewing.

‘ .
! 5 _ .
[ : ‘ ’ .
. . . . .

Developmental characteristics. Agde groupings and patterns‘for'televisio

viewihg opportunities provide only the briefest indication of salient
\
characteristics of children in difﬁbrent agé'afr;ods. Developmettal infox=

mation for each age period can aid the telev351on producer as well as the

- broadcaster in providing appealing,- succes i telev131on programming for

children of all ages. A massive body of psychological and edUCational literd-

ture exists in which 1nformation on children s developmental characteristics

is described, summarized and extended through the 1nterpretation of new

¢ ’

research ev1dence.. In order to effectively utilize this literature, some basic

‘points must be clarified. T .. - T ' \\

h a, e
. : o : :
4 ' - 0 oA s N

1. Developmental change is never abrupt or distinct; but always a gradual o

emerging of new, predominating behavior patterns. Since telev1s1on
producers and broadcasters know that children's groups other than
the major target aldience frequently view children's series,

N, *

plans regarding prograh content and design may very well deliberately
/

1ncorporate moderate fluctuations of developmentally appropriate maeerial

*to capitalize on the expected‘pxtens1ons of the v1ew1ng “audience.

/ ' N
oy . (= .
2. 'Research on bhild development is guided by three theoretical per— : '
spectives\wﬁich ultimately help to 1ntegrate»findings and organize

results; behaviorist, coqnitive and maturationist No one ' ‘*‘.

theoretical perspective Drevails. Therefo"e, for ?e televi}sion A
1

producer and broadcaster 'desiring to utiﬂ jze deve mental I
v . ) . ‘ \ ) IR "’; «
“ . . N p , .
y ) . ’ *
" P . ’

4




/ descr;;tlons of children in dlfferent age perlods ‘for planning pur-
o - poses, it ‘is necessary to recognize the dlfferences and understand
the,strengtps of each of the major theoretical perspectives. ‘o
’ - \ '," : ' ,
3. Seemindfy obvious, butinevertheless 1uportant to clarify, is the
fact thatldeueiopmental information in'the abstract, theoretical form
in whlch it-is typically ‘presented is not dlrectly useful to tele-: ~

vision producers and brvadcasters. However, when translated 1nto

- appiicable terms, its relevance becomes immediately apparent.

-

Ecology of Viewing

For many,\television viewing evokes anhimage of a
passive,-sitting child ‘whose eyes are fixated on a changing screen image
act?mpanled by ‘audio. 1In reality, television viewing involves a complex assort-
ment of 51tuatlonal factors wh1ch result in ecologlcally distinct settings.

Yet the majority of telev1slon studles strive to report average effects.- !
Despite the ;newness of the.concept of ecology of viewing, there i's no doubt . a
that to understand completely children's television orograﬂmlng, one must
scrutlnlze the settings in which. chlldren and television ser1es interface..

, : o _ . "
. ® .
. I8
.

Ecological ‘orientatjon and methodology. Ecology is genérally define&d as , g

T oa . . L}
.the stydy of environmental factors which relate in some way to behavior. The
basic unit of*ahalysis in ecological descriptive work is a behavior episode.
Deflned as .a "standlng patterp of behav1or,' behavior episodes are non-

psychologlcal and encompass the individual's pre-perceptual environment

. . For. our purposes a, behavior epigsode ri equivalent to the
- X . ‘.‘ : RQ -
event of television viewing. A television viewing eve is characterizqd;

by a child viewing?a telévision‘prooram.& Onset, durat , and finish‘of the

event are variables which need to be described. Television v1ew1ng events,
,then,are subjectlvely defined by functlon and delimited by-observor judg-*

ment so that an 1ntegrated, continuous act1v1ty is reco¥rded in its entirety.

Systematlc_observatlon techniques, obserVor rat1ng re11ab111t1esn-and .

aneodotal record reduction help to establish scientific sigor ﬁor.this

kind of analyses For telev1s1on viewing purposes, three categorles of

factors will encompass the V}igang event and prov1de a substructure for event
W . - .

. “observatlon, entry, v1ew}ng exit factors.

' e ' ) . .
/’ Television viewing event settings. Children's tel@vision viewing occurs

<+ in two primary ‘settipgs, home and. school. The three ecological faotor

. ) .
. .
-
.
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a
» .
.
.o '

»

categories are "at once similar and véry different fordfihese two settings.

‘With the ecological event“Structure it..is possible to compare.the viewing

‘poﬁéible to write. - Three approaches to definltional deternu}\ation are discussed
i

context of a single child across. two eVent locations or across same or
)

\ different television series in each section. With enough 1nd1v1dual

observatlonS, ecologlcal viewing patterns can be constructed for each

event location or across same ‘Or different television series in each

setting. Ecological viewing patterns can be consﬁructed for each event
location so that general viewing contextszfon children of soecific
ageskor specific series audiences are ideatifiable. Such ecological
viewing patterns could provide producers, broadcasters, parengts, and

teachers ideas for target{ng and maximizing viewing of programs. The

ecological event structure with specific factors for the two major child view-

ing locations offers the possibility-of organizing research results sand
outcomes from basic, and applied research in a'forw?t’meaﬂingful for producers.

and consumers. , © , . -

- -y , ‘ ’ -

Definitions of Program Type

~

From a context of ecological perspective, type of program viewed can be

merely one more factor in the ecological analysis structure. Television pro--

. grams Or series a:e to the producer and broadcaster, however, a much more -

significant part of the behavior episede”of television viewing.' Rather than
treat different program types as an ecological factor, we can place the
television program'at the interface of child audience and viewing ecology.
Id thi;lposition the program becomes a critical stimulus for behaviors

and responses, and no longer can be '‘considered an environmental factor of a

-

non-psychological nature. *
‘Assessments of children's programs always involve some form of A ’
gbrezatiOn'of program type. Sorrounding this categorization effort is l

a semantic tadgle of category labels and definitional meanings. At issue,

basically, are whic¢h programs are instructional and which are not. Decisions

regarding scheduling, marketability, and even fupding may be oased on a parti-
cular program's label.”” Many feel all programs are instructional, 'otders

say , ‘all programs should be designed to be multl-purpose and amenable to )

sedﬁral purposes Standardized, universally accepted deflnitions may be im-

V

xﬁ% . )
4 s

i
'

"b ~
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¢

as a meang of highlw?t'fﬁg issues of concern regarding' program definitions

and explicating the distinctlve stimulus propertles-Of each program .type as
it functions at the fnterface of child audience and_teleglsion viewing .

settings. 4 . .

/

Proggam as product. Nominal categories for program subjects are'frequently

Y

used to clas51fy programs. Programs are frequently classified solely on the
time of broadcast (1nstructlona1 or general) or on the presumed location of
v1ew1ng (home or school). Such gross categorizations fail to provide much .
useful 1nformatlon about program content and provide- no useful 1nformatlon

A

concerning behaviors likely to be e11c1ted«by djfferent types of programs.
2y

e >

‘Program design. Another approach to defining programs looks beyond the

4 . : _
previousf"wholevprogram" classification approach and focuses more selectively

_on the intent of the program design. The design for program content and
) -
treatment is viewed as a means to Spec1fy & viewing purpose'of the child .

»

4

Il

. . ¢
Design'approaches to program definition are much more sophisticated and

. comprehensive than the previously discussed product apprgach.  From an
"ecological perspective however, design approaches tapture only the intended
or expected impact of a program on a child's fehavior, not the actual behaviors

‘ue11c1ted by the program. Design approaches offer primarily a method of de-.

[

scribing the stimulus elements of a program.' _
. B .

’ Coding of program content. Coding information from a television program -

~involves the VLewer and encompasses reception and processing activities that
. t;n vary greatly in intensity and sophistication. . Pelevision viewing alLows
" ‘the cﬂfld t® utilize either audio or Qisual channels, or both to receive pro-
gramming. leferent symbol systems are 1nv01ved for each channel, creating
the d1st1nct poSs1b111ty that different sets of mental skills may be required

an

for each. It is probable that individual, childien may need to invest vary-

ing amounts of effort ﬁq process _each channel

- o
l . »

The coding definition of INSTRUCTIONAL programming presumes high
léwels of child 1nvestment in processing program content Programs could be »

des1gned to requxre high viewer investment or’ may be mediated “upward" by

r L]

’!;(J




: \
no (one would deny children the opportunity to view television for fun and

significant adults in the ;iewing setxings. INFORMAT&VE programming from a
coding standp01nt would result from either a child's voluntary investment in
a program ‘or partial contributions of program design or adult mediation.
ENTERTAINMENT programs occur, then, when a child’ s’coding activ1tieF are low

or sporadici; but interest remains high. .

-

’

r

Children, as most adults, turn to television. for entertainment.. Certainly

reIaxation. Yet, because television also functions as an, instructional medium
for children; producers, broadcasters,and policy makers must deal with issues
related to. the relative amount of 1nstructiona1 sinformative, and entertainment:
programming available for children. Coding approaches to program definitions:

can allow for understanding and planned differentiation of program impact on

'children S behaV1ors. Obv1ously strategic adult mediation can radic¢ally change

.

a program s impact..

Implications
> — .

' ~— .

