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- Dirksen Senate Office ﬁuilding, Senator Vance Hart

}i)residilég. .
* . Presont : Senators Hartke, Curtis, Bennett,and Hansen.

ROLE OF PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS IN PUBLIC
BROADCASTING

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 0, 1074

U.S. SeNATE,
SusgommrTrep ON FounbaTions .
or THE CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
_ Washington, D.C.
The subcommittes met, pursuant to recess, at 9:40 a.m., in room 2221,
ko (chairman
of the subcommittee) :

Senator HHartke. The committee will pleagse come to order.,

- Today we beqin 2 days of hearings into the involvement of founda-
tions with public broadcasting. This is also the first in a series of
hearings which will enable this subcommitteg to examine the substance
of foundation activities.

Private philanthropy has been a part of American society since colo-
nial days, and private foundations have been one unique means of ac-
complishing that philanthropy. This subcommittes has held several
hearings into the impact of tax laws on private foundations. We have
heard many foundations su%gest that our tax law impedes their work.

At the last hearing of this subcgmmittes in June, Commissioner
Donald Alexander of the Internal Revenue Service testified that IRS
had compiled very little information,to enable Congress to determine
just what the impact of the major changes visited upon private foun-
dations by the Tax Reform Act of 1969 has been, I subsequently asked
him and his staff to prepare a list of the information which this sub-
committee would need before we made any recommendations for
changes in the 1969 law. ,

I am pleased to be able to announce today that Commissioner

" Alexander has informed me that much of the information we had

requested will be supplied to this subcommittee by the end of the
month, and that many significant changes in the Service’s accumula-
tion of information about foundations and other exempt organizations
are being made or are in the planning stage.* This close cooperation
between Congress and the Internal Revenue Service will enable much
better scrutiny of exempt organizations.

In the coming wecks and months, I intend to make recommenda-
tions for changes in the tax laws affecting private foundations and
other exempt organizations. Those recommendations will be based
upon the need for the public to be assured that the money held by
foundations is used for the public benefit and the need for foundations
to have enough latitude to be innovative and creative.

*8ce p. 148,
(1)
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I have also asked Commissioner Alexander to make recommenda-
tions for changes in the law which relates to those exempt organiza-
tions seeking support from the public. The recent articles in the
Washington Post and articles which have appeared in other publi-
cations have brought to light possible abuses df the tax exemption
privilege on the part of orgamizations which are not subject to the
samo stringent requirements ag private foundations,

Our hearing today will examine one of the most dynamic initintives
of foundations in recent years—the initiation of a public broadeasting
system in this country, We have invited a group of expert witnesses
who can give this subcommittee insight into the role of foundations
in the evolution of public broadeasting, the role which they are
playing today, and the role which they may continue to play in
tho future, !

As a member of the Senate Subcommittee on Communications, 1
have been an active supporter and promoter of public broadcasting.
I have seén it evolve from a mere handful of stations to several hun-
dred; from a vehicle for educational instruction to one which also
rovides cultural enrichment, news, and cntertainment, Now, with
egislation pending before Congress which provides for the long-range
financing of public broadcasting, we ave on the verge of another
breakthrough. When that legislation becomes law, public broadcasting
will be able to expand to its full potential; at least we hope so. It
will be able {o reach more American homes and provide those it
reaches with better service.

Tho fact the legislation commits the Federal Government to major
expenditures for public broadcasting will not lessen the need for
non-Iederal funds. IFor every $2.50 in non-Iederal funds, the IFederal
Government will supply $1 of its funds. I want to do everything I
can to assure that the maximum possible amount of non-Iederal funds
is available so that the Federal Government can contribute the maxi-
mum amount authorized by law. And foundations, which have been
so instrumental in getting public broadeasting underway, must con-
tinue to be instrumental in its future, ‘

Do you have a statement, Senator Bennett? e

Senator BExnrerr. No, sir.

[ The press release announcing these heavings follows::]
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FOR TiiEDIATE RELFASE v CO:ITTER O FLIANCY :
August 21, 1374 SUBCO T ITTEE OM FOUMNDATIONS
USITED STATKS SEUATE
- 2227 Dirksen Senate Office Bldg,

- FINAUCE SUBCOITHTTEE ON FOULDATIONS AlNIOUACLS
HEARIIGS O ROLE OF PRIVATE FOUMDATIONS I
PUSLIC PPOANCASTING

Senator Vance Hartle (M., Ind.), Chairman of the
Finance Committee's Subcommittee on Foundations, today
announced that the Subcommittee will hold two days of hearings
next nonth on the role of foundations in public broadcasting.

Senator Hartke stated that thc purnose of the hear-
ings was to deterimine what role fouadations iad in the early
days of public¢ broadcastine, waat rele thew are now playing,
and what role they are likely to play in the ‘uture. "The
Senator noted that this inauiry was marticularly ajsropriate
since the President has recratly provcsed Jeuwislation to aid
in the lonc-range financine of nublic broadcasting,

The hearings will vuke nlace at 7:30 a.n. on
Sentenber 2 and 10 in the Fingnce fommitiez bHearing roon,
fice

Hoon 2277, Dirfsen Scnate Nf Juildine.

Aeguests to Testify,--Senator farthe advised that
witnesses desiring to teéstily Juring this hearing nust make
their reouest to testify to ilichael Stern, Stuff Director,
Cormittee on Finance, 2227 Dirk¥sen Scnate 2O€fice Suildinn,
iashiagtoa, 2.C., not later than Auyust 27, 1274, ‘litnesses
will be notified as socon as nossivle after tais cutoff date
as to when tiey are schedulod to asnear. Once tie vwitness

ot has been advised of the date of his adncarance, it will not

e be vossible for this date to bz changed, [If for some reason
the witness is unable to appear on the date scheduled, he may
file a written statement for the record of the hcaring in lieu
of a versonal anpcarance, :

g
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Consolidated Testinon¥.-- Senator 'lartie also stated
that the Subcormmittee urges all witnesses who have a common
position or with the sane general interest to consolidate
their testinon¥ and designate a single spokesman to gresent
thelr comron viewpoint orally to the Su comnittee, his
procedure will enable the Subcommittee to receive a wider
expression of views than it might otherwise obtain. Senator
Hartke urged very strongly that all witnesses exert a maxinum
effort, taking into account the limited advance notice, to
consolidate and coordinate their statements.

. Leaislative Reoreanization Act.-- In this resnect, he
observed that the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as
amended, requires all witnesses appearing before the Committees
of Congress 'to file in advance written statements of their

.groposed testinony, and to limit their oral presentations to

rief sumrmaries of their argument.’ .

» Senator ilartke stated that in light of this statute and
in view of the large number of witnesses who desire to appear
before the Subcommittee in the limited time available for the
hearing, all witnesses who are scheduled to testify must comply
with the Tollowing rules:

(1) A copy of the statement nust be filed by the
close of business on Friday, Septenber 6. .

(2) All witnesses must include with their written
statenent a_summary of the nrincinal noints 1n-
cluded in the statenent.

(3) The written statements must be typed on letter-size
paper (not lecgal size) and at least 50 copies nust
be submitted before the boginning of the Learingo

(4) VYitnesses are not to read their written statements
to the Subcommittee, but are to confine thelr ten:
minute oral presentations to a sunmary of the
noints included in the, statement.

(5) ifot more than ten minutes will be allowed for the
oral summary. ‘'litnesses 'ino fail to comnly with
these rules will forfeit thelr nrivilease to testifY,

Uritten Statements.-- ‘Jitnesses who arc not scheduled for

oral presentation, and otaers who desire to present their views to.
the Subcommittee, are urged to prepare a written statement for

_submission and inclusion in the printed record of the hearings.

These written statements should be subnitted to ‘iichael Stern,
Staff Director, Committee on Finaace, Room 2227, Dirksen Senate
Office 3uilding not later than Sentenber 30, 1974, )

P.R. #34

Senator HarTES, Our first witness this morning will be Mr. William
Harley and Dr. Frederick Breitenfeld representing the National
‘Association of Educational Broadcasters. Gentlemen, we are prepared
to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM HARLEY AND FREDERICK BREITEN-
FELD, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATIONAL BROADCASTERS

Mr. Harcey. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committes, my

~name is William Harley and I am president of the NAEB. My mission
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largely is to introduce Dr. Breitenfeld, but I would like to take a -
‘moment to say something about the association,

It was founded 50 years ago as the National Society of Professionals

" in Public and Educational Telecommunications. Its 8,000 individual
“members are committed to the development and expansion of commu-

nication technology to meet educational, social, and cultural needs.

This year is the 50th anniversary of-our association, and it will have
its convention in Las Vegas to celebrate that birthday. At that time it
will present the Distinguished Service Award to the Iord Foundation,
Although-this award is traditionally conferred upon an individual,
NAEB concluded that this was an appropriate time to recognize an.
important and significant institutional contribution, that of the foun-
dations in general and of the Ford IFoundation in particular.,

We feel our principal reason for acknowledging the role of a foun-

“dation in public broadcasting will interest this committee, and to make
that predentation it is m% pleasure to introduce Dr. Frederick Breiten-
‘feld who is director of t

e Maryland Center for Public Broadcastin

and a member of NAEB for several years and has gerved in severa
capacities on our board of directors and is currently the vice presi-
dent of our Committee on Awards and Citations, the committee that

‘recommended the Ford Foundation for this honor. ~—

Dr. BreitenrFep, Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

This is a time when ‘the possi’bilit of long-range Federal assistance,
and the scheduled withdrawal of the Ford Foundation from regular
sup&:ort of public broadcasting, make it important to emphagize the
need for continuing participation by this country’s private founda-
tions, I submit three suggestions concerning foundations and public
broadcasting. : 4 -

The first role of the foundation is to participate in protecting thé
integrity of public broadcasting as an institution. Repeatedly, those
commissions, agencies, and task forces which have made recommenda-
tions concerning the funding of public broadcasting have insisted that
diversity of sources be a basic principle of any funding program, The
freedom of public broadcasting depends upon its ability to derive sup-
port from any corporate, public, and private institutions. An impor-
tant component of this support has been the national and local founda-
tions. ' '

The second and longest point about foundation support is the na-
ture of what it has accomplished and will accomplish. Its principal
su{)port has enabled creative producers and educators to develop lo-
cal, State, or national programing services that would not otherwise
have been undertaken. Several stations have indicated that foundation
support has enabled them to try something out, to take a chance on an
interesting idea., McGeorge Bundy put this well when he described
several years ago the reason for the Ford Foundation’s decision to
finance on an experimental basis, a national interconnection for public
television stations. He said that the grant was being made in order to
show what itis possible to do when national programing services are
not restricted to the distribution and exchange of tape recordings,

-~ That is one strength of foundation'sup(f)ort-: To show what it is gos
sible to do. Thus, the foundations provide what in business would be
called risk capital, giving an option to people in public broadcasting
who have imaginative but untried ideas.
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But foundations also provide general support for the enterprise of
ublic broadcasting and specific grants in areas where the educational
Intorest of the foundation and the interest and the resources of public
broadcasting coincide. Thus, a foundation in Pittsburgh is contribut-

ing to the support of public affairs programing on WQED in that city;
“afo

undation in Rochester enables \WXXI to provide sign-news for the

- deaf viewers; a foundation in Philadelphia will make it possible to

—

prepare a series on French impressionist art; and the Air Safety Foun.

. ‘dation has supported the production of Aviation WWeather—a program

service I'am pleased to say, with a twitch of provincialism, originates
at the Maryland center and is carried by 170 Y!!bllc telovision stations
across the country, along with a number of other programs that I will

be glad to discuss at great length.

foundation money also contributes to general support of a station;
it is frequently unrestricted, and enables the station to undortake its
regular programing objectives more effectively. In at least one in-
stance a foundation recently provided the basic support necessary for
a television station to initiate and operate an FM radio service.

Foundation support was fundamental to public broadcasting’s past
growth because the system has lacked an orderly means or overall
plan for sccuring basic income. Its funding history was governed by
one condition, and that one negative: It is noncommerciaﬁ

The realistic possibility-of -Federal long-range funding forecasts a
stability that could only be partly achieved in the past through-foun-

dation ‘aid. At several critical phases, only the presence of founda- - .

tions, in partiqular the Ford Foundation, made it possible to sustain
the development of today’s public broadcasting system. Now it is time
to examine the role that foundations can appropriately play in the
future. We believe that role will continue to be essential and critical.

Public broadcasting has accomplished very difficult tasks with very
limited resources; its progress has been aided by Government support
but retarded by political anxicty ; its technical state is at best modest
and in need of substantial improvement and development; its ability
to study community problems and needs in order to make decisions
about program services, is just now becoming sophisticated and needs
to become more widespread; its management and governing struc-
tures need to be improved and refined in order to develop and ad-
minister the policies that are needed for public broadcasting to grow
and to serve; its professional Eersonncl need opportunities to further
their training and improve their skills. I am sure these conditions
are undoubtegly not news to any of you,

In other words, the public broadcasting system is by no means com-
plete. As we mark the first 50 years of this enterprise we see not only
the current state of the art, but what it can become.

There is room for much greater sophistication in programing ; there
is a nced to embrace cable technology, satellite systems, video and
audio cassettes as parts of our service potential. No one I know is very
comfortable with the idea that public broadcasting should merely be
the noncommercial counterpart of our commercial system, It must
become much more than that—a public instrumental’i'ty whose mis-
sion is to use communication technology to advance and enrich the
abilities, insights, experiences, and aspirations of the American public.
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Tho role of foundations in helping to fulfill this mission during our
first 50 years is a matter of record and these hearings will help to

document that record I am sure. )
Tho third and final point is that there is every reason to conclude

that foundations will need to play a vital role in the future develop-

ment of public telecommunication services. It will, in faet, be im-
{:o'rtant to tho success of securing funds adcﬁunm to match what has
cen projected as tho Federal contribution. But this continuing rela-

~ tionship will bo im%)orttmt not only to the a¢tivity we now call public

broadeasting. It will be important as well to the ability of the founda-
tions themselves to carry out their own missions in cducation, the
humanities and the arts, special services for the handicapped, pro-
grams in science, medicine, and community development.

" Our recognition of the Ford Foundation as thig year's recipient of

‘the NALEB’s Distinguished Service Award is fully justified on the

basis of its sigmificant record in public broadeasting. But. it must also
bo seen as a call for new partnerships between foundations and publie

- broadeasting—to helE the system grow in importance, social value,
|

and capacity for public service, and to help foundations carry out

-their missions 'more effectively. As the regular sources of sn‘)por‘t for

public broadeasting become more stable, it is these partnerships that
will yield the leadership for innovation and development for the fu-
ture. We must dispel t.‘)\c myth that increased Federal funding in-
creases the need for increasing and sturdy foundation support.

In summary these are the points we wish to emphasize :

One, foundations are important to public broadcasting beeause
they represent a financial component that helps to meet the need for
diverso sources of support.

Two, foundations have provided the funds with which to undertake

‘new program services and to experiment with untried techhiques.

Three, foundations will continue to be fundamental to the growth
of public telecommunication services because they will be a source
of income to match proposed Federal support and because they can
facilitate a partnership which results in innovation and development.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Harrke. All vight. Thank vou, gentlemen.

Let mie ask a question which I think has concerned me since the
very first time in the Commerce Committee in the hearings for the
Fublic broadeasting authorization. Is it possible with the present
inancial operation to really continue public broadecasting in a fashion
which you have outlined in your statement ? Is it possible financially?

Dr. BrerrEnrerd. You mean with the amount of dollars or the
current sources?

Senator Harrke. Well, the FFederal Government is going to partic-
ipato only to the extent that there is private participation.

Dr. BRErTENFELD. Yes, sir. '

‘Senator Harrke. The Ford Foundation has indicated that they
intend to withdraw what is a major contributing factor at the present
time. With that situation developing, the factor that this big founda-
tion is withdrawing, is there any reason to anticipate that we are going
to seo that vacuum filled ¢

Dr. BrerreNreLD. Yes, sir. y

.

1
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Senator Harrkg. And from what source? I mean, is this one of those
items which you are trying to hang from a star, or is there concrete
evidence that there is going to be that participation from foundations{

Dr. Brerrenrewn, I would like to comment on my understanding
of the current funding. Out of the $250 million that>we now have an-
nually going into public broadcasting, more than half comes from tax
sources. This is not to say Federal money, And when you said Federal
dollars are planned for public brondcasting as a match to private

~dollars, it is my understanding it will be a match for non-Federal
‘dollars, which include, as in Maryland, a sturdy $1.5 million a yecar
“of tax dollars that come from Maryland'’s citizens. In community sta-
tions, that is stations owned by nonpublic entities, a lot of money comes
from school systems, public and private colleges, business and indus-

~ tries, and entities other than private foundations.

However, across the country, I have found public brondcasting

" remains a local phenomenon. Therefore, as the Federal dollar provides

a nationwide stability, I am utterly confident that the local support
through a variety of sources will continue and expand.

Senator HarTke. Yes. All right, but will the participation by the.
foundations as a result of the Ford withdrawal, and with the new
formula’ which has been put forth, will that make any difference in
the contributions of other foundations? Have you had any indica-
tion whatsoever that it is going to be maybe an asset, maybe it is an

- asset that the Ford Foundation moves out, and maybe it is a

liability. Maybe it has no effect whatsoever. But, do you have any
indication, any concrete information which would be helpful to this
committee at this time to indicate that the foundations intend to
fill the vacuum, not fill the vacuum, or to remain in a status quo at
their participation level ? ,

Dr. Brerrenrrrd, Mr. Chairman, I have a lot of soft answers with
which I will not burden you. I have no hard evidence. I can simply
offer a good degree of solid faith.

Senator HarTkE. Solid faith{ . . i

Dr. Brerrenrrwp. Yes, Sir.

Senator HartkEe. You will find out very few stations will go ahead
and continue on solid faith. _

Dr. BrerrenreLp. I have faith the foundations will continue.

Mr. Harnry. And naturally the foundations appearing before you
will be the best ones to answer this. I have alrcady seen some indi-
cation that as the Ford Foundation has begun to diminish its amount
of support for broadeasting that other foundations are beginning to
move in this area. The Markle Foundation has already given a con-
siderable amount, and in conversations with the Lilly Foundation I
find that they are intending to move into the area of mediassupport.
And I think a number of other foundations, who in the kind of gen-
eral understanding that the Ford Foundation has usurped that area
of philanthropy, and did not move in that area at the time, will now
be willing to support public broadcasting to a much greater degree.

Senator Harrke, You see, quite frequently I find that all of the
attention is devoted to public broadcasting as to whether or not they
are involved in political controversy or not, and yet anyone who
follows the history of public broadcasting knows very little of the
total package of public broadcasting concerns itself with that type
of controversy, :

Al
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On the otlror side of the coin, I would hope that the mere fact that
that does arise that we would not sce a diminution of the participation
of foundations simply because of the fact that there may be contro-
versial issues which are dealt with in pnblic broadeasting which fre-
quently donot find any outlet in the commercial field.

Mr. Hareey, We fervently echo your hope.

Senator Hagrke. Senator Bennett <

Senator BexNerT. No questions. ‘

Senator Harvke. All right, Thank you, gentlemen.

‘The noxt witness is Henry Loomis, who is the president of the Corpo-

ration for Public Broadcasting. Good morning, sir.

STATEMENT OF HENRY LOOMIS, PRESIDENT, CORPORATION FOR
'~ PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Mr. Loosus. Good morning, Mr, Chairman, As you know, Dr. Kil-
lian had hoped to be able to participate in these hearings as chairman -
of the board of the Corporation for Public Broadeasting and also, of
course, as the chnirman of the Carnegie Commission which set up
public broadeasting, but he could not be here, as you know, e did pre-
are a statement, and I would like to emphasize that he prepared it;
it was not prepared by the staff. Tf you wish, I will read it, or I will
put it in the record—whatever you wish,

Senator Harvge. I understood that we would place it in the record
for him. :

Mr. Looyis, All right: fine, Thank you, sir.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I welcome this
opportunity to appear at these hearings. As president of the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting, I represent a field which has been sub-
stantially nurtured, supported, and sustained by foundation funds,
As such, I am as concerned as you are about the general question of
the contribution of foundations to the public benefit and the specific
question of the effect of the Tax Reform Act of 1969 upon this con-
tributory role.

The very creation of the corporation which I represent was first
suggested by a comunission set up by a private foundation. In 1067,
the Carncgie Commission, under the auspices of the Carnegie Cur'l)..
reconnnended that a nonprofit, nongovernmental corporation be estah-
lished, with the power *to receive and disburse governmental and
private funds in order to extend and improve pulﬁic television pro-
graming,” a mandate extended by Congress to include public radio
when it authorized CPB in the Public Broudeasting Act of 1967.

So. with Carnegie as catalyst and Congress as actualizer. CPIB3
- formally came into being in 1968, just a year before the Tax Reform
Act whose broad implications for foundations you are considering
today. CPPB was given the overall objective of promoting and helping
finance the development of public radio and television in the United
States, with the word “public™ indieating that the broadeasting system
factlitated by CPB must le responsive to those needs of the American
public which are not satistied by commerveial networks, This is the
premise npon which publie broadeasting was founded. Tt is a premise
understood, surpm'tml, and promulgated by private foundations, espe-

cially the Ford Foundation.
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For as carly as 1051, the Ford Foundntion helped establish a tele-
vision-radio workshop to produce innovative educational telovision
and radio programs and to make agreements with commercial hroad-
custers for their national distribution by networks and individual
stations. In 1932, a vear hofore the fonnding of the first educational
tetevision station—-KUHT in Houston, Tex.-~the foundation created,
with a grant of more than $1 million, the National Educational Tele- -
vision mud Ruddio Center, which later became NET. Overall, from fiscal
veans 1951 throngh 1973, the Ford Foundation contributed moro than
3265 mtllion to public television and radio projects, « sum which testi-
tics in itself to the contribution of one foundation to the public benefit.

As a pioncer in what was in the 1950 “educational” broadeast g,
the Ford Foundation sffove to develnp a nationwide broadcasting
service, offering progmms of usefulnes~ and significance to the puble,
@ontinuing its purticipation through the ast fiscal year, the Ford
Foundation, indireetly through lmxhwlimu -unit or station geants, sup-

Y o oy 5 RAIRYY P 1" wigr
ported stich progruus ag The Advocates.” “Firing Line)” “Wall
Street Week,” and “Bill Moyers’ Journal” contributed to a study on
information sy stems, and nn&vrwmt(\ “tunc-in’ advertisements for the
Publie Broadcasting Service.

Through their visibility in the broudeasting field, the Ford Founda-
tion and other proneering foundutions stimulated other sources to offer
sup’purt. For example, the John and Mary R, Markle Foundation
underwrote such projects—and these are not irclusive——as a plannin
study for a national television program on health, research on Spanish
langnage television wudiences, funding for a center for research on
chiidren’s television, and support of u National Association of Fduca-
tionnl Broadcasters oftice nmnilmrity affairs. And the Rockefeller
Foundation contributed to such projects—again not inclusive—as
experiments in television to create new centors at cooperating universi-
tics and a plan to initiate television town meetings—*"Choices for *76.”

As Mr. Breitenfeld, the previous witness, stated, this was risk
capital, and I think his was a good description.

n the last 5 years, in what might seem to you like a rolleall, such
(pri\'uto foundations as the Alcoa -Foundation, Astor Foundation,
‘arnegie Corp., Concordia College Foundation, General Service Foun-
dation, Grant Foundation, Harris Foundation, Hill Family Founda-
tion, Historic Sites Foundation, Andrew W. Mellon Foundation,
Rockefeller Brothers Fund. and Sears Roebuck Foundation have given
grants to the corporation, for Federal matching purposes and to
assist. other public broadeasting units throughout the United States.
I want to again stress that that long list was just to the corporation.
Many other foundations gave to the stations directly,

Aﬁ of these represent foundntion activity at the nationa! lovel,
which tends to have greater visility than the loeal. But there is also
fervent foundation activity at the fatter level.! According to figures
compiled by CPB, foundations contributed to the, public hroadcast-
ing system $25,117,465 in fiscal year 1972 and $20,181,233 in fiscal year
1073, with many of the grants from local and regional foundations
to public brondeasting unita in their own communit fes.

For example, the San Franciseo Foundation gave n grant for local
tolovision programs stressing the positive aspects of the Chinese cul-
ture and language. The Hartford Foundation for Public Giving, in
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Canneeticnt, supported public television coverage of the 1974 sussion
of the State’s general arsembly, The Sachem Fund underwrote Black
Hornizons, a Pittsburpgh based nunonity atlairs public television pro-
pram. And the Wieboldt Foundation of 1llinois funded a pubhe tele-
vision werivs 1n Cliucs go for Latin Amencans

I'd Liko to oite two examples in greater depth . those of WGBH in
Boton and KC'F m Kanwas City, Mo David Ives of WGBH,
Boston, will testify at thize hearing~about the support of the WGBH
Fducationa! Faundation by loacal foundations; 1ts establishiment with
the paimary help of 8 $430,000 grant from the Lincoln and Therces
Filene Foundation, s annual operating mants of 3175000 a year
{rom the Lowell Institute, and s equipment granta from such local
organizations as The Permanent Chanity, the Godfrey I Hyana Trust,
and the Spauldmg-Potter Chantable Trust. ,

But no station representative will speak here about KCPT, Kansas
Citv, Mo, which 18 typical of vo many stations across the Nation.
It fias recenved RP0.000 10 the Jast few vears from member trusts
of the Kanrms City Anwociation of Trusts and Foundationn, a ¢om-
bine whieh has, m durge part, enabled KCPT to make the transition
from a school district to o community station, so that it has evolved
to Community Service Broadeasting of Mid-America, inc,

Such mvolvement on the part of national and local foundations,
and the quantitative and qualitative growth in pubhic broadcasting
which it \ms apurred, has attructed new and divetso sources of in-.
come, such as Stato and local govornments, tho Fedora! Government,
umdividoal contributors—-including corporations-~and station auction
participants,

Foundations provided seed grants and innovated in new and untried
fields, and attiacted others to help nurture the svstem.

The faer that they helped draw other soutves 1 nnportant, since a
dommant -ource of funds would be dangerons to the system, 1n terms
of potential o yealized imftuence, pressure, or control, It cannot be
ermphaszed enongh that diversty of mncome sourves means strength
for public broadeasning And T would again hke to emphasize, Mr.
Chateman, that the foundations net result has been not only to them-
selves capport progeams, but to match funds from others and, there.
fore, ~tunubate a moch wider cupport of this activity and other
activities

At other times, bofore other congresional asubeommittees, T have
dizcised at lenpth the importanee of diversatied and insulated fund-
mye to the public broadeasting sy<tem of this Natwon For, if CPR s
to fulfill a mandates, one of whieh 15 o assure the masimum freedom
of the noncommercial educational television o padio broadeast systems
and local «tations from mtecference with or control of program
content o1 other acthivities, it degone- Nianesal ~tabahity and
mdependence

I want 1o stpew that the foundations winch have given grants to
CPR over the vesrs have been coprazant of CPRs mandates, includ-
g the one requanng foedom from anterference or contiml. While
fund- from mdivaidaal foundations hiave Iven used by production units
ar loval stations ta anderwrite speaific pmograms-- for example, grants
from the Ford Foundation, for “The Advocates™ the Sears Rocbuck
Foundation, “Mistemgers' Neighbarhood 7 the Mellon Foundation, a
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documentary on & Russian art nxhibiti and the John and Mary R.
Markle Foundation “Behind the Lines’—their use has been marked
by an absence of attempu:i Ly foundations, to hamper the freedom
of the units, the itations, an Cf’B.
.M atep:amnco herp today. to speak about foundations is quite
tunely, because CPB’s relationships with foundations has entered
a new stage. The Ford Foundation is greatly reducing its support of
public broadcasting over the next few years. In line with this redue-
tion, it is helping to establish a new system, called a station 's)rogmm
cooperative, which has been created by local stations throusshout the
country with tho strong support of éI’B. ‘This system pormits the
urchase of national programs by local public television stations, in
ine with the policies of further station imdopendence and decentral-
ized decisonmaking, thereby reducing the danger of dominance from
one sourco. To increase the purchasing power of the stations during

=-—=the transition period, Ford and CPB are both providing grants. At

resent, Ford provides $5.5 million to the cooperative, CPB $4.5 mil-
ﬁon, and the stations $3.5 million, with an eventual cooperative goal
of complete support from local ublic stations, with the funds derived
from local sources and/or the corporation’s community service
grants,

Whila noting the Ford Foundation's reduttion, 1 would be remiss
if I did not mention that the Corporation views the Ford withdrawal
a8 an opportunity for other foundations—organizations wWhich may
not have been involved in grants to broadcasting before—to enter
the fields of public radio and television. According to an unwritten
foundation law, foundation A may not enter a ficld dominated by
foundation B; fortunately, the law has not been universal, Nonetheless,
with the shrinking of the Ford presence, opportumty beckons to those
who have shied off. .

Moreover, now that a vigorous, nationwide public system has been
created, with established facihities and programing services, there is
a great need for imnovation and experimentation within the system
itself. It seerns to me that an exploration of resources, in nonbroadcast
as well as broadeast aspects of public vadio and television, would be
an appropriate undertaking for private foundations whose roles are
defined in terms of pubhe t\-uvﬁ!. Even though noubroadeast aspects
may seem g misnomer, 1t refers to activities which are vital to the

~ 7 forward thrust of public broadeasting : the ~etting up of experimental

e

centers, the development of fetlowslnp progri:ns, the design of audi-
ence-tesearch projects, and the mstitution of traming programs for
women and minorities. And winle broadeast aspects has a fanuliar
ring, and has been the major area of activity for foundations to date,
it represents a ferttle area for exploration i the assessment of old
programs and the development of new ones,

As you know, the Pubhie Broadeasting Finaneing Xet of 1974,
S. 3829, has been approved by the Senate Commerce Committee and
referred to the Approprimtions Comnuttee. | am, of conrse, enthu-
stastye abwout the pussage of that et And, for the purposes of these
hearimgs, ns 1 channel my enthusmsim for the bill to its implications
for foundanion fmn_ltnﬁz‘ I ~ee it as a entalyst for iuvrvuse(& support
of public oadeast:ng by foundations, dae to its provision for mateh-
mg funds For the ball mow vider consideration 1s based on a matching
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provision, under which every dollar increase in non-IFederal support
would add 40 cents to the Federal appropriation, Hence, it would act
as a stimulant to increased foundation support, some of the non-
Federal dollars which establish the matclr.

Even in the short term, there is a matching provision: under Public
Law 93-84, the 2-year authorization for CP3 for fiscal years 1974
and 1975, CPB has been authorized for fiscal year 1975 a totul of $60
million, plus an additional $5 million to match on a dollar-for-dollar
basis through non-Federal contributions.

Therefore, whether in the long range or the short term, CPB is
committed to the development of new funding sources, mainly due
to the matching-fund concept. And it is committed to ee]l)ing such
sources diverse, in order to assure the independence of the public
broadcasting system.

Due to the inclusion of foundations among public broadeasting's
funding sources, the Tax Reform Act of 1969 has an effect on t'ix
system. In terms of what is commonly called the payout section—that
a foundation “must, by the year 1975, distribute 6 percent of the market
value of invested assets or its adjusted net income, whichever is great-
est, to those charitable causes related to the exempt purposes of the
foundation”—public broadeasting is favorably affected. Since it re-
ceives milhions of dollars from private foundations, it receives direct
benefit from such a provision.~ __-

In terms of the section applying an excise tax of 4 percent on a pri-
vate foundation’s net investment imcegme, the Corporation is adversely
affected. For this provision eﬂ'cctivu.&y removes llurge sums of money
from foundation giving, and therefore from the potential incomes of
recipients such as CI’B. Since the provision was designed to cover the
cost of Government auditing and supervising of foundations, it would
scem appropriate to study and evaluate the Government’s costs of
administration to determine whether a moderate downward revision
might be justified. '

ks a representative of public radio and television, as president of the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, and as a citizen who avails
himself of .public broadcast otferings, I am pleased that the subcom-
mitteo is reexamining the Tax Reform Act. 1 thank the chairman and
members of the subcommittee for giving me the opportunity to sketch
ln‘ivuto foundations’ relationship with public broadeasting, with the

wpe that such a sketch illustrates one of the roles which foundations
play in American life today.

‘Thank you, Mi. Chairman,

Senator Harrke, Thank you, Mr. Loomis,

I think in regard to the 4 pereent tax andthe so-called minimum pay-
out provisions, we have instructed the stafl to provide for the commit-
tee members a rather detailed and comprehensive report. And I am
hopeful that that will be available to us by the end of the month, And
as soon as it is available, it would certainly be made available to all
concerned.

1 note with great deal of interest and commend those foundations
which have made a participation of substantial amounts to public
broadeasting. | think that is fine. There appears to me to be though an

40 550 - -T4——2
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unanswered question in your testimony. It is the snme question which
I addressed to the previous witness. Is there any concrete evidence that
the vacuum which is going to be created as far as Iford’s participation
is concerned is going (o be filled by other foundations, or is this merely
oll_m lofetlmse nebulous opportunities which so often is permitted to
shp by

Mur. Loosis. Well, T do have some concrete evidence of a change
between fiseal year 1972 and 1973. We do not. yet have the data for
1974, thought we expect it to continue the trend. The trend has
been that the total amount of foundation giving has decreased from
825 million in 1972 to $20 million in 1973, However, in 1972, of the
25 million, $22.7 was from the Word Foundation, meaning that
only $2.5 in round figures was fruin non-Ford, Foundation. And in
1973, of the %20, million ony $12 million was from the IFord IFounda-
tion, which meant that the non-IFord Foundation foundations had
piven $8 million. So that you have a very significant. percentnge in-
crease and a significant absolute increase from the other foundations.

And while it has not completely balanced the reduction from Ford,
it has gone a long way toward doing so.

Senator ILarrke. What do the preliminary reports from 1974
mdicate?

Mr. Looyis. We do not have them yet. We just have a feeling from
talking to some stations. Tt takes quite a while to gather all the data,
because it is part of a questionnaire of a whole financing setup. So, we
do not have it in just yet. We do not have it just on foundations, but
it is sort of a seat of the pants feeling from tniking to people that that
trend will probably continue. |

Scnator Ilartke, Do you not think that information ought to bo
accumulated before we pass final judgment on the Public Broadeast-
ing Act? '

My, Looyis. Well, we arve trying to accumulate it as rapidly as
we can. One of the reasons for the delay this year has been the pos-
sibility of the passage of the act, which requires the Corporation to
certify to the Congress the absolute amount of non-Ifederal money. We
are going to require n more rigorous accounting method by the stations
in reporting to us. ’

Senator Harrke. Do they not do thaynow at the present time?

Mr. Loowmis. They do it, but it does not have to be quite as rigorous
because we only use it for distribution of money within the system
itself. Under the new legislation it will be used for determining the
amount of the Federal grant. It is particularly diflicult to accurately
account for inkind support when you have a university station which
is giving a building, heat, and light, and so forth to a station. To do
the nceurate cost nccounting as to the value of that support is a time-
consuming thing, which has not been done in the past in a uniform
system.

Senator 1arrke. 1 think that you can grasp from what I have been
saying that T am not as confident as you ave about this type of partici-
pation. And you have here by your own statement a 20-percent de-
crease in foundation participation from the year 1972 to 1973, and
although we ean look upon that 20-percent decrease as being a shifting
of the actual participation from one foundation to more, that is a
rather substantial shift, and if that continues in that same fashion
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with the participation of Ford declining, how can we really look
forward to a viable and dn effective system which is going to be
supported by foundations?

Mr. Looxis. Well, I do not think you would want a system solely
supported by foundations. The previous witness pointed out that
foundation support is itself a minor part. In 1972 it was 10 percent and
in 1973 it was 7.9 percent of the total, so that foundation support is
itself minimal. ‘The total income of public broadcasting went up $20
million from 1972 to 1973. It went from $235 to $254, so the health of
the total system, I think, is pretty good. And, also, we see that the
State and loeal tax sources went up, increasing from 46 percent to
50 pereent. Of even more importance, I think, was that subscriber and
auction support, which is the real individual support, increased from
$17.6 million to $25.4 million. Thete are many people, and Ired
Friendly is among the foremost, who feel that a massive increase in
private support. individual subseriber support. is possible.

Senator Iarrke. Is it preferable?

Mr. Looyis. In many ways it is, yes. ‘

Scnator 1Iartke. In other words, maybe in your opinion should
foundations be phased out of participation in public ln'ondcasting?

Mr, Looyis, f think it is dangerous to have any single source be as
largo a pereentage as the Iford Foundation was, and I think they were
very conscious of this themselves, and bent over backward to not be
controlling. But, it is a very diflicult thing when you are a major
source as they were, I think the idea of having many foundations
contributing to special programs that they are interested in is excellent,
and I think the term that Mr, Breitenfeld used of risk capital is perfect.
Risk capital is exactly what the foundation support is and should be,
ITowever, the support that stations get from individuals is absolutely
unfettered money. 1t is absolutely golden in that sense. It also serves,
in our conversations with the Congress and with foundations and
with other supporters as the best possible measure of effectiveness of
the program, tlmt. individuals fco} that they get something from the
program that is worth their support.

Senator Harrke. Well, let me come back to the question. Is it your
judgment then that foundations should for all practical purposes be
phased entirely out of participation in public broadeasting? Is that
your position ¢

Mr. Looyis, No. No. T think it is important to have as many as possi~,
blo participating. I think it is right to have foundations involved.

Senator Harrks. But do you want to keep them at 10 or 15 percent §

Mr. LooMis. That is about where foundations have been. Unfor-
tunately, 15 percent is higher than they have been. But we would like
to sco as many foundations participating as possible,

Senator I1arrke. If you have a continued diminution of the partic-
ipation dollarwise by the foundations, can public broadeasting be as
cffective asit is at the present time?

Mr. Looys. Only if the slack is taken up by other sources of funds.
I think that the main loss would be the support of the new, untried pro-

ram or research or something of that nature. The risk capital would
sorely missed.

Senator Harrke. Can public broadeasting be as independent as it is
at the present time if the foundations diminish their participation?
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Mv. LooMis. It depends on where the money is replaced from. If the
money is replaced from subscribers, the answer may be yes; they can
be as independent and more so. If it is replaced by IFederal money or
replaced by State money, I think probably the answer is no.

Senator Harrke, Less effective?

Mr. Loomis. Right,

Senator ITarrke. All right now, let me get back again to the question
which I asked originally, and I am having a little bit of a difficult time
getting you to answer. And I can understand that you want to hedge
yourself, but we are dealing here with a rather important matter. and
what T would like to do is ask you very simply whether or not at this
time public broadcasting can be as effective and as ihdependent as it is
at the present time if there is a reduction in foundation participation
without any indication at this moment that there is a corresponding
increase in nongovernmental funds?

Mr, Loomis. I think if the foundation support creased withiout
being replaced, it certainly would reduce the effectiveness of the sys-
tem, primarily by inhibiting: the development of new ideas and new
programs and new procedures.

Senator Harrke. What about the independence? .

Mur. Looyis. I do not think it would inhibit the independence to any
noticeable extent, because I think the system has evolved within itself
n series of checks and balances that would prevent any undue influence
by the Corporation through which the Federal money comes. Each
State station has its own problems which vary from State to State with
the amount of influence that a State legislature; or the Governor’s
offico may try to exert on the local station. But, that is an individual
thing and that varies all over the lot.

Senator Hanrke. Well, is it fair to interpret what you are saying
that you look upon the foundation contribution to be_specifically for
specific programs rather than for general support? o '

Mr. Loomis. I think, yes; I think that is where they can provide the
most unique service, and where by and large they have provided serv-
ice in the past. The foundations usually have supported a station or
the Corporation for a specific purpose. Not always broadcasting. It
has been the training of minorities, for oxamlplo. We have goften
support from foundations for that. We would have done some of it
any\‘vny. Weoe must do it. But, I think the foundations served as a
catalyst.

Sm)l’ator Hanrrxe. We have talked about effectiveness and independ-
ence. Would you explain to the committee what you really mean by
freedom and independence?

Mur, Looyis, Well, I think the old saying is the person who pays
controls the piper, which is a danger that we have to watch, and that
it is dangerous for any undertaking if its sources of funds are dom-
inated by an individual or a single group, or a government source
such as an appropriation. Your best defense against that is to have
as large a diversity in your sources of funds as possible. And I think
we have gone a long way toward that.

Now, in the case of public broadeasting, the Federal support is
only 20 percent. It itself is not a dominant figure. Wo have agreed
with the local licensees of both television and radio where about 50
pereent of the Federal money goes directly to the station in a revenue-
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sharing concept. ‘Therefore, there is only half of that Federal money
where the use 18 determined by the board of the Corporation, and even
that determination is done in close consort and with the agreement
of the associations of radio and television, so there is no arbitrary
one-man or one-group rule. But, I think that the fact that there are
other ‘sources to go to, that if the Corporation does not particularly
like an idea, that there are other sources to go to to get. funds, strength-
ens the system. Or best yet, if a station has its own funds in the form
of memberships, and there are some stations where that runs 30 per-
cent of their budget, that is money which the station itself can control,
and for which it is only responsible to its own board of directors in
the short term. In the long term, it is responsible to its public, as it
should be, because if it makes decisions which by and large the view-
ing public does not like, they will not continue with the contributions
and the station will, therefore, have to either go out of business or
change its form of programing. _

Scenator Harrke., Have you any evidence that there has been such
interference with the independence of public broadcasting?

Mr. Loomis. No; I have not. In fact, as I have mentioned in my
testimony, the foundations and especiaﬁy the Ford Ifoundation, but
also all foundations, were ver{ conscious of the potentidl danger and,
therefore, went to great lengths so that there could not be any possi-
bility of either actual control or the appearance of control. And the
Corporation is equally conscious of this and was e(ﬂually determined to
work with and through tlie licensees so there would not be control by
the Corporation or through the Corporation by an administration or
the Congress, because some of the problems come from both branches
of Government.

Senator HARTKE. Yes; but there are two types of control that you
are dealing with, and one of them is the control of the actual pro-
gram itself, and the other is the control which is demonstrated by an
effective method of keeping a program -from participating. Is that
not truet

Mr. Looxuis. That is correct. !

Senator Hawrke., lHas anything occurred in that line? In other
words, I can see where you can say the I'ord Foundation and these
other foundations have meticulously put themselves in a position which
they would not interfere with the programs which were ultimatel
going on the air. But, what about those programs which are refused,
or those discussions which are not permitted to appear because of the
fact that there may be some inhibiting force?

Mr. Loosrs. That is the danger of a single source or dominant

. source, because the dominant source will have a purpose that it may be

rarticularly interested in. The interest may be cultural affairs, it may
{:ublic affairs, it may be somethin% clse. Being human, they have to
mske judgments because they will have applications, as we do, for
mm:fr more programs, or many more activities, than they can possibly
fund. In thoso cases, you fund those which in your judgment, and
you'are fallible because it is a Sax'sonal judgment, are the most neces-
sml;}', and the most needed, and the most wanted by the publiec.
ow, if you are the only source making that judgment, then what
is shown is a8 a result of your judgment, and that 1s, I think, a very
dangerous position. The beauty of the present system is that there
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are many different sources of judgment. This is the principal reason
that we and the Ford Foun(iation supported the station program
cooperative, because here the judgment is made by the individual
stations, It is their real judgment because it is the expenditure of their
funds, not a straw vote. They buy what programs they wish to buy,
and if they do not like any of them and they do not buy any of them,
then they have the money to either produce their own or to buy
other ones. . .

Senator Harrke. The money that comes from Federal sources, for
example, as 1 thought you indicated in your testimony and B'our an-

, Eit is legally determined by our board of directors,
angl you said somebody else, another group.

Mr. Loomis. Well, it is legally determined by our board of directors,
but they do so with the advice and after very deep consultation with
PBS for television and NPR and APRS for radio. They do not do it in
a vacuum. Most of our money goes directly to the stations. As 1 say,
about 50 percent goes directly to the stations. A great amount of the
remainder goes to the support of the physical interconnections of
both radio and television. And then another fairly large expenditure

ocs for research and training and those kinds of common services,

o, of the $47.75 million that we get now, there is only about $10 mil-
lion left for program support.

Of that money, $4.5 million is going into the Cooperative this yenr,
and that leaves only $5.5 million at the discretion of the Corporation
for television program support. What we do with the $5.5 million is
that about lml} of it goes for second year funding of programs that we.
piloted the year before. This year there are four programs, a science
yrogram, health program and two others, We are now down to about
%3 million, which is used for the development, piloting, and reseqrch
for new programs. And we do this in very close consultation with PRBS,
with the stations. We also have consortiums with the Ford IFounda-
tion and the Kndowment for the Arts.

Tncidentally, that reminds me, one factor that should have been
mentioned in the previous line of thought is that the Endowment for
tho Arts and IHumanities is increasingly entering the picture of public
broadeasting. I would say this is very welcome and very healthy, Their
budgets have increased substantially over the past years, and they
both have sections on public media and information, For example, the
new series that is going to be done for the Bicentennial on the Adnms
family by a Naw York station is largely funded by the Endowment
for the Humanities with Arco, the commercial oil company. And we
have no money in it at all. We knew about it, we agreed with it.~We
thought it was an excellent program. So, you can see, there are many
new sourees, including the TEndowments for the Art§ and Humanities,
but the important thing is that they arve diverse resources,

We might have made the judgment that the Adams family was not
necessary. We might have, but we did not. Then the producers had the
Endowment. for the TTumanities that they could go to and get some-
body clse’s indgment. In that case, they went to the Tiumanities first,
and the Fndowment thought it was great, and we thought it was great.
and the Flumanities had the money. so that it was mutually an ngreed
concent, The same thing is true of manv of the programs supnorted by
the Fndowment for the Arts. T think this is a new sonree of nrooram
funding, as well as some trainine and workshops and those kinds of
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things, which will be a very healthy, innovative addition to public
broadcasting,

Senator ITarTie. Foundations are often accused of following fads.
In other words, 1 year poverty is in, the next year public broadcasting
is in. Do you find that 1s true also in your relationship to foundations
and public broadcasting ? -

Mvr. Logmis. I think it is more that the individual foundations have
individual sectors of the problem that they ave interested in. If the
individual foundation tends to be quite consistent in staying in the
sector they are interested in, I think that is appropriate, and I think
it would be wrong if they scattered their resources.

Senator BENNETT. May I interrupt a second ?

Senator Hartke. Yes; you certainly can.

Senator BENNETT. It has been my impression that most foundations
write into their charter or their rules the area in which they can work,
and they are limited to making contributions in that particular area.
Maybe some of the big ones cover the waterfront, but the smaller ones
limit themselves to particular areas and do not move outside.

Mr. Looxis. That is certainly true. And one of the activities which
we are involved in, and mahy of the stations have been involved in,
is to convince some of the foundations with a fairly narrowly con-
strued function to include broadeast coverage, or public broadcasting
needs in the subject that they are concerned with, For example, we
are undertaking a major effort in radio for the blind. Now, there are
many foundations and many activities of Government and nongovern-
ment that are concerned with support of the blind in a whole variety
of different ways. Well, one of our objectives is to convince some of
those foundations that are heavily concentrated on the blind that they
can rotain their concegtration on the blind and at the same time
support the development of radio programs for the blind. So, it is
that kind of an extension of a narrow function into broadcasting.
Most of the foundations are very receptive to that argument.

Senator Bexnert. That is all T wanted to ask.

Senator HarTKE. Do you have any indication that some stations
withhold the information of the contributions from foundations
because they do not want to be raided by competing stations?

Mr. Looxis. I do not believe they are withholding it from us because
there is an incentive not to. As soon as we know that they have more
nontax income, they get a higher percentage of the Community Serv-
- _ico Grant. So there is every reason for them to supply us with infor-
mation about all of the income that they are getting, and we havo:
every belief that the stations are as accurate as humanly possible on
this subject. .

Senator Harrke. What about the contribution to networks, the
State networks? Is it the same?

Mr. Looyis. The same there, yes. You mean from the tax, local -
tax resources?

Senator Hartke. Senator Bennett ?

Senator BENNETT. No further questions.

Senator Harrke. Thank you, Mr. Loomis. We thank you for your
testimony.

Mr. Looxis. Thank you, Senator. .

[The prepared statement of Dr. Killian follows:]
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STATEMENT OF JAMES R. KILLIAN, JR., CHAIRMAKR OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS,
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

SUMMARY

Currently the Chairman of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, I was
privileged to serve as Chairman of the Carnegle Commission an Educational
Television. Created and funded by a private foundation, the Carnegie Corpora-
tion, the commission produced the report. on public television which led to
Congressional passage of the Public Broadcasting Act of 1367 and the estab-
lishment of OPB in 1968,

Private foundations' support of public broadcasting predates .the commission,
however, for the Ford Foundation and other foundations played a constructive
role in both the origin and development of the public broadcasting system. But
foundations have not been the principal source of funding; they have instead
been one of a variety of sources—a combination of the federal government,
statés, corporations, universities, foundations, and private contributors which
provides the diversified support which is a precious form of insurance for
public broadcasting’s freedom and independence, There is a vital need for CPB
to see that such insurance continues, The structure which has been built since
the Carnegle report has proved itself steadfast in action and policy in developing
and protecting the system, and foundations, in all their variety and multiplicity,
have given their support.

STATEMENT

As Chairman of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, I appreclate this
opportunity to discuss, along with President Henry Yoomls, the role foundations
have played in the development of public television. This role has been both
major and benign. ,

When representatives of local stations proposed to President Johnson that

he appoint a presidential commission to study the future financing of educa-

tional broadcasting, he supported the idea of a commission but urged, with
persuasive reasons, that it be privately appointed and privately financed.
Fortunately, the Carnegie Corporation was induced to sponsor and finance—
with a grant of $500,000—the proposed Carnegie Commisklion on Educational
Television, which undertook a comprehensive study leading to the landmark
report, Public Telcvision: A Program for Action.