Television profiles. Developmental data on children of various ages

needs to be available for producers and broadcasters. Basic developmental
oo . . 8
inférmation needs to be selected and formatted to match needs and use patterns

of the television community WhileV*on51deration of children s developmental
(
characteristics undo&btedly figures 'in’ all current work, an easily acces31b1e,

SYStematically organized resource such as te1ev151on profiles could contribute

greatly to progxam planninq and broadcast scheduling. Creation of telev151on
profiles is a synthesis and translation activity that will make un1Versally availr

able to the children's television community critical information from other

.
-

discipiines. : ‘;
. ol } / R *

Television viewing_patterns. Much effort is ‘expended in designing and ~

producing télevision segies for children. Formative evaluation i:’lncreasingly
utiiized to predict or rmpr0ve prégram appeal. Audience measures -are: widely
quoted as indices of program success> Yet, what actually'occurs when children
view a prog'bm the ecological context of viewing 1s‘genera11y 1gnoredr The
proposed teleVision viewing patterns for home and school settings would provide
this missing information;' The who,‘ﬁow, and where of television viewing both
logically and empirically_affects the ultimate market place acceptance of new

series. L ’ - . v




~ - - N
- Y .

Informatlon coding and telev151on series. As long: as program definltlons -

and labels ignore the child's responses to a particular program, assessments

.

of program content will be very one- -gided (adult -oriented). How children process -

1nformatlon from television programs dramat1cally affects the ultfmate 1mp3ct

-

%

any* program or series wWill have. Basic research on children' s 1nformat10n coding -

§
needs to be rev1ewgd, summarlzed and made available to the telev1s1on communlty

[N
(L} d

b
B.. Television Series for £hildren N

Programs need to be designed and evaluated in terms of child viewer potentials

for information processing.

. A 4
CHildren s t‘levision serles exist within a complex-settlng and are best
‘understood in relation to that overall setting. Thig~section is both a guide\
~ and a descriptknxof the system context for chlldren{:\teieyﬁslon programming. '\’k
Starting with general explanations of broadcast components, the distribution’
and flaw of children's telev151on series is traced throughout the system
The current inventory of children's telev151on ser1es is described through
catalog lists and series inclusion on current broadcast schedu&es. Us1ng th1s
current year information as a base surveys and reports of serlesqln prior years
ware analyzed and- compared Completing the overvidw qt/current series is a
- description of progectlons for upcoming series and a d1scussion of series'
funding Esallt;es and constraints. '

1 4

Informatlon sagrces and data utlllzed in this section reflect the‘ Klstlng s

o

-disparity between instructional and general children's television programmlng
A-very few sources produce or distribute general children' s programming; yet L
broadcast hours for these few series are high. Many producers and distriButors

.

'S
are concerned with instructional television programmlng for chlldren, yet

-

in comparison total broadcast hours are, somewhat modest

Distribution of Children's Television Series . : -

.
. . . - . -t
t N . . e -

' Non-commercial television programging for children exists witnin the
larger setting of‘the public broadcast system. &ynderstahding the place and
function of significant components of the.larger system is essential to a
basic understanding of any aspect of children's television programming.
Overseen by the Corporation for Public’ Broadcast{ng (CPB) andfserv1ced by the

PUbllC Broadcastlng Service (PBS) the "3ystem" encompasses a present universe
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of over 20Q0~public tebev1sion statiogps. . Allied by common purposeé 4 « v, T e

regulations, techq{cal transmission realities, and financial dependency, these ..
components of the "syst'em" are s1mu1taneously characterized Yy divergent 4 \o?- : '%o_';.; '065
perceptions o broadcast needs, '\y varylng Levels o? local production poten- ‘ ;

.'

tial, schedullng prlorltles, an@ by chaﬁgyng mixes and¢Stdbilltw of funding ~ "

sources. ! , o P S v I e e
: . Co. Lo -0 . ) & g

} . o i . ® : ] N R 2

. . L4 i v . o St &

General distribution-patterns. -'Distribution\of‘chﬁldren's programming - .’}

is dynamic. Periodic events related to yearly program acqulsltlon, fundlng éw':_o

/f\ opportunlties, daily brogdcast scheduling concerns and the longer~range impacts b
e~ -
of new series productlon and needs assessment tontlnuously afféct the frow R
¢ - ©
of programming. Sources of programming are- PBS reglonal buying cooperatlves, Tre?

local prcductions; independent acquisitions, and spec1al 1nterest groups._" .

-3

o . oy . ’

* Most avallable children's programming becomeSrpart of a station S 1nsbrup- - v 1
a o 0 .. o

tional program component e "'“ RN .*, . e o 1 P '
- ) v ‘0) y e A T t
. . . L' G . s . . )

\ Distribution concerns. Children' S broadcast perlods are typlqully C '

labelled before school, durlng school, after school and‘early eVening. . f’_ ) ﬂ,. L

Présc_hool children, not in school, can be presumed to begih aval"l

uring all four periods. Elementary ard Secondarf ch}ldren are \cons dereq
/. o
'3
“to be responsive to general chlldren S programmlng; Tore an ter'school
Y .
heurs and an early evening, and to be an 1nstruct10nal audlence durlng sdhpol

av

For daily before ang after school viewing, early.evenlngu,and&Weekend viewing,

’_’chi‘ldren's programs are scheduled not to block-out general audience programming
. . . 'y oo ' }
or. to interfere with prime time adult viewing. ' -

’
[ 4

Within the school setting, programs of Shorter lepgth (15 minutes) are

preferred to_the more typical at- -home setting programs of longer length (30-

¢

60 minutes). e elementary c]assroom w1th a fixed meetind place. cont1nu1ng

s

teacher, mult1-

u?)ect currlculum, and relatively homogeneous viewing group
is closest to anjideal audience for igstructional broadcast scheduling. The

scheduling situation for secondary fsettihgs and many junior highnschools_is

very different Multiple teachers, non- standardlzed class schedules across

\schools, dlverse audlence 1nterest, and motivations contrlbute to schedul;ng

[ [y vy

.dlfflcultles The magnitude of the scheduling dlfficulties at these levels S
is. such that reasonabie ]ustlflcatlon ex1sts foggzieatlng upper level lnstruc€~

ional broadcast scheduling as a- separate, distih Q@ntlty which may require

. Yoo b
unigue approaches. L




Worklng eqﬁfpmqnt,ls simply a baslc neces31ty for televig}on uthlizatlon '

' in the achoold‘ And 1Lk6 any other technologlcaﬁly sophlstlcated area, equip~ J’
menté.&gome;-obsoleﬁe as, newer, more streamLaned de51gns are produced ‘. /
Sche l;ng cg%strarntg that potentlally are resolved uhrough wider - -use, )

‘\of v1deo tape and cassetﬁe recorders may’ be flgancxally 1mposs1ble to ot
- ‘e | 2 Y
‘¢ . aconsider. EXpanslon oﬁ.cable and }TFS Serv1ces may nizer maxlmlze the1r

P . -
s -

* v
\potentlals for s1m11ar flnanclal reasons \“j.
¢ , ‘f‘&l. U v . e,

h ’

R

\Recent changes 1n the Copyrlght Law have created cons1derable con- ¢

B L

fh51on‘df 1nterpretat10n regardlng the1r appllcablllty to’ both commercial and

L I

"hbn-commercj'l‘telev151on broadcasts. Such rlghts affect legally, allowable o -
"fair use" of mater1a1 by educators, re- record rlghts for stations and schools),

Ve " and residual and perpetulty rights' payments ‘to profes31onal performance and

. . ' . ¢ Yo s "

- . . .. :
* craft gullds; . : ’ . . *
' .- o v T ) "'
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Current Telev1s1on Series ‘for Children : Lo S g . .

Py
. ‘,' »

I ’ . / . - -._.1, .-.

R large number of chlldren s series presently are available for Broad- .

cast use Estlmates of the total number of serles now in ex1stence range up

Mo 3000 separate serles Suth a stock, whlle impressive in terms of sheer 5 ) v

number, must nevertheless be )udged~by more guaﬁiéminatlng criteria before
- a reasonable estlmate of "usable" series cam be gdetermined., For example: |,

worn- out outdated eeries, poor quallty productions, and poorly conce1ved sub-

" o/ . .

- ]eét trgatmeats within programs ‘render. many existing series unpalatable to . . .

rpotentlal audiences’. Judglng ser1es on the ba51s “of subjective criteria .

of worth is at best dlffltu}t and at worse presumptious. However, some
[y . .‘ ' N ~ .

realistiC appraisal of ""usable" versus "available" stock is necessary. i. T
R ad »

. . R B
" . ’ . LA ? - e

R _ _ | . "
Two types of 1nformat10n abbut series availability are’ helpful 1n- PRC
gaudlng the extent of usab111ty of existing stock. First, by looklng at serﬁﬁg\

inurently avallable thrqugh ma)or d1str1butlon channels, a p1cture of percelqu ;

marketable serles dmerges * Both prlvate and commerCLal groups compi/le :ﬁk{l}
catalogs of series which they percelve w111 match consumer needs. Second,
31mple utilizatioh data of series 1n the broadeast system gives another _ i,
1nd1catlon of ability. -Scheduling. of programs, as 1nd1cated by use stat1st1cs,'

1s one 1ndex of which programs in $he existing stock are. in demand.
. Q .
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Cataloged series Approximaé%ly‘zoo series are.available in thg

..

current catalog lists of the,Agency for Instrnctional Telev1sion (AIT), Great

At

P1a1ns National Instructional Telev1s;on Library (GPNITVL), International ITv {-

Co-op (ITV Co- op), Ontario Educat10na1 Communlcations Authority (OECA), and

Western Instructional Television (WITV). The leglslated mlgglpn of thevEmergency ‘ -
A School Aid Act (éSAA) is to assist 8chools in desegregation, to encourage
| reduction of minority group isolation, 4nd to ‘help overcome adverse educational 8
-effects of such’ isglation. Within the paramete%é"bf its particular m ion,

ESAA-TV has funded a substant1al number of deries for chlldren. Lobal odue;: o
tions, special interest ‘groups,_ and ‘some governmeﬂt agencies have series
o 'avallable in such small numbers or as part of more general media packages that .
' catalog listings are not feasible. Series from these sources.do find their
way onto broadcast schedules because of the diligence of statlon ITV directors °

and regional network “directors.

[

~

Scheduled serfes. Through the interconnection network, pPBS feeds both

an A.M. and P,M. schedule with ch11dren s programmlng Programs;broadcast
areacqu1red through the yearly -SPC, are productlons federaily funded, are
programs in the Publlc Television L1brary (PTL) or are general audience pro-
grams deemed educatlonally useful. A complementary data source for current

ser1es is Spergel s CPB sponsored study on Survey of Instruct10nal Programming -

1978-1979. Based on 148 licensee rgsponses (93.7% of total), Spergel 1dent1fled
a total of 1,066 series currently used in preschool - grate 52 Spergel's

study deals with the top 139 programs (13%) which wére used by 10 or more
i ' _ .

~ licensees. . ' ¢ . "

. . . - ..

v

Responses by persons interviewed to queshlons about the qharacterrstlcs

A

of the exlstlng stock of chlldren s programming tepded to reflect a. common
-set of perceptions stated w1th widely var91ng degrees of 1nten51ty and
- concern: " (1) @bservation that there is not enbugh good children's programming,
(2) agirig stock ef serlesg‘(3) gaps in age and snb]ect‘serles coverage, and

(4) a sense’ that ITvﬁand childten's programming are standing etillﬁ

) . .
.

Rggenththdren's Series Data \»g“ ﬁ” . -
v . ‘ AR . ' L \i},‘

: . - . .- .‘.'.I;-...‘_‘-,.‘.‘ &\)

"h

Additions to the stock of children s serxqgh&%e small in number each
‘jyear, though often new series make 51gn1f1cant 1nroads in broadcast schedules

. on o . . . -
y

. f .
£
- . .- _;' /1
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and encourage series' soin—offs of similar content treatment oOr production
techniques. -Several analyEes_of recent broédcast.years while based on elightly
different series ‘inventories, different distribution patterns, and even dif-
ferent %umbers of members PBS stations; nevertheless, provide useful compara-
tive data for the current year'L situation. Series data from previous years

is reviewed in chronological order. =« 7 o . .

. "
] ..

Broadcast year 1975. A CPB report by Dirr & Spergel, titled A Study

of Public Televfsion's Educational Services, 1975-1976 nptes_the subject matter

14

- : A N , . . " . _
~and grade level distribution ©f instructional programming. PBS data illustrates

A
the limited amount of general children's programmlng and instructiondlly

utilized programmlng distributed through PBS in 1975. . : ‘

. - - -
"
- -

\

Broadcast year 1976. Public Television ,Programming by Category: 1976,

a CPB e\udy by Katzman & Wirt provides data in 1976. Katzman & Wirt's careful

sampling probably make the 1976 study data more valld\estlmates of the

) 1976 situation than Spergel's use of the top 13% of 1nstrUCt10na1 programs

for 1978. ™ o

t ]

Projections and Funding for Series ' B ‘

-

Projections for series imdicate a relatively_&ow number of %ew series
will be available in the coming broadcast year.. éix funding patterns are
currently used to fund nevw series; contract-award funding; consortia

. funding, consortia step funding, lease after production, enhancement fgnding,
and continuation funding. ’

No one interviewed believes there is enough money availeblé'for
children's proqrammlng ‘or even enough money for public telev151on.~ Avail-
able dollars are e1ther concentrated in ESAA- Tv s m1551on regulated programs
or are subiect to seemlngly unprqﬂlctable organizational priorltlee.for broadcast
expenditure. Low total dollar and somewhat unreliable total dollar_availability
are great concerngl T1ed to low dollar avhilable is the reality of production l

output. Even the -best orchestrated consortia-contract funding mlxes
roduce low yearly series' outputs. States @nd other agenc1es~comm1tted to
thlldren [ pnogrammlng often spreadtlnvestments over several budget years to

'%ffect even the current slow rate’ of,productlon. The result is a roller coaster

pattern of dollar infusion which corresponds to peak and low serles production

\

Q
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years. Without sohe k;nd oﬁ ratlonal direction for overall fundlng, even ’/)-

consortia project$ W1th1N agenc1es will begin to “cross and stall" unmerci-,

“» <
fully in each others' fiscal tracks. o = -
) L ) ’ A . N . ) - ) . . ~ -

E] ' . - ' ° : L ‘ - -t ’
R -, 4 } , . ) .
Summary and Analysis K T, . “
; :‘h . - - . S
Distribution. der i

» . . * /- " ‘ .. I ’ ' R .
1. Children's pragrapming is concentraped primarily in instructional
schedules.". & ' ' .
S AN 2 :
u' .7 ~ ) : v

2. Few prodUCers and distribution groups find it pract1ca1 to market A

' pngrams for the general children's schedule. _ L

’
-
4.

3. Within the ITV schedule, elementary audience proérams qrei%asiesi,
¢ ' ’ ‘
to schedule, preschg'l audiences not usually considered, and secon-

. dary audiences very difficult to schedule.

L]

L3

4. Innovative uses or increased access to more flexible transmission

modes\?émaia_an’63t51de possibility to resolve schedullng dif- ’
f'ficulties. ‘

N

' 5. Copyright issues are unclear and need to be resol‘!ﬂ. :

Pl

6. Interconnection botentjals are being propdsed to effect economies

of scale in transmission. ' , (\\ .

Current television series foyr children

p |
1. .A relatively small core of wdely used children's ggrles both e

¢

lnstructlonaL and\general currently exists. ' '

‘.. * ’ ’ .. . ’ T ) . '..

B

2. Wide variations of use patterns occur across the inventory of existing: -

~series. ‘ o oo
: . , ,

3. Most éhildgen's programming is targeted for a primarj—intermedigte . .
age audience. o ' o




®

- . A

4. Two major programs are targeted for preschool children (Misggé;pogers' ’ -

- Neighborhood and Sesgme Street) and are generally broadcaSt outside B -
, instructional hours. = _ : o s
, \ . . ) ) M'. ..' . . . \. . ‘ [
_ e . g . ' ' ' v :
. . 5. Secdndary instruc nal programmlng exlsts in mOdeqFte amounts. It . :
: <

is not clear if low utllliatlon 1s the result of poor qualrty, con:-

tent - need mismatches or schedullng dlfflCUIti/ﬁ

-

s 6. Most'children's programming  is concentrated in a few subject areas.
It is not clear if tﬁls clusterlng reflects true need/demand or

-

) represents chance accumulatlon. . ¢

“ Recent children's series. S _ _ v

~
-

| S 3

¢« 1. Data collection differences made comparison across broadcast years
. It‘, - 9

- difficult. o : . ' L. 2

. ) . .
1_4)- - . . 3 . . .

- B

3

: 2. Not many hew productions acRteve wiéespread use. There are few "bigx

hits" in instructional television. .

3. It appears that current uneven concentratlons of age and content for: ' -

. . \

children's series represent long-standlng condltlons and are not

recent gccurrences. .

Projections and funding for Series. J

-

- . 8 . : .

. 1. Very little children's programming is in production. The existing
inventory for both instryctional and general series is aging faster :

than replacement, revision or extension efforts.combined can
»

match. . ' : : !

.
. , i SN . !
. e M - . w

! 2. Funds for series"are scarce. ' v . .

- ] -

- . .
v
»
. [N -

3. Innovative funding patterns.,may maximize limited dollar resources

. - to a certain extent. .o . i .

. -4, Fiscal realities may cause difficult prioritlz;ng. Some type

)t
. [}

of overalll plan is needed. . . ‘

. .

b




r Implications

J . ’ ; " v o,

M !

. Gener&l chr;g;en S programmi_g. Few seriés are produced or scheduled

L.J,for ch11dren s audiences outside of the 1TV tlme blocRs. Is this an area

( Y

of criticgl peed? What types of prbgrammlng could address this audlence/SChedule
time gap? Where will the impetus for such programmlng come from?

-

Instructlonal preschool programmlngr Mister Rogers' Nelghborhood and :

Sesame Street axe serles w1de1y avallable for at-home viewing by preschool )

audlences. Program 1ength and‘broadcast schedules generally preclude USe -in
i

sztool settings. Does anyone cage? 1f. approprlate material (content and ' .
edule) was more wldely available, would theré¢ be a. demand for it? What

Je, if any, do preschool chlléren get from programming targeted for older

aée groups. ~ D

. . : e

Secondary proaramman. The current small number of utilized

series and schedulrng d1ff1cu1t1es raise many questions. what are the needs

of the secondary age group for both 1nstructlona1 and general programming?

_Should a concerted effort be made‘to tailor or modlfy.current ITv strategles .

‘tp capture and expand the secondary market? Can teachers and even students
prov1de help’ in effectlng slgnlflcant changes at thls 1eve1?

A

~

-
]
;o
™
[}

Uneven age and Content concentratlon of Current serles stock: Should this

xlsalng unevgh concentratlon be explolted and viewed as an asset or should
¥

'future programming plans str1ve to even out 1mba1anceb? How can currlculum

. needs (present and future) be reconc11ede1th existing inventory?

v ~ *

. @ .

Production rate fox new series. The rate reflects fundingpand develop-
ment constraints, not demand. 1Is there a need for 1eadersh§pito energize’
the field and build momentum'ﬁgr progress? How can a series' need/dollar

resource crunch be avoided, coped with, or dealt with rationally? .
’ L

Production/series’ costs. More money is needed. Copyright issues, must .

. - ' v ., '
be resolved. Can a plan be developed to coordinate resources and encourage

copperation in déaling with fiscal issues? Will collective aduocacy for
children's television programming open the mings and purses of those in

positions to help? #

\

. | N

o
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Program Utilization and Needs Assessment:

n - h
- .
s ) .