This report led to the passage by Congress in 1867 of the Public Broadcasting
Act and has profoundly influenced the butiding of an independent national publie
television and radio system. Motivated by the report, Congress stipulated in the
act the establishment of the key agency of the system, the Corporation for
Public Broadeasting, and provided it with a modest federal appropriation, which

““ywas' holsteréd by an unrestricted grant of one million dollars for general pur-

poses from the Carnegle Corporation. In addition, another grant of one million
dollars of unrestricted funds was given by the Columbia Broadcasting System
to aid the Corporation in getting started.

In addition to these grants, the Ford Foundation, as you will hear reported
on separately today, supported local stations and program production centers
with grants that over the years have reached a princely total and made it pos-
sible, along with other sources of funds, to build our unique American system,

Thus, from the very beginning of the present publie broadcasting system, foun-
dations have played an essential and constructive role. However, it should be
emphasized that, as a group, they have by no means been the principal source of
funds. Instead of one dominant funder, a variety of different sources—the federal
government, states (mostly for instructional television), corporations, univer-
Sities, and private contributers—have supported the system.

The local stations must each year campaign for contributions in their.com-
munities, and these local campaigns have drawn funds from dlverse sources, in-
cluding local foundations., They have also sought and obtained grants from na-
tional foundations, sometimes on a matching basis, to extend their facilitles and
to undertake programs of exceptional importance. Moreover, special production
entlties, such as the Children’s Workshop, producer of such programs for chll-
dren as Sesame Street and The Eleotric Company, have been supported by a com-
bination of federal, foundation, corporate, and other private agencies. -

Now that a bill, withbi-partisan support, is before Congress to provide federal

- funds for long-range financing on the basis of one federal dollar to each two and

one-half dollars from all other sources, the importance of these other sources,
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including foundations, is more essentigl than ever if the public broadcasting sys-
tem is to achieve the total funding fch is needed if it {s to be worthy of the
American people, Such diversity of income sources is unique in the world; it
it can provide an adequate total of funds for the system, it will be a precious
form of insurance for protecting the independence of public broadcasting from
manipulation, undue influence, and political misuse.

As the system's structure has evolved, a majority of the federal funds have
come to be allottéd to the local statlons for them to spend in accord with their
community needs and their local judgments. At the same time, there has been,
and is, a vital need for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, the central

‘legal entlty of the system, OCPB, which has been given private status by Congress,

works In partnership with the Public Broadcasting Service and the Associa-
tton of Public Radlo Stations to provide leadership for the system—to be vigllant
both in striving for quality programs and in protecting the entire system from
undue pressures of any kind, '

The structure which has been bullt since the Carnegie report has proved itselt

* steadfast in actlon and policy in protecting the system’s independence and free-

dom, and foundations, in all their variety and multiplicity, have given their
support.

Senator Harrke. The next witness is Mr. Ward Chamberlin, Jr.,
senior vice president of the Public Broadcasting Service. Mr. Cham-
berlin, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF WARD B. CHAMBERLIN, JR., SENIOR VICE
PRESIDENT, PUBLIC BROADCASTING SERVICE

Mr. CiramBerLIN, Mr, Chairman, and members of the subcommit-
tee, I am very pleased at the opportunity to appear at these hear-
ings. T am Ward Chamberlin, senior vice president of the Public
Broadcasting Service, and as such have major responsibility for un-
derwriting of national programs and for helping to raise the level
of private support of local public television stations across the coun-
try. In that capacity I do, Mr. Chairman, spend considerable time
talking with foundations and corporations about support of na-
tional programs, and currently am involved in the setting up of the
grogram mentioned by the earlier witnesses which will attempt to

elp our stations across the country raise the level of their private
fund misiln§, and we hope that a good deal of that support will come
from local foundations. '

First, let me say a word about the Public Broadeasting Service
and its place and function in the public television system. PBS is a
nonprofit membership corporation established in 1970. It represents
the 151 public television licensees which operate 247 stations through
the country, including Guam, American Samoa, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands. These licensees are completely independent and
autonomous. -

On behalf of the licensces, PBS distributes programing, assists
the stations in the acquisition of programs and in the development of
financial support, assists the stations by supplying a variety of ma-
terials, and, in consultation with the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting, determines the schedule in which programs are distributed
on behalf of the stations. ’

PBS is governed by a board consisting entirely of lay represent-
atives of public television stations who work closely with a board
of public television station managers. These are boards comprised
of distinguished men and women elected by the stations. Station
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control, which has always been the hallmark of PI3S, is today a fact
and a guiding principle,

On the national level, we work in partnership with the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting. On May 31 of 1973, the corporation
and PBS antered into a partnership agreement that provided an un-
derstanding of the division of responsibility bétween each organi-
zation, The agreement ‘agsured that local stations, through PRBS,
would have a voice in all decisions affecting the system. The agree-
ment. recognizes and preserves the stations’ right to a voice in the
choice of programs which will be funded by CPB at a national level.
Tho agreement also preserves the right of the stations to determine
which programs will be distributed on the interconnection.

Today we are at another important moment in the development of
»ublic broadeasting in this country. The Public Broadeasting Finane-
g Act of 1974 has been introduced in the Senate and hearings have
been held before the Subcommittee on Communications. This bill, long
in preparation and longer in assembling the necessary support from
the public television industry and the Administration, wounld provide
S-year insulated Federal funding—an objective sought sinee the Car-
negie Commission report in 1967, In this bill, as we previously heard,
under certain ceilings, 10 cents of Iederal funds are requested as an
incentive to induce other sources to put up 1. It is a matching require-
ment of 2.5 non-Federal dollars to €1 of appropriated funds.

As Ralph Rogers, chairvman of the PBS board of governors, has
emphasized, the basie responsibility for financing publie broadeast-
ing remains with non-Federal support,

In the year ended June 30, 1973, the total income for all of miblic
hroadeasting—the stations, hoth operating and captial expenditures,
the operation of the interconnection system. PBS. C'PB and all other
entities—was approximately $255 million, and you will sce ‘in my
statement the breakdown of that $255 million, .

The table indieates that foundations contributed $20 million to
PTV in 1973—7.9 percent of total income. This is substantinl by any
standard, but for public television it represents a vital element in our
diversified funding.

Senator Bexxerr. May Tinterrupt?

Mr. Cirayperniy, Certainly, sir,

Senator Bex~err, What are auctions?

Mr. CuaMsrrriN. Auctions are a particular means that many of
our stations have for raising funds. What they do is to obtain con-
tributions of merchandise of all kinds to the station, and they go on
the airand in effect take bids on the telephone for that merchandise. It
is kind of a game and it has been very successful witli a number of our
stations across the country. In the raising of this $255 million here
about $5 million of it was raised through anctions by various stations.
David Ives, who will testify later from Boston is one of the innovators
of that method of fund raising. \

Senator Bex~err. Kind of a television garage sale?

Mvr. CiraMBerLIN. Right. Ixactly.

One can best take a broad look at foundation support of public tele-
vision by dividing it into three parts: (1) the Ford Foundation; (2)
other national four.dations; and (3) local foundations:
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The Ford Foundation has been the eatalyst in the development of
publie television in this country. This institution probably would have
developed without TFord, but we would not be nearly where we are
today without the $270 million in grants from this one foundation.

In 1952, the Ford Foundation began assisting public television by
grants to create new educational television programs and to help dis-
tribnte them. It then made a series of multiyear matching grants o
stations across the country. challenging them successfully to raise
their own funds to meet the Ford grants in increasing ratios. Iford
then assisted a number of stations and a central organization in pro-
ducing programs for national distribution.

In the final phase of public television support. the FFord Founda-
tion has holpm} and is helping to establish a program cooperative in
which stations choose and pay for programs of their own choice, there-
by emphasing the local c{uﬁco and autonomy of the stations in the
growing system. And it has recently approved a major grant to PBS
to help the stations raise dramatically the level of their private sup-
port in increasing the membership in publie television stations from 1
mitlion to 3 million American families,

Over the next § yvears that is, or projection over the next 3 vears,
and H million in 5 years,

Through modest trinmphs, suceeszes and sometimes disappoint-
ments. IFord’s steady support has been a model of how a major foun-
dation can play a significant and. we think, beneficial vole in helping
to establish a new and useful American institntion,

Other national foundations have joined in. One hesitates to men-
tion names because one cannot name all of those whaose help has heen
important. Most of these other national foundations have made grants
for specific programs or program series. .\ few examples illustrate the
diversity of such grants:

The Lilly Endowment 1973 grant of $75.000 to WGBIT Edueational
Foundation, Boston, for the series, “Religious Ameriea.”

The Robert Wood Johnson FFoundation 1973 grant of £200.000 to
the Children’s Television Workshop for research and pilot testing of a
new national series on health, The Commonwealth Fund granted
$100,000 on this same project.

The John and Mary R. Markle Foundation 1973 grant of $£295.000
to Ilducational Broadeasting Clorporation, New York, for the series,
Behind the Lines, '

The Mellon Foundation 1973 grant of $£900,000 in support of the
production of a new series entitled The Adams Chronicles, depicting
John Adams and his descendants,

Other examples: In earlier days the Carnegic Corp. funded the
Curnegie Commission study of edueational television which became
the main thrust behind the Public Broadeasting Act of 1967 and the
creation of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting. Kellogg IFounda-
tion grants laid the basis for establishing what is now the Public Tele-

- vision Library. providing a continuing program service to stations

and to colleges and schools across the country.

Thus, the Ford Foundation's leadership and its major grants have
not caused other large foundations to lose interest. Quite the con-
trary, as public television has grown and matured and offered a rec-
ognized public service, other foundations have increasingly turned
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to public television programing as an effective way of carrying out
their purposes. And let me add not only have they turned to public
television programns, in one of our major cities at the present time
the station is moving toward new facilities which are very expensive,
and 1 note that in their beginning campaign, the foundations, and
this is in New York City, have contributed very generously to that
capital campaign which 18 now underway. There are other examples
across the country of the fact that foundations I believe will play an
increasing role in numbers as the Ford Foundation large grants taper
off. Again, it is hard. We will be able I think, Mr. Chairman and
mombers of the subcommittee, to give you a better picture after an-
other year has passed and we will sco whether the major cffort we
are now undertaking to involve new memberships from ptivate citi-
zens as well as new foundations at the local level have been successful.
We think it will be. I sce every indication that their interest in public
television is growing,.

Coming then to tﬁe local level at which foundation support has been
critical to many stations, large and small, I have offered for the record
an illustration of the amounts of money contributed by local founda-
tions to a number of our local stations across the country where some
are large and some are small, but they are critical to the station de-
velopment. And you can find all kinds of examples of it.

Finally, at the local level, foundation support has been critical to
many stations, large and small. For example, CPB records show the
following as illustrative amounts received by stations in 1973 from
local foundations: ‘

KPBS/San Diego. oo 12, 845
Connecticut PTV . R 17,000
WMFE/Orlando oo oo i e 6, 955
WTVP/PeOrih v oo e 7,060
. WFEYI/Indianapolis ___ . . ____ 7,500
KPTS/Wichita - oo 4,215
WCBB/Augusta, Maine ... ... 14, 850
KCPT/Kansas City._ o0 245, 000
WVIZ/Cleveland ..o 136, 300
WMVS/Milwaukes - oo eeeeeeeae 26, 500

(1) According to Walter Nielsen in his study, The Big Foundations,
the first justification for the privileged position of foundations is that
they provide essential financial support and assistance to the private
non-profit sector and in so doing, tllley are expanding and preserving a
great American tradition of volunteerism. 'This, it is ngreed, is essen-
tial unless we are willing to surrender all rosponsibiﬁty for public
affairs to Government.

_Surely, the relationship between public television and the founda-
tions is an example of this justification. In addition to 1 million Ameri-
can familieg who are contributing $15 or more a year to their local
stations, we have supporting our public television stations around this
country at least 300,000 volunteers: they lick envelopes, move scenery,
answer telephones, solicit money, serve on boards and committees, run
our on-air auctions and so forth. Many of our stations simply could not
maintain the quality of their service without the help of thousands of
unpaid velunteers.
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Although we need substantial Federal funds to make this system -
work and develop, we all believe that diversity of financing is necessary
to maintmn the system’s integnty and independence.

{2) The weond basie justibication is more compheated and more
comtioverstal Johu Gardner stated ot succinetly

The madorn Feundation te demigned to ruake money go a long way o the service
of vrvativity and constructive chaage.

Withoat debating those terms atore precwsaely, we believe that the
deveiopment of public television 1n the past 20 years has been a con-
structive development and although foundation support 1s not the sole
e of this developmient, surely we wonld not have made those mod-
el and sometiunes torturous strides without very substantial help at
the nnuional and at the local level

The San Francewo foundation’s 325 milhon grant in 1973 to
KQED/San Francisco to support remote coverage of important com-
munity events, it is a public atlayrs program: the Hoblhitzelle Founda- |
tion's $5,000 grant to KEB:\,’l)a‘hm for broadcast rights to Sir
Kenneth Clark’s “Pioneers of Modern Painting™; the Howard Bush
Foundaton’s grant of £,000 to Connecticut public television for now
cquipment- - these grants tlustrate the diversity of foundation grants
to local stations,

There are all kinds and varietis of local foundation support to
the local television stations, and as the knowledge of our system and
the recogmition of its service s growingr, T behieyve that ~ource of dollars
will grow also, ‘

As we have indicated before, our data i1s not complete as to number,
total dollars, or purposes of the- many local girants, but we know
that to every one of our station managets dependent on private fund-
g, they are an wssential part of the diversified funding on which
these stations ar being burlt.

For all of usan pubhic television testifying before vouat s hard for
thi= not to be a continming pacan to foundations. Without foundation
support, we probably would not be here testifying on behalf of
youthful, growing, ~ometimes vibrant— T don’t know why 1 aa;\
sometunes-- always vibrant, new communications medium.

In fact, public television represents a superb example—proof of the
wdding- - for most of the arguments used by the proponents of
oundations as a necessary and distinguishing part of American life.

It wasand is a bold dream to believe that another form of telovision
could and can move effectively among all those channels preempted
s0 carly by our commercial friends. Commercial television as an ad-
vortising medium quickly took over the home entertainment and habit
{:mtonm of the American audience. Public televigion is attempting to

ring & new and ditferent kind of television programing: instructional
courses for schools; u new quality of programing for children; public
‘affairs and events coverage; and drama and cultural programimg at
many levels. All of this requires the kind of funding provided by
foundations, and we hope to continue to justify their support.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and membors of the subcommittee.

Senator Hawrgrre Fimt, Mr. Chamberlin, I would like to pay tribute
to you in a Jifferent field other than public brondeasting, and that is
in the International Executives Service Corps which 1 was instru-
mental in setting up.
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Mr. Cuamperiiy. 1 know yvou were, sir. Indeed, and I know you
were, and 1 am glad to sav that T was talking to Mr. Pace the other
dav. and that wonder ful organization continues to grow,

Senator Hareke. T tlunk it has received far less publicity than it
should for the fine work that they are doing, heeanse of all of the other
organizations I have seen who-have worked i the international ticld
and unselfishly, these peaple really have made a major contribution
to the development of other countries. So, | congratulate you on that,

Mo, Cooaosgeenaas, Thank vou very mueh indeed, siv.,

Senator Harrke, Let me ask vou, do vou believe the foundations
are doyg all that they can and all that they shonld to support publie
broadensting today ! '

Mr, Coavprerers. Well] they are not doing all they can. I am sure
when we look at the total wount of their grants, in relation to what
they gave ta publie broadeastig they could do more.

On the other hand, we have to justify ourselves, and we have to go
wiore every Toundation and make a yery strong argument i order to
compete with other intereets that they have. And 1 think by and large
that they have done wonderfully well by nsg and 1 think we will do
Detter beeause T think people understand more abont public broadeast -
my now than they have, [oOs becoming an Ameriean institution, which
s meamngfol to many people. and we will be able to make our case
hetter. But, b eertainly have not any eriticism for what they have done
in the past. : .

Senator Hawrke, Generally speaking, do you find foundations re-
sponsive to the needs of publie broadeasting

Mr. CuaMipereay. Yes, T do. There is no problem in getting attention,
getting to see the head of a foundation, making your ease to him. They
are very responsive in talking with us,and I have been in other things
where it is havd, it is hard to get in'the door,

Senator Hawrrke. Welll Tet me ask vou. what about loeal stations,
are they capable of making the same type of presentation?

Mr. Cuasynercix., No, Some of them are and some of them are not.
We have some very sophisticated ones and some that are not at all.
Inwehat wie eall onr station imdependenee plan one oY the things that
we will do in the coming yemrs to have some workshops around the
country that will put together some of our prople who are skilled in
foundation presentation so that the local stations who have not got a
person who can devote himself to this activity will learn how ta do
precisely that. ' .

NSenator Hawrxe, In addition to giving them this educational in-
formation, do you plan or do yon provide at this time any assistance
to the local stations in making their presentation ?

Mr, Cuasaerian, Yes, Yes we (L). [ot me amend that, We wonld
ot grive them any help unless they absolutely specifieally needed ity and
1 ®aunot imagine precisely how they would on-selecting a local founda-
tion, They know much more about that than we will ever know, On
the other hand, we might help them with the kind of presentation they
make. At the national level we might have a presentation for a con-
siderable sum of wioney for a particular program, or some special kind
of research, and we will make some recommendations as to the kind of
foundation that might be interested in this subject matter, as well as
help them with the kind of presentation they might malke.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY :



-

.

27

Senator ILarrke. In your opinion, how aware is the foundation com-
munity, generally speaking, concerned with or knowledgeable abdut,
or any feeling that they must participate in a continuing support of
public broadeasting? Is the foundation community generally awaro
of what their need to participate is?

Mr: CitaMBERLIN, ll.ot» me say at the national meetings of foundations
in the last 2 years, there ave several associations of foundations, but at
tho two major ones, in the last 2 years, once each year there has been
a major presentafion on public broadeasting. 1 would say that there is
still & good part of the foundation community that is not aware of
what public television and public broadeasting may be able to do in
helping them earry out their purposes. We have tapped a large per-
centage of the foundation. community. but not all of them by a lon
shot. And that is particularly true at the local level with the smal
foundations. e

Senator Harrke. One thing that disturbs me about public broad-
casting, and has since we began to get into this field about a. year ngo,
is the general distribution of foundation grants as they aflect the areas
of the country. And on the basis of the information which has been
supplied by the Foundation Center in New York, we did a chart. and
1 nslkod the stafl to break down the foundation grants to public broad-
casting by States and by regions. And we are going to put that in the

hearing record at this time, |
[The material referred to follows:]
FOUNDATION GRANTS TO 'UBLIC BROADCASTING ' 1070 To 1973 (ARRANGED BY
GEotRATHIC REGION)
New England :
Populntion: 11,812,000.
Percent of U.S. population: 5.8 percent;
States receiving grants: 3 (Connecticut, Malne, Massachusetts),
Amount of grants: $2,083,071.
Percent of grants to all States? 5.17 percent.
Percent of all grants to all States *: 10.92 percent.
Percent of all public broadeasting stations : 6.2 peccent,
Middle Atlantic:
PPopulation : 37,109,000.
Percent of U.S. population: 13.4 percent.
. States rectiving grants: 3 (New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvanin),
Amount of grants: $22,607,020.
I'ercent of grants to all States: §6.32 percent.
Percent of all grants to all States *: 35.60 percent.,
Percent of All public broadeasting stations: 9.1 percont,
East North-Central:
Population : 40,253,000. . N
Percent of U.S. population: 18.9 percent. . .
: States recelving grants: § (Ohio, Indiana, Iliinois, Michigan, Wisconsin).
Amount of granis: $1,154,022, |
Percent of grants to nll States: 2,86 percent.
I’ercent of all grants to all States *: 16.28 percent.
Percent of all public brondeasting stations: 18.2 percent.
West North-Central ; .
Population: 16,320,000. .
Percent of U.S. population: 8.0 percent.
States receiving grants: 3 (Minnesota, Missourl, Nebraska).
Amount of grants: $204,879.
Percent of grants to all States: .06 percent
Percent of all grants to all States *: 3.65 percent.
Percent-of-all public broadcasting stations: 13.4 percent.

See footnotes on page 28,
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South Atlantic:

Population: 80,671,000. . *

Percent of U.8. Population : 15.9 percent,

States Receiving Grants: 3 (District of Columbia, West Virgiula, Florida).

Amount of Grants: $8,470,125.

Percent of Grants to All States: 21.02 percent.

Percent of All Grants to All States’: 14.88 percent.

Percent of All Public Broadeasting Stations: 10.6 percent.
BEast South-central : .

Population: 12,804,000.

Percent of U.S. Population: 6.0 percent.

States Receiving Grants: 1 (Tennessee).

Amount of Grants: $100,000.

Percent of Grants to All States: .25 percent

Percent of All Grants to All States *: 2.12 percent.

Percent of All Public Brondcasting Stations : 12.0 percent.
Mountain: .

Population: 8,281,000.

Percent of U.S. Population : 4.7 percent.

States Recelving Grants: 1 (Colorado).

Amount of Grants: $472,000.

P’ercent of Grants to All States: 1.17 percent.

Percent of All Grants to All States *: 2,74 percent.

Percent of All Public Broadcasting Stations: 7.0 percent.
West South-central:

Population: 19,320,000. .

.. P'ercent of U.S. Population: 9.0 percent.

States Recelving Grants: 2 (Louislana, Texas).

Amount of Grants: $846,000.

Percent of Grants to All States: 2.35 percent.

Percent of All Grants to All States*: 4,58 percent.
P l};c-rcent of All Public Broadcasting Stations: 5.1 percent.

acific: -

Population : 26,622,000,

Percent of U.8. population: 18.1 percent.

States Recelving Grants: 2 (Washington, California).

Amount of Grants: $4,114,780,

Percent of Grants to All States: 10.21 percent.

Percent of All Grants to All States ®: 9.31 percent.

Percent of All Public Broadcasting States: 12.6 percent. ~

1 Based on intormation auprlled by the Foundation Center.

? Refers to ""A Summary of 1971-72 Grants hy States and Reglons for the Fifty Largesat
Foundations,” prepared by the Foundation Center, Includes grants for all purposes, not
just public broadcasting. .
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FOUNDATION GRANTS TO PUBLIC BROADCASTING,! 1970 YO 1973

{Arranged by

State total]

State

Percent of
smount for
all States

Number of
grants

Pennsﬂvanh

Tennessee. .. .................. SRR RO

Washington . ...
West Virginia .
Wisconsin....... e et ..

' Based on inlormation subpliod by the Foundahon Center.
t Excess results from rounding.

NUMBER OF PUBLIC RADIO‘ AND TELEVISION STATIONS IN THE UNlTEO STATES: 1972

10.03% i

9.8 «

oo 8

[ReLs

— —
--.-.-¢.3

3

State’ Radio Ielevision Total State Radio  Tefevision Total
Alabamas.... 0 9 9! Nebraska ........... 1 8 9
Alaska. .. .. 3 2 S| Nevada . . 0 1
Arizona. ... 3 2 5| New Hampshire. . .- 0 5 §
Arhansas 1 1 2| New Jersey. . ..., .. 0 2
Calitornia 12 11 23 New Mexico..... .. .. 2 2 [
Colotado ............ 2 ? 4jNewYork. .......... 8 10 1
Connecticut. . 0 [} 4 | North Carolina .. ...... 2 9 1
District of Columbia. . 2 ]} 3| NorthDakota........ 2 1
Florids 5 9 Wioko... ........ .. 12 10 2
Georgia 1 n 12| Oklahoma_...... ... \ 2
Hawaii. ... 0 2 210mgon. .. .......... 6 |
Idaho. ... 0 - 3| Pennsylvania... .. .. 1 7 1
Hiinois. . . 1 4 11| Rhode istand. ... ... 0 1 1
Induana. .. [} 7 11 | South Catolina. ... | 5 6
fows. .. 4 2 6 | South Dakota. .. .. ... 2 $ 7
Kansas_ 3 2 S| Tennesses. .. .. . ... 6 4 10
Keodueky. . ........ 6 1] 20 {Texas............... 5 7 12
Lo.'siona . .......... \ 1 2yVtah.. . 3 3 6
Y B | 2 3| Yeimont. .. ........ 0 4 4
Maryland.. .. .... ... ? 2 4| Vieginia_ ..., 3 5 3
msmhmm ........ 4 2 6 ! Washington. . 4 6 10
Michigan. . 1 6 17 | West Vuglnu ........ 1 k] 4
Minnesots . . 6 4 10 | Wisconsin ... ........ 3 4 ?
Mlsuwrpi.. 1 1 8 e e e e
Missouti..... 8 2. 10 Tolal.......... 156 7 33

1 Only those stations recelving grants trom the Corporation for Pudlic Broadcasting ate included ameng public udu

stations in this table.

1Based on information supplied by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting September 1974,

40-550—T74 —3
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Senator Hartke. And that chart shows that areas like Now England
with about 6 percent of the total U.S. population and 6 percent of
the total public broadeasting stations in the Nation have received
proportionate share of foundation dollars for public broadcasting.

Mr. CinaMBeRLIN. A proportionate shave ?

Senator Hanrke. A proportionate share, ves. And in areas like the
Middle Atlantic, they get far more than their share, while the Mid-
west, which is labeled on the chart as East-North-Central and Ifar-
North-Central, they get far less. Now, do you not. think that the foun-
dations could do a b%ﬂor job of distributing their funds?

Mr. Curamperiay. Well, you know, one reason for that, of course,
is that in the past, the major amounts of foundation grants have gone
to help build up the production facilities of public television and the
major nationnl_producing stations, so that with the objective that if
public television js going to be the growing force we hope it will be,
wo have got to have a number of fiucos that can ‘)r(xhwe first class
programs. And therefore, I would suspect that those figures come
about becanso there have been very large production gimnts to the
New York station, to the Washington station, and to two of our pro-

_dueing stations on the Pacifiec coast. And that does not mean that there
are not plenty of other places that are able to produce fine national
Brogrtuns. But the ones that started out in that direction, and were

uilt up by substantial foundation grants for national programing
are in the arcas that you mentioned,

Scnator Harrke. I would like for you to look at this study which
will appear in the record, and we will make a copy available to you
and I would like for the record for you to submit your analysis of
that study.

Mbr. Ciadsrriin. I will be pleased to do so.*

Senator Hartke. Do you find some stations recejye more attention
from foundations than others, and does it vary as to whether it is a
UIIF or a VIIEF? | o _

Mr. CuamperiiN, I do not know that it depends so much upon
that. I think it depends upon whether the station is in an area where
there are a number of foundations that are functioning and it. makes
an effort to interest those foundations in its particular work: I never
really thought as to whether it depended on VHE or UK stations.
Obviously 1t is clear, of course, in most communitics, & VHI® station
commands a larger publie audience than a UHIF station novmally does
and, therefore, it may be considered by some to be the better vehicle
for foundation dollars. I never honestly thought about that. '

Senator Hanrke. You take here in the Washington avea, of course,
all of the conynervial stations are VI and the educational stations
are UHIF,

Mr. Cuasperiin, T know: ves, I know.

Senator Hartke, Has anyone ever done an analysis of that as to
what the effect of that is¢

Mr. CiaMserian. No. But, Mr. Taverner is going to speak a little
later, and he will have some remarks on that. We have tried in public
broadeasting, and I say we because I was with the Corporation for
Public’ Broadeasting for a while, and all of us have tried over the

*See p. 140,
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years to do what we could to bring about some effort to get a VHF
station in Washington and in the other major city, largest market in
this country where we do not have a VHF station; namely, Los
Angeles. We have not had any success,

Senator Hawrkr. I want to thank you for your testimony.

Mr. CuamseriiN, Thank you very much, sir.

- Senator Harrke. Qur next witness is Mr. Donald Taverner who is
the president of the Greater Washington Educational Telecom-
munication Association which operates WETA-TV and WETA-FM
and the National Public Center AfTairs for Television.

STATEMENT OF DONALD V. TAVERNER, PRESIDENT, GREATER
WASHINGTON EDUCATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATION ASSOCIA-

TION .

Mr. Taverner. Mr. Chairman, T am going to refrain from reading
my testimony in the interest of your tihme.

Senator Ilarrke. Let me say to you that your entire statement will
apk)enr in the record, and we uppreciato that.

Mr. Taverner. Fine. And I will try to keep my comments succinet
and brief.

1 am Donald Taverner and I am the president of the Greater Wash-
ington Educational Telecommunications Association which translates
itself in terms of activities into WETA television and WETA-FM
radio in Washington and the National Public Affairs Center for Téle-
vision, NPACT on the national scene. And this gives us tremendous
problems and opportunities at the same time,

I would like to approach this matter from the viewpoint of a station.
The previous statements have been national:from NAEDB, CPB, and
PBS, and I would like to come back from the station side regardin
foundations and their activities and foundation support. I have hag
15 years of experience in management positions in public broadcasting
from a State-supported university operated facility, a private com-
munity supported facility in Pittsburgh, and now WETA in Washing-
ton, which is also a private community supported station. In each of
these instances there would not have been o television facility without
foundations. Even in the State of Maine where the Maine Legislature
established a network, it took n grant, a private foundation grant to
detoirmino that thyt legislation was even worth enacting, and there
have been other grants, and in particulur [ think Pittsburgh speaks for
itself. There is no other city like Pittsburgh with foundations and with
its great complex of industrial foundations, and their support has been
tremendous.

Washington locally has somewhat less foundations. In Washington
they are fewer in number and smaller generally in scope and assc‘!s.%uc
ona would be very remiss indeed if one did not indicate that that did
provide a tremendous and generous support for the local operation and
it has been the amount of foundation grants that have put WETA off
the ground, initially with & grant from the Meyer Foundation to ini-
tinto WETA on the air, put it on the air through a commercial station,
through the local television channel 5, and it ended up with sufficient
interest and support from the local side and other local foundations
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and the Ford Foundation to be able to establish what is now tlie Na-
tion’s public broadcasting facility.

Through the years WETA has received from foundations, since
1061, the yvear of its establishment, about $10.5 million. One must
hasten to identify that $10 million of that $10.5 million came from the
Ford Foundation. The interest there is hecause it is an a.c.-d.c. opera-
tion. We have a tremendous national opportunity and responsibility
because we are Washington and because we are the flagship for the
production and the transmission of national public affairs program-
ing. Therefore, we have received a lot of attention that we may not
have received had that not been the case. ‘

But, in addition to the Ford Foundation, over the last 15 vears I
was counting. and as T was thinking of my oral testimony I counted
until T quit at 21 different foundations which have supplied support
to three types of operations which T have heen involved in. In Wash-
ington itself we have received grants from in addition to Ford. from
Fugene and Agnes F, Mever Foundation, the Hattie Strong Founda-
tion. the Morris and Gwendolyn Cafritz Foundation, the Arthur V.,
Davis Foundation, the Kiplinger Foundation, the Kreeger Founda-
tion, the Sears and Rocbuck Foundation, Memton Fund. and al} of
these grants have come to us generally for specifie purposes. -

Foundations have plaved an important pole in local station develop-
ment. not only here in Washington but elsewhere in three phases.

One. there are few stations of the nature of Washington or Pitts-
burgh or elsewhere that did hot receive their start ag a result of in-
terest from foundations. and a grant from a foundation. So one,
foundations have been instrumental in establishing stations.

Two, programing. The difference of the margin of excellence in most
television stations in public programing. in public broadeasting com-
munity type stations has been the foundation. For example, we were
concerned in Washington for a long time over the low level of chil-
dren’s fare on Saturday mornings on television where the experience
was turning on the commercial stations generally speaking from 8 in
the morming wntil 1:30, and we thoueht they should be terribly con-
cerned with what they see. We wanted to do something about that, but
we did not have any funds so we turned to the Cafritz Foundation
which gnve us a grant which enabled us to take the verv best of the
children'’s fare every Saturdav morning and present it on the air for
the children, not in competition with. but as an answeir to what the
children are receiving on commercial television. And I ecan name
athers in the area of the hard-of-hearing, and a great deal of work
has been done by WETA in hard-of-hearing programs on television.
This comes to us from foundation sources, _

And then the third area bevond establishment of programs is onera-
tiong.: One of our problems in Washington is that we arve a national
organization based on a lacal base, and our local base is havdly suf-
ficient to support sometimes this tremendous national operation which
must be on call for the production of national public affairs. When-
the President called his economic conference. we had to he readv and
be there, not just to cover news. but to cover gavel to gavel operations,
and that takes a form and a facility available that the local community
eannot provide. The foundations. and again, mainly Ford have been
instrumental in providing us funds which would keep us availabla
without any form of direction of how it should be used. T lament
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tho loss of the Ford Foundation in this regard, and I am not sure how
we will handle that from here on out. And it is no understatement for
ono to say that without foundations thers would be no public broad-
casting in the beginning, and without foundations there would not be
the significant programing and the margin of excellence that I
mentioned.

And again I think very honestly without foundations the Federal
Government, notwithstanding, that public brondeasting in the future
may face a rather bleak experience. Anticipating your question, I am
not quite as sanguine about the withdrawal of the Ford Foundation
and the making up of the funds. That is not to say that I am o defeatist
about it. I am also an optimist. 1 think the foundations, from my
oxperience over the last few years, foundations are increasing in their
support of public broadeasting, showing greater interest, But, when
you try to make up $275 million, it is going to take a much higher level
of support from foundations to do that.

On the other hand, to be fair about it, I think that while founda-
tions are more willing, at the samo time individual membership will
inerease, individual memberships in Washington that have increased
by three-quarters of a million dollars in the last 3 years, and I think
that tells us something. That three-quarters of & miliion does not come
from foundations, but comes from individual viewers, so that I am
optimistic, but cautiously so in terms of not interest or support, but
can it indeed be made up, beeause we do, as you know, have to make
up $2.50 for every dollar we receive in Federal support in the current
bill if Congress were to pass it,

Foundations then will continue to be vital to public broadeasting.
Thank you.

Senator Harrke. In other words, you do not necessarily say that the
withdrawal of IFord is going to present you all of that great an op-
portunity. Is that fair?

Mr. ‘Taverzenr. 1 think that is fair, siv. T think the withdrawal of
Ford may be a good thing from the point of view that it is about time
that the dominance of one foundation is dispersed to other foundations
and other sources, but I do not think that it will necessarily be a good
thing in terms of available cash flow for the immediate fnture.

Senator ILarrke. In other words, it is your opinion then that the
foundation” community pretty generally speaking at this moment
still is not aware of the need that is going to be required of them if
you are going to have a continuation of pubdic broadeasting in the'
manner which you yourself think it should be. Is that fair?

Mr. Taverxer. T think that is correct, [ think there is a growing
awareness of this in my expevience with foundation money and in my
dealings which would indieate there is a growing awareness and a
concern far an upgrading. It is the degree of the program.

Senator Hawrke. Have you noticed any noticeable change in the
nature of the type of programing or whether or not a specific grant
or general griant that foundations make toward publie broadeasting?

My Taverxer. Yes. 1 think I ean say that is so. Oviginally founda-
tions tended to move heavily in the cultural area, unguestionably so
I believe, and heavy in the children’s area for which they should be
commended. Publie affairs sometimes was not or did not receive the
attention, for obvious controversinl kinds of reasons. 1 begin to find
now as 1 begin to work with foundations, and also with the corporate

-



i,
%“*

34

community a greater interest and less timidity, if you will, in the
presentation o? funds for public affairs, and 1 think that is a bit of
a change from the past.

Senator Harrke. Is that noticeable?

Mr. Taveruer. Beginning to be noticeable. It was not noticeable
2 years ago, I might add, where I attempted to find funds to do some
rather exciting things out of Washington, and hopefully in a vespon-
sible fashion, and I got nowhere. And now as I begin to talk about this,
they begin to talk about yes, maybe this business of the gavel to gavel
coverage of hearings, or snaybe this matter of total in-depth analysis,
nonjournalistic but scholarly approach is what the public really should
be having, And I think that tLoro is more of a foundatiop approach
there than there ever has been hefore, '

Senator Harrke, AH vight. Thank you very much.

Mur. Taverxer. Thank you very much.,

Senator IJarrxe. You have been very helpful. Thank you, sir,

Mr. Taverxer. Thank you. X

[ The prepared stittement of Mr, Taverner follows:}

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY OF DoxaAwp V. TAVERNER, PRESIDENT, GWETA

The Greater Washington Edueational Telecommunications Assochition ix come-
prised of two Divisiong: WETA-TY and FM, the Publie Broadeasting stations
serving the Washington Metropolitan area, and NPACT, the National Public
Aftairs Center for Television. The importance of foundations in the develop.
ment of GWETA, from its founding to the present day, would bhe difficuit to
overstate.

The funds that put WETA-TY on the air in 19801 inclnded grants from both
local and national foundations, notably the Eugene and Agnes E, Meyer Founda.
tion and the Ford Foundation, the latter providing vitally needed video tape
cquipment as well,

Programing, particularly local programing, Is the ratson d'etre of any broad-
cast operation, Over the years WETA's program service has been immeasurably
strengthiened by the infusion of feundation funds. I’'roduction grants from the
Meyer Foundation, the Arthur Vining Davis Foundation, the Ford Foundation,
the Hattie M, Strong Foundation, and the Morris and Gwendolyn Cafritz Foun-
dation, to name but a few, have supplemented WETA's viewer support to make
possible such programs as Ebony Reflections, Woman: Cholces and (Challenges,
Media lora, Rock Gospel for the Deaf, and innumerable topieal programs which
provided forums for discussion of loeal issues,

There are, of conrse times when even programing dollars hecome a secondary
consideration—times when operating dollars are desperately needed to ensure the
continued existence of a station. Basie opernting grants from small local family
foundntions as wetl as major natjonnl foundations have supplemented WETA'S
other sourcex of support and enabled the station to continue serving the Metro-
politan Washington audience, .

The Nationnl Public Affairs Center for ‘Television, now a divigsion of GWETA\,
has been funded from the ontset by grantx from the Ford Foundation aud the
Corporation for Public Broadeasting., With the advent of the Ntation Program
‘Cooperative, the CPB funds will be replueed by dollars from the stations whieh
utilize NPPACT's journalistie produet. Thexe monies, however, will fall far short
of what is aetually needed to maintain a viable publie affairs production entity,
This year the balance needed is heing provided by the Ford Foundation.

It would be obvious that were {t not for a very real and very generons com-
mitment to I*'ublfc Broadeasting by a relntively small number of local and na-
tional foundations, Public Televixion and Radio would not have matured as it
has. But there ix enormofis potential still to be realized, and with limited funds
available on the local level, nnd with its major national benefactor phasing out
ftg support, I'ublio Broadeasting will again face peritous times unless more and
difterent foundations evidence a genulne and generour interest in the medium’s
future. Therefore, I would urge this Subcomulttee to do all in Its power to
create a climate within the philanthrople community that will not only enable
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but will encourage foundations to grant even more funds to the myriad causes—
Public Broadcasting among them—-that depend upon such support, ‘Thank you.

STATEMENT

INTRODUCTION

T am Donald V. Taverner, President of GWETA, the Greater Washington Fdu-
cntional ‘Telecommunications Association. Though a single corporate entity,
GWETA (fulfills two distinct functions and hence is comprised of two readily
identtfinble divizions. One is WKTA-TV and FM, the Public Broadcasting sta-
tions serving the Greater Washington area. The otlwr is NPACT, the National
1’aublic Affairs Center for Television. Since each of these divi\lnnq—-bo!h individ-
ually and in tandem—has relied heavily on foundation grants, I would like to
describe briefly for this Subommittee the overall mpact of such support. (De-
talted lists of grants from the major foundations supporting GWI/TA are attached
as Exhibits to this testimony.)

The 1OoCAL STATIONS

By virtue of their location in the nation's capital, WIYI'A-TV and FM in effect
constitute the flagship stations for thelr respective networks—the television sta-
tion representing to Washington's unique audience the best of I’"BS (the Publie
Broadeasting Service) and the FM operation serving willingly and well as an
exemplary afitinte of NPR (National Publie Radio). This flagship status, coupled
with the stations’ innate mandate to fultiti the varied viewing and listening needs
of over three million area resldents, constitute an dwesome responsibility ; a

- ~responsibility that is taken very seriously by both the professional staff and the

governing board of GWE'TA, But dedicated people are not enough. There must
be adequate broadbased funding-—un monetary mix in which foundations play a
prominent role,

The importance of foundation support in the development of WETA would be
difficutt indeed to overstate. Fven before going on the air, WETA was able to
serve as an instructional production agency. A grant from the Eugene and Agnes
1. Meyer Foundation in 1938 resulted in TIME FOR SCIENCE, a series for fifth
graders which was then broadeast. on WM'G for use in area classrooms, Having
thus primed the local educational community, station activation hecame the goal,
anad this too was accomplished only with a relatively generous infusion of founda-
tion dollars. Some, of course, were national funds. The Ford Foundation at that

- time had a program to assist, in one way or another, virtually every noncom-
mercial statlon going on the nir. Each was given vitally lmportunt video tape
recording and playback equipment and many were given grants of operating
dollary as well. WETA received $25,000 in such initial ald. Other foundation
funds helping to activate the station ywere from local sources—from the medinm
and small foundations and famiy funds that comprise Washington’s philan-
thropic sector. In this category are the Meyer Foundation, the Kiplinger Founda-
tion, the Kreeger Foundation And others,

While station activation is obviously an essential step, program production
then becones the paramount consideration. The monies to ereate quality program-
fng for both in-school and home viewing have over the years come from a variety
of sources. YViewer support in the form of membership contributions of $15, 825
of more, constitites the backbone of the WETA program production budget.
However, it is usually when there are supplementary foundation dollars avatlable
that the station can seize upon a program opportunity—that it can filt a sud-
denly recognized programmatie need—that It can rise above a day-in-lay-out
schiedule to attain a measure of excellence not normally within the grasp of an
all-too-limited program budget. Countless examples can be clted showing varied
applleaifons of foundation grants to the programing function, In 1972, working
under a $13,000 grant from the Strong Foundation, WETA personnel pruducvd
MASKS OF SILENCE, a program on our legal system destignated for young audi-
ences, The production not'only reached its Intended audience with an impact that
only the electronic medina could have mustered, but the episode went on to win
a local “Emmy” award for excellence. Another program is noteworthy in that
it began as a local program, but with support in the form of Ford Foundation
underwriting it grew into the national, weekly, widely watched \\'nshig“on
Week in Review.

Foundation funds are often earmarked either by the grantor or the station
for local programing only. Such grants from the Meyer Foundation, the



36 ' :

» Arthur Vining Davis Foundation, the Memton Fund, to name but a few, have
supplemented viewer support to make possible n host of programs designed to
meet specific local needs. KEBONY REFLECTIONS, for example, will soon hegin
a new season of weekly broadeasts providing a platform for cuitural and topical
features for and about the Black community of Greater Waszhington. Another
series, WOMAN : CHOICES AND CHALLENGEN, addressed In a thouglitful and
extremely effective fashion the role of women in today's society. For the sizeable
Spauish-speaking community in the capital area, MEDIA HORA was a weekly
potpourri of news, entertainment and discussion in thelr native tongue, Working
with Gallaudet College, WETA has dramatically demonstrated that television
programs designed for the deaf or hearing-impaired can render a very real
service to an often neglected minority. And, of course, the station broadcasts
innumerable special programs designed to shed light on local issues ranging
from highway construction to avallable health facllitier, from housing te local
clections. At WETA, as is most Public Broadeasting stations across the country,
providing a truly meaningful local program service would not be possible without
foundation participation,

A different appronch to supporting and strengthening the program schedule
is exemplitied by the Morris and Gwendolyn Cafritz Foundation grant of $30,000
which makes it possible for WIS\ to rerun each Saturday morning the very best
of the children’s programs that graced the screen the preceding week, In this
fashion, the Cafritz Foundation and WETA have teamaed to provide the yonngsters
of the Greater Washington arven an enlightening nnd entertnining alternntive to
the inane and often violent fare to be found on commercial channels at that time,

But station activation angd program production do not complete the many roles
that foundations can and have played in the development of noncommercinl
broadeasting. Grants for basic operating support are often the most fmportant of
all. Small grants—&100, 300—from local family foundatipns to large grants
from major national foundations combined to strengthen and at times to save
WETA and many of its sister stations across the country, Perhaps no single grant
better e\omplmm this critical function than the Ford Foundation grant of
$820,000 to GWETA in 1971—an infusion thag by wiping out accumulated debt
and providing for budget stabilization for n reasonable period of time literally
saved the outlet in the nation's capital,

. A fourth and, for the purposes of this testimony, final application of foundation
funds is the challenge grant—ai enormously effective tool for helping a non-profit

_enterprise, be it television or otherwise, to generante additional support within its
service area, The satutary cffect of a challenge grant when it is properly pub-
ficized by direct mail and on the air has been documented time and time again.
One can only hope that foundations will continue to make such grants where it
appealtrs that the recipient has a reasonable chance of succeeding in meeting the
match. .

e ProprcetioN CENTER

NPACT—the Nationnl Public Affairs Center for Television—is the primary
supplier of public affairs progreamming for the I'ublic Broadeasting Service.
Though perhaps best known for {ts gavel to gavel prime-time coverage of the
Watergate Hearings——n landmark in bhroadeast journalism—NDPACT provides a
continuing and varied schedule of topieal programs ranging from weekly serles
such as “Washington Week in Review” and “Washington Stratght Talk™ to
compreliensive covernge of noteworthy events—e.g, press conferences, (Coune
gressjonal confirmation hearings, United Nations sesslons. ete.

Since it was first established, NPACT has heen funded almost entlr(-l\ by
grants fromn the Ford Foundation and the Corporation for Public Broad. netlng
This year, with the advent of the Station Program Cooperative, the CPB funds
will cease and that portion of the NPACT budget will come directly from the
stations which utilize its journalistic product. Ilowever, the total dollurs pro-
vided in this fashion by the stations will fall far short of what is actually needed
to maintain the NPACT Division. The balance needed is being provided once again
by the Ford Foundation.

T trust it has been made sufficiently clear—If not in my comments then in tiose
of other witnesses testifying hefore this Subcommittee—that had it not heen for a
.very real and very generous commitment to the noncommercial use of the broad-
cast medium by a relatively small number of national and locat foundations. PPub.
llc Televigion and PPublie Radio would not have reached adolescence, much less the
relatively significant position they now maintain. There i{s enormous potential stiit
to be realized. But with lfinited funds available on the local level and with its
major nat!onal benefactor phasing out its support, Public Broadcasting faces

ey
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starvation once more unless more and different foundations evidence a genuine
and generons interest in the medium’s future. Therefore. I will close my remarks
with a plea that will doubtless he articulated repeatedly during these two days of
hearings—that thiz Subcommittee do everything in its power to create a climate
within the philanthropic community that will not only enable but will induce
foundations to grant even more funds to the wmyriag cnuses—Public Broadeasting
among them—that depend upon such support.

EXHIBIT |

GRANTS TO THE GREATER WASHINGTON EOUCATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION, INC.,

FROM THE FORD FOUNDATION

Date

Amount

Purpose

Sept. 16,1959, ... ...

Dec. 31,1969.........

Nov. 26, 1969. _.
Dec. I, 1969
Do. ..
Dec. 1, 1970, .0 0000
Apr. 1, 19780000

Jan 11973 . L ...
June 19,1973 ... .. ..
July1973............

$25.000.00
516, 510.00

o 252,143.33
2372.110.54
130, 706. 19

18, 358.20

197, 500. 60
932.00

749, 125.00
448, 815. 9%

Fothadivlities leading to activation and operalion of educational television
channel.

For development of the educational television station in Washington, D.C.
For general support for community educational television.

Matching general support grants for community educational television station,

Technical equipment to provide slation WETA with network™color switching
and interconnection capability.

Production of a newspaper-of-the-air TV program during strike against District
of Columbia papers.

Additional support of the Washington ‘'Newsroom.*’

10 programs of ths Elizabeth Drew interview series ‘30 Minutes With.”'
Support for studio relocation, equipment and financial stabitizalion,

218, 000.
980, 500. 00 Support of national public aHtairs television programing.

1.500; 000. 00
131, 000. 00

TO NPACT (NATIONAL PUBLIC AFFAIRS CENTER FOR TELEVISION) BEFORE MERGER WITH WETA

July 30,1972 .. _....

iy LA®2e. L

$1, 400, 000.00
800, 000. 00

General support of ﬁsca!gear 1972 programing.
Continued support for NPACT's public affairs programing.

EXHIBIT 1

GRANTS RECEIVED BY WETA-TV FROM THE EUGENE AND AGNES £. MEYER FOUNDATION

Date

Amount

Purpose

Spring 1958, .........

. February 1973........
February 1974, .......

25,000

For p:‘oduchon of "'Time For Science,’* an instructional series for Sth and 6th
grades.

For technical costs in accepting institutional broadcast time on WTTG.

For printing of manual to accompany the science course.

Start up funds— to assist in activation of channel 26.

Yo help tund a 6-week “"Summer School of the Air."

* To defray costs of fiiming a Menotti opera which fater won an “'‘Emmy*’ award

for excetience. . .

To enable WETA to meetl matching requirements of Ford Foundation challenge
grant for tocal programing. .

For tocal program production.

* EXHIBIT Il

GRANTS RECEIVED BY WETA FROM THE MORRIS AND GWENDOLYN CAFRITZ FOUNOATION

Date and media- Amount Purpose
Television:
May 1972........ $30,00¢ To enable station 1o telecast “‘Saturday Children's Fair,”” 3 weekly S-hour
compilation of the besl available programing for young viewers.
- ;ﬁ;y 1973........ . 30,000 Renswal of support for 'Saturday cgildnn's air'’ for another 12 mo.
adio:
May 1971........ 5,200 Underwrite costs of braodcasting a series of *'Philadelphia Orchestra’’ concerts.
July1972........ 5,200
Aprilt 1923...... . 5,200
Aprit 1974, .. ... 5, 200 \
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Senator ITarrkr. The next witness is Mr. David Ives, president of
WGBH Educational Foundation in Boston.