"The analysggs. of program availability and scheduling has provided an importank
compgnent to this overview qﬁ children's programming. Data on'programs and

schedules are part of the management system in public broadcasting, and conse-

quently they are available in more systematic iorms than information on actual .

P
use in schools Some studies have been conducted on'howateachers use educational
programming, as well as the programming needs«perceived by tegdhq#q and other

£

-_professionals Much of this research is piecemeal, and the nature of the“Btudies

Ry
testifieg to the recenty of terest in nationwide utfaization and the under devel-

oped character of'needs assessment research. In large part, the discussjon of

needs assessment involves describing possible methods and noting insuff1c1enc1es

2
)

in current knowledge.
e
, 5

Studies of Utilization : . /
- \

< .
o ’ . ) “‘ i
- The School TV Utilization Study (SUS) sponsored by CPB assessment of how

&
American teachers use television in their classrooms. The sampling plan fon the

study appears to have been sound and, through pers1stent follow-up efforts,’high

/
response rate were achieved (superintendents-—96 pgrcent, principals-—89‘peqfent,

and teachers--85 percent). Because of its scope and the-quaiitu of its sample,
the study is clearly the landmark in the ‘area of utilization Analyses apparently

are ‘still being conducted and.. w1de1y available summaries have not yet been deve10ped
/ 5§ . . L4
|

The Ontario Educational Communications Authority conducted a study in 1977

of the use of TV in the tlassrdom by Ontario school teachers.

Y,

Whilq_the study was not as ambitious in sampling frame ‘and scope as the SUS pro-'

ject, t holds considerable 1nterest because it enables a virtual replication

. .of some of the findlngs of the American study. ) '

-r

Many public broadcasting outlets, par€\cu1ar1y if they are state network,

-

conduoted some type of annual assessment of their 1TV operations. %The Kentucky

Educational Telev1sion Network (KET) conducts a comprehensiVe school utilization

‘study each year. (Kentucky Educational Television School Utilization Summary -\
Report 1977-78). A

. , ﬂ

LIRS
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<
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It provides considerable datg about the use 6f ITV in Kentdcky; certain

1

highlights complement the utilization studies-just revieyed.
. _ <’

Needs Assessment ‘ .

There would appear to be good log1c inga process whlch m1ght identify -areas
of. need for children's programming prior to ‘the déVelopment of plans for spec1f1c

programs. ,Needs assessment coudd aid both fund1ng agenc1es and producers in = - °

setting pr10r1t1es for their efforts. In practlce, formal needs assessments have

(A,
been conducted only for ITV programmlng, in. part because a constituency’for such

rl

programming (i.e. teachers, ‘and educatlonal adm1n1strators) is clear. In the

"

case of general children's programmlng, however, the concept of needs assessment

in less developed, &nd most procedures tend to be ad hoc._ js part of the planninq

. stage of a new program, an analysis of needs is 'likely to be done. An important

- tr
purpose of such &nalysis of needs is often to help secure funding for the program.

R .
.
r

Y
)

P - . o L e o
~" Forms of needs assessment. Expert analysis and review, the most common form

: of needs assessment, involves drawing upon the knowledge -and analytic skills of

experts. When asked how a need for a' type of program was determ1ned a ‘common
. " . . .

response followed these lines. We're professldnals in this area (education,

children's programmingi, and we're in contact with other professionals in the

field." Indeed, initial assestment of needs probably occurs most often in the

format of professionals within and between organizations discussing children's

prggramming. Particularly for schbol audience programming, needs assessment has

1

. taken the form of systematic sutveys. Teachers, Currlculum sp6C1allstS and

principals.have been included in surveys. A dlfferent focus upon determining
needs for programmlng uses students as the startlng point. Their current
‘abilities, 1nformat10n level, or 11fe problems .can Be descr1bed, and needs
formulated on the basis of this type of status report. '
_ - . |

An impiicit part of every assessment of the need for new programming
involves reviewing current offerings and relating them to scheduling.. what
gaps do there appear to be? wn&&lage groups or substantiVe topics are missing?
Usually th1s process is an informal, even if a thoughtful exercise. McKelvey

at AIT has attempted to relate available programs to potential demand in a

more formal manner. It is an approach to developing a quantitative estimate

(




!

‘of - needs for programs at each grade level and in each subject by matching the °
number of aypailable ITV program units w1th_the amount’of time reasonable to |
allocate“to ITV. Certain qualitative 3pdgments remain in the model, for example,
estimating the amount of time reasonable to allocate to ITV Likewise, the quality'
of the available programs themselves,should have a. role. & The approach does, seem
to advance’ the level of understanding of needs assessment by e;pliCitLy introduCing ‘

an estimate of potentiyl demand for ITV at each grade level and subject.

. . ' " | ‘ ' 2 \

z Recent findings about needs. After reviewing these different forms of needs
as

ssessment, it is rather disappointing td‘report that there is no general body.of

findings about needs .for children's prOgramming Most of the needs assessment * o

© .activities that have been found have tended to be informal, or local,:or Iinked

to the development of specific programs. A few studies have attempted phras1ng \

b J

the qtdétion of needs broadly enough for the objectives of this pﬁﬁgect
(SR
Margaret Vilkarﬁfal submitted a report to CPB's office of'Educational

Activities dated August 1978 entitled K 12 Curriculum Needs Assessments, and

R
Public Broadcasting In tMis project, public broadcasting organizations and

educational authorities were contacted and queried about studies which they

may have conducted concerning curriculum needs that could be serwved by instruc-
tional broadcasting. Nine usable studies were identified and compared. In a
follow-up survey, the list of needs tdentified by aggregating the nine studies

was evaluated by 13 contact persons’ in ,the educational and.broadéasting organ-
izations:._:,’,’i Y s , / - . , . .
[ - , | «
, R . )

Villarreal's report merits reading by -those interested in curriculum needs

assessment for public broadcasting because of its_ lonely status in attempting to
draw broad gauge conclUsions:' However, it'may be more important for its methodo-
logical points than for its substantive findings. It was ®ound difficult to mean-
ingfully summarize varied local studies which had often been conducted in non-
comparable ways. Almost any manner of aggregating the findings could have been

open to some criticism because of different ways in which thencurriculum subjects

has been measured across studies.. -

The 1978 ITV Co-Op Curriculum Survey was conducted among ITV Directors in

the U.S. Can\\a Trust Territories, and Foreign Countries A total of 107 re-z
-_
[]{J:Bponses were received from the mail survey (with a 31 percent response rate). .,

-4

ull Toxt Provided by ERIC . . IH
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The purpose of the Stu?f was to suggest priorlties for children S programming.

(8

The Ontario Educationa Communications Authority gonducdkts surveys of teachers to

. ¢
determine curriculum needs and factors affecting use of educational programming.

In 1978 the results of three of these Ascertainment Studies were reported, studies

-

of English, Mathématics, "and Science. N

.
‘o - Y e e - -
.

In November 1978, the office of'EducationalJActivities conducted a mail surVey r

. of Program Managers and ITV. Directors to assess their perception of areas of need f“

L ]

for cnildren's programming.' The results of this survey are going to receive
. -

further analysis in the form'of a CPB internal'feportn .-Overall, the study exem-

. ! - . F3 " A - 3 N
plifies how a type of needs assessment can be carried out on a national level. It's
fihdirgs are perhaps most interesting in how they ‘converge with similar studies

conducted by Villarreal and the ITV Co-Op. ' " J . ‘ ¥ . -
“ ' J - ‘
Opinions . on needs. During the course of assembling studies, pany 1ndiv1dua1s

-B

were 1nforma11y interviewed about the process of needs assessmentlpnd current needs -
in children's programming Some of the points made in conversation raise issues

k.4
mentioned nowhere else. Accordlngly, some opinions about areas of need are

presented{to:represent the flavor of 1nd1v1iga1 opinions.
¥ ) e ’ ’ !

: , .

1. Mylti-cultural or bi-lingual programming should not be tardeted

only for minorities but rather designed to appeal to a general audience.

.
-

o 5 t.

2. Training for teachers in the use'of broadcast materials is needed.

J— f'~

3. Programping is needed in government at *the secondary level and :in

deography at the primary level. v - T LT
) - ‘ ' . }
4. Primary programm;ng é?iﬁeededi there is a giot of programs in grades
4-8. - . ‘
5. Programming for teenagers'is needeo, specifically program to be viewed «
; at nome. . . o o R '

N - - ' -¢
A .

Potential haiards of needs assessment " Needs -assessment should not be a.

barrier “to good idea$. Mgome good products create needs, and conducting needs

aasessment may lead to priorities which could stlfle novel programming.

°

. Q. 3
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.The time frame for needs assessment*w1ll be 2 continual problem. ~Surveys typicaiﬁi'A

!

111um1nate people's experience of the recent past, where as neells assessment must

be prospective. P1ann1ng, research and product ﬁ;on a new series probably requlres

~

a minimum of two Qears, and the series may take a few years to ‘catch on and .acquire

Lack of experience on'the part of tegchers; decision—makers,'fr

aydiences may be reflected in fow endorgement of a type of program as a need.

an audience.’