STATEMENT OF DAVID 0. IVES, PRESIDENT, WGBH EDUCATIONAL
FOUNDATION, BOSTON, MASS.

Mr. Ives. Mr., Chairman, I also will not read my statement. I will
simply summarize it. i i

Senator HarTke. Yes; your entire statement will appear in the
record as though it were read, and you can summarize your statement
and that will be fine, Yes, sir., .

Mr, Ives. I am David Ives, president of WGBH Educational Foun-
dation in Boston, and we have four television licenses in Massachu-
setts, three television stations and one radio station. .

Private foundations have helped us in almost every way you can
think of over the years. They have given us money for programs, they
have given us money for equipment, they have given us money to re-
build after the fire that destroyed us in 1961 And they have given us
money for general unrestricted use. ) ‘

WGBH was established by major su_[l)port. from private foundations,
chiefly those set up by the Filene family, and they have played an im-
portant part in our development ever since.

I just want to make brief special mention of the Towell Instituto
which gives support on everything we have accomplished and has
underwritten our activities from the beginning, There is a section in
my statement on the support of the Lowell family through the foun-
dation which began 140 years or so ago and has been a major source
of strength, ) .

Ralph Lowell himself could not come to this meeting, He is 84 and
he did not feel that he could come to Washington, but he has. written
a statement, Mr, Chairman, and I would like to ask that his letter bo
ut in the record too. The point of his letter is that the tax of--4 percent
19 more than necessary to monitor the activities of private foundations.

{'The letter referred to follows:]

TRUSTEE OF THE LOWELL INSTITUTE,
Boston, Scptember 3, 1974,
Re Private Foundations,
Senator VANCE HHARTKE,
Scnate Ofice Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR IIARTKE: The Lowell Institute is one of the older private
foundations in the United States, having been established under the will of
John Lowell, Jr. in 1830. Its original purpose—to offer various courses of free
public lectures to the citizens of Boston—has been faithfully carried out by
the Institute’s Trustees over the intervening 138 years,

- In more recent years, the Institute's activities have been broadened to include
an Evening School under the auspices-of Massachusetts Institute of Techinology,
the Commission on Extension Courses in conjunction with Harvard University,
and the Lowell Institute Cooperative Broadeasting Councll, which operates
three educational television stations and a noncommereial radlo station.

A copy of the Institute's program for the 1973-1074 seaxon is attached, together
with the preliminary announcement of the Commission on Extension Courses
for the school year 1074-1975. ~

The Institute’s inftial endowment of $250,000 has grown over the years to
a recent value of $7 million. In fisenl 1074, the Institute distributed over $230,000
in support of the above-mentloned activities and, at year end, had an income
balance of approximately $60,000 for subsequent distribution,
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Unfortunately, It was alse forced to distribute $12,000 to the U.8. Govern-
ment under tbe terms of the Tax Reform Act of 194, thereby directly reduc-
fug the smount of xupport available for ita stated objectives., .

While there in uo precise yanistick by which to measure the fmpact of the
Inntitute’'s programs over the 138 sears of its existence on the cultural and
educutional Life of the citizens of Boston, {t is believed to have been considerable.
And, thanks to the mediums of mdlo and tetevision, virtuslly every family
fn Mursachusetts ix now able to share in the original donor's beneticence, The
Institute has had a proud past amwl faces an exciting and challenging tuture.,

The undersigned s in complete ngreement with those who hold that private
foundations ghouwld render nn annual account of their activities to the general
public and further agree~ that a madest charge to pernit mouitoring  these
gccounts is In onler. However, the indiscriminate levying of a punitive tax on
sitch foundations does not appeear to e fn the public interest,

The stoary of the Lowell Institute as set forth above i« presented in the hope
hat the Congress will see 1o encournge rather than pennlize private phitan.
theopy 1 our great nation,

Respecftully,

Rarn lowetr, Truatee,

Senator Hanrke. s T have indicated, our report will be avatlable
by the end of the month 1 would hope,

Mr. Ivis. T mentioned the Ford Foundation in my statement, and
thix hearmg s full of referenees to the Ford FFoundation, so 1 do not
need to add much to that, To WGBH, the Ford Foundation has helped
Imany, many wavs. :

Wao have had mcereasing help in reeent years from foundations out-
side of our own area, not foundations that can receive our serviees,
and that is very encouraging becanse there is obviously an awitul lot
of room in pubhie broadeasting and television and radio for founda-
Gons to fund programs that e i the areas i which they are
interested.

We have had program support recently from the Arthur Vining
Davies Fonndations, from the Tewin Sweeney Miller Foundation,
from the Lilly Foundation, and from the Latham Foundation, and all
of those nre quite new to us and 1 think those indieate a rising aware-
ness of the part that publie broadeasting ean play in informing and
enbightemng the public of this countey. 'I‘ru-y have been very important
to us, ’

I think it was Henry Loomis who mentioned the importance of o
growing trend in our industry, whieh i< the combination of funding
for programs for several ditferent sources, Take our program in scienco
calledd NOVN which has been on the aire for 1 vear now, That is funded
both by private nymey from the Carnegie Corporation and hy Federal
money through the National Seience Foundation and the Corporation |
for Pubhic Broadeasting and by private corporation funds. The Polar-
ord Carporation is involved in it That kind of multiple fanding
seems to us to offer areal new opportunity and to supply new forms
of capital for funding that we have not heen able to develop from any
single souree,

have n section in my statement on support of the Rockefeller
Foundation which has funded two 3-vear projeets for us, and is now
funding a third, This is particularly interesting becanse these grants
support general objectives and not specifie programs, There are grants
for the purpese of funding what we ealled our artists-in-television
roject i which artists from other media, other disciplines came to
VG BIH and worked with television professionals to see what the com-
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bination of these talents could provide. This not only has provided
particular programing for WGBH and our region. but has provided
also programing which goes outside our region and it has permitted
us to have some funds that I think Mr. Breitenfeld referred to as risk
capital funds. With some Rockefeller money we were able to give a
young fellow from Yale who came in the.door with a documentary

on religious p:mnlps. |]):u'( way finicshed. enough money to put that in’

final form, and that beeame the pilot for the series ealled Religious
Ameriea. We went around and raised money from foundations to make
that series possible, a very interesting innovation in publie television
broadeasting and something that we could not have done if we had
not had the eapital on our own to go into it. T would like to think that
is going to be increasing from foundations, .

Ve have had contributions, of conrse, from loeal foundations in the
seoves and even hundreds,-and 1 list n lot of them in the statement,
Many of them give relatively small amonnts, £100 a year or some of

them give as much as $1.000 or ®5,000 a vear, These are very - small

foundations, often family foundations and they are extvemely useful-
to us,

Loeal foundations, of course, have also given us larger grants for
many projects, snch as getting established and obtaining capital equip-
ment. Color television equipment, as you know, is tremendously ex-
pensive and it is very hard for a station like ours to generate eapital
money, and so grants from foundations arve extremely useful in that
area. ‘

‘Those are the main points, Mr. Chairmap. in my statement, and T
will submit it for the record.

Senator Harrke, Has the history of your support of WGRIH indi-
cated that loeal foundation support. is as m‘nilnhllv as it is for national
suk)pm't ?

Mr, Tves, T am not sure it is available as it is, 1 am not sure
what that means, but there certainly has been no deeline in the interest
of loeal foundations in owr activities. There has been, if anything, an
inerease and 1 think this is generally true around the country aspublic
broadeasting becomes more visible and more effective, as more people
begin to wateh it morve regulnrly, and benefit fiom it, Foundations ave
by the same token much more interested in it as a useful vehicle for
their funds, -

Senator ITarrke. Do you think loeal foundations would be willing

10 become as involved had it not been for the leadership of the IFord

Foundation?

My, Ives, Oh, possibly not. But. T do not think one should indieate
that the local foundations or any others arve simply followjng the lead
of the Ford Foundation, They arve not just trving to imitate it 1
think it is fair to say if the Ford Foundation had not been in the
picture at the beginning, public television wounld not he nearvly as
strong as it is now. But, the fact that it is strong and effective, and
growing in strength and effectiveness is what attracts the foundation
support now, not simply beenuse Ford does it therefore, we want. to
do it, In fact. that sometimes makes the foundation want to go the
other way. '

Senator TTarrke. What about other stations? Are they able and
ave they competent in the field of soliciting funds of this type from
foundations as your station is?

.
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Mr. Ives. Well, one of the most encouraging things about public
broadeasting is the competition for doing programing is getting
prefty tough, and whercas Boston used to think that it did not. have
very many competitors in the field,.we now have a lot. And there aro
stuations a{l over the country who are going to foundations and other
sources looking for programing funds, and wo simply think that is
the best sign of the vigor in our business that there is, that there are
more people out there. And when you walk into the foundation door
you may find a competing station coming out. That indicates that
thereis alot of vigor in what we are doing. ) o

Senator Harrke. Do you find that there is an increase in partici-

‘pation by foundations dollarwise?

Mur. Ives. Yes, we do., .

Senator HHarrge, Over the years? ‘

Mvr. Ives. As to our own operation, there certainly is, and new founs
dations are beginning to give significant money.

Senator ITarrke. Let me ask yon a question I put to Mr. Loomis
earlier, Do you think that the participation by the foundations should
bo limited to a specific percentage of the total participation?

Mr, Ives. T would not want to indicate that there should be any
ercentage amount dn it. I was not quite sure that that is what T heard

iim sav. But. it scems to me that. (?m main point that he was making .
is one that T totally subseribe to, and that is the diversity of funding
is very important to public broadeasting so that many people can
get into the act. We have about 112,000 (o 115,000 households in Bos-
ton contributing-in the Boston arvea, contributing to our support,
They give $5 or $15.0r $25, less or more in the course of a year, and
that is a platform of support which gives us great stability in the
community.,

Senator ITarrke. Do you find hesitancy by foundations for spe-
cific grants to deal with thoso subjects which challenge any of tho
existing institutions? .

Mr, Tves. T do not know as we have had enough experience so that
T could say that you find that. I think that it is to some degree true
that foundations, except for a few of them, are less intorested in
public affairs programs than thev are in others. But, so are corpora.
tions much less interested in public affairs programs than others,

Senator ITarvie. Has that been on the inerease or the decrease?

My, Ivis, Inerease or deerease in what /

Senator Harrke, In participation in publie affairs programs?

Mr. Tves, Well, since foundations have come into the picture, and
this i jist off the top of my head beeause T eannot talk for the wholo
industry, T would say the foundations have certainly shown no less
interest in ity and to some extent more in public affairs and in chal-
lenging programs, beeause it is pretty lmr& to pin that kind of thing
down, heeause it depends so much on what your definition of what
a challenging program is. o

Senator Tawrke. What T have specifie veference to is would they
be willing to participate in a program which challenged, for exam-
ple. the overall dominance of their own source of income{

Mr. Ives. T do not want to put myself in the position of answering
bocause T have not had any experience, A

1
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Senator HARTKE. As in the ficld of economics, or cthics, or the
field of ovorall citizen participation, or is there a tendency to con-
form to a general pattern ¢

Mr. Ives. I just cannot speak to that kind of a generality. Some
foundations are a good dan more aggressive and willing to be, to
tako risks than others. And I do not think it is possible to generalize.
“The foundation business, of course, is no monolith, They are ox-

“tremely individualistic. Some of them have boards of very conserva-
tivo men and women who do not want to take chances. Others want
to be innovative and do. The Rockefeller foundation, for example,
specifically does want to support innovation of every different kind.

ther foundations you go to would say, look, wo just do not want to
tako any chances with our money. But, that is true in every kind
of a business, ,

Scnator ITartke. That has always been one of my concerns about
the definition of innovation as far as public broadcasting is con-
cerned, as to what is innovation, and I have always been somewhat
fearful that we will have a tendency to look upon anything which
offends the overall public view at the moment as being avoided.

Let mo give you a specific. I found very littlo criticism, for ex-
ample, of the Vietnam war until it became popular to criticize the
Yietnam war,

Mr, Ives, In public broadceasting?

Scenator ITartke. Yes.

Mr. Ives. Oh, gosh, there certainly was.

Senator ITarrke. If you would like the details T would be glad to
give them to you, chapter and verse on the eriticism of the war, but it
renerally did not approach itself on any moral turpitude whatsoever,

t was on a question of costing sometimes, and some of the atrocities
which were involved, but there never was an attempt made as to
whether or not there was a human repulsiveness about that war. I do
not think public broadeasting ever identified with that area.

Mr. Ives. 1 just have to disagree with that strongly, and if you would
like we can supply you with the documentation of programs on public
broadeasting examining the right and the wrong of the Vietnam war

oing back to the very carliest days of it. Certainly in Boston we did.
§know they have done it in New York and San Francisco and many
other stations. 1 canuot pin down national programs right away, but I
am suro there have been o great many of them, a great many, and I
really think that is not right.

Senator Harrxke., Well, 1 have just a difference of opinion on that,
and that is the point that T think is very appropriate. I do not think
it is very much a problem at this moment. But, there are other matters
which are equally as challenging at this moment, For example, on the
question of 1510 role of multinationals in the national interest. T cannot
find anybody in the public broadeasting challenging that role at the
moment,

Mr. Ives, Well, T am not sure we have challenged that role, but there
are an awful lot of things to challenge and you edinnot expect the
undernourished publie broadeasting to challenge all of them.

Senator IHawrke. T think most of your foundations support, the bi
ones at least, are from nitiltinational corporations, so 1 do not thinﬁ
that they would want to support. something which was critical of their
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own source of funds. This is the problem that concerns me, and that is
why I wonder about foundations when they are dedicated to the public
interest, whether the public interest sometimes becomes sort of not a
question that they deal with one way or the other that they deal affirm-
atively in ways of this sort but they just avoid it. They studiously
avoid it, and if it is tax money, do they have a right to avoid it, or
should they be the first to go ahead and point up tho differences. 1
suppose you could say it is very hard for somebody to gore his o«wn ox.
This is i?\e very heart of what I found a lot of difticulty with when I
talk to foundation people, they all come and tell me the great good
they are doing for t‘no public interest. And they want to know what I

- want to know what I want to do about that, and how I want to destroy

the great good. I never said anything about destroying. I just asked
thom to identify what they do in the public interest, and immediately
thoy become very defensive, the foun&ations, as though there is some-
thing to hide, which immediately raises my suspicions, the very fact
that they theinsclves are afraid to really deal with the heart of the
issues.

But, if you studiously avoid certain areas, then the avoidance issue
can become just ns an effective means of control as dealing with an
actual rejection of a type of programing. So, 1 ask you very specifi-
cally if foundations come to you with a proposal do you in nmfo itself
say well, look, we want to control at least the area in which you are
roing to go, or we want to go ahead and make some suggestions, or docs
tho foundation have the complete authority to deal with that as lon
a8 it does not offend anyone, and as long as it has generally so-calle
public acceptance ¢ '

Mr. Ives. A foundation will sometimes suggest to us that a program

* bo done in a given arca and will sometimes suggest, and I think it has

happened, it is rather rare though, and we spend most of our time
trying to pursuade the foundation that they should do things in the
arca where we want to operate, and we invariably take the opportunity
from the very beginning to say that once the money is grante(}, we have
full control over the way it 18 spent, and we have total control over
the programing if programing is what is involved. But, as to whether
foundations avoid issues, nmlgl cannot really speak to that, I have no
experience with that at all, you are going to have to ask the founda-
tions, as apparvently vou have already.

Senator “.\n'r;u:. Well, 1 am not so sure that that is the role. I think
that is also the role of public broadeasting. You see, what concerns mo
is that you get off into this same typoe of generalization, In other words,
that ?'ou go to look at it like as a noncommercial commercial operation,
which maybe seems to be a double negative, but it is not, and that is in
the public, does public broadeasting really serve!

Mr. Ives. Well, to go back, Senator, to your case about Vietnam,
certainly in Boston, aside from the Boston Globe, there has been no
member of the media that has done more programing in the area of
examining and attacking the basis on which the Vietnam war was
fought than WGBLEHL I can go back to 1965 when we had from Harvard
a 3- or 4-hour program called “Vietnam Teach-in,” which was an ex-
traordinaril)' vigorous examination of that very question. And I think
certainly WGBH yields to no one in that area. I am proud of our
record, and I am proud of our record of balunce in presenting it too.
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Senator IHarTkr. You have an outstanding record and I am not
criticizing that. I am merely trying to get back into this area as to
exactly what the role of the private foundation is and whether or not
it should, as Mr. I.oomis hus indicated, have a maximum limitation
placed on its participation. _

Mr. Ives, \\'ell, certainly do not' think it should be a limiting
participation, and I do not think Henry Loomis was trying to say that
cither, I think the foundations have a very significant role to P ay in
public broadecasting by pmvi(linl: more money for public broadcasters
to do 1 programing with. That i

r

hat is the gencralization to end all
fmmra izations, but you really cannot come at it much better than that
do not think.
Seaator Harrke. Al right. Thank you.
My, Ives. Thank you.
[‘'The prepaved statement of Mr. Ives follows:]

STATEMENT oF DAavip O, Ives, PRESIVENT, WUBH EoucatioNaL FouUNDATION

I am David O. Ives, President of the WGBH Educational Foundation in Bos-
ton. WGBH holds four leenses to broadeast in Massachusetts, We have operated
WGRH Radio, 80.7 FM Boston sfnce 1031, We began broadeasting on WGREH -
TV, Channel 2 in Boston, in 19335, We started operntions on WGBX-TV, Channel
44 In Boston in 1968, Aud we have operated WGBY-TV, Channel 67 in Xpring-
field since 1071,

WGRH has long been condldered a leader in publie broadeasting. It ix often
cited as a model of community-supported station, Itr televiston progeams, hoth
for ity own locality and for nationnl distribution, have received widespread rec-
ognitlon for excellence, WGBIH Radio, in addition to providing a diversifed
service 1o the .eaxtern half of Masxachusetts, nlso contributes regularly to the
programing of Nutional Publie Radio, Progrmms originating on either Channel 2
In Boston or Channel 67 in Xpringfield and carried on both stations simultane-
ously can be geen by nearly 90 percent of the rextdents of our state.

Exeont for funds which make possible the in-sehool brondeasts of the so-called
2t-ine elassroom, WURH receives no xupport from the state of Maxsuchusetts
ar tlaty of Boston or any other loed! govermmental souree. Ttx funding ix elther
in t. - form of unrestricted contributions by s viewers and listeners, Its meminr
fustivutions and It annual television auction: or in the form of geants and con-
tracta tor speeltic radio and televizion projeets, such as those supported by the
PRR Station Progeam Cooperative, the Corporation for Public Broadceasting, the
Department of Health, Fducation and Welfare, corporate underwriters and
foundations,

From its very beginnings, WGBRH has benefitted enormously from grants mnde
by private foundations, Indeed, it ix fair to say that WGRH conld not have heen
established nor could it have grown and Aourished If it had not been for support
for many different purposes from foundations, Grants of money for programs, for
cquipment, for bmilding, and for generanl unrestricted ke have played an in-
dispensalle part In WGRIPs Hee, Without such foundation support, WGRE =
sgervice to its communities- -loeal, reglonal i national--would have been far,
far less than it hax actually been. .

Without such support in the future. WGBIH cannot expect to maintain elther
the quality or the diversity of the programming it can offer.

Umnideriying everything WG BH has done is the support of The Lowell Iustitute,
A private foundation established in 1830 to provide publie lectures for the citizens
of Boston. Under the teadership of Ralph Lowell, the so-called Lowell Institute
Cooperative Rroadeasting Council was formed in 1046, 1t 12 a loose assoclalion of
sume sixtern untversitios and cultural lostitations in the Roston area which have
supplied advice, cooperation and Ainancinl support to publie televizion and radio
in thix region ever aince. In the early dava of the Council, programs were pre-
predd for hrondeast on commercial rdio stathons in Boston, By 1931, the need tor
a full-time educational radio station was felt and the Counetl formed the WGRH
Eduentionsl Fonndation to obtain the Ueenke and operate 1. Af fest, nlimost the
whole unrestricted nudget of the young statton came from the Counctl members,
with roughly half of the total coming from the Lowell Institute itself, As the
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WGBH hudget has grown, the Councll in fizca) 1074 still supplied some R percent
of WGBH’s total unrestricted funds, with the Lowell I[nstitute ftself again
supplying just about half of that amount. The support of the Lowell Family.
through the foundation established by John Lowell, Jr. almost 140 yoars ago, hus
been a major source of strength to this enterprise.

It I3 not possible, either, to overlook the grants made by the Ford Foundation
to WGBIH over the years. Ford's centrally-important contributions to publie
broadcasting are of course well-known and will make up a xignificant part of thix
record. But its help to WUBH must not go unnoticed. Through WGBH, the
Ford Foundation has funded efther totally or in partnership with the Corporation
for Public Broadeasting, many of the programs thix station has produced for
national distribution, including ZOOM, THE ADVOCATES, JBAN NHEP
HERD'S AMERICA, ON BEING BLACK, and FLICK-OU'T, Ford made a crucinl
challenge grant to our community following a disastrous fire in 1961 that de-
stroyed our studlos and thus heiped WGBIE build the first television stadio ex-
pressly designed for public broadeasting. In 1063 through 1068, Ford made mateh-
fug grants to WGBIH—and zome 30 other community stations—which dramatl-
cally raised the subsequent xupport this station obtatned from its local commu-
nity, Kimilar results were obtained around the country, and the &uccess of that
project {8 reflected in the current propoxat for long-range funding of public
broadeasting through the device of federal grants that would be proportional to
nonfederal grants obtained by statfons from thelr statex and communities.

Ford funds, through its subsidiary, the Fund for Adult Education, helped got
WGBH on the air in the first place. Combined with even more subgtantinl nid
from three foundations established by the Filene family of Roston, the Fonl
grant provided the amount needed to set up our first television statton in 19575,

Ford funds helped create the Eastern Educationnl Network, in which WGRH
was a prime maver, They helped WGRH equip tix first televiston wmabile unit
tinstalled In a Greyhound bus that hnd traveled S00.000 mtles before station
aequired 1), They helped establizh a precedent-setting local news program, THE
REPORTERR. And other Ford grants helped the statlon in other ways,

“In recent yeuars, other foundations outside our own arep have shown increasing
interest in supporting public televiston programs and this I8 a teend which has
greatly encournged us in our continual search for adequate funding. Xome ox-
ampler of thix sort of support fneclude the Arthur Vining Davis Foundatlons
grants for THE ADVOUATESR and THE ASCENT OF MAN (the Iatter to be
broadeast on PBR in the coming season) : the Carnegle Corporation of New York
for NOVA, the -ery snccessful WGBIL series on selence: The Irwin Sweeney
Miller Foundation and the Lilly Endowment for RELIGIOUS AMERICA : and
the Latham Foundation for WALSH'S ANIMALR. The schedules of publie broad-
casting stations have heen greatly enriched by this programing.

Another frultful method of usdng toundation grants for progruming s to com-
hine them with money from other sonrces, public or private. For example, Nova
in ftq first two years, has heen xupported not only by a private foundation, the
Carnegie Corparation: but alse by the federally-supported Natlonal Scienee
Foundation: by a private association, the Ameriean Assoclation for the Advines:
ment of Kefence ; by fiteral funds through the Corporation for Pubiie Rroadeast-
tng: and by n private company, the Polarold Corporntion, Other examples conhi
be cited, but this diversity of funding sourees Iz one of pubdie broadeasting’s most
important strengtha and one we hope public poliey will endenvor to foster, Public
broadeasting must be encournged (o seek funding from diverse sources in owe
xoclety, beeause In thix very diversity Hex strength for the system and hope for
fnsulation from the unfortunate influences that could result fron dependence on
any single source of fncome. Private foundations shonld be enconraged to eon—
tinue and broaden their support for public hroadeasting in partnership with other
funding sources

A different, hut equally important kind of support has been supplied to WGRH
by the Rockefetler Foundation, The fiest geant, for the WGBH Artist-in-Tele-
viston Project, covered some three years and permdtted WGRE 1o offer apporta.
nitles to outside artists or scholars to collnbornte with in-houxe TV professionalx
in devising new wayx to use televisfon ax an artistle medinm. It was followed by
t recond three-yenr grant, for the WGBH Projoct for New Television, which built
on the lessons of the fiest project while focusing on new work on ideas. persons
or evenls chiosen from the rieh sourcex of American tife or kistory, Thexe two
grants produced significant new programing in danee, in musie, in history. In
Video art, and in other flelds, 1t also provided the funds with which WGBH
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developed pllot programs that led to vital new series on public television across .
tho country. Neither Rellgious America nor the science series Nova could have
heen developed by WGBI without the funds granted Ly the Rockefeller Founda-
tion. -

A third, and current, Rockefeller-funded project, the WGBII New Television
Workshop, continues in the same directions as before with the addition of a
separate physical workshop having its own space and equipment to encourage ex-
perimental work free from the cost restrictions of elaborate broadeast facllitivs.
The project ix also making possible development of new program ideas by WGBH,
including a serles on the history of the American labor movement, one on ar-
chitecture, one providing short filmed stories of the American Revolution, and
one to present portraits of contemporary women,

It isn't likely that all of these Initintives will be equally successful, but in
every case {t is a foundation grant that is bearing the cost of the high-risk, often-
speculative research and development work that is essential to the creation of
new programs for the public. In this process, talented artists, humanists and
.speclalists from many flelds have received their fiest produetion experience in
television, thus immensurably enriching the ranks of persons competent to con-
tribute new work in the medium,

Providing additional funds of this nature—funds that will permit stations in
public television and radio to develop thelr own ldeas and capacities—ig an area
fn which private foundations should be strongly encouraged. As it Is now, a foun-
dation will usurlily inslst on seelng a specitic proposal before supplying funds for
it, and this process, while understandable, often takes months to complete. 1
would hope that more foundations would see the wisdom of making grants to at
least n few organizations for the purpose of developing new ldeas. The dividends
for brondeasting audiences would be very large.

Finally I want to pay tribute to the scores of loeatl foundations which have
aupported WGBH In many ways over the years., Such grants, rangiug in amount
from as little ax $100 to as much as £3,000, have helped WGBH ngatn and ngain
in ltx struggle to serve its multiple audiences in its own community. Most of these
grants are in relatively small amounts and are glven for our unrestricted oper-
ating budget—the most important funds WGRH recelives,

Among the foundations making =uch grants nre: lLassor and Fanny Agoos
Charity Fund, George 1. Alden T'rust, Frank W. and Carl 8. Abrams Memorial
Fund, Blanchard Foundation, Godfrey I.. Cabot Charitable Trust, Alfred E. Chase .
Charity Foundation, Clark Charltable ‘I'rust, Dennigon Foundation, Ine,, Ellison
Foundatton, Fidelity Foundation, Fuller Foundation, Inc.,, Barnett D, Gordon
Family Foundation, F. L. and M. C. Gryzmish Trust, Baldwin Charitable Founda-
tion, Adelnide Breed Bayrd Foundation, Benjamin Family Foundation, Leo 1.,
Beranek Foundation, Adriel U, Bird Foundation, Biythswood Charitalile 'T'rust,
John Chany Fund, C.L.F. Foundatton, Coliver Foundation, Cove Charitable
Trust, Creighton Family Foundation, Mice Willard Dore Foundation, Iufill
Charitable Foundation, Eastern Charitable Foundation, Ruth . and Warren A,
Ellsworth Foundation, Frances W, merson Foundation,

Alee E. and Sophie M. Felnberg Foundation, Lincoln and ‘Therese Filene
Foundation, Engletua and Volkman Foundation for Humanism, Fexhero Co,
Foundation, Nehemiax Gorin Foundation, Grosherg Family Chartty Fund, Gross.
man Family Trust, Haffenreffer Family Fund, Hamel Charitable Foundation,
Harris Foundation, Hintlian Foundation, Harold D), Hwmigkinson Charitable
Foundation, R. W. Holcombe Charitable Trust, Gilbert I, Hood Memorial Foun.
dation, the opedale Foundation, Mitchell B. Kaufman Charitable Foundation,
Kingsbury ¥und, Leonard M. Krull Trust, LaChaixe Foundation, June Rockwell
levy Foundation, George I, MeNear Foundation, Hooper Foundation, Morse Shoe
Foundation, Max I. and Sophie R. Mydang Foundation, Paine Charity Fund,
PParker Charitable Foundation, Pletz Charitable Foundation, Pligrim Founda-
tion, Elwyn G, P'reston Charitable ‘Frust, A, ¢ Ratshesky Foundation, Raytheon
Charitable Foundation, Alford and Charlotte Rudnick Foundation, Sagamore
Foundation, Schrafft Charlitable Trust, Louls Schwarz Family Foundation,
Sonnabend Foundation, Phineas W. Sprague Memorial Fund, Seth Xprague Fduaea-
tional and Charitable Foundation, Stop & Shop Foundation, Tamarack Founda-
tion, Vingo Trust 11, Webster Charitable Foundation, Edwin 8, Webster Founda-
tlon, Carl A. Weyerhausger ‘I'rust, Arthur A, Willinms Foundation, Albert O,
Wilson Foundatlon, Clara B. Winthrop Charltable Foundation, Sarnh T. Win-
throp Memorinl Foundation, Woodland Foundatlon.

In addition to guch unrestricted gifts, other local foundations have made larger
grants to WGBII for other purposes. Some gave substantial amounts to help the
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station recover and rebulld after a disastrous fire in 1081, Some have given to
help the station acquire broadcasting equipment, such as color cameras, color
videotape machines, ilm chains, and so forth. These include The Committee of the
Permanent Charity, Inc., the Spaulding-I"otter Charitable ‘[rust, the God(rey I..
Iiyams Trust, and the Lincoln and Therese Filene Foundation—which also made
the key grant to get WGBH-TV on the air in 1955. In helping to put WGBY-TV,
Channel 87, Springfleld on the air, significant support was obtained fronr the
Frank Stanley Beveridge Foundation, the Nan and Matilda Heydt Charitable

" Fund, the Eugene A. Dexter Charitable Fund and the Dow Jones Foundation.

In summary, support from private foundations has heen of critical importance
to WGBH since its origing in 1046. The grants have been for programming, for
equipment, for development and for operating budgets. Grants have come from
scores of foundations inride our covernge area as well as frotn many putgide our
region, the latter primarlly to heljy WGBIH produce programs for national distri-
bution. WGBH’s record as a community public hroadcasting enterprise could
not possihly have heen as impressive as it {8 without the help of these private
foundations. We hope the Congress will see the wisdom of encouraging such
support as a significant way of Increasing the reach and the impact of public
broadcasting in this country.

Senator ITartke. Our next witness will be the Carnegie Corp. in
Now York. And T understand Mr. Pifer is not going to be able to be
with us,s0 we have Mr. Eli Evans.

STATEMERT OF ELI EVANS, CARNREGIE CORP. OF NEW YORK,
TESTIFYING FOR ALAN PIFER, PRESIDENT OF CARNEGIE CORP.

Mr. Fvaxs, Senator Hartke, Alan Pifer is ill and cannot be hero
today and has asked me to send his regrets to the committee. T am here
to testify in his stead. T do not intend to read the statement in its
entirety, but T wonld like to present some excerpts of its since the copies
we sent down by plane on Friday did not arrive on time.

Senator HarTke. All right. And the ontire statement will appear.

Mr. Evans. In preparing for these hedrings, the Foundation Center
drew up a list of all recorded foundation grants to public broadcast-*
ing for the 4-year period from 1970 through 1073, The list includes
229 different grants amounting to more than $10 million, from 83
different foundations. The Center also provided a supplementary list
of grants to edueational institutions for public brondcasting purposes
amounting to another $1.472,660. Neither of these lists, I should add,
includes grifts of under $10,000 to individual stations. -

We are submitting for the record, Mr, Chairman, both the Founda-
tion Center's breakdown of its list by State, by foundation, and by
grant. recipient and the Corporation for Public Broadeasting report.
The Center's information provides a good indication that foundation
giving Tins had a nationwide impact on public broadeasting,

[ am also submitting for the vecord, a list of grants &b public televi-
sion by Carnegie Corp. since 1961. The total amounts to more than $7
million, Tt includes funding in 1961 to help purchase channel 13 as an
educational station for the New York City area: funds to establish
the Carnegie Commission on Iducational Television in 1965; a $t
million grant to help start up the Corporation for Public Broadeast-~
ing: ¥3.8 million to the Children's Television Workshop for Sesame
Street and the Flectrie Co.; as well as other programs,

Lot me take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to pay tribute to the
IFFord Foundation for its major contribution to the buildine of nublic
broadeasting. In the past 20 years, the foundation has contributed
more than $270 million to educational telovision, keeping tho system
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- alive and growing as a national resource for the American people until
“other sources of funds could assume some of the burden. Without

Ford's leadership and faith, we probably would not be here today dis-
cussing a developed educational broadcasting system.

Because of the importance of the role played by the Carnegie Com-

mission on Educational Television in laying out a design for the
future growth of public brondeastjng, it seems appropriate today to
review the origins of the commission and to weigh its recommendations
against the record of the past 6 years and projected plans for
the future.
+ At n meeting of the National Association of Educational Broad-
casters in 1964, Ralph Lowell,. chairman of the board of station
WGBH in Boston, suggested the formation of a I’residential commis-
sion on the financing of educational television. Although President
Lyndon Johuson gave this suggestion his private endorsement, he
felt that such an inquiry could more appropriately be earried out under
nongovernmental auspices. . :

Carnegie Corp. was appronched to sponsor the study in 1965, While
we agreed to do so, and further, to administer it ourselves and to ap-
point the chairman and commission members, we insisted from the
outset. that the commission be an independent body, that it function
unfettered and on its own timetable, that it develop its own rvesearch
agenda, and that its findings be incorporated into a set of recommenda-
tions to be addressed to the American people.

The most important. decision lay in the selection of its chairman,
and wo were very fortunate in obtaining for this position Dr. Jumes
Killian, chairman of the corporation of the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology.

The commission reported in January of 1967, invontin% a new
term—public television—to describe its vision of the future. It called
for the establishment of a mixed publie/private, noncommercial, com-
prehensive system of public television which would become a major
new institution in American life,

Central to the Carnegie Commission plan were the principles, first,
of n decentralized system built on local station autonomy, and second,
of long-range financing. with a mix of moneys coming from the
Federal Government, from State and loeal  governments, from
foundations, from corporations, and from private citizens who might
contribute as members of their community stations.

The commission was clearly opposed to the development of an
overly centralized system. It believed that the choice of what goes
on the air must always be n local decision and furthermore that there
must be multiple program production centers, including the loeal
stations themselves. The heart of the system therefore would not be
the Corporation for Public Broadeasting but the local stations, With
the recent cstablishment of a cooperative marketing plan, publie
broadeasting scems to e moving eloser to that ideal.

On the issue of long-range financing, the commission stated clearly
the need for multiple-year Federal funding by Congress. This was to
assure that the system would be free and independent of politieal
pressure and able to plan long-term programing projects. As Sesame
Street showed, such projects require extended research and experi-
mentation and & commitment of llunds over several years to hire staffs
and studios and to audition programs for local station approval.

-
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The commission recognized that there were several possible ap-
})rm\chos to a long-range financing plan that would insu}ate Federal

unds from the political pressures inherent in an annual appropria-
tions process. I think it would surely have approved of the Public
Broadeasting Financing Act which was submitted to Congress by the
administration this July. That bill encompasses the major principles
cnunciated by the Carnegie Commission : first, it calls for a substantial
amount of money on a long-range basis and second, it provides for
local autonomy in programing through a pattern of financial support
desigmed to encourage matching funds from State, local, and private
sourees. .

I hope Congress will agree with the Carnegie Commission that the
Tunding of public television is a unique problem deserving a’unique
funding approach. Insulation from political interference can oceur
only if the Congress will both authorize and appropriate funds over
a d-year period, If Congress is flexible in adopting a plan that pro-
teets the independence of public broadeasting, T firmly believe that this
will stimulate a considerably increased flow of contributions to loeal
stations by millions of individual viewers. T

In my view, the public broadeasting system should never be wholly
federally funded or perceived to be the domain of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Rather, it should exist entirely as a private, nonprofit sector
netivity and as an activity of the States, or, in some instances, of
municipalities, with Federal funds being just one among several
sources of financial underpining—albeit a very important source. In
the plan proposed by the legislation currently hefore Congress, public
brondeasting will move toward this svstem of multiple support.

If Congress does approve this legislation and substantially increased
Federal funds do thereby become available on a matching basis for
the sustenance of the public television system, we then must ask. what
should be the proper role of foundations?

It is my view that many foundations, particularly community foun-
dations, family foundations and trusts which are small and locally
or regionally oriented and have limited stafl’ resourees, will continue
to contribute general support grants, as they have heen doing, to their
local public television stations, For example, in just 2 years, in New
York State alone, 229 different foundations awarded grants of under
f10,000 cach to loeal New York stations, for a total of £335.000. 1
would guess these foundations regard their giving to the stations very
much as they would their gifts to logal colleges, voluntary hospitals,
private welfare agencies, musenms, and so on. They give out of a sense
of civie responsibility, believing publie television stations have now
achieved the same degree of importance to the community as other
Kinds of cultural and edueational institutions. ‘T'his kind of giving is
an appropriate role for foundations of this kind. It has become im-
portant to local television stations in recent years and it will bo vital
to them in_the future in lu-l‘ping raise the matehing money they will
need to qualify for Federal funds.

However, for the Inrger, nationally orviented foundations T now
see the possibility of a rather different role. With the prospect. of
major Federal aid these foundations should no longer be held respon-
sible for a continning share of the on-going, day-to-day operating costs
of the public television system. Beenuse they have comparatively large
sums availnble and have the statf to handle mnjor proposals, they
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should use their resources to support experimental, risky new projects
and really major pro%mm productions well beyond the capacity of
- the system to contemplate in the normal course of events.

As examples of this kind of foundation funding, I would cite the
nearly $¢ million Carnegie Corp. put up to start the Children’s
Television Workshop and hel fun({) its initial programs; the Ford
Foundations $4¢ million pledpgo to the New American Television
Drama Project ; the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation’s gifts, totaling
$1.5 million for production of a special historical series on the Adams
family in connection with the Nation’s Bicentennial; and the $1.7 mil-
lion which the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation is making available
to finance a new program on family health.

These are large sums of money for single projects. But top quality
innovative programing usually does cost a great deal of money, an
public television will never reach its full potential unless it can
periodically reach out to set itself new standards of artistic and edu-
cational excellence and create new visions of an exciting future.

This is not to suggest, however, that major foundations should
claims:-to be the sole source of ideas or funds for creative programing
in public television. Most of the truly imaginative ideas for major
advances in the art will probably emerge in the future, ns they have in
the past, from an interactive process involving the staffs.ef founda-
tions, of public television stations and agencies, and, sometimes, of
Government departments, The funding of the resultant projects will
often turn out to be a purtnership between foundations and such Fed-
eral Government agencies as the Corporation for Public Broadeasting,
the National Iindowments, or IIERV, joined on occasion by mujor
business corporations.

In making major funding decisions of this kind, foundations and
Government. agencies will often be motivated not primarily by a
desire to strengthen public television, important as that it, but by the
opportunitly this medium presents to advance other program goals,
for example, in education or in the health field. This, however, will
be good for public television because it will broaden its scope and help
give it depth and substance. )

The new cooperative programing plan, too, will place an oven
greater responsibility on foundations to be places where fresh ideas
can get a hearing and new ventures ean find funds to get started, The
Wall Street Journal recently pointed out that until ‘'more funds
materialize at the local station level the marketplace plan makes par-
ticularly costly experimental national programs almost impossibfle to
mount because the stations can presently atlord to buy only thoso
’)rogmms they feel ofler “the greatest number of ¢uality programing

. hours for the least money.” I think it fair to say that expensive, in--

novative projects that have not yet had the opportunity to build an
audience will probably not be lnunched without substantial foundation
support, at least not in the foreseeable future.

x\*l‘. Chairman, public broadcasting has come a long way since the
Carnegie Commission report in 1967, It has been through a tumultu-
ous childhood and adolescence telescoped into a few years. It is now
on the threshold of a new era of maturity. I am convinced that foun-
dations of all sorts, playing their respective and ditfering roles, will
help to make that new era a reality, and achieve the goals stated in
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the Carnegic Comm\xio&mport. The commission wrote in a little
-quoted paragraph: :

Public Television is capable of becoming the clearest expression of American
diversity, and of excellence within diversity. Wiscly supported, as we con-
clude it must be, it will respect the old and the new alike, neither lunging at
the present nor worshipping the past. It will seek vitality in well-established
forms and in modern experiment. Its attitude will be neither fearful nor vul-
gar. It will be, in short, a civilized voice in a civilized community.

Senator Harrke. First let me congratulate you upon the informa-
tion you have submitted in the summary at the end of your state-
ment, because I think that is the first time that such a summary has -
over been accumulated, and it has certainly been very helpful to us
and we do appreciate that.

Let me ask you though, what can this subcommittee do to get addi--
tional information of this sort on the amount of public support by
foundations for public broadcasting ? ' -

Mr. Iivans, \{'el], I think you will note, Mr. Chairman, that the
report submitted by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting differs
rather markedly from the report submitted by the Foundation Cen-
ter on the numbers of grants over the last few years. For instance,
the corporation reports more than $45 million from foundations in
just the 2 years, 1972 and 1973, contrasted with the Center's £40 million
for 4 years, but it has been very diflicult to assess the CPB figures
because these are simply an aggregate of the figures supplied by the
stations which do not break them (fown in their reports by individual
grants or the names of the donors, And it seems to me that Congress
and the public are entitled to such information, and I hope it will be-
como available in the future so we will have accurate, current infor-
mation on foundation giving to the public broadeasting. We simply
do not know whether the foundation reports from the Corporation
for Public Broadeasting represent national foundation giving, loenl
corporations who contribute. small family foundations, trusts, or what.
and in order to analyze the nature of local giving I think that would
be very useful information to have.

Senator Hartke. I believe that is true. For example, the statement
I made carlier about the fact of the availability oz information for
1974 certainly should be an important item. I think it would be an
important item concerning the bill which is before the Senate, be-
causo to make an analysis of what you are doing, and to do it on the
basis of noninformation is certainly not a very good way to legislate,
and not even a good way to run even a public broadeasting system,

Mr. Evaxs. Yes, I think that it is important for the Congress to
know exactly the level of private funding so that they can judge the
legitimacy of the matching requirements in the proposed bill,

Senator HartkE. I do not know if you were here when I made the
earlier reference to the study which T had the staff make concerning
the disproportionate allocation of foundation funds in the Nation.
Do you have any comment on that ?

Mr. Evaxs, Yes, Mv. Chairman. T sat through the Senate Finance
Committeo hearings in 1969, and the same point you mentioned was
made dramatically then: that there was simply a preponderance of
foundations in the northeastern part of the country, with an under-
standable interest in the parts of the country where they are. And
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I think all of us who work in national foundations are extremely
sensitive to the point that we sit in New York, and not accessible to
the poor who can’t afford to come and see us. We worry about how
people who are poor, who are black. orr Chicanos who live in the South-
west can get to us, and try to reach out to find them.

One of the réasons, as you know. that we were so concerned about
the diftienlties that the tax act put on the creation of new foundations
was that it would continue this pattern of a preponderance of foun-
dations in the Northeast. I think several witnesses made the point
to the Finance Committee that it was important that the system be
opened up, that new money in the country be encouraged to establish
foundations of their own so that the Nation could get foundations
spread across the country so that every State would have a lively
and growing private sector, :

If you look at the foundation pattern there is a lack of founda-
tions in the Midwest and the Sonth. And I would hope in terms of
inereasing the numbers of foundations that your subcommittee would
take the broad view and point ont that foundation giving follows
where the foundations are established. and urge policies that en-
courage new foundations all across the country.,

Senator ITanrke. Do you believe foundations have affected govern-
ment policy in publie television ?

Mr. FEvaxs, Well, T do not think there is any question that the
Carnegie Commission report, which after all was a foundation re-
orting in its own name, had a big impact on governmental policy.,

“hat was the purpose of it really. We were looking at the whole his-
tory of the public television field. We were making recommenda-
tions to the Amevican people, and T think it was altogether a proper
thing for foundations to do, though the Tax Reform Act has made
foundations hesitant to do so. Qcensionally we make recommenda-
tions in a variety of different fields with regard to public policv
for all levels of government. and T think more foundations are dis-
covering that the provisions of the tax act allow such activity.

Senator ITarrke. Generally speaking it has heen said, and T know
it has been put in yonr statement. that you anticipate that innovation
and top quality, and the high level of performance of public televi-
sion will come abont in the futwre, Is there anything thongh to in-
dieate that that is happening? T= there ~omething conerete ?

Mr. Fvaxs, T read verv carvefully on this point, Mr. Fred Friendly's
testimony. which he will give to von tomorrow, which T asked for
n copy of yesterday. And T noted that the Ford Foundation very
carefully said that they were withdrawing their institutional support
of public broadeasting. but they still, Mr. Friendly said, would con-
tinue to look at individual program ideas with the snme aggressive-
ness that thev have in the past. Now. T am sure that the Ford Foun-
dation divisions in education. the environment and in the various
fields that the Ford Foundation works in will be open to proposals
for programs in public television, just as other foundations are.

For example, Carnegic Corporation does not have a program area
entitled “Public Broadeasting.” We consider onrselves an.educational
foundation, and our support of the Children's Television Workshop.
for example. eame as a result of our interest in preschool edueation and
its future in the conntry. We viewed publie television as an important
medinm for getting educational concepts into the home. T think the
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Johnson Foundation. in terms of its interest in health, will say.the
same thing as regards its motives in funding a new health show this
fall. I think the Ford Foundation also in terms of other programmatic
interests will look at public television as a medinm to help further
their goals,

What is going to have to happen is that the public broadeasting
stations and the people in them are going (o have (o e much more
aggivessive fundraisers and much more ereative programs. In the ease
of WGRH in Boston, we responded very positively, though we do not
get a Boston signal, to take their proposal for a science sevies heeause
thetr staff had spent a year in England with the BBC to develop a
seientific group, They wantad to il a gap in publie television—one we
felt should be fitled. We hoped that Boston wounld continue in this
najor arca of xcience programing: we made the grant heeanse of an
interest in education, and an interest in bringing debate on seience
public policy to the public, beeanse we think at s important for
Amerieans to know more about the world welive in. '

Senator Hawrke, Let me pose a question for you. Do yvou think
that if public broadeasting would do an in-depth program on the
vrole of foundations which was completely objective, whether they
wonld be willing to see such a program on public broadeasting?

Mr Exaxs, Whether the foundations wnuld?

Senator Hawrke, Whether the foundations wonld find themselves
in a position which they would be fearful of such a program really
coming in an objective way ?

Mr. Evaxs. I do pot think they would fear it. But T do not know
how that would compete with other ideas that ave pressing the founda-
tions. For example, we are getting three times the amount of pro-
posals today that we were 10 years ago. ‘The pressures on foundations
are just enormous, as you know, and the pressures from all groups
who are now asking for a place in society—the same pressures as
have been on the Congress are on foundations. And so T think that
publie television broadeasting requests arve going to haye to be solid.
they are going to have to have to be well staffed and ereative, they
are going to tm‘o to compete with a lot of other needs in society.
Public broadeasting is going to have to e mueh more ereative in
getting that money and getting a response to it.,

Senator Harvke. A vight. Thank you,

Mr. Fovass Thank vou,

Senator Hawrke, We will now recess these hearvings until tomorrow
morning at 9:30, -

|'I’Iiv prepared statement of Mr. Pifer follows, Heaving continues on
p. 8.

NTATEMENT OF ALAN IIFER. I'RESIDEN ¢ OF CARNEGIE CORPORATION
BUMMARY

I. Introduetion and Submission of the Foundation Cenfer reports on founda-
tion giving to pubilic broadeasting 1070-1073--by foundation, by state, and by
grantee (see Appendices)

L. Origins and Recommendations of Carnegie Commission on P'ublie ‘Pelevision
A Comparison of Commission recommendations to last six years of
activity by Public Broadeasting System
B. Commission recommendations on long range financing and toeal au-
tonomy as applied to proposed I'ubHe Broadeasting Financing Aet
1. Need to insulate publie brondeasting from politieatl interference
and provide matehing funds ,
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2. Congress should both authorize and appropriante the funds for
the matching formula in the proposed act
III. New Role for Foundations
A. Federal funds only part of the financial underpinnlug for public
broadcasting
1. Also should Le state and local government funds, audience or
public contributions, and community foundations, local family foun-
dations and trusts
B. National Foundations as supporters of top quality, innovative new
ventures and major productlons
1. New partnership between foundations and government
1IV. Appendices
A. Carnegie Corporation record, 1961-1974
B. Foundation Center reports and recorded foundation grants to publie
television, 1970-1973
1. .\rrnnged alphabetically by state, including name of fnuudntlnn
lul recipient
2. Arranged alphabetically by state, recipients in state, with state-
by-state subtotals
3. Arranged alphabetically by foundation. including foundations con-
tributing more than $250,000
‘ 4, Grants (o edueation institutions with a public media purpose
(arranged by xize of grant)
o0 orpnrntlml for I'ublic ‘Broadeasting report on foundation field giving
(o stations, 1973 and 1974
STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, Indies and gentlemen, I am
pleased to be here today to testify on the role of foundations in public broad-
casting.

In preparing for these hearings, The Foundation Center drew up a list
of all recorded foundation grants to public broadeasting for the four-year
period from 1970 through 1973, ‘The list ineludes 229 different grants amounting
to another more than $40 mitljon, from X3 different foundations. The Center
also provided a supplementary list of grants to educational institutions for
public broadeasting  purposes amounting te another SL472,060. Neither of
these lists, 1 should add, includes gifts of under $10.000 to individual stations,

We are submitting for the record, Mr, Chairman, both The Foundation
Center's breakdown of 1ts list by state; by foundation, and by grant recipient
and the Corporation for Public Broadeasting report. ‘'he Center’s information
providex a goxd indieation that foundation giving has had a nation-wide fmpact
on publie brondeasting.

I am also submitting for the record, a list of grants to publie {etevision by
Carnegie Corporation since 1961, The total amounts to more than $7 million.
1t includes funding in 1961 to help purchase Channel 13 as an oduentional sta-
tion for the New York City area: fuuds to establish the Carnegie Commmission
un Fdueational Television in 1935 n 1 million grant to help start up the Corpo-
ration for ublic Broadeasting : 3.8 million to the Children’s ‘Pelevision Work-
shop for Sesame Street and the Eleetrie Company ; ax well ax other programs,

Let me take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to pay tribute to the Ford
Foundation for {ts mnjor contribution to the huilding of public bhroadeasting.
In the past 20 years, the Foundation has contributed more than $270 million
to educational television, keeping the system alive and growing as a national
resource for the Amertean people until other sources of -funds could assume
some of the hurden. Without Ford's leadership and faith, we probably would not
e here today discussing a developed edueational broadeasting system.

Beenuse of the importance of the role played by the Carnegic Commission on
Fdueational Television in laying out n design for the future growth of public
hrondeasting, it seems approprinte today to review the origins of the Commission
and to weigh its recommendations against the record of the past six years and
projected plans for the future,

At ameeting of the Nattonal Associntion of Fdueational Broadeasters in 1964,
Ralph Lowell, chairman of the board of station WGRBIL in Boston, suggested the
formation of n Presidentinl commixsxion on the finnneing of educational television,
Although President Lyudon Johnson gave this suggestion his private endorse-
ment, he felt tbat such an inquiry could more appropriately be carried out under
non-governmental nuspices.
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Carnegie Corporation was approached to sponsor the study in 1985. While
we agreed to do so, and further, to administer it ourselves and to appoint the
<halrman and commission members, we insisted from the outset that the Coin-
mission be an independent body, that it function unfettered and on its own
timetable, that it develop its oWwn research agenda, and that its findings be
Iucmiporulc(l into a set of recommendations to be addressed to the American
people. .

The most important decision lay in the selection of its chairman, and we were
very fortunate in obtaining for this position Dr. James Killian, chairman of
the Corporation of the Massachusetts Inxtitute of Technology.

The Commission reported in January of 1967, inventing a new term—pullie
tetevision—to deseribe its vision of the future. It called for the establishment
of a mixed public/private, noncommercinl, comprehensive system of public
television which would hecome a major new institution in American tife,

Central to the Carnegie Commission plan were the principles, first, of a de-
centralized system ittt on loeal station autonomy, and second, of long-range
financing, with a mix of monies coming from the Federal government, from
state and local governments, from foundations, from corporations, and from
private citizens who might contribute as members of their community stations,

The Commission was clearly opposed to the development of an overly central-
fzed system, Jt believed that the choice of what goes on the air must atways
e a local decision and furthermore that there must be multipte program pro-
duction centers, including the loeal stations themselves, The heart of the system
therefore would not be the Corporation for Publie Broadeasting but the loeal
stations. With the recent establishment of a cooperative marketing plan, publie
hroadeasting seems to be moving closer to that ideal.

-On the issue of long-range financing, the Commission stated clearly the need
for multiple-year federal funding by Congress, This was to assure that the
system would be free and independent of politieal pressure and able to plan
long-term  progeamming  projects. . As  Nesame Street showed, such projects
require extended research and experimentation and a8 commitment of funds
over several years to hire staffs and studios and to andition programs for loeal
station approval.

The Commission recognized that there were several possible approaches to
a long-range financing plan that would insulate federal funds from the political
pressures inherent’ in an annual appropriations process. I think It would surely
have approved of the Public Broadeasting Kinancing Act which was submitted
to Congress by the AMdministeation this July. That bill encompasses the major
principles enunelated by the Carnegie Commission; first, it calls for a sub-
stantial amount of money on a long-tange basis and second, it provides for
local autonomy in programming through a pattern of finaneial support desipgned
to enconrage matehing funds from state, loeal, and private xounrees,

1 hope Congress will agree with the Carnegie Commission that the funding of
public television is a unigue problem deserving a wnigque funding approach, In-
sulation from political interference ean oceur only if the Congress will both
authorize and appropriate funds over a H-year period. If Congress is flexible in

.mlnming a plan that proteets the independence of publie hrou?mstiuu. 1 firmly
bhelieve that this will stimulate a considerably increaxed flow of contributions to
TIocal stations by miltions of individunl viewers, -

In my view, the public-broadeasting system should never be wholly federally
funded or pereeived to be the domain of the Fedem! Government. Rather, it
should exist entirely ax a private, nonprofit. sector activity and as an activity of
fhe States, or, in some instances, of municipalities, with Federal funds being
Just one amony several sources of financial underpinning—albelt a very fm-
portant zource. In the plan proposed by the legistation currently hefore Congress,
public broadcasting will move toward this system of multiple support.

If Congress does approve this legislation and substantinlly increased Fedoral
fundds do thereby become available on a matehing basiz for the sustenance of
the public television system, we then must ask, what should be the proper role of
foundations? .

It fx my view that many foundatfons, particularly community foundations,
family foundations and trusts which are small and locally or reglonally oriented
and have limited staff resources, will continue to contribute general support:
grants, ag they have heen doing, to their loeal public television stations, For
oxample, in just 2 yvears. in New York State alone, 229 different foundations
awarded grants of under 210,000 each (o loeal New York stations, for a total

."
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of $335,000. I would guexs these foundations regard their giving to the stations
very much as they would thelr gifts to local colleges, voluntary hospitals, private
welfare agencies, muscuns, aund s0 on, They give out of a seuse of civie respon-
sibillty, belleving public television stations have now achieved the satne degree
of importance to the community as other kinds of cultural and egucational in-
stitutions. ‘This kind of giving is an appropriate role for foundations of this kind.
It has become important tg local television stations in recent years and it will
be vital to them in the future in helping ralse the matehing money they will need
to qualify for Federal funds,

However, for the larger, nationally-oriented foundations I now see the
possibility of a rather different rote. With the prospect of major federal ald,
these foundations should no louger be held responsible for a continuing siare
of the on-going, day-to-day operating costs of the public television xystem,
Because they have comparatively large sums available and have the staff
to handle major proposals, they should use their resonrces to support -expwri-
mental, risky new projeets amwd really major program productions well beyond
the capacity of the system to contemplate in the normal course of events.

As examples of this Kind of foundation funding, 1 would cite the nearly 4
million Carnegie Corporation put up to start the Children's ‘Television Work-
shop and help fund s initial programs; the Ford Foundation's &1 millien
pledge to the New American Pelevizion Drama Project; the Audrew W. Mel-
lon Foundation’s gifts, totalling $1.5 million for prmluctlun of a special his-
torical series on the Adams fumily in connection withtthe nation's Bicenten-
Cndal; and the 1.7 million which the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation is

making available to finance a new progrum on family health,

These are large sums of money for single projects. But top-qualtty, iune-
valive programming usually does cost a great deal of money, and public tele-
vision will never reach its full potential unless it can periodically reach out
to set iself new standards of artistic and educational excellence and create
unew visions of an exciting future.

Thix ix not to suggest, however, that major foundations should claim to be
the sole souree of ideas or funds for creative programming in public television,
Most of the truly imaginative ideas for najor advances in the art will probably
cmerge in the future, as they have in the past, from an futernctive process
involving the staffs of foundations, of public television stations and agencles,
and, sometimes, of government departments. The funding of the resultant
projects will often turn ont to be a partnership between foundations and sueh
federal government agencles as the Corporation for Public Broadeasting, the



57

National Endowments, or HEW, joined on occasion by major businesg corpora-
tHons,

In making major rundin;. decistons of thix Kind, fonndations and government
agenclex will oftep be motivated not primarily by a desire to strengthen publie
television, important as that §x. but by the opportunity this medinm presents to
advance other progeam goals, for example. in edueation or in the health feld,
Fhis, however, will be good for publlic television becanse it will broaden ity scope
and help give it depth and substanee,

The new cooperative progrmmming plan, too, will place an even greater
respansibility on foundations to be places where fresh fdeas ean get o hearing
and new ventures ean find funds to get started. The Wall Streeet Jonrnal recently
pointed out that until more funds materinlize at the loeal station level the market-
place plan makes particularly costly experimental national programs almost
fimpossible to mount because the statfons can presently afford to buy only those
programs they fecl offer “the greatest number of gquality programming hours for
the Jeast money.” 1 think it fair te say that expensive, Innovative projects that
aive not det had the opportunity to build an audience will probably not e
Evanchied withent substantial foundation ~u|qmrl. at teast not in the foreseeable
future.

Mr. Chalrman, public hroad v sinee the Carnegie
Connnission report in 167, 1Tt has Inm-n through a tumnlim nd

tndolesevniece telescopred fnto o few years. 16 is now on the lhn-\lmlcl of & new ern
of maturity. I am convineed that toundations of all sorts, playing their respective
and differing roles, will help to ke that new era a reality, and achieve the
soals stated in the Carnegie Commission report, The Commixsfon wrote: “Publie
‘Celevision ix capable of becoming the elearest expression of Ameriean divershty,
and of excellence within diversity, Wisely supported, ax we conclude it mast e,
it will respeet the old and the new alike. neither Janging at the present uor
worshippigg the past, It will seek vitality in well.established forms amd in
modern experiment, Its attitude witlh be nelther fearful nor valgar, 1t will b,
fu short, a civillzed voice in n elvilized community '

Aan Pifer has been president of Cargnegie Corporation of New York and of
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching sinee 1967, He Is a
Director of the Federnl Reserve Bank of New York, an Overseer of Harvard
University, n Director of The Council on Foundations and o Member of the
Rendor Executives Council of The Conference Board. 1le is alko a Trustee of the
University of Bridgeport amd of the Awmerican Ditehley Foundation.
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CARNEGIE CORP. OF NEW YORK GRANTS FOR PUBLIC TELEVISION, 1961 74

Reciprent Date Amount Pmom
[ S«poon of educztion television 1n New York City-
A. Educational TV for the Metropoirtan Area, Inc . . . May1961 .. . . 3200 000 Towar? the purchase of channet !3 in New York Cuv
B. £ducational Broadcasting Corp. . ... .. Fobmm e Aprl 1965 ... - 90 00C Operating expanses for channel 13 in New York Cq !
C. Educationat Br RCOMD. ... e Jung i92¢_ ...l 250.000 Toward development of 3 jount faciiity for channet 13 WNET and Childrea’s
TV Workshop.
Vot s s e e e SlO ooo
i, c:mm Commussion on Educations! Tcimuon -
A SUpPOrt . L. e eee e . June 1985 and Apnl 1966 495.000 To launch and sudport the commisnion
8. Drssemination. .. . e e e Y J 25.500 Comoletion of (he commission’'s work and drstnbulisa of the report,
“'Public Television. A Program for Action,”
B £~ P, $20. 500
111, Yo establish and support the system of pudi wmm: T
A. Corporation for Public Broadeastng. . ....... . . ......... June 1968, . ... ... ... 1,000,000 Yo heip launch the corporstion as a3 Quasi-pubhic agency with private
support, announced on the day President Johnson signed the Pubic
. . Broadcasting Act.
B. National Citizens’ Committes for Broadcastmg. .. . . . ... May 1967 snd June 1968 ... ... .. 300,000 To josn with other foundations in mee’ing the uaonm of a citizen' s
group *10 acquaint the Amencan putiic with educstional
. ' phishments and potentust for the future
C. Nations! Friends of Public Brosdcasting. . ... ... .. ........ November 1963 and May 1970 ___. ... 15, 000 Epr;‘mg mnt;:p to conuder 8 national volyntesr organzation for
public drosdcasting.
October 1970 ___.... ............... 281,000 To lsunch a national organzation to assist locsl stations in membership
campagns and focal involvement.
. Aprit 1973 . e teeveeeeeraeaaaaen 85, 000 Fur&u;v support (membershp in 3 yr having grown from 8 stations 10 over
Total......... e eerareveeseesccenevietacesmrecateeeveeeaneeeveatasannse hevesecssensana 1, 681, 000
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]
V. improving programing for Children’s Television,
A. ioitist study of educational programs fo preschool children. .. June 1966_ ... ... ... . ... ..... 15, 000 AmumswdyhmnnmummmwumcmdmsTﬂ
B. National educational television . . . ... ...................., Sanuary 1968 and March 1969 .. __. .. 1,500, 000 To \wnr.aa mums called “"Sessme Street,”” for preschool children
and start a new production center, the Children’s Television Workshop.
C. Cividren’s Television Wotkshop ... ... ... ... ... ...... March 1970 . ... ... .. ... .. ....... 600,000 For the second season of *"Sesame Street.”
D. Chidren’s Television Workshop . . ... ... s I Mareh 1970, ... 1,000,000 To launch a new program, *‘The Etectric Company,” for 7- 1o 9-year-olds
with resding drfficuites.
E. Chuldren’'s Television Worksdop . ... ................ Ceeeas June 1972, . L...iiiiiiieei $00, 000 Further support and research for “*The Electric Company.”
F.Hovard Uneversity. . ... .. ... . ...oi.iiiieeiiiiiaioaa. Decomber 1972 ... ...... _........ 57,000 For support of 2 rfode-m -residence at the Harvard Centst for Research
n Chedren’s
Yoo, ... e eeeaanan PRI 3,672,000
P A ]
v. Other ;unu to mnm programing: s
oucstonal Network . _____ ... ... .. ... e e Jonvary 1968 ... ... ... ..., 250,000 To MIJ strengthen 3 regiona’ network extending from Washington, D.C.,
aine, with networx maummg tunds for special events,
8. Educaton Development Conter .. . _ ... ... ... .. .. ... May 1968 .. . . . ... ...l 15.000 For 3 nationwide senres for ic schools on racial understanding.
C. Educational BrosdcastingCorp.......... ... .. ........ L. Jenuary 1969, . . ... L. .. 2 000 thsmq ‘:':, the school docontmamon Gebate in the New Yoru State
. egrsiatyre.
D. WGBH Educational Foundation. . .. ...._.. ... _............. Februsry 1973, .. ... 250,000 To e.tadlish a scrence ovogummg group leading to a pubiic television series
on science
E Education Development Center .. ... .. ... ... ......... June 1973, e 200,000 For a feassditity study for a program to teach mathematics and problem
solving, uung television and teaching maternials
F. Reponal Plan Associdtion ... ... .. ... ................... March 1973 ... ... ... 15.000 Orstribution. to educators of a paperback book and related materiais for
—— ——  the televiuon project “'Chorces for 76."
B £ e eeeeienan 732 000
Grandtotsl._............ O P 7 us 503

6S
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FoUNDATION GRANTR 70 DPUBLIC BROADCASTING 1970-1073

cArranged alphabetically by state, including name of foundation and recipient)
Number of grants: 220; total amount : $40,3008,0057,

FouxpaTioN CENTER DATA BANK DESCRIPTIONR

TUE FOUNDBATION GRANTS DATA BANK

Sonree s Thix data bauk s a compilation of current ixsves of The Foundation
CGrants Inder, The hiders is 1he Center's standard Jisting of recently ninde geants
which ix published bmonthly in Foundation Newrs,

Time Peried (nm-rml' The hank begins with the Jannry 1972 ixsue of the
Fndde 2o continnes to the present. Virtnally all of the ;:rnms contained in these
isstes were given in 1971 1972, or 1973,

Reoprs: A Hlelds of philanthropie activity are covered by this data bank, inchul-
ing Edueation, Health, the Humanities, Retigion, Welfare, and the Physieal amd
Nl Reiences, However, the following restrctions apply @ (1) Only UK. fouda-
tions are represented, (20 no grants to individuals are recorded, and (3) there
is 0 minimum dollar amount. tn 1972 it was 10,000 1973 information includes

Coarants as sall as {5,000,

Nize 1 Ax of Nugust, 19730 the data bank contalux approximately 11000 grants
totaling over £1 hillion. About 1,000 fomdations are represented, most of which
are larger ones in the country, .

Tapes of Information Avablalde: Each grant deseription lists fonndation name
il state location, the amount anthorized, aml recipient mune and loeation,
Vsually, there Is additional Information provided sntlining the specific purposes
for o hich the grant was mnde. Pleaxe note that the data bank docs naot include
infurmation on the structure, persaonnel, asxetz, guidelines, or street address of
the foundationx themselvox: il ix ontg a record of (Reir rtcent phitanthropy.,

Updating: Every two months, n new issue of The Foundation Grants Inder 1s
added to the data bank, Ao average issue includes over LOOO grants at a \nluo of
roughly X100 mitlion.

RevisioNs—AvcUaT 1974

~ Number of foundations represented—(a) T84 in the 1672 volume ([However, only 200-300
have a subxtantial number of grants tncluded) (b) 233 in the 1973 volume (See attached
Het “Sectlon IV-—Foundations.” Thesxe foundations account for a great majority of the
erants {u the data bank.)

T FoUrNpaTiox GRANTS [NDEX

Ranyge and Size: This data bank, like ite published form appearing in Mnunda-
tion Newsz, containg grants wmade by domestie, nongovernmental, nonprofit
foundations to reciplent organizations in the United Stater and abroad, The
first bank to be established, it isx the lnrgest and forms the core of the computer-
1zed grants sy stem.

The bank begink with the January 1972 issue of Foundation Netex and con-
tinues to the presclit, which meanx that most of the grants currently stored
were awarded in 1971 and 1952, Last year the minhnum grant was smnoo Thix
year grants as small as £35,000 are Lbeing recorded. Presently more than 135,000
grants totaling over &1 billion are In the xystem: almost 000 foundations are
represented. Every two months about 1,200 grants are added to the file, a sub-
stantial number of which were made in 1973, -

Eventually, as more and more new data are added, earlier igsues of the /nder
will be phased out of the data hank, although they will be kept in inactive stor.
age ax an historieal record,

Nourcea of Information: A substantial part of the data in The Foundation
Grants Inder comes from over 100 foundations which report thelr grants directly
to the Center. In general, they are among the larger foundations in the country,
and the fuformation they supply is designed to conform with the structure of the
automnted syxtem. Directly reported grants have the advantage of being up
to date and their descriptlions are fully authoritative,

The published annual report ix a second major source of information, Over
200 foundations produce xuch reports, and the Center has a copy of virtually

' Time perlod covered: The final sentence should end . . . 1870, 71, 72, or 3. with

some 1074 {nformation avatlable*”
¥ Slze : Axof August 1074—23,000 grants totaling almoat $2 billjon.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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every one on file. As they are received, their schedules of contributions are in-
spected’ for grants of $3,000 or more. Those grants which have not already been
reported directly to us are then entered into the data bank.

In its efforts to record the latest information, the Center turns to other pub-
lished sources. Newsletters, press releases, newspapers, and periodicals are
all inspected for notice of grants. Usually the information they afford is quite
detailed. \When it isn't, the Ceuter investigates further.

FoUNDATION GRANTS INDEX—THE KFOUNDATION CENTER, PUBLIOC BROADCASTING

Hancock (Luke B.) Foundation, CA. $20,000 to Bay Area Educational Tele-
vision Association, San Francisco, CA. To stimulate community awareness of
the corporation for public broudcasting television series **The Turned-on
Crisis” 972 R.

Rockefeller Foundation, NY. $300,000 to Bay Area Educational Television, San
Francisco, CA. For national center for experiments in television to create
new centers at cooperating universitles. .

San Francisco Foundation, A, £30,000 to Bay Arca Educationalt Television As-
sociation, San Francisco, CA. For remote control coverage of important com-
munity events. 71.

San Francisco Foundation, CA. $20,000 to Bay Area Educational Television As-
sociation, station KQED TV, S8an Francisco, CA. To support remote coverage
of important community events, 5/3/73. I’roflle : Operation. .

8an Francisco Foundation, CA. 9,500 to Chinese for Atirmative Action, San
Francisco, CA, To support television programs stresslug positive aspects of
Chinese culture and language. 5/3/73. I'rotile : Operation/ Chinese.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. §87,500 to Clarcmont Colleges
Graduate School, urban studies center, CA. For study of Spanixh language
television audiencies.

Markle (John aud Mary R.) Foundation, XY. $64,777 to Clai~mont Graduate
School, humman resources institute, Claremont, CA. For project to increase
eftectiveness and use of Spanish-language-ounly television in the Los Angeles
area. 11/5/73. Reference: Darryl . Eanoes, director, center for urban and
regional studies.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. £15,000 to Commitiee on Chil-
dren’s Television, San Francisco, CA. For general support. 11/5/73. Refer-
ence : Sally Willinms, executive director.

Bing Fund, Inc, CA. 323,000 to Community Television of Southern California
KCET, Los Angeles, CA,

Ford Foundation, NY. $1,500,000 to Community Television of Southern Call-
fornin (KCET), lLos Angeles, CA. Toward support of National I'ublic Tele-
vision Programing. 8/73. .

Steele (Harry G.) Fouundation, CA. §5.094 to Community Television of South-
ern Callfornia, los Angeles, CA. For noncommercial programing of com.
munity tetevision. 9/5/73.

Ford Foundation, NY. £200,000 to KQED, Inc., San Francisco, CA. For terminal
support of “Newsroom” program covering local news in depth. 1/74. Protile:
Supplemental grant. .

Ford Foundation, NY. $300,000 to I.os Angles TV channel KCET, los Angcles,
CA. For new programing. 72.

Lilly Endowment, IN. $150,000 to Paulist Productions, I"acific Palisades, CA. For
television award program to encourage and recognize writers who best come
municate religious values deriving from Judeo-Christian vision of man, 3/74.
Yrs. duration: 3.

Clark (Edna McConnell) Foundation, NY, $145.000 to Rand Corporation, Santa
Monica, CA. To develop a comprehensive assessment of current knowledge of
goctal effects of television viewing, ldentify ‘needs for future research, amd
provide ancillary information as appropriate. 9/10/73. Reference: Jeland L.
Johnson. :

Ford Foundation, NY. $460.000 to San Francisco TV chanunel KQED, San
Francisco, CA. For local programing. 72.

Edueational Foundation of Awmerica, CT. £50,000 to University of Californla,
University Extension Service, Los Angeles, CA.

The University of California at 1.os Angeles, the Los Angeles Community Col-
lege district and Community Television of Southern Californla (KCET) will
develop a serles of 45 half hour television programs on American Government
for commuuity college and university credit. It will be a pllot project for

40-538—T74—3
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efforts to make more effective use of resources by comhining people, ideas and
institutions. 3/6/78. Profile: Operation, Reference: Leonard Freedman, Dean,
University Extension, U. of California, Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA 90024,

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. §350,000 to University of Cali-
fornia, Department of Continuing Education, San Franclsco, CA. For project
wing commercial television to provide public health education. 11/14/72,
Reference: Leona Butler, University of California, San Francisco.

Sloan (Alfred P.) Foundation, NY. $18,300 to University of California, Law-
rence Hall of Science, Berkeley, (*A. to support project teaching science with
television. 4/23/73. Reference : August (3. Manza, manager.

Sloan (Alfred P.) Foundation, NY. $25,000 to University of California, Berkeley,
CA. To support experimental work In use of technology, especially color tele-
vision, In teaching of biology to non-sctence majors, 6/26/13. Reference: Au-
gust Manza, mauager,

Fducattonal Foundation of America, (*T. $16,013 to Whittier College, Tearning
Resources Center, Whittier, CA. For video equipment to serve two purposes:
The first, for mediated Instruction on an individual and small group basis, the
second, to train students for possible carcer opportunities in TV work. 8/13/73.
Reference : Frederick M. Binder, president.

Benton (William) Foundation, NY. £100,000 to Aspen Institute for Humanistie
Studies, CO, For conferences on television, cable, and other communieations
medin: Aspen program on communications and soclety (3-year grant),

Ford Foundation, NY. $0,000 to Aspen Institute for Hwmanistle Studies, pro-
gram on communications and sociely, Aspen, CO. Toward support of projects
on publie broadeasting, government and the media, polities and the media,
press criticism, and television and soctal behavior, 5/73. PProfile: Second
year support.

Markie (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $10,000 to Aspen Institute for
Humanistic Studies, CO. For television conference,

Markle (John aud Mary R.) Foundation, NY. 267,000 (o Aspen Institute for
Humanistic Studies, CO. For conferences on television, cable, and other com-
munications media: Aspen program on communications and society (4-year
grant).

Boatteher Foundation, €O, £15.000 to Denver, city and county of, fire and
police departments, Denver, CO. For equipment for educational closed circuit
television, 71.

Hazen (Edward W.) Foundation, CT. $£14,515 to Area Cooperative Educational
Services, North liaven, CT. For development of cable television pilot assistance
center in New Haven, 4/24/73. Profile: Planning students. Reference : Peter
C. Young, exec. director.

IHoward Bush Foundation, CT. £.,000 to Connecticut Educational Television
Corporation, Hartford, CT. For electric character generator system. 72.

Hartford Foundation for Publie Giving, Conn, $25.000 to Connecticut Pablie Tele-
vision, Hartford, Conn, to support television coverage of 1071 session of the
Connectlcut General Assembly, 1/17/74, Limitation: Innited to organizations
in greater Hartford area. Reference: Christine Fitzpatrick, Community
Relutions, CPT'V,

Rockefeller Foundation, XY, £13.000 to American Assoclation for the Advance-
ment of Seience, DC for planning study of television programing designed
to enhance public understanding of science.

Ford Foundation, NY. £1,200,000 to corporation for pahlic browdeasting, DO for
equipment to establish interim network plant for public broadeasting servtcee
in Washington,

Ford Foundation, NY. $43.000 to corporation for public brondcasting, IX* tor
management  informuntion system for public television, ‘The  manarement
analysix center will destgn a standardized, computerized systemn that can ne
casity adapted and installed by any station to provide the kind of long-range
management planning and accounting control now lacking in most publie
television stations, 73,

R(;vkl-f(“I:('r Brothers Fund, NY. $£25.000 to Corporation for IPullic Broadeast-

ng, he.

Meyer (Fugene and Agnex EO) Fomudation, DC. 210,000 to Federal Clty College,
DL for community television program. 72

Ford Foundation, NY. 8820,000 to greater Washington Fdueational ‘Tetevision,
DQ for programing aud support during reorgunization period,
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Ford Foundation, NY. $1,500,000 to Greater Washington Educatiqonal Tele-
communications Association, DC for support to NPACT public affairs tele-
vislon programs. 6/73.

Meyer (Eugene and Agnes E.) Foundation, DC. $10,000 to Metropolitan Wash-
ington Council of Governments, DC to study cable television for use by pub-
lic officlals. 71.

Ford Foundation, NY. $150,000 to National Association of Educational Broad-
casters, DC to assist in transition from organization made up of public tele-
vislon stations and other institutions to a professional soclety composed of
individuals involved in whole field of telecommunications. 10/73.

Mellon (Andrew W.) Foundation, NY. $100,000 to National Endowment for
the Humanities, DO for use of national educational television in support of

- Blography 11 series of productions.

Mellon (Andrew W.) Foundation, NY. $750,000 to National Endowment—tor the
Humanities, DC for exclusive use of Educational Broadcasting Corporation,
New York, for production of television series depieting the history of our
country from 1750 to 1900 as seen through the Mives of John Adams and his

descendants. 12/1:2/73,
Ford Foundation, NY. $1.400,000 to National Public Affairs Broadeast Center

for I’ublic Television, DC for operations,

Ford Foundation, NY. 21,400,000 to National Public Affairs Broadeast (enter
for Publie Television, DC for new programing. 72.

Ford Foundation, NY. £3M.500 to National Public Affairs Brondeast Center for
Public Television, DC for programing through June 1973. Among programs
are “Washington Week in Review™” and “Thirty Minutes With , . .”, an inter-
view series. 73. Profile : supplemental grant. )

Ford Foundation, NY. &,000 to PPublic Broadcasting Service, DC. to provide
public television stations with names and addresses of viewers who wrote

.NIPACT (National Public Affairs Broadeast Center for 1’ublice Television) con-
cerning the Watergate hearings, 1/74,

Stern Fund, NY. £33,000 to Robert F. Kennedy Memorial, Citizens Communica-
tion Ctr, DC to encourage televizion and radio programming more responsive
to diverse needs and interests of broudeasting andience.

Meyer (Eugene and Agnes E)) Foundation, DC. $40,000 to Waxhington Com-
munity Video Center, DC for program to make television useful to neighbor-
hoods and residents in helping solve their problems and for trainiug young
people in televiston <kitls, 10/72. Yrx, duration: 2.

Strong (Hattie M.) Foundation, DC. $10,000 to Weta, DC for pilot program
*You and the Law."

Davis- (Arthur Vining) Foundations, Fl, 825,000 to WETA Television Channel

20, DC for general support, 72,
Scaife (Sarah Mellon) Foundation, PPa. £70,000 to Wildlife Maungement Instirute,

DC for production and distribmtion of television and radio spots on couservae-
tion subjeets. 1172172, Yrso duration: 2, Protile : fifteen States.

Clark (Edna MceConnell) Foundittion, NY. S156,000 to Community Television
Foundation of South Florida (WPBET), Miami, Fl. for development, produce-
tion anid related services of an “clderly™ television series on the contribations
of the elderly in Minmi area, and to emiploy voluntary s<ervices of older c¢iti-
zens in all phases of pregram activity, 9719/73, Reference: George Dooley,
president.

Ford Foundation, NY.,, 100000 to Community Telovision, Inc. (W.HCTY, Jacke
sonville, Flo for commmuuity involvement television programing, WJCP's proe
grims on community themes include the nightly feedback, in which viewers
comment on local issues, /73 Profile: terminal supplemental grant.,

Davix (Arthur Vining) Foundations, FL 825,000 to Florida West Coast BEdneae
tional ‘Television, Tawmpa, FL towards costs of moving educational station
WEDU,! 4/73. :

Davis  (Arthur Vining)  Foundations, FI, 45,000 to WFHS-Community TV
Foundation of South Florida, FI. ’

Rockefelter Brothers Fumd, NY. 825,000 to Broadeast Institute of North Muerica,
Evanston, I for generat bndeetary sapport of the International Broadeast
Institute, ereated to identtfy and study problems associated with accelerated
technologieal developnments in all medin, 11/2/72.

Stone (W, Clement snd Jessie Vo) Foundation, I £11.388 to Chicago Fdueation
TV Network (WI'TW), Chicago, 1L for loeal drag abuse program. 71,
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Clgct;go (mﬁununlty Trust, Il. $13,376 to Chicago Educational TV Association,

hicago, Il

Field Foundation of Illinois, Il. $50,000 to Chlcago Educational Television As-
sociation, Il. to replace worn and obsolescent broadcasting equipment,

Field Foundation of Illinois, Il. $20,000 to Chicago Educational Television As-
soclation, Chicago, Il. toward modernization of broadcasting facilities. 73.

Wieboldt Foundation, 11. $20,000 to Chicago Educatlonal Televisjon WI'TW, Chl
cago, 1. for local Latin-American public series.

Woods Charitable Fund, IL. $5,000 to Chicago Educational Television Asso-
ciation, Chicago, IL. Toward cost of moving the transmitter to Sears Tower,
6711/173.

Sloan (Alfred P.) Foundation, NY. $19,000 to Northwestern University, Evans-
ton, IL. to evaluate certain components of slow-scan television system and
to develop instructional matecials for system. 3/21/74. Reference: David
Mintzer, dean.

Bush Foundation, MN, $170,000 to Three-Prong Television Productions, Chicago,
11, to support prime thme school television project. 11/168/73. Yrs. Duration: 2,
Profile: junior and senior high school students. Reference: Lynn N. Miller.

Bush Foundation, MN, $50,000 to Three-Prong Television Productions, Chicago,
IL. for prime time school television program. 71. -

Indianapolis Foundation, IN. 238,246 to Metropolitan Indianapolis Television
Association, Indianapolis, IN. toward construction of transmission tower for
station WFYI, Chanunel 20. 3/74.

United States Steel Foundation, PA. £10,000 to television Channel 50, Gary, IN.

Irwin-Sweeney-Miller Foundation, IN. $60,000 to Video Access Center, Columbuy,
IN. for operational support of center which trains people in utilization of
video equipment and assists in editing and producing complete tapes. It is
first such effort in the nation to provide all local programing for a cable tele-
vision station and to provide training and use of equipment free of charge.
4/6/13. I’rofile : operation.

Jones (Eugeniec and Joseph) Family Foundation, LA, £10,000 to WYES-TV, LA,

Ford Foundation, NY. $8,000 to Action for Children’s Television, Newton, MA,
for third national symposium on children and television held at Yale Uni-
versity. 72,

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. £150.000 to Action for Children’'s
Television, Newtonville, MA. for general support. 11/5/73. Yrs. duration: 2,
Reference: Peggy Charren, president.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $10,000 to American Kriends
Service Committee, MA. to study cffects of television on attitude formation,

Ford Foundation, NY. $800,000 to Boston TV Channel \WGBH, Boston, MA. for
new programing, 72, '

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $20,000 to Education Develop-
ment Center, Newton, MA. to develop television program to teach mathe-
matics. 5/15/73. Reference: Jerrold R. Zacharias.

Clark (Edna McConnell) Foundation, NY. £9,938 to Ilampshire College, Am-
herst, MA. for a feasibility study of the Northhampton cable television fran-
chise to be owned and operated by Hampshire and Smith colleges. 72, Profile:
Completed. :

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. §72,000 to Harvard University,
Cambridge, MA. for a center for research in children's television,

Filene (Lincoln and Therese) Foundation, MA. £15,000 to WGRH, Boston. MA.

Davis (Arthur Vining) Foundations, FI.. $75,000 to WGBH Educational Foun-
'(’lgtlon, Boston, MA. To establish new TV Channel 57 in western Massachusetts,

Davis (Arthur Vining) Foundations, FI. $100.000 to \WGBH Lducational Foun.
dation, Boston, MA. For gponsorship of television program “The Advocates”.
1/74. Limitation : Challenge Grant. )

Ford Foundation, NY. $137.600 to WGBH Educational Foundation, MA. For
support of “The Reporters” program. .

Ford Foundation. NY. £292,000 to WGBH Educational Foundation, Boston, MA.
To enable WGBH-TYV to become the sole producer of The Advocates, a court-
room style debate of controtersial issues. KCET-Los Angeles was formerly
co-praducer. 4/73. Proflle : Supplement grant.

Land (Edwin H.)-Helen- M. Laud, Inc, MA, £10,000 to WGBH Educational

Foundation, Boston, MA,
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-Lilly Endowment, IN. $75,000 to WGBH Educational Foundation, Boston, MA.
For budget support for production of film series, “Religlous America” for
educational TV. 2/20/73. Reference : Philip Garvin. ,

. Permanent Charity Fund, Committee of the, MA. $75,000 to WGBH Educational
Foundation, Boston, MA. To purchase equipment.

Rowland Foundation, MA., $15,000 to WGBH Educational Television, Boston,
MA. 78.

Filene (Lincoln and Thesese) Foundation, MA. $100,000 to WGBY Chaunnel 57,
MA. For public television in western Massachusetts.

Davis (Arthur Vining) Foundations, FL. $75,000 to Colby-Bates-Bowdoin pub-
lic television, Lewiston, ME. To support joint educational television station

operated by the three colleges. 1/74. .
Chrysler Corporation Fund, MI. $12,000 to Detroit Fducational Television Foun-

dation, Detroit, MI. 72,

Kresge Foundation, MI, $44,807 to Detroit Educational Television Foundation,
MI. For purchase of color broadcast and production equipment.

Kresge Foundation, MI. §150,289 to Detroit Educational Television Foundation,
MI. For bullding purchase.

Kresge Foundation, MI, $152.259 to Detroit Educational Television Foundation,
Detroit, MI. Toward purchase of Storer Broadcasting Company building in
Detroit. 1/73. Profile : Second of three grants totaling $100,000.

Kresge Foundation, MI:-$142,667 to Detroit Educational Television Foundation,
Detroit, M1. Toward purchase of Storer Broadcasting Company building. 1/74.
Profife : Last of three grants totaling $400,000.

Safnt Paul Foundation, MN. $5,000 to KTC4, Channel 2, Saint Paut, MN. 72

Bush Foundation, MN. §6,200 to Twin City Area Lducational 'f'elevision Corpora-
tion, Saint P’aul, MN. 'To support the program “Perspective” through June 28,
1973. 1/8/73. Proflle : Operatlons/Minnesota Citizens. Reference : W, D, Donald-
son, General Manager of Twin City Area Television Corp.

Bush Foundation, MN. $78,000 to 1'win City Area Television Corporation, Saint
Paul, MN, For placement of antennae on tall tower in Twin City area. 71.

Minneapolis Foundation, MN. $50,000 to University of Minnesota, School of
Journalfsin, Minneapolis, MN. For five full scholarships for minority students
interested in broadeast journalism careers. Scholarship recipients will work
with WCCO radio and television to gain live experience as interns. 10/23/73,
Yrs. Duration: 2, Limitation: Priority given to programs in metropolitan area
of Minneapolis and St. Paul. Reference: Robert I.. Jones, director.

Bush Foundation, MN. $28,073 to Urban Concerns Workshops, Minneapolls, MN.
Toward development of educational TV series on practical politics. 1/14/74.
Reference: Sally Bosanko.

Kansas City Association of Trusts and Foundations, MO, $65,000 to Community
Service Broadeasting of Mid-America, Kansas City, MO. For public television
development,

Kansas City Association of Trusts and Foundations, MO, $20,000 to school
district of Kansasg City, Kansas City, MO, For public television programing.

Southern Education Foundation, GA. $12,000 to Shaw University, Raleigh, NC.
To assist in Leginning professional training of youth and adults in production
of community related radio and television programs. 72,

Fund for the city of New York, NY. $43,000 to center for the analysis of public
issues, Princeton, NJ. To study public access to cable TV.

Wallace-Eljabar Fund, NJ. $20,000 to Coalition for Fafr Broadcasting, NJ. To
secure better television coverage of New Jersey from NYC gtations,

Markle (Johm and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $8,765 to Educom, Inter-university
Communications Council, Princeton, NJ. For planning conference on cable
television and higher education. 5/18/73. Reference: Henry Chauncey.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $18,000 to Inter-university Com-
munications Council, Princeton, NJ. For conference on potential uses of cable

. television by universities. 11/5/78. Reference: Henry Chauncey, President.

Wallace-Eljabar Fund, NJ. $15,000 to New Jersey Public Broadcasting Authority,
Trenton, NJ. To produce TV series on health problems in New Jersey,

Ford Foundation, NY. $175,000 to Bilingual Children’s Television, NYC, NY.
For emergency funding pending receipt of Federal grants to Bilingual, bicul-
tural, preschool television program for Spanish-speaking children. 8/78.

Rockefeller Brothers Fund, NY. $30,000 to Broadcast Institute of North America,
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NYC, NY. For general support of International Broadcast Institute, created to
‘{dentify and study problems associated with accelerated technological develop-
meats in all media. 10/18/78.

“Kaplan (J. M.) Fund, NY. $6,000 to Broadcasting Foundation of America, NYC,
NTY. For thelr general program to provide an “International Hearing Ald” for
American people to acquaint them with culture and ideas of international com-
munity through radio broadcasts of programs from abroad. 72,

‘Carnegie Corporation of New York, NY. $1,000,000 to children’s television
Workshop, NY., NY. for production of childrens’ educational programs and
further development of Sesame Street.

Commonwealth Fund, NY. $100,000 to Children's Television Workshop, NYC,
NY. For research, Pilot Fim Production, and preliminary promotion of the
workshop's twenty-six program natlonal television serles of health issues,
to be supplemented by additional activities in health education. 2/8/73. Refer-
ence : Joan Coontz, president, children's televislon workshop.

Falk (Maurice) Medical Fund, PA. $21,780 to children’s television workshop,
NYC, NY for animated film about black identity. 72.

¥ord Foundation, NY. $1,000,000 to children's television workshop, NY. To
initiate new childrens' educational program “The Electric Company.”

Grant Foundation, NY. $25,000 to Children's Tetevision Workshop, NYC, NY.
Toward development of educational television programs on parenting, in-
cluding information on early child development and ndolescence, as part of
plan for nationwide series of programs in the health fleld. 2/27/13. Reference:
William Kobin, vice president, future works division.

Ittleson Family Foundation, NY. $25,000 to Children’'s Television Workshop,
Muture works division, NYC, NY. To support production of serles of 26 tele-
vision programs on physical and mental health for adult and teenage audi-
ence, 8/12/73. Reference : William Kobin, vice president.

Johnson (Robert Wood) Foundation, NJ. $200,000 to children’s television work-
shop, NYC, NY. For rerearch and pilot testing project for a national televisicn
program on health. 1/25/73. Refercence : Willilam Kobiu, V.P.

Johnson (Robert Wood) Foundation, NJ. $37,500 to Children's Television Work-
shop, NYC, NY. For planning project for a nationa} television program on
health. 3/25/72. Reference : William Kobin, V.P.

Johnson (Robert Wood) Foundation, NJ. $1,500,000 to Children's Television
Workshop. NYC, NY. For national television series almed at improving the
health behavior of citizens. 11/20/73. Reference: Willlam Kobin, vice presi-
dent. '

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY $37.500 to Children's Television
l\\'o;'k':ehop, NYC, NY. For planning study for national television program on
ealth. 72.

Van Ameringen Foundation, NY. $£37.500 to Children's Television Workshop,
Future Works Division. NYC. NY. Toward support of Phase II, including
planning, pre-production, in development of 20-part series for television
dealing with topics of physical and mental health, 8/14/73. Reference: Willlam
Kobin, vice president.

Markle (John and Mary R. )Foundation, NY, £25000 to Committee for Em-
nomie Development, NYC, NY. To develop a poliey statement on the economic
and soclal impact of the new hroadcast media.-11/14/72. Reference: Alfred
Neal, Committee for Economic Development. ‘

Markle (John and Mary R} Foundation, NY. £23.000 to Committee for Eco.
nomic Development, NYC, NY to help develop policy statement on ecnonomic
and social impact of new broadcast media. 11/5/73. Reference: Alfred Neal,
president. ’

Kaplan (7. M.) Fund. \Y, £6.500 to Community Resources Institute, NYC, NY.
For consumer education project to protect the nation's children from masses
of advertirements on TV which are aimed at them. T2,

Astor (Vincent) Foundation, NY. $200.000 to Carporation for Puhblic Broadcast.
ing, NYC, NY. For program on drug nhuse,

Astor (Vincent) Foundation. NY. £76.000 to Corporation for Public Broadeast-
fng, NYC. NY. For program on law and justice, 72. }

Ford Foundation, NY. $100,000 to Corporation for Public Broadcasting, N.Y,,
NY. mublfe brondeast survey facllity.

Ford Foundation, NY. £250,000 to Corporation for Public Broadeasting, NYC,
NY. For public hroadeasting service's advertising of nublie television natlonal
programing for first three months of 1973. 4/73. Profile: Supplemental grant,

N

»
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Ford Foupdation, NY. $15,000 to Corporation for Public Broadcasting, NY(,
NY. Forward support for management information system for improved plan-
ning and accounting control for public television. 6/73. Profile: Supplemental
grant, -

Ford Foundation, NY. $700,000 to Corporation for Public Broadcasting, NYC,
NY. To enable corporation to acquire additional programing requested by public
television stations. 11/73. ‘

Ford Foundation, NY. $100,000 to Corporation for Public Broadcasting, NYC,
NY. To support public broadeasting survey facility, which conducts audience
rescarch in nine cities, 1/74. Profile: Continued support.

- Haas Community Fund, PA. $100,000 to Corporation for Public Broadcasting,
NYC,, NY. To produce television series on drug addiction and abuse.

Mellon (Andrew W.) Foundation, NY. £50,000 to Corporation for I'ublic Broad-
casting, NYC, NY. Toward production costs of a televislon program on an ex-
hibition of works of art from the Soviet Unlon to be presented at the National
Gallepy of Art this spring. 3/13/73. :

Sears-Roebuck Foungation;- 11, $550,000 to Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing, NYC., NYo For productidy of “Mister Rogers’ Neighborhood” color tele-
vision programs for children.

McDonald (J. M.) Foundation/NY. $5,000 to Councii of Churches of the City of
New York, NYC., NY. Forsadio and TV programs, 11/72,

Astor (Vincent) Founndation, NY, $26,000 to Educational Broadcasting Corpora-
tion, WNET Chfinnel 13, NYC, NY. In support of consumer action project,
12/8/73. Limitation: General limitation to programs in or of primary benefit
to New York City. Reference : Joan Mack, -

Chase Manhattan Bank Foundation, NY. $3,000 to Educational Broadcasting
Corporation, NYC, NY. 72.

Clark (Robert Sterling) Foundation, NY. §5,000 to Educational Rroadcasting
Corporation, WXET Channel 13, NYC, NY. For general support. 73. Reference:
Joan Maek, Director, Development Department.

Ford Fouudation, NY. $100,000 to Educational Broadcasting Corporation, N.Y.,
NY. For support of net opera. .

Ford Foundation, NY. $2,200,000 to Kducational Broadeasting Corporation, N,Y.,
NY. To improve technieal capability to provide local and national programing,

Ford Foundation, NY. £4,000,000 to Educationnl Broadcasting Corporation,
N.Y., NY. For WNET new programing, 72. T

Ford Foundation, NY. £3.000,000 to Fducational Brondcasting Corporation,
NYC, NY. To rupport television production centers. 6/73.

Goldman  (Herman) Foundation, NY., 15000 to Educational Broadcasting
Corporation, WNBT Channel 13, NY(C, NY. Toward support for new arta re-
porting unit within the nightly “51st State”. 8/4/73. Reference: Fred Bohen,

Grant Foundation, NY, $15.000 to Educational Broadcasting Corporation, N.Y.,
NY. For WNDT-TV,

Iareriman (Mary W.) Trust, NY. $5,000 to Educational Broadeasting Corpora-
tion, NYC, NY. for support to Chaunel 13, 72.

Ittlexon Family Foundatien, NY. 826,000 to Educational Broadeasting Cor-
poration, WNET Channel 13, NYC, NY. For research and development re-
quired for proposed public television series on mental health in the U.S.A.
12/11/73. Reference: Joan Mack, director of program underwriting depart-
maent.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. 205000 to Fducational Broad-
casting Corporation, NY. For medin review television program.

Markle (John gand Mary R.) Foundation. NY. £250,000 to Fducational Broad-
carting Corporation (Channel 13), N.Y.. NY. For media review program
“Rehind The Lines™, 72,

Mellon (Andrew W.) Foundation. NY. £1560.000 to Fdueational Broadeasting
Corporation. NXYC, NY. Toward production of ita proposed seriex on the
Hves John Adams and hig deseendants. 3/13/73.

Rockefeller Brathers Fund, NY. £50,000 to Educational Broadeasting Corpora-
tion, NY. For operating needs of Channel 13,

Rockofeller Rrothers Fund, NY. £30,000 to Edneational Rroadeating Corpora-
tion. NYC, NY. For general support of Channel 18, the educational television
stption serving the New York metropolitan region. R/3/72.

Rockefeller Brothers Fuand., NY. £30,006 to Edueational Broadeasting Corpora-
tion, NYC, XY, For general support of Channel 13 serving the New York
metropolitan reglon, 12/1.4/33,
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Rockefeller Foundatfon, NY. $180,000 to Educational Broadcasting Corpora-
tloln],qN.Y. NY. To establish laboratory workshop at station WNET, Chan.
nel 13. .

- Rockefeller Foundation, NY. £400,000 to Fducational Broadcasting Corpora-

:ion (l b;lx;l)lon WNET), NYC, NY. T9 operate experimental televislon labora-
ory, 12/72.

Van Ameringen Foundation, NY. §61,000 to Educational Brondeasting Corpora-
tion, WNET Channel 13, NY(, NY. For support of arts reporting unit, cov-
ering cultural affairs in NY. Reglion for Channel 13's “The 51st State” news
l;rogmm. 0/14/73. Yrs. duration: 2 Reference: John Jay Iselin, presi-
tent.

*Sloan (Alfred P.) Foundation, NY. §250,000 to Lincoln Center for the Perform-
fag Arts, NYC, NY. Toward developing use of new technologles and tech-
niques for televising live and taped performances. 6/253/73. Reference: An-
dre Mirabelli, director of business affafrs,

Grant Foundation, NY, $175,000 to Mount Sinal School of Medicine, Department
of Community Medicine, NYC, NY. For cestablishment of psyehiateie com-
ponent to two-way cable television link between Mount Sinal and the Wagner
Child Health Station serving the East Havlem Community. 821,73, Yrs, dura-
tion: 2. Reference: Carter L. Marshall, M.D., Arsociate Professor,

Rockefeller Family Fund, NY. $24,200 to N.O.W,. lLoegal Defense and Education
Fund, NYC, NY. Toward costs of media campaign which uses print ads. TV
g}\lgvl};;‘omoms, and radio spots to combat sex dixerimination in cuployment.

13/73. .

Ford Foundation, NY. 75,000 to National Association of Educational Broadeast.
ery, NY(, NY. Toward support of now coordinating committee aimed at pro-
viding trustees of public broadeasting stations with a wide range of information
on public televiston. Purpose is to cquip trustees to take a more active role in
developing station program policies, planning long-range financing, and ad.
vaneing the training of station personnel, 2/73.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $100,000 to National Associntion of
Eduecational Broadeasters, NY. for support of oftice of minority affairs,

Benton (William) Foundation, NY. $175,000 to National Citizens Committee for
hroadcasting. NY., NY. te expand and improve quality of publle broadeasting.

Irwin-Sweeney-Milter Foundation,- IN. £10,000 to Nationhl FEducational Televl-
ston, NY. for black journal geries.

New York Foundation, NY. £25,000 to National Fducational Television, NY. For
news reporter in minority affairs and cducation.