Symply because few programs with .given objectives have been préduced in the past,

eeds for such programminglmight not be perceiVed.: ‘ Y ' .
I ‘. ) ,.‘\ ’ 3
Summary and Analysis

. ~ A a -
1.° The attitudes of teachers ‘towards classroom television can be char-
\5- .
acterized as predominately positive or neutral, but not negative. /

&,
>
]

‘ |4
" 2. Most teachers have used instructional television, apd approx1mately v
-

30 percent use it regularly. Elementary school teachers uke 1t far

more than secondary teachers Elementary teachers primarily'hse
offFalr broadcasts, wh11e teachers of older students ‘often use V1deotape;
. . . * . s k
3. Primary hindrances to" the use of ITV as percejved by teachers relate w
to program availability, scheduling and information, and equipment
. aVailability. Program availahil&ty was also judged to be an important

'facilitator by many teachers. . -
. 4

¢

4. Findings frbm the School TV Utilization St&hy’have considerable interest
40 professionals in children's-programming. They are awaiting the final

.reports on this set of studies conducted by CPB. hd .

1 &

L]

~ ‘'

5., On-going; formal needs assessment in the area of children's programming

appears-not to exist at the national level.
6. Some organizations d9_condUct needs assessments .of various sorts, e.g.
AIT, state education agencies, PBS outlets, and the ITV Co-Op, but

the results_of these efforts do.not appear to be very helpful to CPB

Much needs

in identifying priorities for children's programming.

assessSment im linked to specific progtams. -




‘ . ) ’ - ) Fa l « -
7. Different models exist for needs assessment including expert analysis,
) conducting sﬁrveys, assessments of student needSy matching program

availability with potent1a1 demand, and probably others. A comprehensivé

assessmentumay draw upon several of these models.

8. From the Villarreal review of regional needs assessments, and from
the*&TV_Co-Op-survey, t appears that percelved needs may be greatest
in the areas_of-basie i&}lls. The procedural differences in the orig-
inal studies, and the reiatively global approach t identifying needs
in the original questionnaires, mean that these cgiclusions snoulq -8

only be viewed as suggestive.

9, Formal needs .assessment may involve hazards associated with stifling
N ~creative ideas, rapid obsolescence of information for prediction pur-
poses, and the difficulty of measuring unrecognized needs. .

Implications

-
-~

Monitoring results. 4rhe-resu1ts of these studies appear to.pe of considerable
1nterest to professionals in chlldren s programming. Reports for both the researcher
and non-researcher mlght be useful. Seemlngly, this 1nformatlon could serve an’
lmportant publlc relations function for educators and broadcasters. The studies

would also impa®t CPB's dellberatlons about new chlldren s programming. _ N
& : . M

(%
s
°

Completing thé SUS studies. The SUS was "a massive one-shot studyf, Should

smaller scale utilization studies with more-rapid turn-around be conducted on a

A .
ré&gular basis? The OECA utilization studies provide a model for such less costly,’
. . L4

:ongoing efforts.

v .

,

Assessing needs for children's programming. V111arrea1 has recommended that

Al

a methodology be-develoRed for national needs assessment for educat10na1 programmlng

Survey instruments, and other procedures,~might be usable on a regional ba31s as

<

well as nationally.

’ l' . " _ ) ' . ’ '. ’ 2.1'4‘

-
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/. . Evaluation and Audience Research

Children and television, has'been‘an active research area in the 1970s. The

research has been characterlzed by 3 number of d1fferent focal points; ‘for
example, television and v1olence, advertising d1rected towards children, the

- magnitude of v1ew1ng by children, evaluatlons of\purp051ve programglng, etc. -
Much of this research is outside the 'scope of the current progect, for reasons
of time and resourqES, if no other. Certaln topics are central, to CPB's plan-*
nlng in the area of ch11dren S programm‘pg, however, and w111 be examlned under' E
the rubrlcs of evaluation research and audlence ‘researcht. - Uz -

-

Evaluation Research . oot
3 |
" Different types of research related to chr}dren S programming were

:wssed 1n}aJpaper by M1e1ke t1tled Dec1slon—0r1ented Research in Sﬂool
e

I v1s1dn - Poligy Brief for the Agency in Instructional Television® ” The
14

¥

dlstlnctlons drawn between backgroupd research formative Qbsearch summatlve'. ' ;

e .
.,reseafch”and policy research appear to be a useful framework ' . \ T -~
; . . v " :

- S

Backgtound resebrch. ’ BackgrOund research is used to aid planning at 1ts.

ear11esh stages.' Before productlon is begun, beESre objectives and aud1ences Toom o
‘are f1na112ed information should, be agg\mbled which will help plannets make Covne v
decisions. The presknt paper is desjgned to serve part of thls background re-

search function.

-
.

éackground research would appear to'be:one of CPB's primary }nformational
opportunities. Local outlets, producers of children's programmino, and most ‘
other constituents in the arena of public broadcastkiing have more'parochial
interests than CPB. Joint sponsorship of the School TV:Utilization Study is
an example of denerating information about the functioping andlneedg'of'ITV.
Slmllarly, audience research, whether it 1s§yes from CPB or PBS prov1des an
'1mportant 1nformatlon base for members of the public broadcasting community. T
Needs assessment, particularly if it is a continuing process, is a major
form of background research. Fresh data collection may not always be involved.
Organizing information and expert review can be valuable  functions. Various -

approaches to needs assessifient exist .but national level needs assessment in.

children's programming’ appears to lack a sponsor at the present tlme. K .
( ’ - -




//4? carry out most formative research It is unllkely that, CPB. will itself condUct .

]

Forma tisg.reseaxch. Th1s prov1cﬁs feedba.ck to t'he ‘productlon staff, , D e

enabling them to modif§ aniélmprove the prodUCt before the f1na1 productldn T

decisions have beenwmade ormative research is typlcally 11nked no.a spec1f1c ' o

v . .

program.' Not surpr1s1ngly, organlzatlons which are 1nvoIvedV1n program productron o

e

“much formatlve research,,however, its commitment to“formatlve research should
1]

be clear. As producers\llke CTW; "OECA, AIT ‘or other's generate f1nd1ngs,.1; mlght
be useful for CPB‘tqQ sponsor (or urge NSF ot USOE “to sponsor) occas1ona1 reviews . gﬁbg

> or attempts at synthesis. Most formatlve research is thhly speciflc to prQ-
grams and procedures, yet it would appear to be a useful sc1ent1fnc ’ .
enterpryse to attempt to make formatlve researcbwmore cumulatlve. o L

- ' . ¢ LT L .
Sumpativg researoH7 Summative reseagch looks at effects. Has the~program . o

or series achleved 1ts ob]ectlves7 Those who fund programming are often the . ..

S

prlmary consumers of summative research. Slnce CPB has-a fhndlﬂg role, 1t has

4 : - k]

periodically been -involved in summative'research activities.: Summatlve‘research

. .

reports appéar;to be more rdgdlly available for general chlldren s programmlng S LA
than for-ITV pingrams./ 1TV prograyélmay Bé somewhat s1mp1er to evaluate, and s

summét1ve*act1v1t1es may be procedurally more like formative research because

both can be conaucted in, classrooms with capt1ve studepts. Whatever the reason, °

- .,

few 1TV programs have highly visible summatlye evaluatlons like Sesame Street.

summatlve/researth on children's programmlng, like format1ve research, o
has tended to be hlghly program-speclflc. In the longer run, it would' be" _ ,’ i;
desirable 1f a body of knowledge about program effects could.be constructed., . ."':'Jw
The research literature may still be too young to. 1ead to satisfactory genera]q:rt R

Zatlons, but CPB mlght con91der over the long term, \be benefits of attemptlnéb

to.organlze this research. s

e

> v .
. . . . e

1 L

Poljicy research. A fourth research functlo# des information for . .

hdecisiohﬁmaking about policy, Examples of reSeArc %f this sort might be
au&ience research, utilization studles, needs asséssment, reviews of psychological
or soc1al actors in viewing ¢ act1v1t1es which are anangous to backgroﬁnd re-
séarch. ile"background research serves plannlng_for speclflc programs, pollcy

research obyiously.isiaimed at broader quéstrghs. The data base for both




i ' ) . - \ ' Y. : _ _ - . .

').c . . ' .'.l - ‘. Y4 . LI . ]
’ types of research ‘might be the same, but the e&néumerS'of the information may

N

"y differ.. Because CcPB more ‘than most ‘other organizations ha€ interestg of national
scope, it tends to be involved in- policy reseaJch )

] - .

. ] } . -

i ‘é?Audience Research . } L | . , ' ;

4

N ' i IV .' c ! .
The reach of children’s programming has been the subject o& study both for
1TV and {or general children S programming on public stations When the research
_addresses the ITV audience, data are usually collected through survqx&hg

A
: teachers and the studies’ are labeled utiliZatiQn studies.
(O C " . 6

) 1) . . ) -
’ ' i'; . - .
%
. . N;elsen measurement when the audiénce. for ganeral programming is studied,

:l~ ‘the research is usually Anot always) conducted in hohseholds “This fact
;..introduces a few advantages and many progﬂems An audienqe research mé!ﬂbnism,
" ls already in place, furnished by the A. C. Nielsen Coe., which has great visibility
“nd commercial acceptance. For studying the audience for public broadcastang
'.' and for children S programming, however, Nielse: data has certain drawbacks

Even with all these limitations for understanding the public broadcaSting

oy

aud}ence,'and speCifically the children s audience,.\ielsen measurement prov1des

N “?ﬂf(n1g01ng, comprehensive source of data Setting up a duplicate system is likely
o -tp be prohibitively expensive Researchers of public broadcasting audiences '

may need to supplement and clarify Nielsen data with their. own custom research. -,

. Chang&pg size of the ciiidren's audience Children are not yet a vanishing

pecies, but\ih~£his decade their numbers have been gradually declining A
T~ more dramatic trend has been the increase in household fogmation Audience data

-often based upon Y households and with an increase ‘in such households ‘coupled
. r
- with a decrease in the number of children, children's programming will-have to.

ron’ hard to‘stay even in terms of audiepce share Cﬁgarly, discuSSion of

.

audiences\and expectations‘about the audience size for new childrEn s programming

fshould be put in the context of these age tr)Qgs

LN 4

‘ v N - v A
Children s TV yiewership, Preschpol children (ages2-5).are heavy viewers

~

-of teleVision, watching about 27 and one-half hours per week chiIdyen 6-li
average :34 -and one- half hours, aﬁd teepagers about 22 hours~per week. Not
surprisgngly preschool childkem are relatively heavy viewers during the
weekday. Preschool, elementafy and ‘high school children view more televisioﬂ

N during the 4: 30 7:30 time period than other ‘aundience groﬁ.lpe For all groups

‘' R
4,
, ' '

_.*-: . . :. . 4 ] \ ’

u
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. \v' Ll . .
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of children through age 17; the greatest amount of teleVision viewing occurs ’
Jduring prime time (8-11 PM Monday to Saturday and 7-l{\fM Sunday) Data is frOm '

~

Nielsen: 1978. - ' -

A ¢ , - s ,
:”;f(\,f ' CommerCial networks, when they program for children, arrange their schedules
' with ‘data of this sort’ in mind Public broadcasting likewise tends to reflect
RV these Viewing patterns in its schedule by placimq much‘gj its children s program-
ming in the after school hours., In prime time when children do their greatest
viewing, they must COmpebe with adults for programs both on commercial and

public teleViSion.