Carnegie Corporation of New York, NY. $281,000 to National Friends of Publie
Brondeasting, N.Y,, NY. to improve fund raising and stimulate creative pro-
Rrams,

Carpegie Corporation of New York, NY. $85,000 to Natlonal Friends of Public
Broadcasting, NYC, NY. Toward support of National Fgiends of Pullie Broad-
oasting, 4/12/73. Yre. dumtion: 2. Profile: Operation. Reference : Mrs, William
Schumnan, Chairman, Natiomal Friends of ullic Broadeasting, 1345 Avenue
of the Americas, New York, N.Y. 10019, g

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. £20,000 to National Friends of
Public Broadeasting, NYC, NY. for general support. 3/6/73. Yrs. dureation: 2,
Reference: Mre. Willlam Schuman, Chairman, National Friends of Public
Broadeasting, 1345 Avenue of the Amerlcas, NY,, NY. 10019,

Fund for the City of New York, NY. £5.000 to New York University, alternate
media center, NYC, NY. for a cable television video access center. 4/73.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $250.000 to New York University,
NY. for alternate media center to promote cable television for local, non-profes-
slonal use, ‘

Kreage Foundation, M1, $220,000 to New York University School of the Arts,
NY. for television communications center.,

Schumann (Florepce and John) Foundation, NJ. §15.000 to open channel, NYC,
NY. for program to assist community groups in developing cable TV program-
ing in Newark and the metropolitan area. 71. Yrs. duration: 2.

Schumann (Florence and John) Foundation, NJ. £25,000 to Open Channel, NYC,
NY. For 1073 program activities to assist organizations in Newark to take
advantage of public access facllities of cable television. 3/27/73. I'roflle: Re-
newal grant.

Stern Fund, NY. $15,000 to Open Channel), NY. To develop community uses of
cable television.
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Noble (Edward John) Foundation, NY. $30,000 to Open Channel, Ine., N.Y.,, NY,
To expand program to provide public access to cable television, 72.

Rockefeller Family Fund, NY. $19,200 to Open Channel, Inc., N.Y., NY. For salary
of communfty production director, 72.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $18,000 to Planning Corporation
for the Arts, NY. For community cable tetevision origination,

Ford Foundation, NY. $1,000,000 to Public Brondcasting Service, N.Y., NY. To ex-
tend public’s awareness of programs available through PBS distribution
system,

Ford Foundalion, NY. $500,000 to ublic Broadcasting Service, NYC, NY. For
special events programing during 1973-74 and for program advertising chal-
lenge grant to be matched by PBS, 11/73.

Carnegie Corporation of New York, NY. §15,000 to Reglonal Plan Assoclation,
NYC, NY. For distribution to educators of a paperback book and relatedl mate-
rials for the television project, Choices for 70, a series of five televised “Town
Meetings” aimed at dixcussion and tabulation of opinton on numerous issues
facing the Connecticut-New Jersey-New York urban region, 3/6/73. Reference:
Michael MceManus, executive director, Regional Plan Association, 235 East 45th
Street, New Yeork, N.Y. 10017,

Clark (Robert Sterling) Foundation, NY. 21,000 to Reglonal Plan Assoclation,
Cholces for *76, NYC, NY. To stimulate participation of Spanish-speaking com-
munity in televised town meetings. 73. Reference: Michael J. McManus, execu-
tive director,

Ford Foundation, NY. §00,000 to Regional Plan Association, NYC, NY. For series
of television programs catled “Choices for '76," on such issues as housing, pov-
erty, urban growth, and environment in New York-New Jersey-Connecticut
region. 2/73. .

Fund for the City of New York, NY. $11,000 to Regional Plan Assoclation, N.Y.,
NY. For “Television Town Meotings” to involve public in regional issues.

‘ Fund for the City of New York, NY. $10,000 to Reglonal Plan Assoclation, NYC,

NY. For follow-up “Chotces for ‘76" project, a series of television programs on
regional development issues designed to educate and solleit viewer particl.
pation in establishing plauning priorities. 10/9/78. Reference: Michael J.
McManus, executive director.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $50,000 to Regional Plan Assocla-
tion, NYC, NY. Support for evaluation of “Choices for '76” television series.
3/15/73. Refercnce: Michael J. MceManus, Regional Plan Association, 235 B,
45th St., NY, NY 10017,

New York Koundation, NY. §5,000 to Reglonal Plan Assoclation, NYC, NY,
Toward series of television town meetings. 72,

Rockefeller Foundation, NY. $25,000 to Regional Plan Assoclation, N.Y., NY. To
plan and initiate television town meetings, “Chotces for '70."”

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $20,000 to Senate of the State of
New York, Federal/State Liaison Office, Albany, NY. To support conference on
the appropriate role of State governments in cable television regulation.
11/5/73. Reference : Michael Ruberti, nrsociate director.

Schumann (Florence and John) Foundation, NJ. $10,000 to Southern Tier Edu-
cational Television Assoclation, Binghampton, NY, To develop color capability
for educational television station servicing Broome County area. 10/2/72.

Astor (Vincent) Foundation, NY. $50,000 to television chanuel 13, N.Y., NY. To
aent office space to house reference library and to hire librarian and research

irector. :

Rubinstein (Hetena) Foundation, NY. $175.000 to television channel 13, NYC, NY.
For parent education series, “How Do Your Children Grow?' 10/72.

Field Foundation, NY. $23,450 to United Church of Christ, NYC, NY. For project
to assist citizens groups in Jackson, Miss, to realize the potentials of radio
and television broadcasting for the general public interest, 72.

Ford Foundation, NY. $167,000 to United Church of Christ, NYO, NY. For cam-
paign to discourage racial discrimination ln broadcasting through education
persuasion, and techuical and legal assistance to local and national groups,
4/78. Profile: supplemental grant.

Stern Fund, NY. $10,500 to Unfted Church of Christ Office of Communications,
NY. To produce and distribute publication on cable television.

»
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Fund for the City of New York, NY. £12,600 to Video Access Center, NYC, NY,
Toward efforts to create audience for public access cable TV and to develop
community involvement in public access prograning, including community
financlal rupport. 10/0/73. Reference : Maxi Cohen.

Fund for the city of New York, NY. £10,000 to Vitlage Nelghborhood Television,
NYO, NY. To develop community life in Greenwich Village area through usc of
videotape and public access cable T'V. 10/9/73. Reference: Phyllis Johunson,

Western New York Foundation, NY. $16.500 to WNED-TV, NY.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $205,000 to WNET channel 13,
NY. For "Behind the Lines” program on how news is made, .

Gund (George) Foundation, O, $23,000 to Case Western Reserve University,
Cleveland, OH. For {ustructional television network during 1973-74 academic
year, during which 30 eourses are planned in engineering, management, and
mathematies with pver 400 students anticipated. 3/7/73. Profile : Supplemental
grant, ‘

Gund (George) Foundation, OH, 42,000 to Educational Tetevision Association of
Metrolopitan Cleveland, Cleveland, O To purchase transmitters required for
activating new megahertz channels to serve secondary schools, higher eduea-
tion, in-plant training and medical program needs. 10/6/72, .

Jennings (Martha Holden) Foundation, OH. 32,400 to Educational Television
Association of Metropolitan Cleveland, Cleveland, Ol For televised series
“Nesame Street” designed to help primary school children. 72,

Lubrizot Foundation, Oh, £3,000 to Edueational Television Association of Metro-
politan Clevelnud, Cleveland, Oh. For operating suphort, 720

Heinz (Howard) Endowment, Pa, $12,000 to Alegheny Intermedinte Unit, itts.
burgh, 'a. for film series of Alistair Cooke’s televislon progmam “America®,
4/30/73.

Iteina (Howard) Endowment, Pa. 26,000 to Carnegie Library of Pittsburgh, Ditis.
burgh, Pa. for film series of Alistair Cooke's televiston program “America’.
4,30/73.

Bulil Foundation, Pa. 97,000 to Carnegle-Mellon University and WQED oduea-
tional television station, Pittshurgh, 'a, for further support of master of tine
arts degree in television and filn., .

Ford Foundation, NY. 350,000 to Metropolitan Pittsburgh Edueational Televl-
ston, Pa. for “newsroom™ progrun,

Mellon (Richard King) Foundation, Pa. 350,000 to Metropolitan PMittsburgh
Public Broadeasting, Pittsburgh, I’a. to continne support of annual budget of
WQED-TV newsroom program, 72 yrs. durntion: 3. .

Hass Community Fund, Pa. £25,000 to WHYY Channel 12, Philadelphia, Pa.
for television programs during school strike. 2/5/73.

Philadelphia Foundation, Pa. $10,000 to WHYY Tvelevixion Broadeasting Station,
Philadelphia, Pa. for “Sexame Street” program.

Fels (Samuel 8. Fund, $10,000 to WIYY-TV Channel 12 Philadelphia, Pa.
for general support or for support of “*Sesame Street” progriom (at diseretion of
station). 2/16/74. Profile: Continuing support. Reference: Karl A, Peckmann,
Jr.,, vice-president of development.

Fels (Samuel 8.) Fund. Pa. $26.125 to WHYY-TV, Channel 12, I'hiladeiphia.
Pa. for “Sexame Street” sumnier reruns and for genernl support of educational
television. T1.

Fels (Samuel 8.) Fund, Pa. $10,000 to WHYY-TV, Philadelphia, Channel 12,
Philadelphia. Pa. for general support. 5/11/73. Profile : Continuing. Reference:
Karl A. Peckmann, Jr.

Pew Memorial Trust, Pa. $10.000 to WHYY, Inc.. Pa.. for ‘operations,

Heinzg (Howard) Endowment, Pa. £50.000 to WQED televislon, Pittsburgh, Pa.
~towanrd construction of television antenna and for development of new FM
sterco radio station. 4/28/72. Yrs, duration: 2,

S8achem Fund, Ct. $40,000 to WQED television, Pittshurgh, Pa. for production of
black horizons, a minority affalrs community based television progmm. 1/73.
Yrs. duration: 2.

Hillman Foundation, Pa. $150.000 to WQED-Channel 13 (Metropolitan Pitis-
burgh o;l;catlmml television), Pittsburgh, Pa. for news and public affairs pro-
grams. 72,

Pittshurgh Foundation, Pa. £5.000 to WQED-FM Educational Radlo and Tele-
vision, Plttshurgh, Pa. To as=ist WQED to make special preparations for the
opening of an FM station in January 1973. 12/13/72.

-~-Erle Community Foundation, Pa. $20,000 to WQLN Channel 54, Eric, Pa. 72.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Ford Foundation, NY. §100,000 to Vanderbilt University, Television News
Archive, Nashville, I'n. To index television broadcasts between August 1968
und January 1972, prepare microfibin and print coples of entire index for wider
disxtribution, and purchase videocassette equipment. 8/73.

Moody Foundation, Tx. $10,600 to Association for Commmunity Television, 1lous-
ton, Tx. For purchase of mubile equipinent to develop remote program abilities,
T2 -

Moudy Foundation, Tx. $35.000 to Fl Paso Public Television Foundation, El I’aso,
Tx. To assist in steuring matehing funds necessary to secure n Federal grant
for establishment and operation of a publtic television station in Ei Paso.
1/728/74. Limbtation : Restricted to activities within ‘I'exas.

Hoblitzelle Foundation, 'F'x. £5,000 to KERA Channel 13, Dallas, Tx. For broad.
cast rights to Nir Kenneth Clark's “Ploneers of Modern Painting™, 73.

Zale Foundation, TX. $25,500 to KERA 'I'V Channel 18, Dallag, 'I'x. For weekly
“Town Hall” program xerles with citizen participation in dixcussion of com-
munity concerns, 9772, I'rofile: Operation/all city groups. Reference: Robert
Wilson, executive vice-president, KERA TV 13, Dallax, Texas 756201,

Clark Foundation, Tx. $17,000 to KERA-I'V Channel 13, Dallax, 'Tx. To support
children’s television workshop; Sesame Street, Utility Company, and Mr.
Rogers, T/ 73.

Hoblitzelte Foundation, Tx. $£50,000 to I'ublic Television Eduecation for Nerth
Toxax, Dallas, T'x. For equipment, 72,

Ford Foundation, NY. £375.000 1o l'uhllo ‘T'elevision Foundation for North Texas,
Dallas, ‘Tx. For nightly progrnm of tocal news, “Newsroom'. T2,

Ford Foundation, NY. $250,000 to Public ‘I'elevision Foundation for North Texas
tKERA), Dallas, 'x, For terminal support of newsroom, a public affairs
program featuring first-hand analytical and interpretive reports in local sub-
jeets, 4/0% Profile s Terminal Supplemental Grant,

Thiax (Paul and Mary) Foundation, 'T'x. §7.500 te South Texas Educational
Broadeasting Counetl, Corpus Christi, T'x. Toward establishment of facilities
for KEDT-TV, Channel 16, 72,

Moody Foundation, ‘I's. £100.000 to South Texas Educational Broadeasting Coun-
cil of Corpus Christi, Corpus Christl, Tx. For construction of rudlo and tele-
vision station for ]mblic education programs.

Moody Foundation, Tx. £60,000 to South Texax Educational I!mmlnns(lng Coun-
cll, Compus Christl, 'Px. Toward expenses incurred with certain eapital im-
provements and aid in underwriting operational defleits for next fiseal year,
0/25/773. Limitation: Restricted to activitier within Texas,

Ford Foundation, NY. $30,000 to University of Washington, Seattle, WA. To help
station KCTS8 convert from a university to community station. KCT'S ix xeek-
fug to expand its coverage of local stations {ncluding clity council and school
board meetings and start a program on the history and heritage of the Pacitie
Northwest. 4/73.

Seattle Foundation, WA, $5,000 to Unlversity of Washington KCTS TV channel 9,

Seattle, WA, FMW) modernize facllities. 8/20/73.
Cudaby (Patrick and AnnMa Eund, WL $7.500 to River Taxk Force., Milwau-

kee college, station WMVS-TV, Milwaukee. WI. To help launch commnunity
video resources center. jointliy sponsored hy educational television and a com-
munity video group. The center will focus on development of videotape library
and development of eapability to be public access producer for the projected
cable T'V system. 6/8/73. Yrs. dnurntion: 2.

Cudahy (Patrick and Anna M.V Fund, WI. £7.500 to River Task Force. Milwan-
kee, WI. To help pay for filming alternntives for the redevelopurent of the Mil-
waukee River as {t runs through downtown Milwaukee. Filim to e shown on all
loeal TV channel] with a citizen feedbick component, 2/9/74

Benedum (Claude Worthington) Foundation, PA, $135,625 to West Virginia Uni-
versity, Morgantown, WV, ‘To increaxe hroadenst range of {ts television station,

Fouxpation CENTER DATA BANK SgARCH DERCRIPTION

Subject : Pultic Broadensting,

No, of Grants Listed : 229,

Pate Complled : R/22/74.

Data Bank Searched : Foundation Grants Index.

Total No. of Grants'in Data Bank: 24,900,

Perfod Covered by Data Bank: Index issues, January 1972-July 1974,
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l(,Amnzed alphabetically by state, reciplents in state, with state-by-state
subtotals)
Number of grants: 229; Total Amount : $40,308,608.

Recipienl, State and name Amount  Number
Am Edwuoml l’okvkba Assoclation. feetnesetsenrecatnsesetatraseancanaaanny . $370, 000 [
AtV AN . . . ... .iliaeiiiiiieieneniiceacecanaranas . 49, 500
Chnml collogo: Gudum School, Uidan Studies Cnlu ............ $7, 500
Claremont Graduale 64. 07
ttes on Children's Yelevision . ... .. 15, 000
Oommumly Television of Southern Califoraia. 1,528 0%
RQED, 1€ . .. . L i i iiciiiiiiiiiiiianieacnncennacerennnicnseronanansararans 200, 000
Los Angeles TV Channel, KCET ... ..o .. i iiiiiiiiiiiniaiieeeieernnnaenaencanns 500. 000
Paulist Productions. ... .. i ciiiiiiieiiiieteeacteenaecaaraaaaanean . 180, 000
BRI COrD . ... ciennn .. oiiiaienenesaraacnanrannrananan Semereraeenarananes . 145, 000
San Frantisco TV Channet, KQED. . 450, 000
Univeisity of Catifornia 443, 300 [
Whittier College............ 16, 615
R T e 4,049,786 A
200
Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies. .. .. e ttetsesetesieetetecasseacasecasaraan 457,000 4
Deaver, city and county ol .. ...... eektetete eissescsesescscsreseiaasessoancanenn 15, 000. 1
Subtotal...... fetessetasensecesnsanceenatesasacnsnenietnsnsneran rererecannens 472, 000 5
Connecticul:
Area Cooperative Educational Services. . ... ... iiiiiiiiiiiiaian. vereeanas . 14,515 1
Connecticul Educational Television Corp . . ... ..oceiiiiiieininrerennraeasnancaneanns S, 1
Conneclicul Public Televisi0n. . ... . . iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiierentriaeaaanaaas . 25,000 1
Subtotal. ..... Neeerentemeeceteretnannnan ceresennas cerereevesenenans cevevareae 44,515 3
[ —— A =t i, e e o L
District of Columbia:
Amelican Association for the Advancement of Science 15, (00
Corporation for Pubdlic Broadcasting. ... . e eeveneniaeas o eeeeeeieeesenas . 1,210, 000
Faderal Oy COllOgo. .. ... e ittt et rieneriaaiae. 10. 000
Gmm msmnﬂon Educational Telecommunications Association. . ................... 2, 320, 000
Mettopotitan Washington Council of Governments. .. ... ... .coeoiiiiinninnninnnnn 10, 000
Nalionyl Association of Educational Broadeasters. ... ... ... iiiiiiiiiiiiiiaanans . 150. 000
National Endowment for the Humanilies. .. ... ... .. ... .. cceeiiiivnnnrrncnnes . 850, 000
ational Public Altairs Broadeast cmoi for Pudlic Television e 3, 180, 500
bl smdcastm: Service. . 5,000
Xennedy Memorial, Citwens Communication Center. $3, 000
Wumnmn Community Video Center_ .. .. .. _....._........... ... 40, 000
WETA . . i eiiiieieiiieeeees cneaens 10. 000
WETA Television Channel 28 . .. .. ... . .. . . i iiiiiieeiiniienes 25, 000
Wildlife Management Institute .. ..o . i iiiiiiiciitinneane e 10.000
Sublotal...... e meeeeesesaiatasateraetaseatatnnnener aenrinter rasaensnnonss 8, 008, 500 0
f~ WL WE RS BRSO - X - T )
commumty Television Foundation of South Florida (WPBT). . .............covivnnnnnn 256, 000 4
Florida West Coast Educational Telewssion . . . . .. ... .iieeenaen.. . 25, 000
WTHS —~Community TV foundation of South Florids. ... . ... . ..o 1S, 000
Subtolad. ... et iiteeserecaresneeescearerserernansanannan 326,000 4
EXIETETLYL T ORI
Bfoadau Institule of Notth America . ............ 25, 000
Chicago Education TV Network (WTTW)_ .. .. 11,388
Chrcago Educational Telewsion Association .. 108, 376 ]
Northwestern University ... . .. ... iiviiiiiiiiiaiies viers o creseenensenas 19. %00
Theee-prong Television Produclions. . ... .. .o iiiiiiiiiiiier s cieeanennnanan 120, 000
00........ R $0, 000
BT R e 384,664 10
adiand
mmm Indianapolis Television Associalion. ... ...c.ceveennnen. crereracecaane . 38,26
demon [+ LT T PSR 10,000
1300 Access cmu ..................................... e ieteseeeseensassencens 60, 000
Sublotal, ... .iiiiiiiiiiiciiieceie e eetreeneecsessvenanans teeeennenenan . 168, 246 3
Louisiand: WYES-TY (subMtal). .. .onieiiin it iainciiceneacieecccareonasoansanns . 10,000 1
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Recipient, State snd name Amount  Number
Massachusotls: .
Action tor Childrea's Television . $158, 000
American Friends Service Committee .. 10, 000
Bostoa TV Channel, WGBH ... ... .. $00, 000 1
Education Developmeat Center.. cee 20, 000 ]
Hampshire Collee. . ... . .o . e 9, 958 ]
ag;ud T Y 7%, 000 1
O R 1S, 000
WGBH Educational Foundation..................oo... e aveeeeieeeare meeenieeae 764, 500 ;
WGBH Educstiondl Toevision. ... ...ooiiiiitinirniiiieaeeniecrenrnneereennnan 13, 000 )
(1 LT T T Y O O 100, 000 1
B3 T 964, 458 ”
Maine: Colby-Bates-Bowdoin Public Television (sublotal) 75. 000 ]
Michigan: Detroit Educational Tetevision Foundation(sublotal). .. ........................ 502, 112 $
Minnesots:
KTCA, Channel 2..._. feeeeieren e e taaneieattaseseenaeeenanar e $, 000 . |
Twin égly Area Educational Television COrp. . ... .. ..o ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinenns oo 6, 206 1
Twin City Area Television Cotp. ... ... .. e vemmeeeeeameeeieineaeans s 18, 600 i
Universily of Minnesota... .. ....... ... e e eee e eneaar s 50, 000 ]
Urban Concerns Workshop . .. ... ... . iici. iieiiinicanacnaeriiacnanaans e 28,073 1
L1 T T PR 167,819 $
SEREIT. MDA S INTTRRE
Missouri; i ) .
Communil{ Sarvice Broadcasting of Mid-AmeIka. ... ...ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaes 65. 000
School District of Kansas Coly. ... ... . . . iiiiiiiiiiiiaiiairiairaiseaenens 20, 000
YT 85, 000 4
N e e P e —1
North Carolina: Shaw University (sublolal)...........couueneen ceesere  mesessssessses 12, 000 ]
New Jersey: i
Center for the Analysis of Public Issues. .
Coatrbion for Fair Blooduslmg'. VPN X
Educom.. ... ........ Ko 6.
Interumversity Communications Councit. .. e eeee.n 18. 000
New Jersey Public Broadeasting AuldOIItY ..o imoiiiiiiiiiii i ciiiaeiicnrnnsn 15. 000
T T T PP 102, 765 $
] ‘"m
New York: ) )
Bilingual Children's Television. ... ... .ccciviiiiiiniiniirricnorenceeinenneenenns 175, 000
Broadcast Institute of Notth Ameriea. ... ... . iiiiiiiiiiiniiiinnnannns .. 30. 000~
Broadcasting Foundation of Amaeris. .. 6, 000
Childien’s Television Wothshop..... .. 3,984. 280 1
Commitiee for Economic Development $0. 000
Communily Resouices Instlute .. . .. . 6. 500
Corporation for Public Broddeasting. .. ... ....cicioieemnanioacinuraenansnnenansn 1. 991,000 "0
Countil of Churches of the City of New York . . ... ... ... ... .. i.iiiiireieanen 5. 000
Educationat Broadcasting Cotp...... ...t 10, 851. 000 Fs
Lincola Center for (e Pertorming Al ... oottt s 250, 000
Mount Sinai SChool of MedRING. . .. . ....c.ooiiienimnrannnnnn v eeenaeeaaenan . 175, 000
N.O.W. Legal Defense and Educationat fund.. .. ...l 4,200
Natwnal Association of Educational Broadcasters. .. .. ... oo it iiaiaan 175, 000
Natwnai Citizens Committes for Broadcasting ceen 175. 000
Natonal £ducationat Television ... . . 35, 000
Kational Friends of Pubiic Broadcasting . 386, 000
New York Univeisity . ... ......... . ceen 255, 000
New Yotk Univeisity Schoolof the Atls ... ... . i 220.000
[T Y YT N $5, 000
Open Channel, InC ... ... .. .. it e 49, 200
nming Corporateon for the Aits. ... ... ... . . i i 18. 900
Public Broadeasting SeIvICe. .. ... . ...t 1, 500, 000
Regional PLan ASSOCalON . ... ... i it iiietiiieiieaeie ciae e 221,000 J
Senate of the State of New York ........ .. e eeeaeeeeeaeneaaneeaieianaieaaaaas 20,000 .
Southern Trer Educational Television ASSOCNON. . ..o ovierieonii it iiiie s 10, 000
Television Channe! 13 R 225,000
Umited Church o? Chuust. ... ... ... T 1%0. 950
Video Access Center . . . e meeeranaas 12, 500 -
Village Neighbothood Telewision. . ... . .cooooouiiiiiiiniiiiers soee corieninnnann 10, 000
WRELD TY .. L e e e 16. 500
WNRET Channeb 33 ... ... . ... . iieiieea 295. 000 d
3T T O O Rt 21,424,030 »
P S~ - -
Ohio:
Case Western Resesve Universaly. .. ... ... . .. . ... il aia.a 25.000 |
€ducational Television Assoctation of Mettopolitan Clevetand.. ... .. . ............ 99,400 3
YT LT 7 O SRS 124, 400 [}
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Recipient, State and name Amount  Number
Ponnsymmo
Allegheny lntermediate Unit ... ... .. ... e et eeeaaaee aeeeane $12.000
Carnegie Library of Pittsburgh 6. 000
Catnegie-Metlon University and WQED Educational Television Station 97. 000
Metropolitan Pitteburgh Public Broadeasting........ .. . .. ... .. 700, 000 2
WRYY Channel 12. ... .. .. L e s . . 25. 000
WHYY Telewision BroadeastingStatvon. .. ... ... .. . .. ... ... .. ... ... ... ..., 10. 000
WHYY- TV Channel 12 . ... e cee el IO 10. 000
WHYY TV, Channel 12, el . e rerieeas 26,125
WHYY- W thdclphn ........................................................ 10. 000
WN\’ e e e et e e e 10. 000
................... 90. 000
ID Channd ll(Meuooomm ‘Pittsburgh Educational Televiston). . 1 11T 150. 000
W8 0-FM Educational Radio and Telewision... ... ... .0 . 5. 000
WOLN Channel S, e e 20 000
7L T T 1,120,128 16
Tennessee: Vanderbilt University (sudbtotal). . ........... e teecttecacasesascesecieensan © o000 0 f
Texss: . T
Association for Commumt¥ L TP 10. 500 1
€1 Paso Public Television Foundation_ ... ... .. ... .. . . .. ... 35. 000 1
KERA Channel V3. . .. ... et i 5. 000 1
KERA TV, Channei §3. . . ... e e e e e s 25 S00 1
KERA-TV'Channel 13. . e e e e eiieeiie. 17. 500 1
Public Television Cducation for North Texas e i e 50 000 1
Public Televiston Foundalicn for Nouth Texas (KERA)Y .. . . oo 7 625, 000 2
South Texas Educational Broadeasting Counet ... . o ... L. 167, 500 3
SUBHONE. ... ettt ettt et Tk n
Washington: University of Washington KCTS TV, Channel 9 (sudtotal) ... ............... ) 65.000 f
Wisconun: I T
Milaaukee Area Techmcal Coueu . 30 000 1}
Rover Task Force ... ... .. Y 1
Subtotal. . .eeee e '. ............... e 37.500 )
Wast Virginia: West Virginia University (sudtotal) ...l Coases 1
TOM. - oo e e . 40.306.605 29

AI'PENDIX 1V

MaJor FOUNDATION GRANTS TO IPUutrc Broancastinag 1970-1973

CArranged alphabetienlly by foundation, including enly foundations that con-

tributed more than $250,000) .

Number of grantR. o e cececccmmecmceacenaaa 121
Number of foundations. . oo e e ecmmccmm—na 18
Total amount e ammmmmeaaaa 36, 097, 491
Number of

Foandation name Amount grants

Astor (Vincent) Foundation .. . .. .. . e eieeeiieean $401, 000 4
Beoton (Wilham) Foundaton. .. . . e e . 175,000 2
Bush Faundatkn, . S o . .. 332 819 5
Carnegie Corp. of New York L . e .. 1.38] 000 4
Ciatk {€ dna McConnell) Foundation .. = . A S 310.9°8 k]
Davis (Arthur Vining) Foundation . . | RO - . 345, 000 6
Ford Foundistion .. R . 25. 565. 600 0
Johnsan (Robeil Wood) Foundm:m e . L . 1.737.509 k]
Kiesge Foundation . . R - . 710. 112 $
Lty Endownent ... ... . 255, 000 2
Markie (J~h1 and Muy R) Foundglicn o . 2. 457 482 b2
Melton (A drow W) Foundation . . e e 1.0%0 €00 4
Wellon (Ri hard ngzfoundahon e - . . 350 000 1
Rochefeiler Biothets Fund . . I e el 230.€00 6
Rockefellet Fymdy Fund . . L L N 43 400 2
Rochefellet Foaadation . . . . .. .. . s 890. 000 S
Sears-Roebuck Foundation., . . ‘ . 3%. 000 1
Stosa (Alfred P.) Foundaton. .. .. . . . .. . T K1k} 200 _ 4
TOW oo ceeeais e S8 oo 36.097.491 121
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Astor (Vincent) Foundation, NY. $250,000 to Corporation For Public Broadcast-
ing, NY., NY. For program on drug ahuse

Astor (Vincent) Foundation, NY. $76,000 to Corporation For Iublle Broadcasting,
NYC., NY. For I'rogram on Law aund Justice, 72

Astor (Vincent) Foundation, NY. $25,000 to Educational Broadcasting Corpora-
tion, WNET Channel 13, NYC., NY. In support of consumer action project.
12/6/73 Limitation: Genernl lmitation to programs in or of primary benefit to

New York City. Reference: Joan Mack

.\Hnr (Vincent) Foundation, NY. §0,000 to Television Channel 13, NY., NY.-To
rent office space to house reference Hbrary and to hire librarian and research
director

Benton (Willinm) Foundation, NY. £100,000 to Aspen Institute For Humanistie
Studies, Co. For conferences on television, cable, and other communications
media @ Aspen progriun on communieationxs and soctety (3-year grant)

Benton (Willinm) Foundation, NY. $175.000 to Nationnl Citizens Committee For

Broadeasting, NY., NY. To expand and improve quality of public breadeasting. -

Bush Foundation, MN. £170.000 to Three Prong Television I'roductions, Chicago,
L Fo support prime tine school television project. 11/16,/73. Yrs. duration: 2,
Profile: Junior and senfor high school students. Reference: Lynn N. Miller

Buxh Foundation, MN. 30,000 to Three-Prong ‘Television Productions, Chicago,
1. For prime time school television progrum, 71

Bush Foundation, MN. £6.206 to I'win City Area Educational 'Television Corpora.
tion, Saint Paul Mn. To support the program “perspective” through June 286,
1973, 1/8/73. Proflle: Olmmtlon/\ﬂtmeaotn Citizens. Reference: W. D. Donald-
son, general manager of ‘Fwin City Area Television Corp,

Bushi Fommdation Mn, $T8600 to Twin City Area Televiston Corporation, Saint
Paul, Mn. For placement of antennie on tall tower in Twin City area. 71

Bush Foundation, Mn. 25073 to Urban Concerns Workshops, Minneapolis, Mn,
Toward development of eduentional ‘I'V—-xeries on prm-tlml polities. 1714774
Reference : Rally lhwmkn

Carnegie ¢ orpomtlnu of New York, NY. £1,000.000 to (‘hildren s Television Work-
shop, NY, NY. For production of chitdren's edueational programs and further
development of Sesame Street

Carnegie Corporation of New York, NY. 281000 to Nationnl Friends of Publie
Broandeasting, NY., NY. To improve fund raising and stimulate ereative pro-
graming

Carnegle Corporntion of New York, NY. £85.000 to National Friends of Publie
Broadeasting, NYC, NY. Toward support of National Friends of 'ublie Broad-
easting. 4/12/73 Yrs. Parntion: 2 Profile : Operation, Reference: Mrs, William
Neliman, chairman, National Friends of Puldie Broadeasting, 1343 Avenne of
the Amerieas, New York, NY. 10019

Carnegie Corporation of New York, NY. £15.000 to Regional Plan Association,
NYC, NY. For distribution to edneitors of a paperback ook and related mate-
rinls for the telovision projeet, chioleos for ‘74, a series of five televived “Town
Meoting= aimed at discussion and tabulation of opinion on numerons fssues
facing the Connecticut-New Jersey-New York urban reglon. 3/8/73 Reference:
Michagel MeManux, exeentive dlrector, Regional Plan .\wul.ltlun. 2345 East 1ith
Ntreef. New York, NY. 10M7

Clark (Edna MceConnell) Foundation, NY. 156,000 to Com:imunity Television
Foundation of South Florida ¢ WPRT), Miaml. FL.. For development, produe-
tion anad relateid services of an “elderly™ television series on the eontributions of
the elderly in Miami area. and to employ voluntary services of older citizens
in all phases of program activity, 9/109/93. Reference : George Doaoley, president.

Clark (Fdua McConnell) Foundation, NY. £0.958 to Hampshire College, Amherst,
M\ For a feasibility study of the Northampton cable television franchise to he

owned and operated by Hampshire and Smith Colleges. 72, Profile : completed, -

Clark (Edun MceConnell) Foundation, NY, $145.000 to Rand Corporation, Santa
Monien, CA. To develop & comprehentive asgessment of current knowledge of
socin] nn‘m-u of Television viewing. identify needs for future research, and
|;rc‘n Ide anclllary information as appropriate. #/19/73. Reference: Leland L.
Johnson,

Davis (Arethur Vining) Foundations, FI.. $75,000 to Colhy-Bates-Bowdoin Publie
Television, Lewliston, ME. To support joint educational television station oper-
ated by the three colleges. 1/74.

YIor A _more complete listing of Carnegle Corporation grants from 1961-1974, see
Appeendix 1.
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Davis (Arthur Vining) Foundation, FL. $25,000 to Florida West Coast Educa-
tional Television, Tampa, FL. Toward costs of moving educational station
WEDU. 4/178.

Davis (Arthur Vining) Foundations, FL. $25,000 to WETA television channel 26,
DC. For geaeral support. 72, -

Davis (Arthur Viaing) Foupdations, FL. $75,000 to WGBH Educational Founda-

. tion, Boston, MA. To establish new TV channel 57 in western Massachusetts. 72,

Davis (Arthur Vining) Foundations, FI.. $100,000 to WGBH Educational Founda-
tion, Boston, MA. For sponsorship of television program “The Advocates™. 1/74.
Limitation: Challenge grant.

Davis (Arthur Vining) Foundations, FL. $15,000 to WTHS-Community TV Foun-
dation of South Florida, FI..

Ford Foundation, NX. $8,000 to Action for Children's Television, Newton, MA. For
Third National Symposium on Children and Television held at Yale Univer-
sity. 72

Ford Foundatlon, NY. $80,000 to Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies, program
on communications and society, Aspen, CO. Toward support of projects on
public broadcasting, government and the medin, politics and the media, press
criticism, and television and social behavior, /73, P'rotile ;: Second year support.

Ford Foundation, NY. $175,000 to Bilingual Children’s Television; NYC, NY. For
cmergencey funding pending receipt of federal grants to bilingual, bicultural,
preschool television program for Spanish-speaking children. 8/73.

Ford Foundation, NY. $800,000 to Boston TV Channel WGBH, Boston, MA. For
new programing, 72,

Ford Foundation, NY. $1,000,000 to Children’s Television Workshop, NY. To
Initiate new children's educationnl program “The Electric Company™.

Ford Foundation, NY. $100,000 to Community Television, Ine. (WJCT) Jackson-
ville, FL. For community involvement television programing. WJCT's programs
on community themes include the nightly feedback. in which viewers comment
on local issues. 4/73. Profile: Terminal supplemental grant.

Ford Foundation, NY. §1,500,000 to community televislon of Southern Call.
fornia (KCET), Los Angeles, CA, Toward support of national pubdlic tele-
vision programing. 8/73.

Ford Foundation, NY. $100,000 to corporation for public broadcasting, N.Y., NY.
For publie broadcast survey facllity,

Ford Foundation, NY. $1,200,000 to corporation for public broadcasting, DC.
For equipment to establish interim unetwork plant for public broadcasting
service in Washington.

Ford Foundation, NY. $45,000 to corporation for public broadeasting, DC. For
management information system for public television. The management analy-
ais conter will design a standardized, computerized system that can be easily
adapted and installed by any station to provide the kind of long-range manage-

-ment planning and accounting control now lacking in most public television
stations. 73.

Ford Foundation, NY. $250.000 to corporation for publie broadearting, NYC, NY.
For public broadeasting rervice's advertixing of public television natlonal pro-
graming for first three months of 1073, 4/73. Profile: Supplemental grant.

Ford Foundation, NY. £15,000 to corporation for public broadeasting, NY(, NY.
Toward support for management information system for improved planning
and accounting control for publie television, 6/73. I'rofile : Supplemental grant.

Ford Foundation, NY. 700,000 to corporation for public broadcasting, NYC., NY,
T ennble corporation to acquire additional programing requested by public
television stationg, 11/73. .

Ford Foundation, NY. $£100,000 to corporation for public broadeasting, NYC, NY.
To support public broadcasting survey facility, which conducts andience re-
search in nine cities. 1/74. Profile : Continued support.

Ford Foundation, NY. $100,000 to educational broadcasting corporation, N.Y.,
NY. For support of NET apera.

Ford Foundation, NY. £2,200.000 to educational hroadeasting corporation, N.Y,,
NY, To improve technleal eapability to provide toeal and national programing.

Ford Foundation, NY. $4,000,000 to educational broadeasting corporation, N.Y.,
NY. For WNET new programing. 72.

Ford Fonndation, NY. £3.000.000 to educationnl broadeasting corporation, NYC,
NY. To xupport televizion production centers, 6/73.

Ford Foundation. NY. §820,000 to greater Washington educational television,
DC. For programming and support during reorganization period.
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Ford Foundation, NY. $1,500,000 to greater Washington educational telecom-
munlcations association, DC. For support to NPACT public affairs televjsion
programs, 68/73.

Ford Foundation, NY. $200,000 to KQED, Inc., San Francisco, CA. For terminal
support of “newsroom’ program covering local news in depth. 1/74. Profile:
Supplemental grant.

Ford Fouudation, NY. $500,000 to Los Augeles TV Channel KCET, Los Angeles,
Ca. for new programing, 72,

Ford Foundation, NY. $350,000 to Metropolitan Pittsburgh Educational Tele-
vision, Pa. for “newsroom’ program.

Ford Foundation, NY. $75,000 to National Association of Educational Broad-
casters, NYC, NY. Toward support of new coordinating committee aimed at
providing trustees of public broadcasting stations with a wide range of in-
formation on public television. Purpuse is to equip trustees to take a more
active role in developing station program policies, planning long-rmu,e financing,
mul advancing the training of station personnel, 2/73.
ford Foundation, NY. $150,000 to National Association of qucatlomll Broad-
caalcrs. DC. '1‘0 assist ju transition from organization made up of public tele-
vision stations and other institutions to a professional soclety composed of
individuals involv ed in whole fleld of telecommunications. 10/73.

Ford Foundation, N.Y. $1,400,000 to Nutional ’ublic Affairs Broudeast Center for
Public 'I‘elevlalon. DC for operations,

Ford Foundation, N.Y, $1,400.000 to Nuational Public Affairs Broadcast Center for
Public Television, DC for new programming. 72,

Ford Foundation, N.Y. §350,500 to National l'ubllc AfMairs Broadecast Center for
1’'ublie Television, DC, For programing through June 1973, Among progrums
are “Washington Week in Review™” and *“Thirty Minutes With, . ."”, an inter-
view series. 73 profile : supplemental grant.

Ford Foundation, NY. $1,000,000 to Public Broadcasting Service, N.Y, NY. To ex-
tend public's awareness of programs available through PPBS distribution
system,

Ford Foundation, NY. £300,000 to Public Broadeasting Service, NYC, NY. For
specinl events programing during 1973-74 and for program advertising chal-
lenge grant to be matched by 'BS. 11/7%3.

Ford Foundation, NY. 5,000 to Public Broadeasting Serviece, DC. To provide
public television stations with names and addresses of viewers who wr
NPACT (National Publlie Affairs Broadeast Center for Public Television) con
cerning the Watergate hearings. 1/74.

Ford Foundation, NY. $375,000 to Publlic 'l‘olovlslnn l-‘mmdnuton for North Texas,
Dalias, Tx. for nightly program of local news, “Newsroom"

Ford Foundation, NY. §250,000 to Public Television l-‘nnmlntlon l‘or North Texas
(Kera), Dallag, Tx. For terminal support of Newsroom, a public affairs pro-
gram featuring first-hand analytieal and interpretive reports in loeal suhijeets.
4/13. Profile : terminal supplemental grant.

Ford Foundation, NY. $00.000 to Regional I'lnn Association, NYC, NY. For series
of television programs called “Choices for *76", on such jssues as housing,
poverty, urbin growth, and environment in New York-New Jersey-Connecticut
region, 2/73

Ford Foundation, NY. $450,000 to San Francisco TV Channel KQED, fan Fran.
ciseo, Ca. for local programing. 72.

Ford Foundation, NY. $157,000 to United Church of Christ, NYC.,, NY. For
campaign to discourage racial diserimination in broadeasting through edu-
cation persuasion, and techunleal and legal assistance to local and national

groups. 4/73. Profile: supplemental grant.

Ford Foundation, NY. 80,000 to University of Washington, Seattle, Wa.. To
help station KCTS convert from a university to community station. KOTR is
geoking to expand its coverage of local stations including city eonneil and
‘rehool board meetings and start o ||rogrum on the history and hvrimm- of the
Pacific Northwest. 4/73.

Ford Foundation, NY. £100.000 tn \’nmlorl-ilt Unliversity, Television News Ar-
chive, Nashville, Tn. To index television hroadeasts hetween August 1068 and
Jamyary 1972, Prepare microfilm and print copies of eatire Index for wider
distributlon, and purchase videocassette equipment. 8/73.

Ford Foundation, NY. 2137500 to WGBIH Educational Foundation, Ma. For sup-
port of “The Reporters™ prograns.

40-550—7T4——n
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Ford Foundation, NY. §£202,000 to WGI1I Educational Foundation, Boston Ma.
To ennble WGBIE-TYV to become the sole producer of the Advocates, a court-
réom style debate of cantroversial issues. KCET-Los Angeles was formerly
co-producer, 4/73. Profile : supplemental grant,

Jolmson (Robert Wood) Foundation, NJ. $200,000 to Children's Television Work-
shop, NYC., NY. For rexsearch and pilot testing project for a national televisjon
program on health. 1/25/73. Reference: Willinm Kobin, V.P.

Johuseon (Robert Wood) Foundation, NJ. §37,500 to Children's Televiston Work-
shop, NYC, NY. For planning projeet for a national television program on
health, §/725/72. Reference : Willinm Kobin, V.P.

Johimson (Robert Wood) Foundation, NJ. $1,500,000 to Children's Television
Workshop, NYC,, NY. For National television series almed at improving the
health behavior of citizens, 11/20/73. Reference : William Kobin, vice president.

Kresge Foundation, MI, SEL&9T to Detroit Educeational Television Foundation,
MI. For purchase of color broadeast and production equipment.

Kresge Foufidation, MI. £150,280 to Detroit Educational Television Foundation,
MI. For building purchase, R

Kresige Foundation, MIL $132,259 to Detrolt Edueational-Television Foundation,
Detroit, M1, Toward purchase of Storer Broadcasting Company Building in
Deteoit, 1/73. Profile: Second of three grants totaling $400,000.

Kresge Foundation, Mi. 142,667 to Detrolt Edueational Television Foundation,
Detroit, MI. Toward purchase of Storer Broadeasting Company, Building 1/74.
Profile: Last of three grants totaling $400,000.

Kresge Foundatton, MI 220,000 to New York University Schiool of the Arts, NY.
For televiston communications center.

Lilly Endowment, IN. 180,000 to Paulist Productions, Pactfic I'alisades, CA.

‘or television award program to encourage and reeognize writers who hest
communicate religious values deriving from Judeo-Christian Vision of Man.
3,74 Yrs. Durations: 3,

Lilly Endowment, IN, $75,000 to WGBH Educational Foundation, I3oston, MA.
hudget support productton of il series, "Religious America” for educaticnal
TV, 2720/73. Reference: Philip Garvin.,

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY, $150,000 to action for children's
television, Newtonville, MA, For general support. 11/5/73. Yrs., Duration: 2.
Reference: Peggy Charren, 'resident,

Markle «John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. £10.000 to American Friends
Nervice Committee, M\, To study effects of television on attitude formation,

Markle (John and Mary R Foundation, NY, 810,000 to Aspen Institute for
Humaunistic Studies, CO, For television conference,

Markle (Johin and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $267.000 to Aspen Institute for
Humanistie Studies, O, For conferences on television, ealMe, and other com-
munications media: Aspen program on communications and society (4-year
grant),

Markle (John and Mary R.)) Foundation, NY. 887.500 to Children’s Television
Workshop, N.Y., NY. For planning study for natlonal television program on
health, 72, .

Markle (Johu and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $87.000 to Claremont College
Gradnate School, Urban Studies Center, CA. For study of Spanish language
television audiences,

Markle ¢John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. GL777 to Claremont Graduate
School, Human Resources Institute, Claremont, '\, For project to increase
effectiveness and uxe of Spanish-lnnguage-onty television in the Los Angeles
area. 11/3/73. Reference: Darryl D. Enos, Director, center for Urban and
Regional Studies.

Markle «John and Mary R.Y Fanndation, NY, $25.000 to Committee for Economic
Development, NYC, NY. To develop a poliey statement on the economic and
sociat impact of the new bhroadeast medin, 11/14/72. Reference: Alfred Neal,
Committee for FEcononice Development,

Markle (John and Mary R Foundation, NY, £25,000 to Committee for Economie
bevelopment, NYC. NY. To help develop policy statement on economie and
soctal impact of new broadcast media. 11/5/73. Reference: Alfred Neal,
'resident.

Markle (John and Mary R Foundation, NY. £15.000 to Committee on Children’s
Television, Kan Franciseo, C\. For general support. 11/5/73. Reference: Sally
Williams, Executive Director.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. £20.000 to Education Development
Center, Newton, MA. To develop television program to teach mathematics.
a/10/13. Reference : Jerrold R. Zacharias,
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Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $205,000 to Educational Broad-
casting Corporation, NY. For media review television program, .

Markie (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. §250,000 to Educational Broadcast-
ing Corporation (Chanuel 13), N.Y,, NY. For media review program *“Behind
the Lines”, 72,

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY., $8,765 to Educom, Interuniversity
Communications Council, Princeton, NJ. For planning conference on cable
television and higher education, 5/15/73. Reference : Henry Chauncey,

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $72.000 to Harvard University,
Cambridge, MA. For a center for research in childreuw's television.

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY. $18,000 to Inter-University Com-
munications Council, Princeton, NJ. For conference on potentinl uses of cable
televiston by universities, 11/5,73. Reference: Heary Chauncey, President,

Markle (John and Mary R.) foundation, NY. 100,000 to Nationnl Association
of Educationnl Broadeasters, NY. For snpport of office of minority affairs,

Markle (John and Mary R.) foundation, NY. 20,000 to National Friends of Pub-
He Broadeasting, NYC.,, NY. for general support. 3/6/73. Yrs, Duration: 2,
Reference: Mrs, Wilinm Schuman, chairman, National Friends of Pablie
Broadeasting, 1345 Avenue of the Americas, NY,, NY. 1001!;,“

Markte (John and Mary R.) foundation, NY. $230.000 to New York University,
NY. For alternate media center to promote cable television for local, non-
professional uxe,

Markle (Johin and Mary R.) foundation, NY, 1850 to planuing corporation for
the nrts, NY. for community eable television origination.

Markle ¢(John and Mary R.) foundation, NY. 30,000 to Recional Plan Associa-
tion, NYC., NY. Support for evaluation of “choices for ‘76 television series,
3. 15773, Reference: Michael J, MeManuy, Regional Plan Assaciation, 235 E. 43
8L NYL, NYL 10017,

Markle (John and Mary R foundation, NY. 220,000 to Senate of the State
of New York, Federal/Ruate Linison Oftice, Abany, NY. To support conference
on the appropriate role of State governments in7eable television regulation.,
11,53/73. Reference : Michael Ruberti, associate divector,

Markle (John aud Mary RO foundation, NY. 230,000 to University of California,
Department of Continuing Education, San Francixeo, CA. For projeet using
commereial television to provide publie health education, 11/14/72, Reference:
Leonn Butler, University of Californin, San Franciseo,

Markle (John and Mary R foundation, NY, £205.000 to WNET Clumnel 13,
NY. For *Behind the Lines” program on how news is made,

Melton (Andrew W.) foundation, NY. 350,000 to corporation for Public Broad-
caxting, NY(C, NY. Toward production costs of a television program on an
oxhibition of works of art from the Soviet Union to be presented at the Na-
tival Gallery of Art this spring. 3/13/73.

Melon (Andrew W, ) foundation, NY. 150,000 to Fdueational Broadeasting Cop-
peration, NYC. NY. Toward pradaction of its proposed series on the lives of
Johin Adams and his descendants, 3713773,

Mellon (Andrew W.) foundation, NY, £100.0600 to National Endowment for the
Humanitiex, DC for use of national educational television in support of biog-
caphy 1 series of productions,

Mellem (Andrew W.) foundation, NY. £550.000 to National Endowment for the
Humanities, DC for exclusive use of educational hroadeasting corporation,
New York, for production of television series depieting the higtory of our coun-

tra=from 1750 to 1900 as seen through the lives of Johie Adinms and his deseend-

ants. 12/12/73.

Mellon (Richard King) fowdation. I'a. R350000 to Metropelitan Pittsbargh
Public Broadeasting, I'ittshmirgh, Pa. To continue support of annual budget of
WQED-TY newsroam progeam, 32 vrs, duration @ 3,

Rockefeller Brothiers Fund, NY. S25.000 to broadeast Institute of North Amnerica,
Evanston, L For general bhudgetary support of the international broadeast
instinnte, created to identify amd study problems associated with aceelerated
technological developments in all media, 11/2/32,

Rockefeller Brothers Fund, NY. 830,000 to Broadeast Tustitute of North A meriea,
NYO, NY,. For General Support of International Broadeast Institnte, erented
to identify and study problems associated with aceclerated  techinological
developments in all Media. 10/19. 73,

Rockefeller Brothers Fund, XY, 25,000 (o Corporation for Public Broadeasting,
e
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Rockefeller Brothers Fund, NY. $50,000 to Educational Broadcasting Corpora-
tion, NY. For operating needs of Channel 13.

Rockefeller Brothers Fuud, NY. $30,000 to Educationa! Broadcasting Corporation,
NYC, NY. For general support of Channel 13. The Educational Television Sta.
tion serving the New York Metropolitan Region. 8/3/72,

Rockefeller Brothers Fund, NY. $30,000 to Educationa! Broadcasting Corpora-
tion, NYC, NY. For General Support of Channel 13 serving the New York
Metropolitan Region. 12/14/73. ’

Rockefeller Family Fund, NY. $24,200 to N.O.W. Legal Defense and Education
Fund, NYC, NY. Toward costs of Media campaign which uses print ads, TV
announcements, and radio spots to combat sex discrimination in employment,
2/13/13.

Rockefeller Family Fund, NY. $19,200 to Open Channel, Inc,, NYC, NY. For
Satary of Community Production Director, 72,

Rockefeller Foundation, NY. $15.000 to American Association for the Advance.
went of Science, DC. For planning study of television programing designed
to enhance publi¢ understanding of seience,

Rockefeller Foundation, NY. £300,000 to Bay Area Education Television, San
Francisco, CA. For Natlonal Center for Experiments in Television to creale
New centers nt cooperating Universities,

Rockefeller Foundation, NY, £130,000 to Educational Broadeasting Corporation,
NYU.,. NY. T establish laboratory workshop at Station WNET, Channel 13.

Rockefeller Foundation, NY. $400,000 to Educational Broadeasting Corporation
Sxt'x{\tlon WXNET), NYC, NY. To operate experimental television lnboratory.

2/72.

. Rockefeller Foundation, NY. $25,.000 to Regional Plan Association, NYC., NY. To
plan and initiate television town meetings. “Choices for '76™,

Sears-Roebuck Foundation, 11, £350.000 to Coarporation for Public Brordeasting,
NYC., NY. For production of “Mister Rogers' Neighborhood” color television
programg for children.

Sloan (Alfred ') Foundation, NY. $250,000 to Lincoln Center for the perform.
ing arts, NYC, NY. Toward developing use of new techuologies and techuigues
for televising live and taped performances, 68725/73. Reference: Andre Mirn-
belll, Director of Business Affairs,

Sloan (Alfred P) Foundation, NY. £19.900 to Northwestern University, Evans.
ton, 1. To evaluate certain components of slow.sean television gystem and to
%nvolup Instructional materials for system. 3/21/74. Reference: David Mintzer,

ean,

Sloan (Alfred P.) Foundation, NY. £18.300 to University of Californin, lawrence
Hall of Science, Berkeley, CAL To support project teaching science with televi.
sion. 4/23/73. Reference : August G, Manza, Manager.

Sloan (Alfred P.) Founndation, NY, 225000 to University of California, Berke-
ley, CA, To support experimental work in use of techunology, especially color
television, in teaching of binlogy to non-selence majors. 6/20/73. Reference:

August Manza, Business Manager.
FouUNDATION CENTER DATA BANK SEARCH DESCRIPTION

Subject: Public Brondcasting: Foundations granting over $250,000; No. of
Grants Listed : 121 ; Date Compiled : 8/22/74.
Data Bank Searched : Foundation Grants Index.

Total No, of Grants in Data Bank : 24,900,
Pericd Covered by Data Bank: Index issues, January 1972-July 1974,

APPENDIX V

FouNpaTIoN GRANTS TO EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS WiITIL A PPUBtIc Mroia
Prrrost 19070-19%3 :

{Arranged by size of grant)
Number of grants: 31: Total amount: £1.472.660.

Ford Foundation, NY. 3200000 to Chicanox or La Cauxa, Phoenix, AZ. for
gubsidized housing, arrungement of financing for whaolesale bakery and loans
for other Chicano business ventures, a Wiingnal teteviston progeam on Chieano
health needs, anl plans for two community health centers. 1/74. Profile : Sup-

plemental grant/Chiennos,
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Sloan (Alfred P.) Foundation, NY. $165,000 to University of Callfornia, Darlis,
CA for controlled experiment in teaching of genetics that will compare cost
offectiveness of televiston-based instruction with conventional teaching. 4/11/73.
Yrs. duration : 2. Reference : Dr. James H. Meyer, chancellor.

Kresge Foundation, MI. $125,000 to Case Western Reserve Universify, health
sciences communications center, Cleveland, O, for purchase of major capital
dquipment, television color cameras, and supporting equipment, 1/73.

Lilly Endowment, IN, $07,250 to Church Federation of Greater Indianapolis, IN,,
for law enforcement chaplainey, television program production, and other
wrojocts,

l"olrd jl-‘numlatlon, NY. £75,000 to Population Educatlon, Inc.,, DC, for filmed
version of report of U.S. Commission on "opulation Growth and the American
Future, to be shown on television, 72,

Tinker Foundation, NY. §75.000 to population reference burecau, Latin American
Department, DC., to support publications program including monthly news-
letter, seriex of bulleting, annual world data sheet, and M-weekly fact sheet
for dixtribution to Latin American radio and television stations. 72,

Ford Foundation, NY, 72,000 to United Church of Christ Ofice of Communica-
tiony, N.Y., NY for programs to curb discrimination and encourage television
programs serving minority gronps, 73,

Hill (Louis W, and Maud) Family Foundation, MN. §57,600 to Saint Olaf Col-
Jege, Northiield, MN, to initiate variety of programs, including student tutors,
programmed learning packages, television lectures, administrative interns,
and work-study programs, 12/14,/73. Profile: Part of independent college pro-
gram, produetivity phase limitation: grants historieally Hmited to estabiished
tax-exempt organizations primarily in northwestern United States. Reference:
Lloyd Svendshye, dean.

Carnegie Corporation of New York, NY. £67.000 to Harvard University, School of
Education, Cambridge, M\, toward support of a producer-in-residence at the
conter for research in children’s television. The center has been jolutly estab-
lished by Tarvavd University and by the children’s television workshop, to
conduet research on the use of television in teaching children. 12/14/72. Pro-
file: Children. Reference: Gerald 8, Lesser, director, center for research in
children’s television, Harvard University School of Education, Roy BE. Larsen
Hall, Appian Way, Cambridge, MA. 02138.

Ford Foundation, NY. §50,000 to Mctropulitan Fund, Detroit, M1., to help create
n regionnt citizens organization for six-county area of southeast Michigan, and
to develop tetevised series of citizen feedback program on regional issues. 2/73.

Gund (George) Foundation, OH. $50,000 (o Case Western Reserve University,
schools of Engineering and Management, OlL, to bring courses via television
directly to business firms.

Kresge Foundation, M1, 0,000 to University of North Dakota, Geand Forks,
ND. for equipment for closed elrcuit television studio to be used by School of
Medicine, 11/72, ‘

Kettering (Charlex F.) Foundation, OH, $45,000 to Regional Plan Association,
choices for *76, NYC, NY., planning, fmplementation, and reporting of resuits
for the creation of a serfes of 20th century town meetings. This serles will
be aired on television and articles will be published in newspapers. The series
Wil focus on possible solutions and/or alternatives tor dealing with problems in
the following fields: housing, poverty, transportation, environment, urban
growth, and government. This will fnvolve approximately 500,000 citizens.
This grant fits into the foundation’s citizen involvement program to facilitate
a more effective community through problem identificatlon. Problem sotving.

Profile: New York-New Jersey urban region, Reference: Mike McManus, choives
tor '76 project director, (212) 882-7837.

Hayden (Charles) Foundation. NY. £35,000 to Henry Street scttlement, NY. For
television/film studio in arts for living center.

Ford Foundation, NY. $34,000 to Stanford University, Stanford, CA. To prepare
manual on use of fustructional television for policy planners in developing
countries,

San Francisco Foundation, CA. 30,122 to Chinatown-North Beach District Coun-
cil. 8an Francisco, CA. For televised English classes for Chinese immigrants. 71,

Scaife (Sarah Mellon) Foundation, PA. 30,000 to Wildlife Management Institute,
DC. For TV and radio spot announcements.

Bage (Russell) Foundation, NY. £24.000 to Academy for Educatfonal Develop-
ment, NYC, NY. For study of television and soclal behavlor under direction of
Douglass Cater and Stephen Strickland. 72
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Gund (George) Foundation, OH. $23.363 to Cleveland State University, Cleve-
land, OH. For board environmental education program for greater Cleveland
area, "Man and Environnent.,” Program will be freshman-level, three course
sequence offered for “ollege credit and will utilize several instructional media,
with emphasis on broadeast television. Nelected high school students will be
offered courses for college credit. 12/8/72.

Fund for the city of New York, NY. $20,000 to Reglonal Plan Association, NYU,
NY. For "Choeices_for '76" program, n form of regional town meeting in which
area voters will 1drn about regional issues through television programs and
be able to express their views on issues for tabulation and further reporting
by regional plan, 72, Reference : John 1’ Keith, president, Regional Plan Asso-
ciation, 235 Fast 435 Street, NYC 10015,

Kaplan (J. M.) Fund, NY. $20,000 to Regional Plai Association, Ine,, NYC, NY.
For their choices for “76 projeet of 'I'V town meetings to determine the future
of tristate region by citizen participation in decisionmaking. 72,

Schumann (Florence and John) Foundation, N.J. 220,000 to Regional Plan
Association, NYC, NY. For community development TV town meeting project
entitled “Chofees for 76", 12/11,/72,

Sloan (Alfred 1) Foundation, NY. £20,000 to EFdueation Development Center,
Newton, MA, Toward support of summer program in mathematics, encompassy-
ing the use of television and drawing upon science, téchnology, and the arts,
5/9/73. Reference: Fdwin . Campbell, president ; Jerrold R. Zacharias,

Gund (George) Foundation, OI1, 17,500 to Ohio Ameriean Revolution Bicen
tennial Advisory Connnission, Columbus, O For services of staff member to
serve as linison among commixsion, edueational justitntions, and television
stitions in development of Awmerican Revolution Bicentennial School-Commue
nity 'rojeet, 3/15/74. .

Stoan (Alfred 1Y) Foundation, NY. 15,000 to University of South Caroliua,
Columbin, SC, For study of cost effectiveness of the university's television
based, part-time MBA program. 10/27/72, Reference: James F. Kane, dean,
Univ. of S.C,

Sloan (Alfred PO Foundation, NY. $15.000 to Colorado State University, Fort
Colling, CO. For evaluation of interinstitutionnl television-based course In
biology. 3/7/74. Reference: Max A. Binkley, vice-president for finance,

Markle (John and Mary R.) Foundation, NY, §12.825 to University of Californin,
school of medicine, laboratory. For study of I rman interaction and contliet,
San” Franelsco, CA. To support planning conference for experimental study
in South Africa of the effeet of television programing on the soeinl behavior
of children, 6/5/73. Profite: London or South Africa. Reference: Prof. I'aul
Fkman. :

Piteairn-Crabhe Foundation, PA. 12,000 to Luthernn Ministry for the Aging,
Pittsburgh, I’A. To praduce color film for television and 18mm projection deal-
ing with subject of the aging. 10,72,

Commonwealth Fund, NY. 0,000 to Modien]l Care Development, Ine, Blue Hill
Memorial Hospital, Ine. Augusta, ML For television-communieations systom
almed at fmproving health care in remote, rural areas of Maine, With the sup-.
port of the Reglonal Medical Program of Maine, such a system has been ine
stalled to conneet the Blue I Memorinl Hospital with a small clinie that
sorves the predominantly low Income inhabitants of Deer Isle, off the tip of
Maine. Reference: Dr. Manu J. Chatterjee, executive director, medieal care de-
volopment, Dr, Richard W. Britt, administrator, Blue Hill Memorial Hospital,

Wallace-Eljabar Fund, NJ. $&300 to Seton Hall University, School of Law, New-
ark, NJ. For summer research project being conducted fn cooperation with
New Jersey public interest research group to study performance of New Jer.
soy Publie Utllities Commission in the regulation of the garbage industry and
cable television. 6/13/73. Reference: Michael . Ambrosie, prof. )

Guand (George) Foundation, OHL £7.300 to Ohio American Revolution Bicenten-
nial Adveisory Commisgion, Colntbus, OH. For consultant to survey and evalu-
nte potential bicentenninl programs. of colleges, universities, and edueational
television in Oblo, 10/4/73.
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FouNpATION CENTER DATA BANK StEARCH DESCRIPTION

Subject : TV Grants outside the Public Media; No. of Grants Listed : 31; Date
Compiled : 8/22/74.

Data Bamk Search : Foundation Grants Index. -

Total No. of Grants in Data Bank : 24,000

Period Covered by Data Bauk : Index issues, January 1972-July 1974.

ATPENDIX VI
INCOME OF I’UBLIC BROADCASTING SYSTEM BY SOURCE: FISCAL YEARS 10972 Axp 1073
(Prepared by the Corporation for Public Broadeasting)

('The following information was prepared for presentation to the Senate Com-
merce Committee ax part of the Corporation for Public Broadeasting's testinioony
on the Pallic Broadeasting Financing Act. The information was compiled from
material appeaving in The Status Report of Public Broadeasting 1973, a report
prepared by CIPB with the assistance of the U.N, Office of Education. Thix report
will be published by USOE and made available to publie radio and television
stations in the near future.)

Income souice Fiscal year 1972 Fiscab year 1973

Total, inCOMe. . ... iiiiaeieiaeiiiiaanees $234, 304, 489 $254,764.373

LT (| O U . 100. ¢ 100.0

State and tocal taxes sources....... e ieaeeiaaas e 107, 704, 545 121,275,430
Percent ol tolal . . .. . L iiieeiiieiiaa 46.0 50.0

Statesourcel .. ... .. ... e e iieeeiet reieeeeeeaeenens 78,314,592 | 95.549, 762

10Cal SOUICOS . . . . L aieieiiieiaeieaaaaans s 29. 389, 953 31. 725,668

Federal Government. ... .. . .. .. L iiiiiiieaa.... 159, 811, 904 155, 585, 000

Petcent of total . __ .. e s .. 25.5 .8

Foundahion_ ... ... 25,112, IGS 20. 184, 233

Percent of total . . 10.7

Subscribers and auction 17, 609, ses 25,434, 93[

Percent of tolat. .. 1.5 10.0

_ Al other sources....... 24, 060,710 26,287,719

Petcentottolal. . .. . .. L iiiiiieiiiieaiaan- 10.3 10.3

1V includes income received from State colleges and universilies.
3¢n tiscal X“' 1972, $35.000,000 was appropriated by the Congress to the Corporation for Pubhc Broadcasting. This
teflesenls 14.9 petcenl of total systems income.
In fiscal year 1973, $35.000,000 was also appropristed by the Cong:ess to the Corporation for Public Broadcasting,
representing under 14 percent of total systems income.

[ Whercupon at 11:50 a.m., the hearing was recessed to reconvene at
9 30& m. on Tuesday, September 10, 1974.]






ROLE OF PRIVATE F.OUNDATIONS IN PUBLIC
BROADCASTING '

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 1974
U.S. SENATE,

SURcOMMITTEE ON FOUNDATIONS OF THE
CoMMITIEE ON IFINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursnant to recess, at 9:40 a.m., in room 2228,
Dirksen Senate Oftice Building, Senator Vance Tlartke (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Senators Hartke and Fannin,

Senator FaxNiN [prosiding]. The hearing will come to order.

We have a statement by Senator Hartke that we will place in the
record at this point.

[The statement referred to follows:]

OPENING STATEM NT OF SENATOR VANCE HARTKE, CHAIRMAN
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOUNDATIONS

This Is the second day of hearings to examine the role of foundations {n publie
broadcasting. Our session yesterday enabléd representatives of the public broad-
casting industry to discuss the importance which foundation grants have had in
establishing our present public broadeasting system, and the need for increased
support from foundations.

This is one area where foundations have a right to be proud. A few of the
larger foundations recognized the need for and the potential of public broadcast-
ing and invested heavily in its future. They enticed other foundations to lend
their support. Publie broadeasting would surely not be as advanced as it Is today
without the massive assistance which foundations have provided.

What concerns me is the future of public broadeasting. The Ford Foundation is
phasing out its institutional participation. At the same time, Congress is about
to pass the first long-range financing legislation for public broadcasting. That
legistation will make non-Federal support even more important.,

Frankly, I have seen no evidence which leaves me confident that more founda-
tions will enter the public broadcasting picture to ¢il the gap left by the departure
of the Ford Foundation and to fill the need which arises from the long-range
financing legislation.

Twenty years ngo, publie broadeasting was new and innovative, It is even more’
g0 today. That is why [t deserves the support of foundations, It {2 an example
of the best of American traditions—a free exchange of ideas and Kunowledge
which owes its existence to broad 'support from the Public and the efforts of
hundreds of thousands of volunteers. . Co

Our hearing yesterday disclosed many facts about foundation grants to public
broadcasting which had never been collected before, As valuable as that informa-
tion is, it remains Incomplete. The greatest frustration which haxs faced this
subcommittee has been a lack of reliable data. Congress needs complete informa-
tion about foundation involvement in public broadeasting, particularly at a time
when we are considering legislation which provides for long-range financing of
the system. It does no good to create & matching formula for Federal funds and
then set a total authorization level that is far above the ability of non-Federal
funds to meet,

While I cannot speak with assurance about the amount of money which foun.
dations will give to public broadcasting in the next 5 years, I can say with

(83)
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assurance that public broadcasting 18 & worthy reciplent of foundation
philanthropy.

Our witnesses today will help this subcommittee acquire a complete perspec-
tive on foundation involvement in public broadeasting. I trust that, when these
hearings are completed, both the public broadeasting and foundation com-
munities will use the information we have received to their mutual advantage,

Senator Faxnzin. The first witness this morning will be Mr. Fred
Friendly of the Ford Foundation. Mr. Friendly, do you have anyone
with you that you would like to have introduced ?

STATEMENT OF FRED W. FRIENDLY, ADVISER ON TELEVISION,
THE FORD FOUNDATION, ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID M. DAVIS

Mr. Friexory. Yes. I do. Mr. Davis.

Senator Fax~ix. If you will just identify the gentleman, or let him
identify himself. then we will get started.

Mr. I'riexory. All right.

Senator FanNiN. And we welcome you here this morning and appre-
-ciate your testimony.

Mr. Friexony. Thank you. Senator Fannin.

My colleague, Mr. David M. Davis. and I are pleased to be here to
present the Ford Foundation's views of the role op foundations in pub-
lic broadeasting. We will, of course, be glad to answer any questions
the subcommittee may have.

Some day soon, some person is going to pick up a phone, call his local
public television station, become a member or a subscriber, and thereby
become the 5 millionth supporter of public television at §15 or $20
per year. That may seem like a long leap from the one million members
public television has now, but it. is not so wild a dream when measured
against the 100-percent growth in membership public television has
enjoved since the 1966 hearings.

Five million members is within the range of the Station Independ-
ence Program proposed by the Public Broadeasting Service and
funded by the Ford Foundation. We will discuss that plan later.

We take great pride in the million members that public television
now has, and in the fact that 5 million members is a reasonable goal
for the next few years.

The foundation's interest in the educational and cultural potential
of television began with “Omnibus”, before -a single noncommercinl
station had been licensed. and long before the phrase “public broad-
casting” was a part of the language. That support has continued for
23 yvears and resulted in grants of almost 8300 million,

Our grants have gone into public television programing, the con-
struction of facilities. the development of instructional television, in-
terconnection to tie the stations together. and experimentation in all
ficlds of broadcasting. The details are contained. in a memorandum
that, with your permission, Senator Fannin, we would like to submit
for the record.

Senator Fanyiy, Tt will be accepted for the reeord.

Mr. Friexony. The Ford Foundation's emphasis has changed as the
needs of public broadeasting have changed. In the early years, facili-
ties were a big problem: the founaation‘s major thrust, though not
the only one, was to increase the number of new stations,

In the middle years. we. focused on developing local and national
programing. Recently, we have worked on institutional arrangements
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to strengthen the entire system in coopefation with the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting and the Public Broadcasting Service.

One of our central concerns has been interconnection—a concern
expressed in our domestic satellite proposal of 1966. Qur grants for
the Public Broadcasting Laboratory, PBS, and NPACT, and, of
course, since 1967, our wholehearted support for implementing the
Carnegie report.

Public broadcasting was thus able to provide comprehensive cover-
age of the momentous events of last year and, just this past Thursday,
uninterrupted coverage of the President’s economic summit meeting.

I think it is honest to say that public television would not now be
on the threshold of large-scale Federal financing if it were not for the
Ford Foundation’s efforts and support. For many years, the founda-
tion was the single largest source of support for the system.

Just 7 vears ago, Ford Foundation support. represented 14.4 percent
of the total support for public television. Last year we represented
only 4 percent, and we intend over the next 4 years to withdraw all
major institutional support.

Mr. Chairman, T think it is healthy that public broadcasting is no
longer so financially dependent on a single foundation, just as I think
it would be unhealthy for public television to be too dependent on
Federal funds that. were not insulated from the day-to-day political
process. The Carnegie report. first émphasized the obvious nced for
Federal funds, and the potential dangers, in its comprehensive 1967
report.

It was clear in 1967, when the Public Broadcasting Act was passed,
that annual appropriations might prove troublesome.

At the Senate hearings, your colleague, Senator Scott, said :

I am going to support whatever measures I think will tend to support the
fnsulating process because 1 want this electricity that could flow through this
system to shock, but I don’t want those who are shocked to turn off the julce.

As we all know, annual appropriations did prove troublesome, and
there were some notorious efforts to “turn off the juice.”

Public television has, of course, survived the crises of recent years.
1t is, I submit, stronger as a result.

My point in raising this issue is that insulation of public television
from undue control and -influence from any source—government,
foundations, corporations—has been centermost in the Ford Founda-
tion's thinking over the years and remains a prime issue today.

Five-year funding helps to achieve insulation, as does the Station
Program Cooperative, originally outlined by Hartford Gunn, presi-
dent of the Public Broadcasting Service. This unique program selec-
tion process enables all of the 150 licensees to participate in choosing
what national programs will be shown in their communities.

It keeps the critical ongoing program decisions where they belong,
in the hands of each local public television station. It combines the
advantages of decentralization with the economies of scale required
for the production of quality national programs.

Although the Station Program Cooperative must still be viewed as
an experiment, and there is still concern about its level of funding,
it can now be regarded as a success, clearly warranting continued sup-
port from the Federal Government and private sources.
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The Ford Foundation has made the Station Program Cooperative
a prime element in our final series of major institutional grants to
public television. That series of grants will total $#0 million over the
next 4 years, almost all of it for programing.

We are making major grants to the public television stations in
New York, Washington, Boston, and I.os Angeles, for %enoml pro-
duction purposes. These grants arve a recognition of the high cost of
programing, and the need to create a critical mass of funds, people,
and facilities so that the system can produce high quality programs.

A number of stations could do this, given the- funds, but we had
to make hard choices or spread our funds too thinly to accomplish
the purpose. We concluded that a series of matching grants to the four
stations mentioned above, to stabilize their production organizations
was the best option.

Another aspect of our last series of grants is our support of the
new American television drama project. In conjunction with the
National Endowment for the Arts and the Corporation for Public
Broadeasting, the foundation's trustees have authorvized $1.5 million
this year and $1 million next year to produce new American plays
for public television. _ -

Beyond filling a well recognized need in programing, we are hope-
ful that the project will bring new and unique concepts to this ne-
ﬁl(‘octod aspect of broadcasting and that the process will provide a

nchmark for the entire industry, commerecial and noncommercial.
" The final-aspect of our $40 million package is called the station inde-
pendence program. (I mentioned it at the outset of my testimony.)

Public television should mean just that; the public should be the
cornerstone that anchors the structure. Public television must thus_
continue to develop strong local constituencies.

The Ford Foundation has earntarked $2 million over the next 3
years to encourage more stations to solicit membership by improving
the techniques and methods of solicitation. We hope that projections
made in 1974 will seem conservative by 1978, IFor example. over the

ast 3 years, the number of WNET’s subscribers in New York, New

ersey, and Connecticut has grown from 70,000 to 192,000, a 170 per-
cent increase; in a single recont pledge week, $300,000 was raised.

This brings me to the toughest decision we have had to make dur-
ing my 8 years with the Ford Foundation, the decision to phase down
our major institutional support for public television.

As you know, foundations normally initiate projects, nurture them,
and finally launch them on their own, hoping that worthwhile projects
will have attracted independent sources of financial support. In the
case of public broadcasting, of course, financial viability i1s much more
than a hope. .

~This was not a precipitous decision. We struggled with timetables,
concepts, and plans. In recent vears, it has seemog increasingly appar-
ent that the foundation could withdraw institutional support from
public broadcasting when:

(ll) There was reasonable assurance of adequate logg-term funding,
anc -

(2) There were institutional arrangements that could insulate the

system from control or undue influence Ly a single source.
-~
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We think both conditions have been substantially met. The partner-
ship agreement between CPB and PBS, the Station Pro%mm oopera-
tive, and the prospects of a new 5-year bill indicate the momentum,

Public television is here to stay. It has a life of its own. We are
confident that the future holds bright promise and that most of the
confusion and growing pains are behind us.

Our measured contidence allows us to speculate on the future. You
will notico that I indicated that we would, over a 4-year period, termi-
nate our major institutional support.

This does not mean that we will turn our backs on this enterprise.
As long as the Ford Foundation has a program in communications,
we will reserve a part of our budget for special projects, whether they
be in the continuance of the new American Drama series. the funding
of another “Sesame Street” type project, or an experimental concept
in public affairs.

If I may. Mr. Chairman. My, Davis and'T would like to leave with
one suggestion for our colleagues in the foundation world generally.
If there is any sense of uneasiness about the new Station Program
Cooperative beyond the fact that funding levels are too low, it is a
concern about resources for experimental new programing.

While it is true that the Corporation for Public Brna(ﬁ‘asting will
have a limited amount of funds available for this purpose, it cannot
carry the burden alone. Private foundations can continue to have a
major impact on the future development of public broadcasting by
providing funds for this purpose.

Public television cannot be the creature of any one foundation or
even a group of foundations. Its source of funds. like its name and
energies. must be public. independent to be free of all prior restraints;
interdependent. so that éach station may share in the obvious benefits
of national programing of their choice,

To conclude. at some future date when the history of public broad-
casting is written, the Ford Foundation’s role will be an interesting if
limited chapter: but. Mr. Chairman, when the history of the Ford
IFoundation is written. the grants for public television will be remem-
bered as one of owr maximum efforts.

We believe that the results are worthy of that effort. In this vital
and challenging endeavor to help create a national resource, I submit,
doundations have made a difference.

Senator Harrke {presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Friendly, for a very
excellent statement.

Iet me ask vou a question. The Ford Foundation has been in this
business af public television for, oh, 20 years, is that correct?

Mr. Friexory, Twenty-three years,

Senator TTarrke. How long have you been associated with it?

Mr. Friexony, Eight vears.

Senator Harrke. Eight years of the 20. Back in the history of the
Ford Foundation. was there any time while you were there, or to your
knowledge prior to that time. any feeling that thev made not neces-
sarily a mistake. but that there were any apprehension about the role
that the Ford Foundation was playving? | :

Mr. Friexony. 1 think never apprehension, Senator. When an orga-
nization, such as the Ford Foundation, dispenses funds of $200 mil-
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lion and $225 million & year, and they have a limit, there is always
competition between the various divisions and among the trustees
as to which priorities are the highest, whether they be the green revolu-
tion, or hunger, or urban renewal or education.

So, there is always the business of measuring. Is our enormous com-
mitment to public broadeasting getting us any place? I would be less
than honest if I did not tell you that there were times when the going
was tough. It was a growing, new enterprise, and it had to compete
against other needs of the country.

But, I think the commitment has been continuing and I think the
trustees have believed for some time that wé were getting someplace.
That is what caused us to stay in and that is what causes us to be-
lieve now that we can slowly withdraw.

Senator Harrke. Well, this was the decision that was made, you say
not precipitously, to withdraw this major support, but was it a decision
mzufe@s a result of any type of criticisms which were being directed at
the Ford Foundation for'its participation?

Mr. Friexony. No, sir. I think the Ford Foundation regards the
criticism as minimal and the praise generally has been—this is one of
the more public things we do—and I think the foundation has always
regarded 1t as a proud chapter.

.Senator Harrke. You have indicated also that the decision was
made on the grounds that there was assurance of other financial sup-
port, and yet at the same time, in your statement, you referred to the
fact that you felt that thé present program was underfunded, and
the question as to whether or not the publi¢ broadeasting system would
be capable, through its cooperation to initiate new programs.

Now, how do those two decisions really (‘oinci([lo? If you really
have this apprehension that new programs and experimentation can-
not. be done. and yet at the same time. yon have made a decision based
on assurances that the void that vou would be leaving with your
withdrawal of funds could be filled. What assurance do you have that
the void will be filled so that this type of programming can be done?

Mr. Friexpry., Well, it is an oxcohvnt question. We are not really
withdrawing, '

For example, one of the most important new experiments, and one
which my colleague, Mr. Davis. has worked on very hard for a long
time, has been the new drama project,

Senator IHarrke. The new what ¢

Mr. Friexory., Drama project, which over the years, a few vears. as
much as X160 million will be used to introduce new Ameriean oviginal
dreama. We import far morve from Britain than we produce ourselves,

Commereial television and publie television praduce only a fraction
of the 600 hours of original drama that the BBC' does.

Owr trustees have appropriated 525 million over the next few years
for this project. together with the National Endowment for the Arts
and the Corporation for Publie Broadeasting. We will continue to stav
in that projeet and perhaps others, .

When I talked abont the shortage of fands for new programing,
[ meant that there were funds for that, but not enough, and | have
=tid it in the hope that other fonndations and other corporations
might perhaps decide to go info that, 11 there was unlimited funds
available to the Ford Fourdation, we woald stay in this forever, But.
we have to compete with ot = demands of this country, and this is

BEST AVAILABLE COPY -



91

the longest continuing commitment we have had ever to any endeavor.

Senator Harrke. Well, you say that you are going to continue to
participate in public broadcasting and this type of specialized pro-
- gram. I can understand that you feel that that 1s a continued participa-
tion.

But, that has not been the mainstay of the Ford Foundation partici-
)ation in public broadcasting. It has not been in the specialized and
1n the field of special program. :

In other words, you have been in the general overall foundation
foundation. You have been a foundation foundation.

All right ? Is that fairtosay!?

Mr. Friexory. That is a good way to put it.

Senator HarTkE. Is that not true?

Mur. Friexory. That is correct. But mostly in programing.

Senator Harrke. Al right, now. What you are saying in substance
is that you are shifting the emphasis of the money which is being used
by the Ford Foundation, but that is not necessarily related to the
problemn that we are dealing with here basically as to whether or not,
quality public broadeasting is going to be continued when the Ford
FFoundation withdraws its support.

Now, with that operation. what assurance do we have? You say
vou have not withdrawn, and I can understand that that might be from
vour side. But looking at it from the public broadcasting side. you have
withdrawn, not only in the shift of emphasis, but a complete shift
of how the whole public broadeasting arrangement is going to be
continued. :

Now, do yon have any assurances, concrete assurances, or it is just
the feeling that what somebody said, sort of a scat-of-the-pants
feeling?

Mr. Friexpry. Well, Senator, first let me say that it is public
broadeasting, it is not Ford Foundation television. When in 1966
there used to be articles in magazines sayving Ford Foundation tele:
vision and sometimes it was even associated with one person’s last
name, that could never have been, should never have been. If we arve
going to have a public broadeasting system. it has to be the publie’s,

I am convinced that in addition to the Federal funds appropriated
and what the States do, and some of the States contribute a great deal,
and T have said this before you came. and I would like to repeat it,
that in the end of the day the American people must support it. _

In 1966, when you and I and Mr. Bundy had a pleasant exchange
of views on this subject. the beginning of the experiment, there were
less than 100,000 people in all of the United States who were sub-
seribers, people who sent in 15 or $20 a year. Today, that is over u
million. -

Some of the last money that’ we are giving to the system is a $2
mitlion budget. by which the public broadeasting svstem and Ward
Chamberlin, who is going to be in charge of that, who testified ves-
terday and is here today, are going to use that €2 million in a revolv.
ing fund to raise the level of people who will contribute to public
broadeasting from the 1 million that it is at today. to 3 or 5 million,
If 5 million people contribute £15 or £20 a yvear, and the Federal Goy -
crnment matches that on some kind of a basis, that is the kind of
independence that you ean never get from one foundation or from the
Government, .



92

That would mean that 5 million people, and maybe by the year
1982 or 1983, 10 million ll)eo le, independently and individually,
n}mke a commitment to public broadcasting. No force could destroy
that.

Novw, at the beginning, Senator Hartke and Senator Fannin, at the
beginning, seeds had to be planted. People in San Francisco and in
Indianapolis and in Phoenix and Tucson could not possibly contribute
to something they did not know about.

I can remember, and probably both of you can, when people would
say public broadeasting, what is public broadcasting? No one asks
that question any more.

We think that the kind of foundation that you want to sce, which
we have started, we helped to erect, can best be raised and be grown
strong by millions of American people voluntarily writing in and
saying I want to be a member of KCET. Then the Federal Govern-
ment will have a barometer, a benchmark, to know how to measure
your ¢commitment,

I think that even if the Ford Foundation had unlimited funds, and
Jve do not, and if we were to stay in it, that would be unhealthy. It
should not be dependent upon one foundation. _

I do not have to tell you, you asked me a question before, did the
foundation ever think, because of criticism, that it should get out of
public television, never because of criticism. But there was a timo
when the trustees would say, in 1967 and 1968, how long do we have
to stay.

We try to plant new ideas, then move to plan other new ideas.
“When, oh, Lord,” one trustee said, “will we finally be able to move
out of this project ?” .

Mr. Bundy and Mr. Davis and I would tell them some day it will be__
strong enough, but not yet. I think that in the 8 years that Mr. Bundy.
and I have been there, it was expected that we would phase out long
before now. It is almost a miracle and-a tribute to his leadership that
we stayed in until 1976 and 1977,

And I think that strength that you want, that independence, and
in IEngland, you know, the people are required to send in their $25,
If you have an antenna on your house, you get a bill, $25, 30, depend-
ing on whether it is color or black and white, It is the law.

We do it differently in our country, and perhaps in the end of the
day. it will be better. It will be voluntary.

I talk about 5 million. The people sitting in my chair and your chair
10 years from now, I hope willl be talking about 10 to 15 million peoplo
who voluntarily support public broadcasting.

Senator Hartke. What is the role of cable television, if any, in this
field of public television?

Mr. FFriexnory, Well, if cable comes, and you are as aware as I am
that about 5 million people or homes are now on the cable, but most
of those are in places where line of sight, where you cannot see the
transmitter, in rural areas, those are the people on the cable. 'There
is the concept of the wired city that says that people in large communi-
ties like San Francisco, and Chicago, New York, Phoenix, Blooming-
ton, will be on the cable because it will be an additional service and
better quality.

New York has had an experiment running for 6 or 7 years. I was
chairinan of the committee for thecity of New York to plan that. After
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about 6 or 7 years, they have only about 100,000 people in a community
of almost 20 million people who use cable.

I am not convinced yet that cable will come to the metropolitan areas.
If it does, and I hope it does, it will be an enormous stimulus. It will
mean that people, instead of having 2 or 3 channels coming in, will
have as many as 30 or 40. It would mean that in nmiany cities, including
Indianapolis, where there is only a UHF transmitter, and in Wash-
ington, where there is only a UHF transmitter, when Dean Burch
was Chairman of the FCC, he had difficulty getting “Sesame Street”
for his children and had to have a special antenna put up, that cable
would raise the common denominator and give parity and quality to
public television, hecause in many communities there is only UHF.

In 60 percent of the public television communities, the people sece
their signal with a less than perfect signal. What cable \voul({)do would
be to give parity and perhaps provide individual and instructional
channels. But I would not count on cable doing very much for public
television in the next 5 years,

The Children’s ‘Television Workshop, and I know you are going to
hear from Mrs. Cooney later. has some great hopes and dreams in
cable and others have. but I think that is something that is going to
change as the wired city grows, if it does, over the period of the next
5 or 10 years. I do not think that cable will have an immediate impact
on public television. -

enator ILartke. Do you feel there should be a limit on the percent-
age of the total budget that is the foundation's contribution? I am
not. ta}king about Ford now; I am talking about foundations in
reneral.
# My, Friexory, Well. T think it will never approach any limit that
vou and T might want to set. But T would think that the foundations
should--no one body should—ever contribute more than a third.

But our level. and we are the largest and the last, is down now under
5 pereent, not. beeause we have done less, but because the whole thing
has grown. We are talking about a $400 million or $500 million project.

It is inconceivable to-me that the foundation world, with us in it
or without. would ever contribute more than $50 million.

Senator ITarTkE. You do not feel that they represent a threat to
the independence of public broadeasting?

Mr. Friexory. I think we certainly do not now. In the minds of
some, we may have onee, and I think that is why it is so healthy that
others are now contributing. and I think the Federal Government
shounld not put in more than a third, and I think the foundations never
more than a third. ' '

T think the corporations. which occasionally underwrite programs,
should never have more than a third. The big arca that we sce is the
place where it should get its independence, and its interdependence, is
from the Ameriecan public, :

But T think if you wanted a round figure from me. I would say never
more than a third. But T think the charges of approaching that out of
{400 million or $500 million. are academic.

Senator Hartke. Some foundations have indicated that they are
hesitant to he sponsors of public affairs programs. Does IFord Founda-
tion sponsor any publie affairs programs. or dacs it intend to?

Mr. Friexory. The word “sponsor.” T wonder if you would sub-
stitute another word for that sponsorship?
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Senator Harrge. What would you like for me to substitute?

Mr. Frienory. Well, do we fund public television programs.

Senator HArTgE. All right. Do you fund, and I think it is spon-
soring and we will do it that way. You know, in *Alice in Wonder-
land,” words mean what we want them to mean anyway.

Mr. FriexpLy. Well, I hope this is not *Alice in Wonderland.”

Senator HartkEe. Allright.

Mr. ¥rienory. The Ford Foundation has supported in part, has

...supported NET in New York, which is now channel 13, and 1 suppose

through the years have put as much as $100 million over a 20-year
period into public affairs programing. We have done that in coopera-
tion with others, sometimes by ourselves.

But in the last 5 years, we have had nothing to do with-the choice
of that programing. We never had anything to do with what went
into those programs,

There was a time when we made grants for a specific program, but
in the last 5 or 6 years, we have insulated ourselves from the decision
of what the programs are.

NPACT, channel. 2, here in Washington. which is a national re-
source, providing coverage of Scenate and House hearings and the
Presidential conferences like the one on economics last week, and
the -ones that are going to be held, they make the decision of what
programs they are going to do. and they make those decisions in-
dependent of us. :

did not know that they were going to do the economic meetings at
the White Honse last Thursday until somehody on an airplane last
Thursday told me it was on the air all day. So that although we do
give general funds which are used for public affairs. we play no part in
the decision. We stay out of the newsroom: we stay ont of the control
room. :

Senator ITarrke. But it is vour intention now to move out of this
general field into_the specifie field. not in public affairs but otherwise
into where you will have control of the type of programing?

Mr. FriexoLy., Well, the onlv place where that i true is in this
drama project with the National Endowment of the Arts and the Cor-
poration for Public Broadeasting. Together. we are putting together
a snm of almost K10 million. .

The public broadeasting community will decide on the producer of
that. program. They have decided. Tt is'a woman from California,

The station in Los Angeles, KCET. within the framework of the
Public Broadeasting Service. will do the production. T will have no
more to do with it, the IFord Foundation will not know what those
plavs are, when they are going to be on. '

There is one decision we have made. and it is that there should be
more drama. but that is the extent of our decision.

Senator Hartke. I see. Thank you.

- Senator Fannin?

Senator Faxxin. Well, thank you. Mr. Chairman. T apologize that
T have to leave to go to another meeting of the Interior-Committee,
I appreciate very much your being here. T did not have the pleasure
vesterday of listening to the testimony, but Mr. Friendly, I very mueh’
appreciate your being here this morning, .

Certainly. you have a very fine record in the field of television. hav-
ing heen active in commercial television for quite some time. And I
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understand that vou were the president of the “CBS News™ and ex-
ecutive producer of the “CBS Reports,” and we certainly commend
vou for your report. The Ford Foundation hax done a commendable
service, a highly needed service, in bringing public TV to where it 1s
today. and tle public broadecaxting system to where it is today.

I am just woudering, when vou talk about the projection of tle
number of supporters, if you take that and evaluate it on the num-
ber of listeners, the audience vou are going to have. what is that going
to do as fur asthe commercial 'I'V is concerned /

Mr. Friexpry. Well, if your guestion suggests that it could be any
kind of a threat to that system

Senator Faxyin, That is what T am wondering. because when we
are talking about a million new supporters as of today. and it has
quite an impact now on the audiences of the Nation, and T am just
wondering what it would be with yvour projected ) million supporters/

Mr. Fuaexpry. Welly I would think that the two systems are quite
compatible. The audiences thus far in commercial television so out-
weigh those in publie broadeasting, except the programs iike *Sesame
Street,” and perhaps the hearings when they are on the air, that it is
not,so far. mneh of a contest,

I would think that it would always be an alternate place to view.
I hope the public television never gets in the rating game. I hope it will
be an additive service.

But I was last night with a former president of one of the major net-
works, CBS. I do not think he woul(ll mind my saying that his hopes
and prayers are for public broadeasting just as much as they are for
commercial broadcasting. because there is a reciprocal value to pro-
graming which commercial television could never have done. such as
the all-day hearings last Thursday at the White House. Public broad-
casting can do that.

You remember, I am sure, that CBS. at the beginning of publie
broadeasting, gave $1 million. I do not think they would have given
that. nor would other stations contribute equipment. unless they be-
lieved that the two systems were compatible.

I do not think that public television will ever be a threat to com-
mercial broadeasting. I'think it isa complement.

Senator Fax~iw. T agree with you as of today. but I was just look-
ing at it from the standpoint of your projection for the future. When
we are talking about public affairs and public service, how would vou
differentiate betv cen public affairs and public service? ‘

Mr. Fraexorv. T would say that public affairs are part of public
scrvice. The Communications Act savs that a television or radio sta-
tion will be licensed in the publie interest, convenience and necessity.,

So, I would say that everything that a radio or television station.
commercial or public. does, is in the public service, whether entertain-
ment, an athletic event, or news. I would say that public affairs includes
an eye on the real world.

Whether that be the nightly news as done by Mr. Cronkite or Mr.
Chancellor or Mr. Smith and Mr. Reasoner, or whether it be a docu-
mentary like Mr. Murrow and I used to produce, or whether it be
comprehensive coverage. rglb]ic affairs is a view of the real world.

Public service is everything that you do that helps the public under-
stand the world they live in and gives them a new cultural interpreta-
tion of the world of the arts that is so important.
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Senator Faxyin., Well, I appreciate your explanation, because I
know in talking to Dean Burch and othiers, that with the renewal of
licensing there 1s always the question of whether a station is doing a
commendable public service or an acceptable public service, and that is
one of the considerations that seems to be involved in the license re-
newal. I do not say that it is a legal requirement, but it seems to be a
consideration. Is this not true?

Mr. Friexory. It is a consideration and it is a legal requirement that
you must act, vou are a proxy. says the Congress, and it goes way back
to Senator Dill, that a station, whether it is in PPhoenix or Providence,
R.1.. where T grew up, is a fiduclary, a proxy, which must act in the
public serviee.

Senator IFanyix, T see. Well, T considered it more of a requirement.
but yousay it is an absolute legal requirement.

Then, how would you measure, if it is a legal requirement ?

Mr. Friexory, Welll I think when the Congress says that you will
“operate in the public interest™

Senator Faxyin, Publie interest.?

Mr. Frienpry. And necessity. Now, there have been great battles as
to who is to identify what public service is, and that is a soft word.

I think it is something that haunts people who regulate and people
who broadeast, and the first amendment comes in between there. be-
cause vou cannot tell a television station what content to put on. But.
I think it is something that honest people have to deal with. T think as
long as there is a first amendment, that the Government will not want.
to tell the stations what to put on, but it is just that stations mmust
remember that they are licensed in the public interest and convenience
and necessity.

Senator Fax~in. Well, I think, Mr. Friendly, the public broadeast-
ing system, the stations throughout the country, have made it almost
mandatory that the commercial station do give greater regard to pub-
lie service and publie affairs. and 1 think it has been of tremendous as-
sistance In that regard.

I am interested in the grants, Mr, Friendly. You say we are making
major grants to publie television stations in New York, Washington.
Boxston and Los Angeles.

Now, Chicago is a prime. what is really a prime contribution in pio-
neering and in development of television shows, and has a very dif-
ferent view from the east and the west coasts and the urban areas. Why
was not some support given to Chicago?

Mr. Friexpry. Welll vou are right in what you say about Chicago
being a pioneer in that part of the country. and T must tell you that
the public television station there is not only perhaps the most im-
proved station in the last few vears under its new president, who came
from Washington, but it is doing superb work.

I said that we were making institutional grants to the major sta-
tions, but we are also making a grant to the public broadcast service
and some of those funds that go to the publie broadecast service are
used to help other stations produce programs that the stations vote to
put on the air. And. so some of that money does wet to the station in
Chicago and other places. if the other stations decide that is what they
want to do.
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Our problem is if we were to take those funds and slice them too
thinly, we would give 23 stations the license to fail. Tt takes a large
production center to do programs.

Example: Drama, in which this country has done so badly, requires
a television studio of enormous proportions. with lights. cameras.
There was no such facility in the United States. So, we made a very
large loan and made some grants to the station in Los Angeles. by
which they could buy an old Hollywood television studio. T believe
Republic Studios, and that was made into a television production facil-
ity in Los Angeles. Tt cost millions of dollars and the people of T.os
Angeles put up matching money to do that with.

Now, if we tried to do that in Chicago. and if we tried to do it in
Dallas. and other fine stations, if we tried to do it in San Francisco,
we would spread the money so thinly that it would no longer provide
economy of scale. T wish it were possible for the Ford Foundation to
make grants to Chicago. and San Francisco. and larger ones to Boston
and larger ones to other places.

But. if we cut that too thin. we will give all of them a license to
fail.

Senator Fax~ix. You feel it has been comparable as far as television
is concerned. taking everything into consideration?

Mr, Friexory. T wish T could say to vou that we have done more
for Chicago. You asked an excellent question.

But. our decision was based on consultation with people in the
corporation and PBS. And T think that Chicago will emerge as ¢
major production center. as will other places.

Baltimore is doing programs. using money that the Public Broad-
casting Svstem recirculates. reeycles. The stations now decide what
programs are going to be done, and if Chicago nominates programs
that the other 140 stations want, some of the revenue that we have left
in the system will be used to go back to Chicago.

Senator Fax~ix., Fine. Well. thank vou very much, Mr. Friendly.
Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

Senator Harrke. Thank vou. Senator Fannin. and thank you for
taking over and chairing the hearing.

T might sav. Mr. Friendly. those of us who live in the heartland
do not always expeet to be treated in the same and the high-handed
fashion as the cast coast and the west coast, We are used to takine kind
of the short end of the stick. If vou look at the whole svstem of finane-
ing of television. publie television, we have drawn up a chart on this
and done an analvsis of it. and it demonstrates that that section of
the country does not receive a proportionate share of foundation
money.

And.ina way. vou know, this is one of the problems which ultimately
is roing to have to be dealt with, And that is. when vou take money
which, nnder normal eireumstances. would go into the public treasury,
hut in turn is going to the foundations for their utilization. and not
have that tvpe of distribution of the funds which a government would
___make. And T think this is at the heart of a decixion that ultimately
somebody is going to have to get their hands on. and it is a very difli-
cult problem in view of the fact that to that extent you are asking
for a distribution made now on the basis of what may he considered
merits, but might be considered geography.
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My Friexory. Senator, could I respond to that?

Nenator Harrke. Yes, sir.

Mr. FruexoLy. You have in your State one of the great pharma-
ceutical companies of this Nation. the Lilly Co.

Senator Harrke. That is right,

Mr. Friexory. You have in your State. I believe, the Harley-David-
son ('o. We buy our motoreyeles and our pharmaceaticals there. be-
cause they don't happen to make them in Providence, R.I.. or in
Duluth. *

Public television stations, the 140 stations, huy their programs and
I use the word “buy™ with quotation marks around it, from wherever
they want. If a station in Tucson. Senator Fannin's home State.
wanted to buy programs from Indianapolis. or Chicago. and Chicago
and Indianapolis produced them. they can do that.

It isinconeceivable to me that 140 stations could all produce programs
“and everyhody would buy those 140, Some excel. The only reason that
Los Angeles cmerges as one. is that there is a sort of a history of
drama in Los Angeles, left over as a residual from the motion picture
business,

Washington is an ohvious place for there to be a production center.
hecanse vou make news here, you and the other branches of the Federal
Government. It would be difficult to produce public atfairs from Provi-
dence, R.I. or Engene. Oreg.. where my grandfather was once mayor.
as important as Ilugene. Oreg., was to my ancestors, because the center
of n(-\n is here.

And New York. with its communications kills. and the United
Nations. is another place where programs originate from.

Now. the ones who “buy™ those programs, with quotation marks
again, are the stations in Indianapolis and the one in Bloomington.
and the 140 others. and theyv say we want to buy drama from FLos
Angeles. and public affairs from Washington. and contemporary and
cultural affairs from San Francisco. and *The Advocates™ from Bos-
ton and other prograoms from New York.