'

Audience for Sesame Street and Eleétric Company Sesame Street and The

i

ElectrTc Comgaéy, Both produced by the Children’ s TeleViSion wOrkshop, have been

the most popular children's programs broadcast on PTV. Sesame Street is now

N
. in its ninth year; The Electric’ Company, which started a year later, is no longer

‘utider produation, but is in its second year of presenting repeat shows. 1In
., - 1] b . . - ] \
1978 CTW .commissioned a series of studies to explore audience size arld dynamf%s

primarily of Sesame Stfeet,lbut some information about -The Electric Company has

1

also’ beéen collected. . . « '.‘- .L
\ . . -~ . <o
: ' OECA anaiyses of the children's audience ‘Two papers written by members s

.of the Regearch and Planning Division of the Ontario Educatienal Communications
- Authority use audience data to. suggest additional opportunities for general
children's progrémming on PTV,. OECA audience research, as well a;baudience data
on PBS, could be used to identify scheduling opportunities for children S pro-
" . grams. These opportunities suggested by OECA research, i.e., more £amily-directed
‘proqramming during early prime time-, Sunday morning children's programming, and
. a noticeable gap in the téen audience, might be starting points if expanding
, | the schedule’ for children is considered. - - o
P ; 1 S . a]

.- Studies of childrén's viewing of rypes of programs while commercial net-

works and advertisers who market to children presumably have ‘considerable infor~ ™\
‘bmation on interests and VieWing patterns of children, only:two recent reports =
" were uncovered that are public sector documents. Research on the types of
programs which children like to6 view and de view is useful background'for‘planners,
4

and producers who are involved in public television children's pragramming . One -

- of the studies was conducted by CTW as ‘vrmative research for the new SCience

v w L

)

3k , Program which is Jander developm'ent the’ other study dealt tha children g -audience
t . ; ' .4 [ ] ‘.

EIKTC for news’programming. ‘ T S »'_- 8 "o : *

. o .
r ’ £ 3 N4 Lo -




Summary and Analysis .

1. The role of CPB in,evéluation research primarily in background, sum-
, \\' mative, and policy research. Formative research is cowducted principally .

by prodﬁcers.

N L
] . L ”

2. Some children's progxamming, e.g., Sesame Street’and The Electric Company,

) ‘ - has been shown to bé'SuCCeSqul in reaching iargg numbers of children
. ?[ of all groups and achieving educational objectives. Comprehensive,
. O 3 . .
o o summative evaluations of ITV programs are hard to locate. N
" 3. The sizefof the potential children's audience is gradually decreasing. ©L

3

N
. . \ , ~ . . \- .
4. Nlelsen data, the primary source of information on audiences,is not:; .,
k fully satisfactory for, ublic children's programmlng.,xThls source of
. . data is 1nsuff1c1ent for elaborate analysis and ‘the diary data may be

somewhat biased. N - . v '

5. Children and households with children are a disproportionately large

v
: Acomponent of the audiénce,for-;Lblic_broadcasting.- Canadian data,
”» however, sugéest that teens hay be under-repfesented in the PTV Y
audience; _ o :
- . A . ]
. 6. Children from preschool ag\\through teens view TV heavily in the early
evening.’ Canadlan data suggest that Sunday mornlng can be a time
. A pekiod for large children's audiences on PTV.
" | . ’
Implications for Research . 2
* . . ' o

In the couyrse of this selective review of evaluatlon and audience
research, certain gaps in knowledge or method have been }dentifled. CPB or other
organizaéions might address, or continue to address, the folldﬁ?ng research
isdues. o ' 2 ® "
. R ’ ’ . ’ N ’ g -
4. _Formative rssearch on children‘s programming is highly specific by
’ inteqt. However, occasional reviews of formative research findings. !

N or procedures might set thé groundwork for more cumulative knowledge.




»
-~

2. Summative research on children's-programming might also profit from .~

.v - ~
>

attempts at synthesis. ~ :

o fid L 'y

; .
3. Alternatives or suppleﬁents to Nielsen audiénce data appear to be
needed for better understanding the PTV' audience. ‘c™W's finding

that diaries éppear to underestimate childrep's viewLng deserves

[y R s,

analysis or replication.m3 _
. -

-

. T e -"\-‘.
e .‘ /\
Constituent Concerns ,

v The role-tha§ concerned constituents play in formulating_policy on
children's television ané.implenenting decisions and findings is et once
difficult to describe and'eESy to underestimate. Single constituent groups
may have concerns for children's television that are- secondary to their'orgeni- '

, zation's main purposes. Individual constituents nay raise prickly issues or
pursue an abrasive course of action. Some constituente may specialize in
philosophy and ethical concerns while others flex with pride their financial
muscles. Yet, collectively these constituents exert great influence on the
shape and character of children's television programming They are truly the

A ~

"kitchen cab1net))of children s telev1sion.

Parents . ) -
» ) .

For a variety of reasons parents are becoming an'increasingly aroused :
and v6cai'group concerned_with children's television. While parents'’ rights
of responsibility for the developmental erperienées of their children have
always been accepted, only within tpe laSt'five years or so have individual

. angd groups of parente‘feit the strong need %8 persistently ,sppak-out about
tnat ubiduitoueq home-fixture of'television.._Through popular press.
attention to television's role in children's development, publicized concerns
. of the schools regarding telévision’s eff;Et on 1earn1ng, and probably close
observation of their own children's viewing habitp and the content of
. adbilable program parents have become more sensitized to television. >
.. "\Individual parents now speak out about their concerns,.seek out others who

are concern&d, and organize to increase their power and resources.




Ideas and activities of several’parent-based or groups are described; .
Attion for ChJ%Sren s Television (ACT), Family Communications Institute (FCI),
National Congress‘of Parents and Teachers (PTA), and yarious parent guides.
Parental concerns regarding children and television are expressed ‘at both the
1nd1v1dua1 and group levels. Parents are an alerted constituency, growing
rapidly in the numbers and sophistication necessary to impact the television
community. Those attempting to establisﬁigolicy in any areas related to children
and telev1sion can expect scrutiny, input, and evaluation from parents and

v

parent-based groups.

Educational Interest Groups

. 4

For,instructionai television, -teachers are surrogate consumers; for it is
the teacher who controls the entry of”the television orogram int¥ the class- . #
room. As managers of rhe classroom learning environment, teachers must select |
television programming appropriate for their curriculum objectives, orchestrate
throuéﬁ equipment and broadcast schedules studenfs' viewing and must prov1de
instructional integration for the program content. Much mord con51stentiy
than parents jin the home setting, teachérs can act as. arbitors of. children's
telev1s1on viewing. . Many teacher organizations have collected information
from members regarding instructional telev1sion issues. In addition many pro-

fessional organizations in response to membership initiatives have focused
g P P

efforts ‘at the nationa)] and local level on specific television concerns.
- Y -~

»

qucatlonal interest groups represented in the report are Association
for Educational Communications and Technology (ABCT? "Association for Super-
ViSiOl”] and Curric‘lum Development (ASCD), International ITV Co-op (ITV Co-op),
Joint Council on Educational Technology (JCET), National Association of
Educainnal Broadcasters (NAEB), National Councﬁrcﬁfﬁbachers of English.

(NCTE) , and the National Education Assqgiation (NEA).




N .

"Educational interest groups do not evidence a single ‘focus of concern
regarding childrfn s telev1sion,programming. Rather,'depending on theit mem-=
bers' positions in their respective educational hierarchies, various organi-

zations can be expécte55to promote varying levels of issues and concerns.

Organizations of teachers have very immediate utilization.COncerns and pragmatic

information needs. Organlzatlons of media specialists or broadcast.

. ”»
28 ) spec1alists can be expected to emphasize more technical or conceptual concerns.
b ‘ . ~ ‘. |
Profﬁésionals in Other Fields ‘

.

Professionals in many areas frequently focus interest and energy on
children and their welfare. In many fields professionals have exprissed
strong concerns regarding children and television, often bringirg considerable\
:expertlse to bear on issues and act1v1t1es. It is this particular “element of
professional skill\er expertise on special topics whlch differentiates various
professional constituencies from parents and the general public. o

. - ° ' ' . ‘

- N B I

v

Researchers in academla and government have contribute to a rapidly"

growing 11terature on telev151on [ influences on children's behaV1or, cognitive"

, development, and socializatlon patterns. The members of the American Library
Association . (ALA), the American Medical Association (AMA), and the Children's :fn
Theater Association sponsor onrgoiné membership activity in the area of children's

television programming.