I it ever became possible for other stations Hike the one in Baltimore,
that does a =uperh program on the financial world. the stations will
by from them. But. T ean tell vou this, sir. that the Ford Foundation
does not decide Los Angeles because we like the geography of it
or New York. becanse we come from there, T come from there,

The Ford Foundaticn was onee in Michican, Tt 1s not because we
like them or they arve favorites or anything like that.

Now. in the new station cooperative, 140 stations including those in
the heartland from which vou come and where T send my sons to col-
lege and my daughter. most of them in the heartland. fm(l I must think
tlw\ are doing something right there, those stations in the heartland
are’ the ones who buyv those programs in a competitive market plan
from those stations who do the best service. And if they do not like
what New York and Washington and Boston and Los Angeles are do-
ing, they do not buy from them.

And ~ome programs that those stations have suggested have been
rejected. That is a pretty decentralized svstem.

Senator ILirrke. Welll look, we are into the philozophical area. in
which T have a very definite feeling, and T think it is shared by some.
and maybe some people are going to come out of one of those west
coast institutions called the Center for Democratie Studies. and they
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are going to come up with some rather startling results under a study
headed by Harvey Wheeler, which demonstrates this so-called concept.
You say if the stations want to buy from Indianapolis, they can. but.
that their choice is to bhuy from the east or west coast stations or else
take practically nothing. because the production money is not there for
that totality of coverage.

And this goes s back to making public broadeasting more or less
public fmccpt‘mcc operation. You are really going to go into the ques-
tion of the number of people who will w atch pubhc broadcasting vis-a-
vis commereial broadeasting.

Let me say it a ditferent way. Most people. at this moment at least.
have a diflerent level of entertainment scores. and the number of peo-
ple who are going to wateh the Saturday football game, compared to
the people who are going to watch public television, if vou are going to
put it on the basis of what they like and do not like in their commu-
nities, then it takes a very strong-minded individual to go ahead and
insist upon putting forth a program when he knows that the number
of people who are going to be viewing that program may be extremely
small.

However. yon do, whether vou like it or not, you do educate the
public to that box. or deeducate them, depending on how you want to
look at it today. But. the fact still remains that it is an extension of
human life which has never been reckoned with before.

That is why I sayv to you. when we come back to this distribution
problem. we in the heartland cannot be denied, and if vou will take a
look at it. I covered it vesterday, and I do not want 1o go into all of
the details, but the fact still remains that the distribution at this mo-
ment shows a geographie distinetion without regard to any of the
benefits which are received.

Do yvou follow what my concern is?

Mr. Friexory. 1 do. sir{ and you are very eloquent about it. And
when vou talk about that box as bomg an edueational tool, well, that is
something that T feel with every sinew, if that is the 1 ight word, in me.
I feel that public television. educational television, is designed for
minorities.

Once. Senator, when I was in CBSOwe did a series »f dacumentaries
with President Eisenhower right after he was President. Walter Cron-
kite was the reporter and 1 was the producer.

We did three I-honr programs, exe lusives, as we sav in owr husiness,
The New York Herald Fribune ran a headline after the first broadeast
that said. *Lisenhower Program Flops™ or words to that etfect, only
G million people watched it.

Now. 6 million people is a great many people. If you put all of the
people that were watching that program in all of the stadiums of the
country. they probably would not fit into that space.

I believe the problem of commercial television is that it has to appeal
to the largest possible audience all of the time. That is a circumstance
beyond almost anvbody’s control, Commereial television will always
be that wav, and I do not suppose anvbody is going to change that.

Public television. whether it be Sommo Street. or the °F orsyth
Saga.” or the President’s cconomie symposium, or the kind of program
on health or drama that we are talking about, can appeal to an audience
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of only 1 million people or 2 million people. There is nothing wrong
with that,

You know all of the people that go to universities in this country
only total a few million, and fortunately, educational facilities. uni-
versities and schools do not have to appeal to the largest possible audi-
ence all of the time,

I hope that that little black box, which can teach, will illuminate.
teach. instruct. can grow and do that. hecause people like yon and vour
colleagues understand that there can be an alternate service that does
not have to appeal to the largest possible audience all of the time. And
I hope that as public television grows, and prospers and is nurtured
by the Congress and by the public and by foundations. that it will be
possible for the great resources of this country, which I agree with
vou are not just in New York, and Los Angeles and Washington and
Boston. but are in the heartland. that those places will eontinue to
learn how to use their facilities and that they. too. will be great
resources.

The accident that for new. much of this production comes from those
places that we have identified is. 1 hope. only the beginning and 1
hope public broadrasting’s growth rate, not only where the viewers
are, and the listeners of the radio. but where production is. continnes,
because I know that you are right when yvou say that the heartland has
as much to teach to the Nation as those of us who live on the tiers which
are on the A tlantic and the Pacific Qccans.

Senator Harrke., A right, My, Ifriendly. 1 think that is a Jdiseus-
sion which we will probably let some other people take up. T do think
it 18 a problem. however, which this country ought to adjust it=elf to
on two different trends.

The demographics of the country are changing so radically, and no
one is paying any attention to that that T know of, and the geography
at the present time is tending to put us into little elusters and mavbe
some of the psvehological problems of this Nation. which at this mo-
ment are becoming more and more evident, ave nothing more than
a result of what we eall the rat syndrome. All right.

Mr. IFriexpry. T hope yvou are not identifyving that with where T
live or vou live.

Senator Harrke, Well. no. You know what T am talking about. T
hope. about the rat syndrome. In other words. this tendency to put
people up into congregations of small blocks and the net result is they
have claustrophobia-type reactions to evervthing, and you get that in
the cities and vou do not get that in the countryside, There is a dif-
ference in the atmosphere and there is a different feeling. and yet at
the present time. the weight is coming so heavy down the other side
that unless you conform to what T ecall the rat syndrome—you may
know of the play “Rhinoceros™. Well, a rhinoceros is not something
that was dreamed up in a man’s mind.

Ultimately. vou can succumb. and T am not thinking it is neces-
<arily good. T do not want a horn out of the end of my nose, either.

But. this is a byoacer problem and T think it is a very unique prob-
lem for publie te_‘lovisinn. because T think if public television means
what it is supposed to mean, vou ave right, it should not make its
_decisions on the basis as to whether or not it can have a rating of
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appealing to 30 million people. The problem is and should be as to
whether it is a quality production in the public interest of the nature
of which generally speaking is not available through commercial tele-
vision.

Mr. Friexory, That is right, sir.

Senator Harrke, That 1s the way T look upon public televiston. 1
was the anthor of the original bili.

Mr. Friexory. I know, sir. :

Nenator Harrkr. I have always felt that the program has been un-
derfunded, because it does not permit that type of experimentation
which will permit a number of failures as well as successes. And if
yvou are going to have to have a higher standard of suceess in public
television than you do on commercial television, well, the junk heap
of commercial shows is pretty big.

M. Friexory. That 1s right, sir. T will tell you, Senator, one of the
best programs that I ever had anything to do with was called Argu-
ment in Indianapolis. It was done 21 years ago on a very controversial
subjeet. having the right to hire a hall in Indiana, in Indianapolis.

My sentor colleague, Mr. Murrow, said the night of that program
that if they ever get the right to hire the hall, the Civil Liberties
Union. T will come back to Indiana and participate in that broadcast.
It took 20 years for that to move through the Indiana courts and last
vear, Murrow. being gone, I went back to keep that promise.

I brought with me William Buekley, whose views are not necessarily
consonant. with mine, and Mike Wallace, who is not necessarily con-
sonant to Mr. Buckley’s views, and we did a program in Indianapolis
in the hall. the War Memorial. It was a great night, and I liked In-
dianapolis, and now that my job is almost finished in the Ford Founda-
tion. and I am reaching the springtime of my senility, if you can build
a good production facility in Indiana, I will come out there in the twi-
light of my life to work there, and you and I can do a program about
the rat svndrome.

Senator IHakrrke, Well, all right, but T do not want to look upon my-
self ax in the twilight of my life just yvet, and I am not sure Iam willing
to condemn myself to the gray and 1 do not think you ought to either.

I do not know if T ought to put this in the record, but I might as
well put 1t in the record.

Mr. Friexory. You have the right to take it out, sir, and I do not.

Senator Jarrke. Sure. You do. We can always extend and correct
the record. But, anyway, my daughter—well, let us do it off the record.

(OfF the record discussion.)

Senator Harrke. Thank you.

Mr. FriexpLy. Senator, thank you for letting me come. And if it is
not presumptuous of me to say this, thank vou for what you did and
continue to do for public broadecasting. I know that you were the
author of that bill, and also I want to thank you for always being will-
ing and able to ask those questions that make those of us on this side of
the table work harder at doing our job.

Senator Harrke. Well, those are very nice words and I thank you
for them. Thank you for coming, again.

[The following document was submitted by Mr. Friendly:]
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INTRODUCTION

Sinece 1951 the Ford Foundation and two organizations funded by the Founda-
tion have made grants to non-commercial broadeasting totaling ﬁ"' 3 million. Of
this amount, $153 million has heen committed since the establishment of the
Corporation for Publie Broadeasting (CPB) in 1967, The Foundation now expects
to discontinue major grants to non-commercial television within three years since
the survival of first-rate non-commercial broadeasting seems assured,

In general, the Foundation's funds have been used for the following purposes:
organization and development of local non-commercinl stations; establishment
and development of National Educational Television (NET) as a national distri-
bution and programming ageney: support of innovative programs and program
series: experiments and demonstrations in the use of television for instructional
purposes; development of selected community stations as principal produetion
centers: and strengthening of the national system in cooperation with CIPB and
the Public Broadcasting Service.
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This report divides the activities financed by the Foundation in non-commercial
broadeasting into two phases—tho.:.e preceding the establishment of CPB in 1067
and those following its establishment. Before 1967 the term “educational tele-
vision” or “ETV” was commonly used for non-commercinl television, and will be
used In the first section of this report. In 1967 the term ‘“public television” was
suggested by the Carnegie Commission report, Public Television: A Program for
Action, as more descriptive of the evolving non-commercial system ; consequently,
this report uses the term “public broadeasting” to refer to the system after that
watershed year,.

A tabulation by year of Foundation grauts for non-commercial broadeasting is
attached as the Appendix.

I. Activities 10 1967

A. ORIGIN OF FOUNDATION INTEREST

The history of the Ford Foundation’s activities in educational broadcasting
began in the late 1940s when radio, motion pictures, the press and television had
begun to be known as the “mass medin.” At that time, television was the newest
medium and relatively undeveloped. In 1846 there were only six regularly anthor-
ized commercial television stations and 6,500 sets in the United States, Only two
vears later, however, 40 stations were in operation and 600,000 receivers in use.

This also was a period of growth for the Ford Foundation, From 1936 until
1950, the Foundation had been exclusively o Michigan philanthropy, but in 1950,
the Foundation became national and International in scope. In preparation for
this transformation, H. Rowan Gaither, Jr., was asked by the Foundation in 148
to organize and direct a two-year study of how the Foundation could most effec-
tively and intelligently put its resources to work for human welfare. His charge
from the Foundation was *. . . to take stock of our existing knowledge, institu-
tions, and techniques in order to locate the areas where the problems are most
important and where additional efforts toward their solution are most needed.”

“The Gaither Report,” ! as the final report of that study was called, made
recommendations for Ford Foundation programs in five major areas. As part of
“Program Area Four: Edueation in a Democeratie Society,” the report recom-
mended that the Foundation consider seriously the problems presented by the
mass media, especially in relation to edueation, The report stated:

Considerable stress has previously been placed on the high degree of public
apathy prevailing in this country and on the lack in the lives of many per-
sons of a realistic and meaningful sense of values. While the eauses of these
conclitions are far from clear, many of the Commniittee’'s advisors helieve they
hear an important relation to the content of mass communications. Further
the mass media play a profound role in the general eduecation of youth and
have an effect in many instances far more powerful than that of our schools
themselves. ... Cooperation with non-commercial organizations concerned
with mass communication offers promise. ... The Ford Foundation should
support activities for more effective use of mass media, such as the press,
the radio, and the moving picture and of community facilities for non-
academic education and for better uwtilization of leisure time for all age
groups,

The Board of Trustees of the Foundation accepted the challenge to involve
the Foundation with these problems, and substantial Foundation efforts and
funds were subsequently directed toward the educational possibilities of televi-
sion and radio.

B. RADIO-TELEVISION WORKSHOP 1951-1936

The first major activity that the Foundation supported following the directive
in “The CGaither Report” was the Radio-Television Workshop, Although con-
ceived as an ageney to improve the edueational use of television and radio within
the normal practices of commercial broadeasting, the experienee of the Radio-
TV Workshop was a significant factor in the Foundation's decision to support
non-commercial educational television,

The Workshop produced several program reries between 1951 and 1956, the
most ambitious and well-known of which was “Omnibus.” First telecast on
CBS? in 1052, “Omnibus” presented programs of literary, musical, artistic, his-

1 Report of the Study for the Ford Foundation on Pollcy and Program.

2For the first four broadeast seasons “Omnibux” was presented over the Columbia
droadeasting System on Sunday afternoon. For its final scaxon it was transferred to the
American Broadcasting Company network which scheduled it on Sunday evening.



104

torieal and scientific interest eunch Sunday afternoon with Alistair Cooke as
Master of Ceremonies. The Workshop accepted connmercial sponsorship for
“Omnibus” while retaining content eontrol, and the Foundation covered produe-
tion costs over and above income from sponsors. Income totaled over $5 million
during the five broadeast seasony and was supplemented with §3 i lion in
Ford Foundation grants,

The iden bebind “Omunibus™ was that quality programing could be made
sufticiently attractive to compete for audience attention against other commer-
ciel television programming. Qualitatively “Omuibus™ was successful; it was
awarded numerous citations for excellence and developed several production
technigques that became standard procedure throughout the industry. By 19356,
however, the competition among the networks for larger Sunday audiences and
higher advertising revenues had inereased to the point that no network felt it
conld afford to assign a portion of its Sunday schedule to n program with lim-
ited audience appeal. With no network to distribute the pregrams, “Omnibus”
and the Radio-Television Workshop were discontinued.

The “Omnibus™ experience thux demonstrated that commercial television did
not provide a dependable vehicle for high-quatity culttural and informational
pregramming on 2 continuing basis, In order for such progranuning to survive
on television, un alternative avenue for presentation was required.

C. PEVELOPMENT OF EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION

I, Rote of the Fund for Adult Education

In 1951 the Ford Foundation established the IFund for Adult Education to
assist experimental activities and to support promisxing programs in voluntary
education after formal schooling. The Fund was a nonprofit corporation wholly
supported by the Foundation, but with an independent program philosophy,
Board of Trustees, and staff. Ax one of its interests, the Fund began to explore
methads to atilize mass media, including the establishment of education tele-
vixion channels for adult education,

The 1957-1939 Aunual Report of the Fund for Adult Edueation summarized
the history and concepts that guided the Fund in its program of grants to assist
liberal adult education through television and radio:

In 1931 not only did educational television not exist, but also, under the
regulations of the Federal Communications Commission, there was no pro-
viston for bringing it into being. No channels had been allocated for educa-
tional television. Ninee September 30, 1948, the further allocation of all
television channels had been “frozen.”

Many thoughtful persons who were attracted by the possibilities of educa-
tional television wanted safeguards against its misuse for propaganda and
indoctrination. Therefore they insisted that the administration of educa-
tional television shoutld be widely dispersed and in all caxes under local
authorities. "The parnliel here to the administration of education in the
United States was deliberate, . . .

IFrom thix reasoning came the concept that since then has been translated
into reality. The concept was that locality there should be eduecational tele-
vision stations in many parts of the country ; that each should be responsi-
hle to and supported by its community; that each should have a broadly
representative governing or advisory board or both: that each should he
not just an “outlet,” hut also a source of original programs; and that nation-
ally there should be a center for the voluntary exchange of programs, ideas
and information in order to multiply resources, set standards and stimulate
constructive competition,

Early eftorts to secure non-commercial channels for education were aided
materially by support from the Fund for Adult Edueation, Fund grants totaling
£37.600 were niade to the Natioual Association of Educational Broadeasters
(NAERB) to monitor commercial television and radio for educational content
in order to demonstrate to the Federal Communications Commission (¥FCC) the
inadequacy of existing commercial educational programing. The Fund was also
instrumental in founding the Joint Committee on Educational Television (JCET)
to give leadership to the effort to have channels allocated for non-commercial
educational television. Grants totaling $235,000 were made to JCET for this
purpose.

2. Allncation of Non-Commercial Channels—1952

On April 14, 1952 the FCC set aside 242 channels (later increased to 258) for
educational television, but emphasized that these would be available only until
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June 2, 1953. Three national organizations—The American Council on Educa-
tion, the Joint Committee on Educational Television and the National Assoclation
of Educational Broadcasters—then worked together to help stations acquire
licenses and come into being.

A fourth agency was needed to work with community groups, and in November
1952, the National Citizens Committee for Educational Television (NCCET) was
founded under the auspices of the American Council on Education, The purpose
of NCCET was to enlist on behalf of educational television the moral and finan-
clal support of citizens and organizations in communities allocated educational
channels, NCCET was financed by Fund for Adult Education grants totaling
$500,000 over a two-year life span.

3. Local Station Devclopment

T'o further assist those communities where channels had been reserved to estab-
lish educational television stations, the Fund for Adult Education established the
P’rogram of Assistance in the Construction of Educational Television Stations.
Between 1952 and 1961 grants totaling over $3.5 million were made to thirty-seven
community organizations for assistance in getting new educational stations on
the air. The grants ranged from $100,000 to $150,000 and were conditional upon
the communities’ raising double the amounts offered. In order to qualify for aid,
recipients were required to have or acquire recording equipment for the reproduc-
tion of programs, and to agree in principle to both contribute to and draw from
a common pool of programs through an exchange center,

In addition to station construction, the Fund for Adult “flucatlon made grants
to bholster the status of educational television at all levels of interest and opera-
tion. The JCET received grants totaling $1 million between 1953 and 1958 to con.
tinue its efforts to encourage institutions to organize and use ETV stations.
Beginning in 1953 the NAEB received Fund for Adult Education and Ford
Foundation grants totaling 300,000 to assist in the professional development
of KTV. These funds were used for seminars, workshops, and technical consulta-
tion services for the newly formed ETV stations.

By the early 1960s the Fund for Adult Education was moving toward dis-
solution, and the Foundation assumed responsibility for the PProgram of Assist-
ance in the Construction of Educational Television Stations. Under the program,
the Foundation granted an additional $500.000 o help activate or develop
cighteen educational television stations and regional networks.

4. Programming Experiments

To further its overall objectives, the Fund for Adult Education also sup-
ported a number of programming experiments *'to serve the liberal education of
adults on a community-wide scale.” The two major lines of the Fund's efforts were
“the stimulation of an aid to colleges and universities for the development of
programs in liberal adult education” and “the use of television to stimulate nnd
serve organized discussion groups in a variety of subject-matter fields.”

The first programming grants were for radio—grants totaling $500,000 were
made to the National Association of Educational Broadcasters for several pro-
fessionally-produced radio series. Among these were: “The Jeffersonian ileri-
tage,”” portraying the life and philosophy of Thomas Jefferson, and “The Ways
of Maukind,” a series of individual dramatic presentations in sociul anthro-
pology.

Subsequently more than &2 million in grants were made to institutions se-
lected as “Test Centers” for experimental adult education progrannning in
different media. These grants ranged from $4,000 to the Sioux City Independent
Schoonl District for an experiment in the use of television and newspapers to
$£180,000 to Towa State College for a citizen access type program, “The Whole
Town's Talking.”

The Adult Education Project in Sioux City was typical. Beginning in February
1956 and contlnuing for eight weeks, the Adult Edueation Advisory Council, the
two television stations and the local newspaper cooperated in testing a television
discussion program entitled “The Sioux Study.” The project was intended to
stimulate consideration of problems in Sioux City, using materials from the
“You and Your Community” study-discussion program produced for the Fuud
by New York University. The prnjccr involved thirty discussion groups with
about 00 participants, meeting in all sections of the city under competent lead-
ership. -
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D. THE NATIONAL CENTER (NFET) 19033-1963

In October 1952, when the Fund for Adult Education first offered aid for
station construction and the NCCET was founded to enlist community support,
the Fund for Adult Education provided $1.8 million (with an additional %3 mil-
lion in 1934) for the establishment of the Educational Television and Radio Cen-
ter® in Ann Arbor, Michigan, The role of NET was to acquire programs from
various sources, increasingly from educational stations; to supply these pro-
grams to cooperating stations and edueational institutions: to give grants for
the production of outstanding televixion and radio programs; and to provide ax-
sistance in engineering, recording, training studies, research, information,
and publicity, NET's program distribution service began in 1954, and consisted
of a program package of tive hours a week, sent via mail to the four educational
television stations then in operation.

In 1956 the Foundation assumed the continuing support of NET's activities.
Three grants for general support totaling 16 million were made between 1956
and 1963. Seven grants totaling $£1.8 million were also made to NET during this
period for international tape and film exchange, a special radio series, and an
analysis of potential bases of financial support for NET. In 1959 and 1961 $4.6
million was given to NET for the purchase of videotape equipment and its instal-
lation in ETV stations.

E. INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION 1951-1963

1. Role of the Fund for the Advancement of Education

The systematic presentation of formal classroom studies via television is some-
times not included in & definition of educational television. However, most educa-
tional television stations were established with a two-fold purpose—to present
adult education and informational pr-grams during evening hours and to present
formal, classroom studies during the day. For this reason, instructional television
played a significant role in the development of educational television and has
been included in this history.

‘The use of television as a tool for systematic instruction in schools and colleges
was one of the principal experimental concerns of the Fund for the Advancement
of Education, established by the Foundation in 1931. Like the Fund for Adult
Education, this Fund was a nonprofit corporation wholly supported by the Foun-
dation, but with an independent program philosophy, Board of Trustees, and
staff.

From 1951 to 1960, the Fund made 75 grants totaling $5.6 million for forty-
eight separate instructional television projects in schonls, colleges and universi-
ties. These grants focused on the development of television as a means of making
superior teaching available to more students and demonstrating the effectiveness
of television as a method of learning. T'he formal school and college courses were
broadcast by educational television stations, other educational institutions, and
commercial stations and networks.

In the late 1950s the support required for instructional television became too
great for the resources of the Fund. Since the Fund was limited by its charter
to experimental demonstrations, thie Foundation began to assume continuing
support for the Fund's more promising programs. This pattern continued until
1963 when an internal staff review led the Foundation to decide that classroom
television had heen sufliciently tested to make further large-scale support from
the Foundation unnecessary.

Both directly aud indirectly through the Fund, the Foundation made grants
totaling $30.1 million for experiments with television as part of formal education.

2. Major Erperiments

Following are brief descriptions of the major experiments using television to
improve and extend the quality of formal education:

(a) National Program in the Usc of Television in the Public Schools. This pro-
gram, in effect between 1957-1962, was designedd to provide data on the effective-
nesx of, and the most appropriate arrangements for, television instruction. Grants
totaling $4.5 million were made to participating schools in sixteen states. Tests
and evaluations indicated that with adequate preparation and coordination. tele-
vised instruction can equal and, in some cases, surpass conventional methods and
can niake new resources and superior teaching available to more students.
~

*The word “Natlonal” was added in 1959. In the report, the National Educational Tele-
viston and Radlo Center is reterred to as “NET.”
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(b) Rcleased Timc of Facully for Educational Tclevision Programing. One of
the longest running programs to promote the uxe of television as an educational
tool was for releaxed time of school and university faculty. Between 1036 and
1961, grants totaling $1.5 million were made to 43 educational institutions to
enable them to release distinguished college and university teachers from their
regular teaching assignments to work on educational telecusts,

(¢) "Continental Classrommn,” This experitnent was designed to use commer-
vial channels to teach university-level academic subjects. The first course, broad-
cast in October, 1958, was a refresher course in physies, primarily designed for
high-school teachers. It was taught by ’rofessor Harvey E. White of the Uni-
versity of California, sponsored by the American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education and jointly financed by the Foundation, the Fund for the
Advancement of Bducation and several business corporations. Broadeast over
NBQ at 6:30 a.n., *Continental Claxsroom” had an audience of approximately
lilf a million regular viewers, among them 5,000 teachers who received credit
for the course at 270 institutions. In the second year “Contitental Classroom™
presented a college chetistry course, and in the third year a course in contempo-
rary mathematics was offered. Combined Foundation and Fund support for “Con-
tinental Classroom” was 81.7 million for the three years of the series. This in-
cludedd funds for evatuation of the series’ effectiveness.

(d)y Washington County, Maryland, This experiment was the most comprelien-
sive test of the public-schnol uxe of television, and received $610,072 in grants
from the Foundation between 1939 and 1981, Closed-circuit television was used
for the daily classroom instruction of nearly ail 18,000 students in Washington
County (Hagerstown), Maryland. The experiment indicated that students learned
classroom material presented on television as well as they would lave learned
the same material had it been presented by a classroom teacher.

{e) Midwcest Program on Airborne Television Instruction. In this program, tape-
recorded courses were transmitted from an aireraft cireling over north-central
Indiana to schools and colleges within a 200-mile radius in Illinois, Indiana,
Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin—the predecessor to the communientions
satellite ! The program was designed as a means of enriching the curricutum of
small, rural schools, many of which were out of the range of educational tele-
casting. Foundation support for this project totaled 10 million between 1954

and 1962.
F. GROWTH OF THE NATIONAL SYSTEM 1063-1967

By 1963, the total Ford Foundation investment in ETV wax 880.7 million —8£7.73
million by the Fund for Adult Eduecation, $10 million by the Fund for the Ad-
vancement of Education and $63.2 million by the Foundation. Three broad pur-
poses had motivated these grants: (1) improvement of commercial programs,
(2) provision of general cultural and informational programs for a general ETV
audience and (3) the use of television for teaching.

The 1963 internal staff review of educational television that led the Founda-
tion to discontinue support for classroom television experimentation also con-
cluded that there was a national need for a substantially stronger non-commer-
cial television programming service. The report stated:

The import of this study ix that in nine years, educational television
hax won a beach head. It has 73 stations, a central program service which
operates like a network by mail, a small bat loyal and important audience,
and enough good programming to whet the appetites of the viewers who
have seen it. This is a significant accomplishment . . . Now does it rest with
this, or does it go ahead? If it goes ahead. then it must have more and better
programming, and to have more and better programming, it must have more
adequate financing.

On the basis of this study. the Trusteexs of the Foundation decided to take
steps to strengthen NET as a national program service and help hroaden
the financial resources of the community stations,

1. Strengthening of NET

In 1959 NET had moved its headquarters from .Ann Arbor, Michigan, to New
York City and had strengthened the professional competence of its staff. Begin-
ning in 1083 the Foundation inereased its support to NET to 6 million per year
to help NET become a stronger national program service, Previously, NET had
provided fifteen hours a week of programming to educational radio and television
stations. NET now terminated {ts activities in edueational radio and in-school
television, and modified its affiliation arrangements with local stations to provide



108

thew, at a nominal fee, only five hours of prograngning per week but of a sub.
stantially higher guality.

2. Ntrengthening of Community Stations

In 1063 the Foundation initinted a major new program, Matching Grants to
Community Stations, to help local stations develop new sources of revenue. Over
a four-year period. grants ranging frouy $50.000 1o 300,000 were made to help
the stations overcome their precarious flnancial condition, improve operations,
retain first-rate ~taff and sustain gquality progrions, The size of each grant was
bhased on the amount of financial aid the stations raised from individuals, cor-
porations aud others in the loeal community. Grants totaling £20.5 million were
made to thirty-seven stations, and were matehed by o total of $42.6 million.

3. Continuing Problema

Even at a £6 million level of annual funding, NET could not provide the
standard of production that the educational television system needed. Local
stutions remained in xerious finaneinl difticulty, woreover, notwithstanding the
stimulus of the Foundation's matehing grants.

A further barrier to full development of public television was the lack of dircet
coaxial cable or microwave interconnection for educationnl television stations,
NETT distributed programs through weekly mailings of tapes and filims to the
athlinted stations becanuse no funds were available to pay A'T&T charges far
sitnultaneons long-distance intercontiection. Without the cost savings and time-
liness of live program exchunge, educational television was doomed to a second-
class exixtence.

Throughout the sixties it became increasingly apparent that neither the
Foundation nor any other private source had the financial resources to provide
an adequate level of support for quality non-commercinl television. Educational
television, consequently, began a serious xearch for o broader and more secure
funding base and for the meuans to develop a fully interconnected network,

G. THE DOMESTIC COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE AND EDUCATIONAL TELEVISTON

In August 1066 the Found: tion responded to an FCC Notice of Inguiry on the
question of the establishment of a domestic communications satellite system.
In its submission, the Foundation set forth a plan for a maodel satellite system,

This model plan, which had been previously discussed and given approval
within the educational television system, was based on expert analyses of legal,
economic and scientifie aspects of satellite operation. The plan called for a non-
profit corporation to launch and operate a communpications satellite. The cor-
poration would lease Hnes to commercial channels and realize a profit, a portion
of which would be used to subsidize the educational televicion system. In addi-
tion, the satellite would provide non-commercial television stations with free
interconnection. The Foundation considered the domestic satellite system as a
national resource since the underlying space technology was created by multi-
hitlion-dollar government research, Ownership of the rexource by a nonprotit cor-
poration, and application of part of its benefits to non-commercinl television, the
Foundation concluded, would constitute sound public policy.

The FCC inguiry opened up an intense national debate abont the implica-
tions of communications gsatellites, and the Foundation submission contributed
a concern for educationnl broadeasting, ''he debate continuned at the FCC for
several years, and the original Foundation subinission was supplemented three
times. Ultimately, the Foundation model was not adopted by the FCC, but it
did set the stage for further consideration of the need for educeational televixion
interconnection.

H. THE CARNEGIE REPORT AND THE PUBLIC BROADCABTING ACT

In the Foundation's first subiuission to the FOC it urged that no final decision
be made on the satellite issue before the release of a report by the Carnegie
Commission on Educational Television. The Commission had been organized in
1065 by the Carnegie Corporation to undertake a broad study of the future of
non-commercial television. Its report, Issuad in 1967, clled for “a well-inanced
and well-directed educational television system, substantially larger and far
more pervasive and effective than that which uow exists.” As {ts central pro-
posal the Carnegie report urged the establishment by Congress of a federally
chartered nonprofit, non-governmental corporation to he known as the Corpora-
tion for Public Televislon. Although the Report stressed the {mportance of pri-
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vate funding for the Corporation, it recommended that the major support should
come from federal funds, possibly earned througli an excise tax on television
sets. It proposed that the system be diversified and that “the Corporation sup-
port at least two national production centers.” It also recommended thuat certain
key public television stations throughout the country contribute regularly to
national programming.

The Carnegie report was translated into legislation in the form of the Pub-
lic Broadcasting Act, approved by Congress in the fall of 1967. In response to
Congressional invitation to present its views, the Foundation supported these
efforts in hearings conducted in the Senate and the House of Representatives,

In December 1966, at the time of the second Foundation submission to the
FCC, the Foundation announced an appropriation of $10 million for an experi-
ment to demonstrate what public television might achieve with adequate pro-
gramming funds and nationwide interconnection. The experiment, titled the
Public Broadcast Laboratory (I’BL), was undertaken to prove that public tele-
vision could provide superior public-affairs and cultural programming when
backed by adequate funds. PBIL operated as a semi-autonomous unit of NET,
and began a series of two-hour broadeasts to public television stations across
the country in Sunday evening prime time. For the first season of the experiment,
PBL contracted with AT&T for a long-line interconnection within the existing
price structure. PBI, exerted a considerable impact on public television, through
both the fresh talent that it attracted and the level of professionalisin that
became a new standard of program quality. The experiment was funded as a
two-year demonstration, and concluded its activities in the spring of 1969,

I1. AcCrIvITIES AFTER 1967
A, CHANGING HOLE OF THE FOUNDATION

After the formation of the Corporation for Public Broadeasting (CP’B) in
1967, several problems critical to the shape and support of public television were
still unsolved. The new national structure had to be established, a final solution
had to be found for the persistent problem of interconnection, and some local
stations had to gear up to become the Regional Production Centers called for in
the Carnegie report.

The Foundation’s role in the field and its method of grant-making changed in
accordance with these changing circumstances. While recognizing the leadership
of CPB, the Foundation stated in its 1968 Annual Report that it would “continue
to help sustain the public television enterprise as long as there was need for its
support.” To carry out this commitment, it consolidated its activities in a new
Office of I'ublic Broadeasting and, from this point on, made its grants for public-
television development in cooperation with CI’B.

The resources of the Foundation during this period were used for thiree pur-
poses. First, grants were made to assist the development of an interconnected
public television system. Second, grants were made in cooperation with CPB to
regional production centers for national programming, Third, and perhaps most
important, Foundation funds were used for a variety of projects to increase
audience support and to carry out research on public-television viewing. These
last activities were geared toward building a viewing audience that would also
be a contributing audirnce—that is, a source of permanent, reliable funding.

B. AN INTERCONNECTED PUBLIC TELEVISION SYSTEM 1068-107%3

The problem of simultancous interconnection was not solved permanently
until 1971, when CPB negotiated an agreement with AT&T for a special twenty-
four hour reduced interconuection rate. This followed an interiin agreement that
provided interconnection for two hours nightly based on the “‘stand-by rate.” -
At this rate the lines were subject to a frequently exercised pre-emption by the
commercial stations and regional networks. After the twenty-four hour rate
was negotiated, the Foundation made a grant of $1.8 million to cover some of
the long-line interconnection costs and for the expenses of a program delay
center on the West Coast.

Under the Public Broadcasting Act CPB was not permitted to operate sta-
tions or interconnection systems. Therefore, a second organization was needed
to represent the local stations in dealing with critical questions of program
distribution. In 1969, consequently, the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) was
established as a membership corporation responsible for the scheduling and

40-559—74——38
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delivery of programs. The Foundation granted $1.2 miliion to PBS for start-up
expenses.,
C. NATIONAL PROGRAM GRANTS 1069-1973

The Foundation's grants for national programming rested on the principle
advocated by the Carnegie Commission report that national programming re-
quired more than a single production source. In cooperation with CPB, the
Foundation provided ¥80 million from 1969 to 1973 for national programming
at major production centers. These grants went primarily to five station-based
production centers—in San Francisco, Los Angeles, New York, Washington,
D.C.,, and Boston—and one non-station based production center, Children’s
Television Workshop.

The following is a brief ontline, by production center, af the funding received
during the period and of the major national programs produced:

1. Bay Area Educational Television Association (KQED) San Francisco

Between 1970 and 1972 KQED received three grants for national programming
totaling $1.45 million. “San Francisco Mix,” a kaleldoscopic view of the arts,
was the major program produced in 1970 and 1971. In 1972 KQED received a
grant of $450,000 primarily for local programming ; however, an agreement was
made between KQED and PBS that programs with broader appeal than the
Bay area would receive national distribution.

2. Community Tclevision of Southern California (KCET) Ins Angcles

KCET received eight grauts totaling $3.7 million between 1969 and 1973
for national programming. The mnjor productions of KCET were “The Advo-
cates,” a weekly program in which two sides of a current major issue were
argued in courtroom fashion, and “Hollywood 'Television Theatre,” a series of
full-length dramas. Half of “The Advocates” series was produced in Los Angeles,
and half was produced in Boston,

3. Educational Broadcasting Corporation {WNET) National Educational Tele-
vision and Radio Center (NET) New York.

After the conclusion of the two-year Public Broadecast Laboratory experiment
in May 1969, the Foundation continued support for interconnected Sunday night
programming, NET received $700,000 to produce “Sounds of Summer,” a series
of telecasts of music festivals originating in the United States and abroad. For
the fall season, NET was granted $100,000 to adopt the widely acclaimed British
dramatic series, “The Forsythe Saga.”

In 1970, NET received a grant of $6.56 million to continue to produce national
programming. At that time negotiations were under way to merge NET and
WNXNDT, the New York City public television station, thus giving NET its own
studios and increasing the flexibility of its production and scheduling. That
vear NET provided IPBS with three hours of national programming per week,

In 1969 WNDT received $475,000 for two twenty-week seasons of “Soul!” the
second nationally televised weekly series produced by blacks and oriented to the
black community. The first was “Black Journal,” initiated by NET in 1968.

By 1971 NET and WND'1' had completed their merger and the redesignated
station, WNET, received $6.5 million for general support of national program-
ming. A sum of $500,000 was earmarked for the continuation of “NET Opera.” The
remainder was used to provide PBS with 156 hours of new programming a
vear, an average of three hours a week, including at least fiftéen hours of special-
cvents programs.

General support for national programming continued with a grant of $1,040.000
in 1972 and $3 million in 1973. “Black Journal,” “Great American Dream Ma-
chine,” and “VD Blues” were produced by the New York-based production center,
WNET. In 1972 WNET produced ‘An American Family,” a controversial series
about the Loud family that sparked widespread comment and drew many new
viewers to public television,

4. Greater Washington Educational Telecommunications Association (WETA)
Washington, D.C,

As the public television station in the nation’s capital, WETA had a special
responsibility to report on national governinent activities for the stations of the
public television network. In 1971 WETA received 879,317 for production of the
Flizabeth Drew interview series “Thirty Minutes With....”

In 1972 a special National Public Affairs Broadcast Center for Public Tele-
vision (NPACT) was created to handle the coverage of national public affairs.
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This center received $2.2 million to produce national public-affairs programming
in 1972, “Washington Week in Review” and A Public Affair/Election 72" were
produced by NPAUT.

In 1973 WETA and NPACT moved into xhared studio faeilities and merged
their Boards of Directors, The new organization received two grants of £1.3 mil-
lion and §980,000, each for one year of national programming, Again, “Waxhing-
ton Week in Review” and *Thirty Minutes With . ..” werce produced, and “Wash-
ington Connection” was added.

In 1973 and 1974 NPACT had an opportunity to prove the value of a Wash-
ington-based public television facility when it presented daily and nightly cover-
age of the Senate Watergate hearings, and subsequently, the IHouse Judiciary
Committee hearings on impeachment,

5. WGBH Educational Foundation, Boston

WGRBH received six grants totaling $2.9 million between 1969 and 1973 for
national program production, Most of this funding weunt for production of “The
Advocates,” in cooperation with KCET, Los Angeles; and “Evening at Pops,” the
televised presentation of the Boston Pops Orchestra concerts. WGBLH was also
the preducer of “Zoom,” a program for children from six to twelve years old,

6. Children’s Television Workshop (CTW), New York

“Sesame Street” began in 1969 as a national experiment in educating pre-
school children, In 1908 CTW received $250,000 from the Foundation via NET
for planning purposes, and in 1969 $1 million for pre-production expenses. f'he
Foundation shared the main cost of the project with the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion, the Carnegie Corporation and CPB. The first twenty-six-week series was
preceded by a year of research on pre-schooler’s learning and television-viewing
habits, together with extensive testing of program segments. “Nesame Street”
was distributed via the public television system, and by 1970 CTW had emerged
as a national production center for children's programming. In 1970, 1971 and
1972, the Foundation made grants totaling $5 million directly to CTW to con-
tinue production of “Sesaie Street” and for the more advanced series to teach
reading skills, “The Electric Company.” CTW has recently undertaken a num-
ber of projects aimed toward diversifying its base of financial support with the
aid of a special Foundation grant of $6 million.

D. DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH

As part of the strategy to build a stronger public television system, the Founda-
tion provided funds to help build public-television audiences and to finance pro-
fessional assistance in station planning, management and fund-raising opera-
tions. Also, a new facility was funded to conduct research about public-television
audiences. ~

In the late sixties, hard pressed for production and day-to-day operational
funds, public television was spending almost nothing to call attention to ijts
programs. Beginning in 1970, therefore, the Foundation made a series of grants
to PBS and several production centers for advertising and promotion of na-
tional television programming. One million dollars per year was granted for
lt)h? p;u'pose until 1972 when funds for advertising were incorporated into PBS

udgets.

To help local public television stations increase their financial support from
local viewers, the Foundation established the Station Independence Project. The
first phase was a study of the potential public-television subseription audience
and the most effective fund-raising strategies. Next, funds were allocated to
experiment with professional fund-raising and station-promotion techniques at
five stations., In addition to £350,000 expended directly for this research and
development, recoverable grants totaling $186,000 were made tn the stations to
pay the “up-front” costs of direct-mail and telephone-solicitation campaigns,
These eampaigns resulted in a substantial increase in station membership for
all of the participating stations,

Since 1969 the Foundation has also sponsored a wide variety of public-television
audience-research projects, enlminating in the development of the Public Broad-
cast Survey Research Facility headquartered at the CPB. The Facility grew out
of the recommendations of a group of communications specialists and social
scientists who met at the Foundation in 1970 to discuss the problem of obtaining
relinble public-television audience data. Since public television is designed for
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xelective audiences, the groxs andience-size figures provided by orgauizations
such as Nielsen were not considered relevant, Conference participants recom-
niended that PTV shiould have its own survey organization to provide more in-
depth analysis of the audiences for various programs, Grants of £100,000 each
were made to CPB in 1972 and 1973 for development and operating coxstx of the
Faecility, By mid-1973 the Facility had established audience survey services in
nine U8, cities; its audience profile studies nre available through the Corporation,

E. LOCAL STATION DEVELOPMENT 1064—-1974

In 1968 the Foundation established the Project for New Television Program-
ming, a two-year effort to encourage innovation in programming at the local and
regional levels. In the first year fourteen stations and four regionul networks
received $3 million to produce series of programs on local conditions or concerns ;
in the second year, fourteen stations and two regional networks received $4.3
million, P'anels of leading figures in the arts, broandeaxting and journalisin selected
the recipients,

Among the most successful programs funded by the Project were “Newsroomn,”
a news and publie affairs presentation of KQED in Nan Francisco, and “Feed-
back,” a community call-in public affairs program of WJOCT in Jacksonville,
Florida. On the basis of these models, the Foundation from 1971 through 1973
made grants totaling $11.3 million for local public-affuirs programming in four
additional cities (while continuing to support San Francisco and Jacksonville),
At the present time five “Newsroom’-type programs are continuing at local sta-
tions even though Foundation funding was phaxed out in 1973. Public affairs and
local news programs hy public television stations in Boston and Connectient
were also assisted.

In 1961 the Foundation had granted 82 million to help in activating the first
educational television station in the New York metropolitan area (WNDT,
Channel 13) and had continued to help WNDT meet operating expenses. Becanse
of the area’s cultural and intellectual resources, the existence of such a station
was of continuing importance in the growing ETV system. In 1970 NET con-
solidated with WNDT, Channel 13 (renamed WXNET), thus making the New
York station stronger in both local and national programming, Grants totaling
£0.4 million have since been made to the New York station for capital equipment
and to support local television programming,

F. THE CONTEMPORARY PUBLIC TELEVISION SYSTEM—1974

Publie television appears to be in a healthier condition than at any time in its
history. Audience size and industry income have been growing steadily, with
increases of 13 per cent and 76 per cent respectively between 1970 and 1973,

To build on this base and to raixe public television to 1 new level of independ-
ence and financial stability, the Foundation has allocated $£40 million for grants
to the system over the next four years. The Foundation anticipates that with
this series of grants it will end its major support of public television.

From the $40 million allocation, grants totaling £26.5 million were made in
1974 for four purposes: (1) the Station Program Cooperative, (2) principal pro-
duction centers, (3) the Station Independence Program, and (4) the New
American Television Drama Project,

1. The Station Program Coopcrative

The Fouudation granted $6 million to CPB and PBS to help support the first
vear of the Station Program Cooperative (SPC). Conceived by Hartford Guun,
president of PBS, the Cooperative is an attempt to provide a method for na-
tional program seclection that diffuses the decision-making power thronghout
the system.



113

The programming cooperative has two features, The tirst is a “market” from
which the stations select programs, The first market was held in June 1974,
with programs proposed by some twenty-eight producers across the coantry.
I'ilots were made earlier and distributed to the stations for test viewing, The
second feature ix payment by the stations for each program selected from the
market. To help meet these costs, each station is entitled to a portion of comn-
bhined funds provided by the Foundation and CPRB, according to the size of is
budget and its community. The stations must also funds from other sources—-
for the first year, for every dollar raised, a station could draw &3 from the co-
operative fund, up to the amount of its allocation, In suceceeeding years, the rela-
tive contribution from the cooperative fund will decline,

The RPC thus provides both station independence in the choice of programming
and economies of scale in sharing the costs of production, Through the matching
requirement. it also encourages the stations to turn increasingly to their own
communities for financial support,

Do Principal Production Centers

The Foundation granted a total of f15.5 million to four principal production
centers to insure continuity in the supply of national programs. The grants were
intended primarily to enable the recipients to upgrade facilities and develop re-
serves for new programming, and consisted of the following : £12.4 million to the
Lducational Broadeasting Corporation (WNET, New York) ; £4.5 million to Com-
munity Television of Southern Californin (KCET, Los Angeles) ; $1 million to
WGBIL (Boston) : and $131,000 to Greater Washington Fdueational Telecom-
munications Association (WETA, Washington, D.C.). The first three grants in-
clnded matcehing requirements,

3. The Station Independenee Program

The Foundation granted $1,045,000 to PBS to permanently ostablish the Station
Independence Program deseribed on page 235, The Program will have a revolving
fund to help finance membership campaigns at stations throughout the system.
4. The New American Television Drama Project

The Foundation granted 1.5 million and has committed an additional $1 mil-
lion as its share of support for the first three vears of the New American Tele-
vislon Drama Project. The Project was established to support the production of
new American plays for public television ; a panel of distinguished persons in the
arts, after assessing applications from a number of stations, selected KCET, ILos
Angeles, as the Project’s headquarters. In addition to the Foundation, the Na-
tional Environment for the Arts and CPB have committed 2 total of $7.5 million
for the Project’s initial three years.

G. CONCLUSION

In a statement accompanying the announcement of the Foundation’s most
recent series of grants, McGeorge Bundy, president of the Foundation, said :

In joining with the Corporation for Public Broadeasting to help latunch the
national programming conperative and in helping key production centers to
achieve greater financial stability by soliciting broader community support,
the Foundation is expressing its e¢onfidence in the strength and maturity of
public television and in the American people's support, We are hopeful that
all the stations will meet the challenges implicit in these grants. With new
sonrces of funds, publie television can continue to grow—diversely and richly,
insulated from centralized control—as a responsive and imaginative public
resouree.
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APPENDIX—FORD FOUNDATION GRANTS AND EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATIONAL BROADCASTING: FISCAL YEARS

1951-74

Grants and expenditures for television and radio

projects
Fiscal year TV and radio  Television! Radio?
L Y $273, 376,630 $272, 094,003 31,282,627
3 ) N 1,439,091 946, 291 492, 800
1952 L e , 646, 1 2, 646, 106 0
1953 e 4,490,02t - 4,339,116 150, 905
4 68 0
0
0
74,750
200, 000
12, 600
1,500
13,000
0
0
0
0
0
38,000
36, 500
. 185, 572
ee- , 000
1971 . s 18, 155, 198 ¢
X: 1 7 2 19, 103, 000 0
L8 1 SN 10,683,699 10, 683, 699 0
1974 (through Aug. 30, 1974) ... .. e 28,850,000 28, 850,000 0

_Vincludes those grants awarded to television-radio projects. Some of these grants were awarded to commercial televi-
sion, particularfy in the early 195Q's and television projects in other countries. . .
2 {ncludes only those grants in which radio was the principal activity, but does not include those grants designated for

television-radio.

Senator Harrke. Now, Congressman Ileinz has been waiting very
patiently and the difference in the House side is that I know that you
can get through in about 5 minutes and we take an unlimited time over
here. It is good teo see you, John.

Congressman John Heinz IIT, of Pennsylvania.

STATEMENT OF HON. H. JOHN HEINZ III, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS-FROM THE 18TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Herxz. Mr. Chairman, T am honored to appear before yon and
your committee to represent the statement of Fred Rogers on founda-
tions in relation to public television.

Representing Fred Rogers today is indeed an honor. Not only is he
a good friend. a personal friend of mine, but he is also the kind of
expert we need to listen to, one whose involvement with public tele-
vision gives him a valid insight based on solid working experience.
Although my kids think of him as the famous neighbor, the television
M. Rogers, that is only part of the story.

He is a producer. writer. composer, director and the principal talent
of “Mr. Rogers Neighborhood Program.” Ie demonstrates an un-
parallel dedication, in my personal view, in furthering the healthy
development of children everywhere.

I think this dedication demands our tremendous respect, and T wel-
come this opportunity to bring you his views.

I will now read from the views that he has submitted to you,
Senator.
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[Mr. Heinz reading. ] .

DEear SexaTorR HARTKE, if I were not taping programs for telecasts, I would
certainly be with you. Your inquiry is an important one.

In 1953, I left NBC-New York to help launch the new community public tele-
vision station here in Pittsburgh. We began our work in a formal, cheiical
experiment building, which Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company had given for the
purpose, solely because their Vice President and General Counsel, Letand Haz-
zard, belleved in educational television. This same Ieland Hazzard and his
friend, Joseph D. Hughes, sold the educational televixion idea to several Pitts-
burgh foundations, so we had not only a building, but money to buy television
equipment and pay a smuil staff,

1t is safe to say that without foundations, our public station in Pittsburgh
would not have made it on the air, nor would we have stayed on the air. I wonder
if that is not the same in many cities?

In 1964, when I was producing a network program for children in the East,
funds ran out through the eastern educational network, and “Mr. Rogers Neigh-
borhood” was about to end. The Sears, Roebuck Foundation, through NET, agreed
to save this program for children, and ever since that foundation has under-
written our series, In fact, for the past three years, I have sat on that foundation’s
RBoard of Directors and have witnessed the superb qualities which the members
of that Board bring to its deliberations.