Research flndlngs and organlzational activities of professional groups
clearly contribute to the general body of information about children and
te}evision. Systématic efforts to idemtify, translate, and disseminate this
information are not made . _Beyond'the problem of duplication of effort is the
pdtential of greate® loss when existing expertise is not available for problem’

resolution or creative ihitiatives. in television programming.
. .

'!




J
Special Interest, Public, and Legislative Concerns

L]
Public interesﬁ groups, lobbyists,‘commercial enterprises, governmental

regulatory agencies, and legisgptive groups. have variously expressed in-

terest in and pursued activities on issues relating to’ children and television. -

Often, the concerns of these groups afe slow in maturing, as efforts are
‘characterized by long-term study and sustained preséure and influence on |
targeted-issues. |
Groups discussed in the report axe Federal Communiéafibns Commission“
(FCC), Federal Trade Commission (FTC), National Counc11 on Children and
Television (NCCT), Publlc Interest Satellite Association (PISA), public
Service Satellite Consortium (PSSC), and the Television Informatlon Office
(TIO) General Information on congressionaL'busines& and legisletiye activities

P 4

is presented.

The range of concerns and activities among constituents'in_this group -
is great. Most individual groups are either firmly committed to particular

activities or missions or subject to influences and opinion in a manner which
L 4

guarantees continual changes of policy and objectives.

\. . ¢ - -
Implications : ' >

Parents. Parent groups are an aleifed, influen}ial-surrogaté consumer

group for children's television programming. In what ways can parents' con-
cerns and activities be mobilized to support ‘expansion and upgrading of public
broadcast programming for children? what strategies are most effective and
feasxble for parents to use for guiding at-home viewing? what' special

service can or will parents require from public television in order to extend

the impact of television:

-

. - N v
-

Sy
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_Bducational 1nterests. Are téachers redally turned off by instructional

tehvusioﬁ? The issue demands to be resolved before further 1nit1atives are ' »
made to support or expand instructiondl programming. Various educationall/

interest groups cap. become extremely influential advocates for: children's

broadcast programming. Teache?b need to be the ones to demand money for .“A,
instructional programming and equipment if legislators are going to serleusly"
c0ns£9er increased‘fundi%g. How can advocacy groups be best organized to

multiply 1mpact? Astute ident1ficat10n and encouragement of organ12at1on-

specific interests and strengths will maxlmize cooperation and m1nimlze'

unproductive alliances. - : .

& . €

pProfessional in other fields. Generally responsive to current trends

and.movements within their speclalty areas, professional in fields other than
educationh and broadcastlng make significant contributions in areas related

to children's te;evi51on programming. How hest ‘can such expertise'Le identified
and utilized by those within the mainstream of public broadcasting for

children? .
.

Special interest, public and legislative concerns. Legislation will-
always form & backdrop for public broadcasting efforts for children. - How can.
legislative initiatives be "“tracked" and monitored? }n what ways can

the public broadcast community realistically contribute to a’eupportive

-

legislative climate for children's teleéision programming e //,
Régulation is a reality. Monitaring of regulatory initiatives and e

activities is a must. Again, the broadcast communfly'must remain alert and

contribute whenever possible to regulatory activities by various agencies. X,
) + ’ PR P
4 . C e
. ¢ €
Funding for children's television programmipg can be Ancreased in amount e TR
. ’ ¥

or perhaps freed somewhat from current 'mission” restrictions. In what ways .

~ can special. interest groups affect tke funding situations? Are there viablg‘

’

.alteﬂnatlves for fundlng lylng untapped amongst the members of this colleig on.ﬁ

!

;of groups?

- ' "‘ « ) *
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? ‘.Asymmégx_gngBConclusions
! T . .' . . | ) -1‘1'
* The scope and snbstnnce of this report cleanly reflects the complé&itj- -
of the status of childr'lls television programming within the public b:oad— Y

casting system. Summary, analysis, and implication sections highlight. the
findings onseach of the major topics covered in the report; children and tele-
vision- context analysis, currcnt "Programs for children, necds assessment @and —
utilization studies, evaluation and audience research, and constituert goncerns.
The summarized findings.of Hhis-sECfidn are dcrived from the topic-specific sup-
‘maries of previcus sections. At this point it is helpful to recognize that
these summative conclusions are stated in general terms,'subsuming the detail and
topic specificity of the previous chapter summaries. v v

"ln summarizing findings across topics, several recurrent themes and related
concerns emergel -Three general categories of conclusions will be used to sum-
marize report findings;hinformatiOn.needs, status of children's television series,

. \ ) .

and issues. S ' _ o

V4 .
Information Needs ’ v -

‘o

Several critical needs for_information-related to children's television series -

" were found to exist.

1. Developmental data on children of various ages needs to be availa e

for prod\‘:ers and broadcasters. Basic developmental information needs to

be selectéd and formatted to match needs and use patterns of the television
community. While consideration of children's develdpmental‘tharacteristics
undoubtedly figures infall current work, an easily accessible, systematically
organized resource could contribﬁte'greatly to program planning.and broad-
cast - scheduling Creation of television profiles is a synthesis and trénsla—
tion activity that will make universally available to the children's' t€le-

vision c0mmun1ty critical information from other disciplines.

..
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4 .

Much cffort i expcnded in designing”and producing television series

" fo ildren. . Formative evaluation is increasingly utilized to predict
. or 1mprove proqram appeal Audience measures are widely quoted as indices:

. of program success. Yet"what actually occurs whon children view a ”

program; the ecological context of V1ewing is generally ignored. The
proposed telev1sion viewing patterns for home andmschool settings would
prov1de thlS ‘missing information.’ The who, how, and where of tele- -
vigion: v1ew1ng both logically and empirically affects the ultimate market

. -~

place aqgeptance of ‘new series. S o . oo
As long:as program definitions and labels ignore the child's responses

to a particular program, assessyents of program content will be Very ‘one-
sided (adult-oriented) Hq' children process information from television
programs .dramatically’ affects ‘the audience impact any program or series -
will have. Basig'ra.Earch onschrldren s-information coding needs to be

be reviewed summarized and made available ‘to the televisjon community.
Progrems need to be de51gned ind evaluated im terms of child viewer

potentrag for 1nformation proce551ng

Less clearly differentiated in specific detail throughout the-report is
the need for information on production and treatment variables. Message
de51gn, camera techniques, and act#on sequende patterns are a few of the
mqny areas where existing knowledge and skill gged to be aggregated

and reported. Information on inno‘ative, experimental, and audiénce-
\

proven production techniques needs to be easily and quickly available.

>

Copyright information needs arise in two areas,'interpreQation and

duniformity of availability.- Effort needs to be invested to clarify

the law for broadcast situations. In addition, clearances for
children's programs could be negotiated according to séme general
: ’

guidelines so that mismatches of needs anfl use are minimized.

Are teachers really turned off by instructienal television? - The

question demands to be answered definitively before furgher .initiatives

4]

\

are madz;to support or expand instrugtional programming. Information

should collected or summarized on teacher training (preservice and




~

fnservice) for media use, teac:\r.attitudes toward'mcdia, teacher'i 4

awareness of medla availability, and perhaps most critical, informa- o

tion on how media is actually used in the. classroom (instruct10na1

integration). Utilization studies provide important, highly relevant ‘
'data;but utilization of television by teachers is only Eﬂé way to

P ¢

answay the questions surrounding acceptance of instructional telévision

R\, - ]
-y Q~: . as* a teaching tool.
5 7. ‘Needs assassment data’ for both general and insiructional Pprogramming

_ for childgen is currently limited either in guality or in scope of appli-
" cability. While questions remain regarding the most effective strategles
\\(or needs assessment, the need for such 1nformation by the televislon

community_is clear.

‘8. Formative research on children's te1evis10n programming is highly
specific By intent. Reviews of formative research procedures and
findings could lay the ‘ground work for more prec1s1on in the app11ca-
tion of formative research tc production, and more,w1despread usg;wﬁ :

formative evaluation techniques. .

«
!

i
9. ﬁlelSen audlence data 1s, alone, 1nsuqf1cient to understand the PTV% "

audience, particularly the children's aud1ence. Planners and policy

1
makens must have more accurate, comprehensive audlence data for children s

N

peﬂ!blsion programmlng. . fa

Status of Children's Television Series

Ser1es inventory and scheduling analysis, needs assessment ‘reviews, and
evaluation data contributed to identifying a number of Specific points related to

the current statui of series for children available ‘on. public television.

\
™

n

!
1. Most programming for children is labelled instructional and intended -

for in-school viewing, with ITV consuming major portions of station broad—
cast schedules; -however, a few general categories of children s program-

o ming account for most of the PBS carriage hours. Children's programming
o “ ‘ ’ ~
ERIC R 4 - . .
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is presently Charaétérized b!-an-imbalanbe.betﬁeen'{hshructional B

Ty

(in-school) and generalf(at-hqme):programs.
A relatively - small numbey. . of programs achieve_"success" by any -
criteria. The "big hits" of children's programmlng may have
some critical features in commonf'one reature possibly being

careful formative research. : t

The current ‘stock of chlldren ‘s television sef&es is charac- y
terrzed by aneven age and content concentratlod% .@onsiderable |
‘evidence and preva111ng opinion suggest tth ex1st1ng uneven . . -
concentratlon is not de51rab1e, yet the existing concentrations
aré compatible with usage data. Should imbalance in series'
stock be evened out. by future programmlng? How can curriculum .
needs (ﬁrbsent and future) and,general chlldren s programming needs o
be reconcaled with the existing stock? | ' .-

" N -

The secondary audience for both lnstructlonal and general pro-

\

gramming is underserved by - currént broadcast schedules and '#& R

Py

acceptable series' stocks. The preschool audience is well serV1ced '

" by current general audlence programming, but not serviced at all

by instructional programming: Do these two audience segments
require special initiatjves for new progfagmming? ‘

(
Broadcast scheduling. 51tuat10ns vary markedly for the four ma)or o
children's audience segments; preschool,elementary,junior hlgh.and
secondary. To a certain extent, series' needs, current series’' stock,
and serres' subjects are critically tied to the realitiesﬁbt scheduliﬁé‘

for eaqh'audience subgroup. Scheduling of instructional programs.for

each age group presents unigue problems. General program schedulihg
coneentrated now in the after-school hours may-.miss much of the children's
audience. _Is the present scheduling pattern-for children's.programming'
rqhdefault use of undesired adult audience air-time? 1Is there a need for

,ﬁ;"children s block" within the early hours of adult prime time?

Y B . '.}’q ‘ ' r




N Equlpment and dlstrabution options. directly impact progr&mming for

-

6. 'The production rate,for new‘series is low. The rate reflects funding

N

‘and production constraints s not demand.

o ' . ’ ' PR ']
children.. Availabllity and condition of equipment is definitely a

factpr in prodrammlng use.: 'Video cassettes, cable telev151on, ITFS,

- and satelilte 1nteroonnect impacts on ch;ldren s programmxng potentials
4
need to be pursued .
‘ ’
° 8. Utilization data, other than broadcast schedules for programs., is
just” beginning to become widely available., Regular, large scale
surxeys have not been done, so trend analyses are not possible.
Issues , . . R
. ‘ ) ) . + ‘
A number of concerns have emerged from various sources regardlng 1ssues
that affect future dlrectlons for chlldren s publlc telev1slon programmlng

-

1. Funding of programs is a major, if not oVerriding, concqrn_for the

future.
'Y . N . R * ’-

2. ' The future status of instructional programming for children is not- .
certain. Current concentrations of 1nstructlona1 series in brqadcast
schedules and series' inventory do hot necessarlly guarantee future fundlng

or production initiatives. A
. ) y &

i ' ' . Ty - -

3. The future status of general programming for children is not certain.

There appearg to be some actiV1ty and growing sens1tiv1ty to needs for non-
instructlonal programmlng for ch;ldren.

4. Demographic data indicates that even though the nuiber of households with
TV's is going up, the number of chfldren is going downl PBS has attracted
households with-children as a, maJor viewing audlence.- Census declines
may affect PBS audience demographics unless concerted efforts are made to

keep even or increase children's services. - _ Y

I ' . - -
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"Program rescarch ha raiscd tuo reLatcd points.“ First. a numbe: of

summative/studies do ov1de\ev1dcnce that telovis}on prpgf&mming can’

can be used to achie e‘edpcational obgectives._ Second. formative .
research is accepted as a powerful tool to imprdve‘program'quality

d RETR . ".Qzﬂ,:
Various constituent.groups can,becq'e,e#tremely'influential adyocateslfor‘
children s broadcast programming. -How-can advocacy-groqps'be best :
organized to multiply impact? Astute 1dentif1cation ‘and encouragement

of organization~spec1f1c 1nterestseand strengths will maximize coopera-'5

tion and minimize unproductive all;ances.

N . . o~
’e .. . ST
, .

3 - ' ”‘s and Options for CPB Actio

[

° Based upon the report findings and concluSiOns, a number of possibilities

for CPB action can Qe described. All alternatives and options should be cOn-;j,r

sidcred as suggestions for 'areas in which CPB decision making and policy

' activ1ties could'be directed.
l.

2.

-

. t

A clearinghouse function in which, CPB. systemaﬁi;:lly collects, edits,

and distributes 1nformation concerning new seri®s, money sources; ., .

and production activities. A periodic hWtcr might serve this

purpose. . _ )
« s
A dissemination function in which CPB regularly issues summaries and N

reports of ongoing research in other fields that-bear on children's
television_programming. Many program people’ need access to this

diverse body of information generated by researchers in other fields

« ¢

- . . P |
in order to make informed dec1510n8 and plans. Areas'such as communica-

tion, .education, psychology, and media could be regularlyvreviewed

]
»and reported on to the children's television community. Demographic {
and audlenpe reports are also of prime interest. A quarterly research

review or bi-monthly informatiOn abstracts could serve this purpose.

s
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ngo:tgg pohcy research ,o0, children s programmmg is still@dnothbr area o ,
) o be con51dered for expanded CPB activitieg Regular surveys, follow- /;l ¥

up, studies, and analysis of utilization could be important field service,_
3 - ¢
) activities for CPB. . R o ‘ ) _

. A L 8 i . i ® . \
-4, CPB ig. in a pivotal pdsition to organize field efforts at’ peeds assess--
'nient.; proyiding design expertise, response leverhige, and stahjlity.
¢ - - .

. Yo regular data collection efforts.

q ° - . . i o ) - ol \
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R 5. ‘CPB may choaose to target funds for f,orma_tive progxam research to improve .-

o

" the iike_lihood_ of production\é' usability and consumer appeal., .

.

~ .

- . . - . Y ‘ -

Y - ‘.o | 3 . - - »
.

“
3

6. - CPB may choose wponsor reviews of formative research stra¢egies that

' w111 1nérease field sophistication in 1ncorp0rating reseaféh into program

" o

- o', decision making. K o e . . -
+ o ST ) . ‘ o -,
: 7. CPP may prévide a rescarch and design service .available as a resource
. for all CPB furided scries. " - s '<'
a - ) . . * e . \. ' . :” “' . . b (
. ’ ’ » i o ' - ‘“ t
. LY : k -

~ E - B Public relations, not lobbying, for ch(ldren s programming efforts
+  ‘lies w1th1n ‘CPB's .arena of p0551b1e activities. Persom® out51de the
o television community need to be sensitized and involved in programm.lng
" Q" -imtiatives. Since public stations depend hecavily on audience
| A b contributions CPB efforts ta energize that audience ahd promote

v-
visibiliaty and~$upport for children's programnung are v1tal +. CPB can .

orien d umnessés, and children s advocates.

o ' .
v AVl v 4
. 9. CPB mayf choose to become the national foca1 lent for 1nstructiona1
/ .
P telcvi's’tSﬁ:capitalizing on its ca/tralized p051tion and accrued
- . . in€duenge to {#ster visibility and momentum fqr the, JTV field.
B~ .. , - 3 v . T, " f'. - - Y
- . . o e - 4 )

R - o &, l'\h.-" ’
10. CPvmay chopse to beco e the national foc‘al po'int for gi—neral children s

PR

_‘ telev1sion programming initiating momentuxmand encouraging activity in

Ky -
»

- all sectors of the broadcast community. .

‘ . - | o ' ) " . ’ { | . : . . i )
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11. Anticipgﬁted dha‘nge‘n child audience dcmographics raise the posdi-

+ ° bility of changes in PBS program feeds for children. PBS feed of ip- A
o school programnung may be one positive response to contm\ung service
to children through public televismn.‘CPB could explore the advantages
. . and disadtrantages of supporting such a PBS effort. ‘

’,

prov1d1ng fundmg and coordmation in a number of specific proposals

for series' development; but stopping short of instructional programnung'

Lg
-

leadesship.

13. CPB mdy decide tao empha51ze general ch11dren s television programmmg

_”4

through funding of specific proposals for series' development but stop-

. ping short of dgeneral children's programming leadership.
- . "

- . \
14, CPB may deci{e to fund a mix‘r of proposals "for specific series for both

instructional and general children's audiences.

@«

, w - 3 . el . " '\‘ . N D
g An anulysis of current instructiopal scries and needs using the l;}(c'lvey

~ model would provide an inyallu.able' data base for planning future spries -

o
L

v rdistribution.
] ’ A

~

CPB < jgl,e't;arget; a specific’'age group and fund a range of senes of

— )all types for that groups,'xreatlng an age- spec1f1c children's series

o - ¢ . : -
blcik - ) *} S ¢ ' .
A . . . A ) B

)
. 17.% CPB may choose to. ‘mqﬁ a sqries revision - revival effort to maintain
. \ .
ex),&ting stock and usable series. « ..
18. | CPBcnay choose to sprehd series’ initiative and support by rbtatlng
s funds on-a yearly basis through a priority listing of subject

4

eeds for instryctlonal or general audiences or both. .

[ ' : ’ P

.7

<

Y . [ A _‘.
19. CPB may choose to concentrate funds on a very few new series (in- .
» structional, general or both), or seed many seriés with small, spot

grants. . o .

12 CPB may decide to,.emphasize instﬁuctional programming for children by “\

16": oh w

»




21.

3

CPB may choose to support efforts to éqarch out, obtain, and adapt

international programming as a meaﬁs'of‘exp8nding program stock.

» . ’

CPB may adopt gcneral policy directives regarding relative mixes of
initiating, continuing, and revision funding for programs each year.

A choice needs to be made about where to place dollar.sqpport;for

-
3

programs.

4

. .

22. »CPB may choose to examine funding patterns different from the tradi-

23.

24.

_tional start-to-finish proposal awards. Block grants, open stipends,
enhancement, production, ‘or flexible funding matches are ‘some possi-
bilities.,

CPB may choose to sponsor working} issue-oriented conferences on fund-

ing plans and priorities for children's programming.
\

»

1

CPH may decide to gencrate specific policy statements describing -
public television's commitment to service children as a specialized
audicnce. CPB may choose to become children's.advocaté within the

public broadcast community.

A

40