In all my years of assoclation with that foundation, first as someone from the
outside giving reports about television projects, and later as a Board member,
I have never had anyone suggest that our program served the interest of the
parent organization in any way. We were never encouraged to wear our Sears
clothes or use Sears appliances. Never was there any inkling thiat such was a
pre-requisite of our being funded and the Sears, Reebuck Foundation wanted
to bring to the children of this country an expression of care they felt was in-
lherent in our television work for young children. Without it, I am convinced
that there would have been less diversity than there is taday for children, even
in public television, and diversity is what foundations can help foster,

Many government agencies seem to breathe the same air. There is always
something extremely healthy about foundations being located all over this coun-
try with all of the differences of opinion that our land boasts, You must have
thousands of examples of how small, yet extremely important things get done
through foundations that just would not happen withont them.

I know of a small foundation with a very dedicated Roard of Directors which
supported a play program for children which conte with their mothers to visit
their fathers in prison. These children, who used to have nothing but a row of
vending machines to play with during their four-hour vixit, now have a special
play place with appropriate toys, books and games, and trained adult super-
]\-is'nrs as part of the visiting room, It is making a difference in many people’s
ives. -

This same Pennsylvania foundation supports a college in South Dakota, which
honors American Indian students in uniquely respectful ways.

A small foundation puts up the seed money which insured our television pro-
grams securing a governmental grant from the Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped. Foundations are essential for seed money and nurturing money.

How important the genius of individual people ¢an be in a demoecracy when
implemented by private foundations, and then made available to the publie. is
obvious. Whatever you can do to encourage foundations’ healthy growth will in
many ways, many little and big ways, help our great country.

Please let me know if I can be of any further help, and I wish you well in your
important deliberations.

Yours very truly,
FRED M. RoGERS.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes the statement of Mr. Rogers. T do not
know that T am competent to answer any of your questions, particu-
larly some of your tough ones.

Senator ITarrke. No. Thank you. Congressman Heinz. I do think
that it is very important for us to recognize that his statement, where
he says many of the Government agencies tend to breathe the same
air, I think this is the point that T was making before, is this tendeney
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to force conformity, and if there is anything that this program does
not force, it does recognize the importance of the individual and I sup-
pose in the words of Mr. Rogers himself, which he uses quite fre-
quently. *I like you because you are you.” '

Mr. HEeixz. T am glad to see the chairman and I both watch the pro-
gram occasionally. May I also thank you personally, Mr. Chairman, for
the opportunity to appear before your committee on behalf of M.
Rogers. The work you are engaged in is extremely important and I
welcome the opportunity to bring you these views for your considera-
tion,

Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

Senator ILirrke. It educates all of us children, you know. Thank

_you, Congressman,

Next. 1s Mrs. Joan Cooney, president of the Children’s Television

Workshop. Good morning to you.

STATEMENT OF MRS. JOAN GANZ COONEY, PRESIDENT, CHILDREN'S
TELEVISION WORKSHOP, NEW YORK CITY

Mrs. Cooney. Good morning, Senator.

Senator Hartke. Good to see you.

Mrs. Cooxkey. It isnice to see you.

If it is all right with you, Mr, Chairman, I would like to read a sum-
mary statement. We have filed a longer one for the record.

Senator Harrxe. The entire statement will appear in the record, and
you can summarize the portions you wish.

Mrs. Cooxey. My colleague, David Britt, and I arve here to report
to you on the experience of the Children’s Television Workshop with
respect to the role of foundations in public television. Qur relationships
with foundations have included :

Development of the fundamental workshop concept of the mar-
ringe of commerecial television techniques an(ll continuing research
for educational purposes;

Creation of Sesame Street, the educational program for pre-
schoolers:

Creation of the Electric Company, a sccond series for older
children:

Creation of our forthcoming series for adults on health, Feeling
Good : and

Development of prospeetive series on American history and we
hope yet on the problem of aging.

Foundation support has been a eritical factor at each step in the
growth of the Workshop as a major center for innovation and experi-
mentation in the educational uses of television for mass audiences. and
for our particular target audiences, the economically disadvantaged.
The results are impressive. i

For example. an estimated 9 million children watched Sesame Street
last year, including a large number of children from poverty homes
who are the special target of the program. I would like to interject that
for onr kind of production the numbers game is very important. I
think T would underscore everything Mr. Friendly said in hoping
nighttime public television does not get into the numbers game. but
when we are trying to educate masses of youngsters via television
at a high price. I think that unless we can show that the programs are
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cost-effective. that we ought to try something else, so that T do except
Sesame Street and other types of educational programs from not
showing they are reading numbers. I think we have to reach a sizable
number of our stated target audience.

To insure extensive viewing in Jow-income neighborhoods. we have
taken, from the outset, special pains to develop community-based
projects involving mothers and older brothers and sisters watching
the show with their youngest family members, and sharing the after-
show activities. Special audience surveys conducted in inner-city
neighborhoods have demonstrated the dramatic success of these efforts
and of the program in reaching these children.

I said earlier that the role of the foundations has been of unique
importance to the Workshop. The subcommittee may find it useful to
explore three basic elements of that uniqueness.

First is the foundations’ commitment to support innovation and ex-
perimentation and even the willingness to risk failure in a worthwhile
and constructive endeavor.

Second is the foundation’s interest in the development and inde-
pendence of new institutions which can make a contribution to our
society.

Third is the financial importance of foundation support. particularly
the Ford Foundation. for public television, which continues on despite
their falling down, including a critical role as catalysts for other
funding. -

Perhaps most important has been the willingness of foundations
to support innovation and experimentation.

In the glow of the enormous success of Sesame Street and the Elec-
tric Company, it may appear to have been an easy decision for founda-
tions to offer support. But when Carnegie Corp. provided the initial
few thousand dollars to research the Sesame Street concept. the poten-
tiality of such a program’s success could only be imagined.

We were interested in searching out a new concept for a new audi-
ence for educational programing—the preschool child and. in par-
ticular, the economically disadvantaged preschool child. The prob-
lems of disadvantaged children entering school are real and
documented. -

But could we reach a mass audience of preschoolers? And could
we teach, through television, basic cognitive skills they need to navi-
gate in the learning process?

Support and leadership from Carnegie. later joined by Ford
Foundation and the U.S. Oflice of FEducation, in this cavly period
made it possible for us to develop and test the concept.

The joint participation of foundations and the Federal Government
aave us the freedom to undertake preliminary experimentation, chang-
g our methods and techniques to meet the problems we found—not
to satisfy anybody’s preconceived approaches and views. Moreover,
this joint support provided ns with the time for careful development
of the concept without pressurve-for premature results,

After initial research and development, as well as successful hroad-
cast seasons, we sought and obtained continued substantial funding
from the U.S. Office of Iiducation, support which has continued as
foundation funding for our educational TV programs has phased out.

Also, basic to our continued existence over the years has been domes-
tic licensing fees from public hroadecasting.
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But. T believe the initial commitment to innovation and experi-
mentation by the foundations—the willingness to risk an expensive
failure—was of profound importance to the successful development of
Sesame Street for preschoolers and later the Eleetric Company to
teach reading to gradeschool children.

The foundations, the Ford FFoundation in particular, played a sec-
ond major role: encouragement and support for the growth of the
Workshop as an independent experimental production center.

Over 6 vears ago. I began to assemble people to work on the Sesame
Street project. With the success of Nesame Street and then the Elec-
tric Company, the foundations encouraged us to look at other prob-
lems beyond early childhood and reading in which quality experi-
mental television might make a constructive contribution. They also,
along with others. encouraged us to search for ways to build creative
independence and financial self-support.

Finally, a third major role of the foundations with respect to the
Workshop is financial.

National television programing such as ours must compete for
viewers with commercial television. Because our shows have been
successful in building audience, they are cost-effective: both Sesame
Street and the Electric Company cost less than a penny per viewing
child perepisode of original programing.

But the absolute dollar costs are large. nearly £11 million to pay
for the 260 episodes that represent this season’s production of both
shows. and over $6 million for the new weekly health series.

I have emphasized the unique and important role which founda-
tions have played—and I hope will continue to pay for the Workshop.
Let me also note an area of concern.

Foundations rightlv focus on innovation and development in sup-
porting public television. They bear a large share of the risks of failure
of new projects.

One measure of success of a project is, and should be. its ability to
attract additional financial support. But funding sources must face
the fact that. for public television projects, the universe of funding
possibilities is quite limited.

Both Government and foundations should focus carefully on the
service being rendered by a project. and how the service fits with their
own mission. One objective of funding is success. and the fact is it
costs money to maintain programing which is attracting audience and
achieving its goals.

A word about the future of foundations, public broadeasting, and
the Workshop.

The Congress is now considering legislation for long term funding
of public television. T hope the Congress will pass such legislation,
with fully adequate levels of financial support.

That legislation keys (Government support to matching funds raised
elsewhere. And so foundation support will continue to be crucial for
the support of the basic broadeast and distribution of public television
programing. Needed. too. will be continuing interest and funding from
foundations for independent programing experimentation and pro-
duction.

Mr. Chairman, the Workshop and its programs are the product of a
creative institution and—no less important—the result of a creative



e

119

partnership of foundations. Government, public broadeasting, and cor-
porate funding. The partnership may have blurred traditional or theo-
retical institutional roles, but it has passed the pragmatic American
test : it works.

I hope this report has been useful to vou and the subcommittee. I
would be pleased to respond to your questions.

Senator Hartke. Thank vou. Mrs. Cooney.

Iet me ask vou. why do vou think commercial television was unable
to take and develop a program like Sesame Street and the Electric
Company?

Mis. Cooxey. Well, T think it is a habit of mind. more than eco-
nomics, but that habit of mind is very ingrained. and the idea of put-
ting up the initial kind of funding that we required. which was 87 mil-
lion for 114 vears of testing. development. research. and production. is
just. unthinkable throughout the networks. They get an idea in the
summer and they get it on the air by fall. and they throw it out by
January, if it is not attracting huge audiences.

Commercial television now would be happy to have this proven sue-
cess, but the habit of the mind. and the way they account to their stock-
liolders or whatever it is—it is just unthinkable.

Senator HArTKE. In other words, you think they never will be able
to change that habit.?

Mrs. Cooxry. Well, they have not so far. Never is a long time.

With a new leader at one of the networks, they might say that we
are going to put aside x amount for experimentation—but it has not
happened vet.

Senator HArTkE. What has been the reaction. generally speaking, by
foundations? Have they been pretty much receptive. or are they hard
to sell?

Mrs, Cooxey. Well, we have been fortunate from the beginning.
CTW's chairman. Lloyd Morrisett. who is now the president of the
Markle Foundation—who I believe is going to testify here—has an
absolute genius for coming up with ideas whose time has come. and
also the leadershin of the Carnegie Corp. behind tlie Sesame Street
concept. from the beginning made it infinitely easier than if I, as an
individual. had been trying to sell it—=so it was not a hard sell.

Once we had proven we could produce the goods, obviously as we
would come up with new ideas. they were easier to sell. Our higgest
problem is sustaining. not producing the initial funds or raising the
funds. New money for new projects is there. New money or sustain-
ing money for old projects iz harder to come by.

Senator Harrke. Do vou have any examples of any interference or
attempted interference by any of the foundations?

Mis. CooNEY. Never.

Senator Harrke. Never?

Mrs. Cooxey. Nor. might I add. from the U.S. Government.

Senator Hartke. That was going to be the next question.

On the question of sustaining interest, have you ever given any con-
stderation to having mavbe some kind of a public broadeasting task
force among the foundation community that would move into this
field to not alone deal with the question or origination and innovation
and the beginning of these programs. but also to develop some kind of
a sustaining operation?

’
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Mis. Cooxkey. Well, in a sense, I think public broadeasting is evolv-
ing that way. The Corporation for Public Broadecasting, as you know,
will have 2 million a year to seed new projects, and they will be will-
ing to try them for 2 years, once they make the decision, and then those
projects will be offered to the station cooperative and the stations
can either sustain the projects or decide to let them go.

On highly expensive ones, without raising the levels of the amount
in the cooperative, it is going to be tough. I do not know. I think Fred
Friendly has alluded today a couple of times to one of the answers, and
that is increased public support of the stations themselves which must
buy the programing—voluntary public support.

Senator Hartke. I am going to tread on some ground which poli-
ticians are not supposed to tread on.

In your statement, and I hope that I can emphasize one word,

One measure of success of a project is, and should be, its ability to attract addi-
tional tinancial support. One objective of funding is sucrvess, and the fact is it
costs money to maintain programing which is attracting audience and achieving
its goal.

So. if I reversed your presentation, you would say one objective of
funding is success and one measure of success is its ability to attract
additional finaneial support. I suppose, as you said. the numbers are
important, And here 1s where I find myself on diflicult ground.

To be critical of a program which attracts success and yet to be fear-
ful that the future programing of public broadeasting will be based
on numbers is a direct contradiction of the ultimate aim of public
broadcasting.

Mus. CooNEy. Yes. And I think I know what you are getting at, And
I think you are correct for the usual public broadeasting programs.

The Children’s Television Workshop is a unique institution within
publie broadcasting. It obviously has always had programs with very
specific educational goals and it always has felt that it should not be
in the business of presenting those goals to its targeted audicnce with-
out reaching sizable numbers of that audience.

Sn I think my comments should not he generalized to the rest of
public broadeasting. but I think our feet at the workshop must he
held to that fire. Our programs are very expensive, and we do, at the
ontset, have goals, both in reaching numbers of children and edueat-
ing them and the same with adults for the new health series.

And I think if we do not meet our stated goals that we ought to
niove on to another project. T do not think that is true with the rest
of public broadeasting. I think that is true only for programs with
edueational goals, )

Senator Harrke. Well, T am not sure T am going to agree with vou
and T am not sure that T want to disagree with you. But the fact rve-
mains, this has always been at the heart of this, concluding von are
oing to fund these programs if vou have the proper numbers.

You see, vou would not have the tremendous drive to get the numbers
if vou had the proper funding.

Mrs. Cooxey. That istrue.

Senator ITartke. What T am saving in substance is vou get caught,
vou sayv that pragmatic American test. T just think sometimes we
pragmat too much.

Mrs, Cooxey. T agree with vou, If we had the best of all possible
worlds, and Sesame Street was reaching 2 or 3 million youngsters,
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would it not. be worth it if it was helping those 2 or 3 million young-
sters?

Senator Harrke. And that again depends on what you mean by
helping. If you are forcing them into some democratic conformity,
rather than individuality, vou do have a real problem.

Mrs. Cooxey. I think I was trying to make the point that if nur
andience was a half or third of w hat it wa=. and these chiidren were
learning, then theoretically that should be enough and we should not
have to prove that we are reaching 10 million children. I absolutely
agree with vou.

“But, T am afraid that there is not enough money in public televi-
sion to make that case. It s just not going to ]mppon

Senator Hawrrke. Well, then, w ould you join with me in eriticizing
tlm@o who are content to underfund the program/ You know, this ix
the old story, we ecannot afford it. You can afford to mistreat children
but you cannot afford to treat them right. That is what the country
is saving. This is what bothers me ‘ﬂmut the whole concept. You just

cannot afford to do what von know is right, and the answer ought to
lm vou cannot aflord not to do it.

Mrs, Cooxer. T could not agree with vou more, and T think broad-
asting mistreats the American publie, because it has not. provided a
wide range of programing service. The hope is in publie
broadeasting.

It iz underfunded. T do not know where the lack of will 15, if you
take a look at the following fact that the American child, before he
goes to school, spends 27 to 50 howrs, up to 50 hours before the TV
sot.

Now. would vou leave vour child with an unknown, highly ques-
tionable babysitter for 50 hours n week? The answer iz of course vou
woukl not, hut despite the suecess of our Sesame Street, despite ‘the
success of our Electrie Company, it is extremely hard to focus the pub-
lie's interest. on what our I'V is doing to the children, and whether
we ought to now take advantage of the opportunity that we are being
Inuwntod in this country of havi ing that box in the living room and
the little children there watching it.

T wish we had a channel that vas devoted all day long in this
country to children. with entertainient and educational programing.

But, we will say we eannot atford it. We cannot atford to serve our
national treasure and nurture it. T do not know why that is so, but
1t is. )

Senator ITarrke, Well, let me congratulate you upon your work.
think vou are doing a fine job. and thank vou for your testimony.

Mrs, Cooxry. Thank vou, Senator.

[ The prepared statement of Mrs. C'ooney follows:]

STATEMENT orF JoaN Gaxz CooNEY, PRESIDENT, CHILDREN'S TELEVISION WoRK-
sgor, NEw YorK CITY, DPRODUCERS OF SESAME STREET AND THE FLreTRIC
CoMPANY

Mr: Chairman and members of the subcommittee, T am lere to report to yon
on the experience of the Children's Television Workshop with respect to the role
of foundations in public television. Our relationships with foundations have
included:

developnient of the fundamental Workshop concept of the marriage of
commercial television techniques and continuing research for edueational
purposes;
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creation of Nesame Rtreet, the educational program series for preschoolers;

creation of The Ele tric Company, a second seriex for older children;

creation of our forthcoming sertes for adults on health, “Feeling Good )"
and

development of prospective series on American history and another on
the problems of aging

FFoundation support has been a critical factor at each step in the growth of the
Workshop as a major center for innovation and experimentation in the educa-
tional uses of television for mass audiences, and for our particular target audi-
ences, the diradvantaged.

Tt e be very clear that other institutions, notably the U S, Office of Eduea-
tion, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, the member stations of the Public
Broadcasting Service, and several corporations also provide major support, in
aggregate financial terms larger than that of the foundations. But it does not
understimate the importance of these institutions to acknowledge the unigue
role played by foundations In creation of the Workxhop and its various progritis.

An estimated nine million children watched NSesame Street last vear, including
a large number of children from poverty homes who are the special target of the
program. ‘To ensure extensive viewing tn low-income neighborhoods, we have
taken, from the outset, special pains to Jdevelop community-hased projects involv-
fug mothers and older brothers and xisters in watching the show with their
youngest family members, and sharing the after-show activities, Special audience
survevs conducted in inner-city heighborhioods have demonstrated the draanatic
sueeess of these efforts and of the program in reaching these children.

If vou have had a chance to watch Sexame Ntreet with a child, as thouxands
of adults evidently do, you have already forimed a personal judgment of its ability
to entertain and at the same time educate. Scientifie evaluations of the program's
cducational impact have been recorded in nationwide samples taken over several
veiars, Research has documented that children who wateh with some fregquency
show significantly better gains in developing bhasic cognitive sKills taught by the
program tluin those who do not wateh, Children do learn from Sesame Street,
Fqually important is the fact that they wateh beciause they viant to, not heeause
they have to. And in <o doing, they discover that learning can be a jovous
experience-—ia eritical factor for eventual success in formal classroon surround-
ings lnter on,

We launchied our reading series, The Electric Company, three yvears ago at the
encouragement of the <ame combination of foundation and Government sources
which helped us start Sesame Street, Its goal is to alleviate the continuing
problem of teaching baxie reading <kills to primary school children, The partner-
~hip of foundations, Government and the Work<hop <ticceeded again in introdue-
ing a major edueational innovation. The then U.X, Commissioner of Edueation,
Dy, Sidney Marland, commented that, “Perhaps no other Innovation in the history
ol education has made its presence felt among <o many peoj le in so short a thine.”

In it figst season, The Electrie Company reached an estimated four million
children and was seen in about 406 of all the schools in the country that had
TV wets, Ninee then, the estimated audienee has grown te more than ~six million
yvoungsters. The program ix seen In two-thirds of all nrimary schools equipped
with TV sets and a substantial nunmiber of children <see the program at Liome,

I said earlier that the role of the foundations hax been of unigue importance
to the Work<hop, The Subeomnmittee may find it useful to explore three basie
elements of that uniqueness,

Pirst is the foundations commitment to sapport innovation and experimenta-
tion and even the willingness to risk fallure in a worthwhile and constructive
cndeavor. Serond 15 the tonudations” interest in the development ant independ-
cnee of new institutions which can make a contribution to our society. Third is
the financial importance of foundation support, particularly The Ford Founda-
tion, for publie television, including a eritical role as catalysts for other funding.

Perhups most fmportant has been the willingness of foundations to support
innovation and experithentation,

In the glow of the enormous success of Sesame Street and The Electrie Com.
pany, it may appear to have been an easy decision for foundations to offer sup-
port. But when Carnegie Corporation provided the initial few thousand dollars
to research the Sesnme Rtreet coneept, the potentiality of such a program’s suec-
cess could only be imagined. We were interested in searching out a new concept
for a new audience for educational programiming--the preschool child and in
particnlar, the economically disadvantaged preschool c¢hild. The problems of
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disadvantaged children entering school are real and documented. But could we
reach a mass audience of preschoolers? And could we teach, through television,
basle cognitive skills they need to navigate the learning process?

Support and leadership from Carnegie, later joined by ¥Yord Foundation and
the U.S, Office of Education, in this early period made it possible for us to develop
and test the concept. The joint participation of foundations and the Federal
government gave us the freedom to undertake preliminary experimentation,
changing our methods and techniques to meet the problems we found—not to
satisfy anyhody's preconceived approaches and views. Moreover, this joint sup-
port provided us with the time for careful development of the concept without
pressure for premature results.

After initial research and development, as well as successful broadcast sea-
sons, we sought and obtained continued substantink funding from the U.S.
Office of Education, support which has continued as foundation funding for our
educational TV programs has phased out. Also basic to our continued existence
over the years has been domestic licensing fees from public broadcasting. But
I believe the initial commitment to innovation and experimentation by the
foundations—the willingness to risk an expensive failure—was of profound im-
portance to the successful development of Sesame Street.

As the idea grew for the Klectric Company, the Workshop had a track
record-—even though a short one—of success in educational programming for
children. But the objective of The Electric Company—to help teach bhasic read-
ing skills of children of elementary school age who are having difficulty learning
to read—was as mnmnovative as that of Sesame Street, and success was at least
as tough to achieve. Once again, foundation support in partnership with the
Office of Education for initinl research and development—and the time to do it
right—was forthcoming, and baslc to success.

Today the interest and willingness of foundations to support innovation hias
made possible development of our tirst series for adults, “Feeling Good™, which
is intended to help adults understand and take action to maintain and improve
their own and their families’ health. Altogether seven foundations so far are
participating in this project, along with two corporations.

The foundations, the Ford IFoundation in particular, played a second major
rele: encouragement and support for the growth of the Workshop as an inde-
pendent experimental production center. Six years ago, I hegan to assemble
people to work on the Sesame Street project, With the success of Sesame Street
and then The Electric Compauny, the foundations encouraged us to look at
other problems beyond early childhood and reading in which quality experimental
television might make a constructive contribution, They, along with others,
encouraged us to search for ways to build creative independence and finaneial
self-support,

When foundation eperating support for Sesame Street and The Eleetrie Com-
pany phased out (consistent with most foundations’ policies to avoeid long-term
operating support relations), the IFord Foundation worked with us to chart a
long-term course toward a substantial measure of xelf-support, the key to
maintaining creative independence. And they have provided us a substantial
grant with the hope the funds can he used to develop long-term financial
resources for the Workshop—a kind of endowment.

Finally, a third major rele of the foundations with respect to the Workshop
is financial. National television programming such as ours must compete for
viewers with commercial television, Because our shows have been successful
in building audience. they are cost-effective : both Sesame Street and The Elec-
tric Company cost less than a penny per viewiug child per episode of original
progranuning. But the absolute dollar costs are large, nearly $11 milllon to pay
for the 250 episodes that represent this season’s production of hoth shows. A
variety of sources are necessary to provide funds, Foundations along with
Government, corporations and pablic broadeasting itself provide a diversity
of funding sources which helps ensure a diversified range of programming for -
public television.

Let me note too the role that foundations play as catalysts for obtaining other
funds. It is a role that they may not seek, but which is real and important.
Corporations and government agencies know that foundations are committed
to the public interest, and that they have an independent competence to evaluate
the quality of proposals and people. Foundation involvement in a project, just
by its presence, helps attract interest and funds from other sources,
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I have emphasized the unique and important role which foundations have
played—and I hope will continue to play for the Workshop. Iet me also note an
area of concern. Foundations rightly focus on innovation and development in
supporting public television. They bear a large share of the risks of failure
of new projects.

As projects succeed, foundations typieally want to phase out of continuing
operating support, thereby making their funds available for development of new
projects, In the case of Sesume Street and The Electric Company, continued gov-
ernment funding and the ability of public broadcasting to buy television rights
have helped fill in the gap as foundation funding came to an end. But for other
projects, success may bring an ironice finanecial dilemma.

Government agencies and foundations may be reluctant to take up support for
projects which they did ot initiate, or for which others have been willing to pay
initinlly. Foundations or government agencies may phase out too quickly for the
grant recipient to avoid becoming caught in long-termn dependence relationship
and an increasingly weaker situation,

One measure of success of a project is and should be its ability to attract addi-
tional financial support. But funding sources must face the fact that for public
television projects, the universe of funding possibilities is quite limited. Both
government and foundations should focus carefully on the service being rendered
by a project, and how the service fits with their own mission, One objective ot
funding is success, and the fact is it costs money to maintain programming which
is attracting andience and achieving its goals.

A word about the future of foundations, public broadcasting and the Workshop,
The Congress is now considering legislation for long-term funding of public tele-
vision, I hope the Congress wiil pass such legislation, with fully adequate levels
of financial support. That legislation keys government support to matching funds
raised elsewhere. And so foundation support will continue to be crucial for the
support of the basic broadeast and distribution of public television programming,
Needed too will be continuing interest and funding from foundations for inde-
pendent programming experimentation and production,

Mr. Chairman, the Workshop and its programs are the product of a creative
institution—and no less important-—the result of a creative partnership of foun-
dations, government, publie broadeasting and corporate funding. That partnership
may have blurred traditional or theoretical institutional roles, but it has passed
the pragmatic American test—it works.

I hope this report has been useful to you and the Subcommittee. I would he
pleased to respond to your questions.

Thank you.

Senator Harrxe. The next witness is Mr. Lloyd Morrisett, the presi-
dent of the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation, New York City.

STATEMENT OF LLOYD N. MORRISEIT, PRESIDENT, JOHN AND
MARY R. MARKLE FOUNDATION, NEW YORK CITY

Mpr. Morriserr. Good morning, sir.

Senator Iartke. Good morning. You may proceed.

Mr. Morriserr. Senator Hartke and members of the Subcommittee
on Foundations: My name is Lloyd N. Morrisett and I am president of
the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation of New York (llity.

Senator Harrke. May I take a moment to interrupt and s~y that I
have just seen a distinguished old friend of mine, who has walked in,
Harry Golden. Delighted to see you today, Harry. I hope you have a
chance to visit with me. Good to see you.

Mr. Morrisert. The objective of the program of the Markle Foun-
dation is to strengthen the educational effects of mass communications,
We make grants of approximately $2 million per year in arcas of mass
communications ranging from children’s television, to print journal-
ism, to research on the media.

Given the objectives of our program, we are, of course, very much
interested in the future of public television, and in the essential role
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it can play in the American system of mass communication by helping
to diversify the range of viewing options for the public.

The serious financial difficulties which have plagued public tele-
vision have prevented it from fulfilling its promise. Experts estimate
that annual funding of at least $400 million would be required to oper-
ate a fully effective system.

Unfortunately, the present total income of the entire public televi-
sion system is only approximately half that amount. I believe that a
strengthened public television system is very much in the national
interest and that as a result it is imperative that public television find
further funding.

There are three general ways in which foundations can be helpful
to public television and the Markle Foundation has to some extent
been active in all three.

The first is by providing direct support for television programing.

The second way in which foundations can be helpful to public tele-
vision is by providing assistance in fund raising.

And the third way in which foundations can be helpful is to assist
in improving the internal operations of the public television system,
by research, studies or financing special projects within the system.

The Markle Foundation financed one program in public television,
“Behind the Lines” on channel 13, which was an examination of media
%erformnnce. It has also provided some support to the Friends of

ublic Television in their efforts to find further funding for public
television through public contributions.

Finally, we have provided some support to the Office of Minority
Affairs of the National Association of Educational Broadcasters in
an effort to improve the professionalism of minorities as they attempt
to find their way up the occupational ladder of public television.

By all odds, the most critical form of support for public television
is funding for program production. This is also by far the most ex-
pensive part of publictelevision.

Elsewhere, T have estimated that for an appealing hour-long pro-
gram that will be educational and entertaining, command an audience
and do its job, a sum of money of approximately $100,000 per hour
is necessary. With funds of this size being needed for program pro-
duction, we have felt at the Markle Foundation that this is not an
area in which we can make great contributions.

I would like. however, to pay a strong tribute today to the Ford
Foundation and the Carnegie Corp., of New York, and more recently
the National Endowment for the Humanities, as well as other founda-
tions which have helped provide critical programing support at a time
of shortage of funds. -

Many local foundations have assisted their local public television
stations in similar ways, helping to maintain the quality we presently
have in this national system.

Foundations, however, cannot possibly bridge the gap of approxi-
mately $200 million, that many people believe to be necessary ‘for a

ded, full service public broadcasting system. The Public
Broadeasting Act of 1969 recognized the national interest in public
broadcasting, and I believe that this interest should be carried out by a
fully funded, Federal system, with foundations adding their support

40-559—74——9
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to provide creative, experimental, and innovative activities of a type
that are not normally funded in & typical operating project.

It is my belief that in this way foundation supgo.rt can be most
effective in helping to ﬁn'ovide the high quality public broadcasting
service that many people believe is necessary, if the system of com-
munications we call television in the United States is to realize its
potential. The public television financing bill currently under consid-
. eration by Congress is a step in this direction. .

I firmly hope it will be passed quickly. It will help lift some of the
burden of underfinancing from public television, and also enable
foundation funds to be used even more effectively than they have been
in the past.

I would like to stress that if a fully funded Federal system came
into being, I do not believe that foundations should withdraw their
support from public broadcasting. There will still be a need for foun-
datlon activities in this area, even with a fully funded system.

With regard to the role of the Markle Foundation, our primary
activity at present in public broadcasting is to try and help find wags
to identify sizable special interest audiences that can be served by
public television, but are too small to warrant normal commercial
service. I believe that if these audiences can be identified, and here 1
am thinking of audiences in the range of 5 to 10 million viewers,
that public television can serve many more people effectively than
it does at present, and that this service can be turned into public sup-
port in the form of further contributions, and also further congres-
sional support for increased funding. .

This is one role I think the Markle Foundation can at least help
cx})lore. We are doing so as vigorously as we can. It may be some time
before the results of this exploration are fully known. We hope that
in the future, we may find other ways to assist public television as, for
example, in evaluating new ideas that may have a strong impact on
the future welfare of this system.
~ Here I think of such things as cable television in that it may have

a major impact on public television in the future, and other new tech-
nological and social innovations. .

In conclusion, I would like to aflirm that the Markle Foundation
hopes to continue working with public television in ways which are
ap{)ropriate to a foundation of our size, and we hope other foundations
will similarly engage themselves in public broadcasting.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee
and will be very pleased to answer questions.

Senator HarrxEe. Thank you, Mr. Morrisett, for a fine statement.

- Let me ask {ou, when did the Markle Foundation first go into its
suq)ort of public broadcasting )
_ Mr. Morriserr. The Mark%e Foundation, up until 1969, had been
in the gencral field of medical education, At that time, our program
was shifted almost completely into mass communication and we ini-
tiated our help to Public television with some support of the Children’s
'l'elevision Workshop, with which I have been closely associated since
its beginning.

Senator Harrke. What prompted this sharp shift$

Mr. Morriserr. Well, it was due to two things. The program that
had been operated by the foundation had had & long history, it had
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achieved many of its initial aims and the trustees of the foundation
were ready to consider new roads for the foundation.

Second, the administration of the foundation retired, and I was
hired and given a mandate to help find that new road. And consider-
ing the possibilities for a foundation of our size and our location and
the personnel we had, it seemed to be to me that mass communications
was an area that could benefit from foundation support and was not
additive to government action in the same way foundation support
in certain other areas are.

Senator Hartre. Was the 1969 Tax Act on Foundations in any way
a contributing factor?

" Mr. MorriserT. No, it was not.

Senator HarTkE. Do you think that foundations are really ade-
quately aware of the need for foundation support for public broad-
casting, generally speaking

Mr. Morrisert. The larger, general purpose foundations that are
professionally staffed I think have a generally adequate knowledge
of the need in public broadcasting, although many of them have pro-
%rams which make it inappropriate to support public broadcasting.

or example, those that are in health or other areas that are com-
pletely separate.

I think a very large number of medium and smaller size founda-
tions with, say, assets under $5 million, may well not be aware of this.
They are frequently managed in parochial ways, with interests that
do not span the full concern of public activities as the larger founda-
tions do.

Senator HArTkE. Do you sce then a role of cooperation from founda-
tions maybe joining together %

For instance, you have indicated in many ways you could not under-
write the total expense of the program, saying it costs $100,000 an
hour for any one program. Do you think that they ought to combine
their resources in order to make a better participation?

Mr. MorriserT. Since the Tax Reform Act of 1969, I think there has
been a noticeable increase in the willingness of foundations to cooper-
ate with each other in support. It is, however, very difficult, particu-
larly when you get to the smaller foundations which I was mnentioning,
to carry out the education and get the cooperative spirit, and the
general level of knowledge that is necessary to gain such support.

In projects with which I have personally been associated, where
there has been a good deal of foundation support among the larger
foundations as, for example, support of Sesame Street in the begin-
ning, the job of encouraging that support and getting the level of edu-
cation necessary, and getting the conviction among the foundations
that that was a mutual and worthwhile thing to do, took about 18
months. And I think that is not an unreasonable span of time, if you’
think of general cooperative projects.

The tradition is not there.

Senator HarTkE. Do you feel that the amount of Federal partici-
pation is sufficient, insufficient, or about right?

Mr. Morrisert. In public broadcasting$

Senator HArTKE. Yes.

Mr. MoxriserT. I feel it is insufficient.

Senator HArTKE. Insufficient ¢
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Mr. Morrisert. Insufficient.

Senator HarTkE. Do you feel if a greater participation was made
it would tend to dominate, and maybe have a tendency to interfere
with the overall operation of public broadcasting ¢

Mr. Morrisert. That claim has been made, but I personally do not
believe that it has been made in a way to be fully convincing. I can
imagine two courses of action for increased public support. One would
provide—in a manner of some models we have elsewhere, for example
the BBC—a fully insulated system where the Federal support di
not dominate the system in any essential way.

An alternative model, which would also be realistic to consider.
Within our system of television, I think we have to remember that

ublic television exists within the commercial framework in the

nited States, and that a system where Federal support was not in-
sulated, but where the system was responsible to the Federal Govern-
ment, would be very different than the one we now have. But, it could
add diversity to our present system, and I have not seen anybody at-
tempt to make the case of how that would actually look, so I do not
think we fully yet have evaluated that alternative.

Senator Hartxe. All right. Thank you for your testimony.

Mr. Morriserr. Thank you very much, Senator. '

[The prepared statement of Mr. Morrisett follows:]

TESTIMONY OF L1oyp N. MoORRISETT, PRESIDENT, JOEN AND MARY R. MARKLE
FouNDpATION, NEW York CITY

Senator Hartke and Members of the Subcommittee on Foundations: My name
i8 Lloyd N. Morrisett and I am President of The John and Mary R. Markle
Foundation of New York City. The objective of the program of The Markle
Foundation is to strengthen the educational effects of mass communications.
We make grants of approximately two million dollars per year in areas of mass
communications ranging from children's television, to print journalism, to re-
gsearch on the media,

Given the objectives of our program, we are, of course, very much interested
in the future of public television. We believe that public television can perform
an essential role in the American system of mass communications by diversitying
the range of viewing options available to the American public.

The serious financial difficulties which have plagued publie television have pre-
vented it from fulfilling its promise. Experts estimate that annual funding of at
least four hundred million dollars would be required to operate a fully effective
gystem.! Unfortunately the present total income of the entire public television
system is only approximately half that amount. I very much believe that a
strengthened public television system {8 very much in the national interest and
that as a result it is imperative that public television find further funding.

There are three general ways in which foundations can be helpful to publie
television and the Markle Foundation has to some extent been active in all
three. The first is by providing direct support for television programming. The
second way in which foundations can be helpful to public television is by provid-
ing assistance in fund raising. And the third way in which foundations can be
helpful is to assist in improving the internal operations of the public television
system. The Markle Foundation helped in this direction by its support for the
Office of Minority Affairs of the National Association of Educational Broadcasters
over a 3-year period.

Of these three forms of support, funding for program production is probably
the least appropriate for & foundation of the size of the Markle Foundation.
Adequate program production requires vast -sums of money. Elsewhere I have
estimated that the average program cost for an effective and appealing program
will be on the order of $100,000 per hour.! Given the slze of our resources, we feel

1 Schramm, Wilbur and Nelson, Lyle, “The Financing of Public Television,”” Aspen Pro-

gram on Communications and SOdet{ 1972, pp. 30-34.
# Morrisett, Lloyd rg,,;/ for Public Televislon,” The John and Mary R. Markle Founds-

tion, Annual heport 1 978,p.18. -
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that in most cases funding for production is inappropriate because we could‘not
make a eignificant contribution to the national need for programming funds. That
need is great, however, and I would like to pay tribute to the Fgrd Foundation,
the Carnegie Corporation of New York, and more recently the National Endow-
ments for the Arts and Humanities, as well as other foundations whose substan-
tial support of programming has been critical in maintaining the high quality
of public television. I would also like to pay tribute to the many local foundations
that bave been of great assistance in making locally-oriented public television
possible and in maintaining staffs and facilities.

Nevertheless foundations however large they may.be do not have the resources
needed to fill the gap between the present income of the pullic television system
and the income needed to assure a full service system. The Public Broadcastr
ing Act of 1969 recognized the national importance of public television and the
federal interest in it. It is my view that federal funding of public television should
be sufficient to provide a full service system and maintain a threshold of high
quality programming. Foundations' support will be most effective when it can be
added to a fully funded system in a way to provide creative, innovative and ex-
perimental projects that require levels of support or arrangements beyond those
required by normal programming service. At the moement this is an academice
argument because federal support is not near the necessary level for full funding
and available foundation contributions must help meet basic needs for program
production given the unavuailability of other funding sources. It is to be hoped
that the Public Television Fnancing Bill currently under consideration by Con-
gress will be passed quickly. This Bill will help to lift the burden of continuing
programming support from foundations to some extent and leave them free to do
what they do best—invest their programming dollars in special or experimental
programs outside the regular public television fare, I would like to stress that
I do not think full government funding should lead foundations to cease participa-
tion in public televixion.

With regard to the role of the Markle Foundation, we believe we can lie most
effective by helping public television to raise more funding and by assisting in
its internal operations. Both of these goals are inherent in our major effort in
the public television field at the present time. We are attempting to find a system-
atic way by which public television programmers can identify speclal interest
audiences which might be served by television. The aim of this exercise is to find
audiences for public television which are smaller in size than the mass audiences
for which commercial television vies but which are larger than the audiences
of approximately one or two percent of the viewlng public which most publie
television programmiung attracts. If such audiences cun be fdentified, the publie
television system will be able to render a greater service to a larger number of
people without compromising its position as a source of television alternatives,
We also believe that if public television services are improved, support from the
general public both in the form of direct donations and support for increased
government funding wii' be forthcoming. To find a way of identifying special
Interest audiences we are now consulting with experts on economics, broadecasting
and consumer behavior and we hope that positive results in the form of grant-
making will come out of these discussions. We also hope that in the future we will
be able to help public television evaluate other issues which may be important
for its development, such as, for example, the ways in which public television
may be affected by cable television,

In conclusion I would like to afirm that the Markle Foundation hopes to
continue working with public television in ways which are appropriate to a
foundation of our size and we hope other foundations will similarly engage
themselves with public broadeasting,

Senator HarTke. Our next witness is Mr. Herbert Schmertz, the
vice president for public affairs of the Mobil Oil Corp.
Good morning, Mr. Schmertz. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HERBERT SCHMERTZ, VICE PRESIDENT FOR
PUBLIC AFFAIRS, MOBIL OIL CORP,

Mr. ScumerTz. Good morning, Senator.
My name is Herbert Schmertz. I am Mobil Oil Corp.’s vice presi-
dent for public affairs, and in that capacity I have overall responsi-
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bility for my company’s activities in the field of public broadcasting.

X would rst like to thank the committee, on behalf of Mobil and
‘myself, for this opportunity to appear before you. I hope I can make
a contribution to your deliberations by describing Mobil’s ventures
into public broadcasting and explaining the reasons for them.

First, a brief rundown of what we have done and what we plan to do.

We beﬁan our involvement with public broadcasting in the fall of
1970 with a major step—a commitment of more than $1 million to
underwrite “Masterpiece Theatre,” a 39-week series of original dramas,
and also to pay for the distribution of 5 million copies of “Sesame
Street Magazine” to disadvantaged preschool children. By this action,
we were trying to do something for public television’s two major au-
diences—those unable to find the sustained caliber of entertainment
they want on commercial television, and the young children for whom
“Sesame Street” was a magnificent breakthroughin educational pro-

ram’r.g.

g Our ﬁ%st series on “Masterpiece Theatre,” all 1-hour shows originally
produced by the British Broadcasting Corp., began in January 1971

with “The First Churchills,” a 12-part series about the first Duke and
Duchess of Marlborough. We followed this with dramas based on the
works of Balzae, Dostoevsky, Henry James, and Thackeray. All of
these dramas were televised nationwide over the Public Broadcasting
Service’s network of 200 stations.

By any standard, this first year was a success. The dramas achieved
the Kighest, rating ever on noncommercial television for a continuin
dramatic series, and in some areas matched or exceeded the ratings o

rograms broadcast over commercial stations in the same time slot.
“The First Churchills” leading lady, Susan Hampshire, received an
“Emmy” for being the best actress 1n a dramatic series.

Encouraged by this success, we granted a further $1,200,000 to
continue Masterpicce Theatre for 2 more years, through June 1973.

During this period, we a.%ain ventured into British history with “The
Six Wives of Henry VIII” and “Elizabeth R,” a six-part series about
Britain’s first Queen Elizabeth. We continued to show plays based on
the works of the world’s great novelists.

We also, incidentally, sponsored “The Search for the Nile,” an out-
standing documentary-drama, over NBC television during this period.
Our shows continued to garner awards for excellence in acting and
production. -

We also continued to support children’s television on public broad-
casting, this time with a $250,000 grant for “The Electric Compang”
which, as you know, helps teach basic reading skills 7-to-10-year-olds.

By 1973, of course, “Masterpiece Theatre” had become a Sunday
night imperative for thousands of viewers across the country, as the
mail pouring into our office proved—and continues to prove—to us.
We continued to support “Masterpiece Theatre” through the 1973-74
season with a further grant of $1.5 million, this time introducing the
popular “Upstairs, Downstairs,” a series on British life at the turn of
the century.

In the 197475 season, due to begin in October, we plan, with a grant
of $1.6 million, to continue “Masterpiece Theatre” and to branch out
into some new ventures. These will include “The Way It Was,” re-
counting historic events in American sports, “The Ascent of Man,” a
series based on Jacob Bronowski’s book relating the advance of civili-
zation to scientific and technological achievements, and “Classic
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Theatre,” which will present televised versions of great plays, such
as “Macbeth.”

Why should a corporation, whose major busincss is petroleum, be so
engaged in cultural and educational broadcasting? I think there are
several answers.

First, I think we would be naive to deny that there is a link between
the popular acclaim for “Masterpiece Theatre” and our other public
service efforts, on the one side, and the profitable operation of our busi-
ness on the other. As a commercial company, we are concerned not only
with day-to-day moneymaking but with the climate of opinion in
which we can continue to operate successfully.

Our cultural broadcasting, like our institutional advertising pro-
grams in the New York Times and other newspapers, is designed to

welp us Fain the understanding and support of important segments of
the public. Certainly, in these days when understanding of oil com-
. Dpanies is not exactly a glut on the market, this is a reason we cannot
overlook.

But there are other reasons. Primarily, we support public broadcast-
ing because we recognize the duty of a corporation to contribute to the
enrichment of the society in which it lives. We recognize that great
music is as vital to society as good gasoline, great theater as important
as adequate stocks of heating oil.

We also recognize that we cannot—and in a society committed to
pluralism of choice we shonld not—rely on government and a few
major philanthropic foundations to fulﬁlrour cultural needs.

riven this obligation, there can surely be no better field for fndustry
support of the arts than television. Almost since television began,
critics have bemoaned the fact that one of man’s greatest inventions—
and one with tremendous potential for the uplifting of mankind—
can often do no better than display a mindless wasteland of quiz
shows, soap operas, and third-rate movies,

Perhaps Mobil can be permitted a little self-congratulation for
bringing the urbanity of an Alistair Cooke or the acting skills of Jean
Marsh, star of “Upstairs, Downstairs,” to the home screen in such
circumstances.

Indeed, I think we can make & further claim. By supportin %ood
TV drama on public broadcasting with wide audience appeal, I ge ieve
we have forced the commercial networks to reassess their own pro-
graming standards to provide superior entertainment. In at least one
case, commercial stations have paid us the compliment of rerunning
dramas already shown on Masterpiece Theatre.

Clearly, then, Mobil believes that public television has a vital role
to play in our national life. Indeed, our interest in it goes far beyond
the programs we sugport, since we believe it constitutes an indispen-
sable marketplace for ideas for which there has so far been no
substitute.

Mobil’s experience with the networks in recent months has certainl
underscored this point. During last winter’s “energy crisis,” I think 1t
is fair to say that the networks devoted hours of broadcasting time to
the subject without giving the ordinary viewer an adequate explana-
tion of what was happening.

The culprit, in this case, was the structural limitation of TV network
news, Typically, a television news program has to handle 10-12 stor-
ies in the space of half an hour, and for that reason alone was unable
to cover the energy crisis adequately.
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Again, the networks apparently employ no energy experts to advise
on the content of news stories. FinalF', television news is at least to
some extent entertainment, and broadcast journalists are forced to
wo]rry about their ratings in competition with other network jour-
nalists.

Against this background, TV news failed in its coverage of such
recent energy stories as the tanker rumor, the Jackson and Church
hearings, the 1973 oil profits reports, why we are so dependent on for-
eign oil, and the role of Congress. These stories, so important in cre-
ating and directing public opinion about energy, in our opinion were
inaccurately and inadequately reported.

A medium which stresses topical entertainment and emotion in its
news and public affairs programing cannot simultaneously provide in-
depth coverage of such complicated and controversial national issues.

Our conclusion is that network news has overdramatized and over-
simplified the energy story. The structure of broadcast news is in-
hibiting rather than promoting full and robust debate on public
issues such as energy.

In this situation. as you know, Mobil has tried to give the public the
facts, as it sees them, through television advertising. But, we have
discovered that the networks are not only determined to be the arbiter
of what we can and cannot say, but that they are going to exercise
their power in an extremely arbitrary way.

Specifically, we were told that network policy is not to sell for the
discussion of controversial issues of public importance. One radio sta-
tion—\WTOP here in Washington—said the energy crisis was a con-
troversial issue and therefore they could not accept comimerciais
dealing with the subject.

When it became clear to us that the networks might be worried that
they would have to provide free time under the law for a rebuttal of
Mobil's views. we offered to pay forany vebuttal time the networks were-
required to provide, as well as for our own message, with the networks
having the total control over whether a rebuttal is required under the
fairness doctrine and the persons or groups doing the rebuttal.

This offer, so far as I know, was unprecedented in the annals of com-
mercial television. But the networks }lave continued to insist as a gen-
eral principle that energy issues can best be covered in the news pro-
grams. and that journalists should decide what should appear.

We feel that the issue here is one of even greater importance than
national energy policy, crucial though it may be. What is at stake here
is the principle that debate on national issues be allowed to proceed
unshackled by artificial constraints, a principle embodied in the first
amendment to the Constitution of the United States.

In this connection, I think you will be interested to know that we are
now making final arrangements for broadcasting “National Town
Meeting,” a Mobil-sponsored series in which members of the public,
not just news people, have a chance to ask public officials questions on
the vital issues of the day. The broadcasts will be produced by WNET/
New York and will be seen over public broadcasting channels across
the Nation, the home in the small city, the college towns and campuses
throughout the whole country, beginning on September 29.

Indeed, Senator, the sixth show will emanate from Springfield, Iil.

I think I have shown why Mobil supports public broadcasting, and
why we are proud of the contribution we are making to it. We hope it
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will attract wider support from the broadest possible range of sources,
in the interest of us aﬁ.

Thank you very much,

Senator Harrke. Thank you, Mr. Schmertz. I gather you are not
too happy with commercial television ¢

Mr. ScuyErTz. We have had our differences, Senator.

Senator HARTKE. Do you feel that public broadeasting fills that
vacuum that you refer to?

Mr. Sciertz. I feel that public broadeasting has contributed to
fill a large part of the vacuum. yes.

Senator HArTKE. Part of it ?

Mr. SciyMERTZ. Yes.

Senator HarTrE. Do vou think they should be contributing more

Mr. SciiMEeRrTZ. Yes, I do. .

Senator HartkEe. And at the same time, you feel that there should
be a change of attitude by the commercial stations?

Mr. ScuMerrz. My feeling, Senator, is that we would like to see
the spectrum of access and a spectrum of views of opinions very sub-
stantially increased. Right now, the opportunity for access to televi-
sion, whether it be commercial or public, is really very severely limited.

And we think that in a democracy such as this, full and robust
debate on the issues with all groups that have a position having an
opportunity to speak out really is in the national interest. We have
had long conversations with representatives of the Sierra Club, the
media access project here in town, and various black groups and they
feel as short~c§mnged as we do as far as access.

Senator HarTRE. Have you taken this up with the FCC?

Mr. Scratertz. We initially have taken this up directly with the net-
works and have been turned down. We have a meeting this afternoon
with our lawyers, Arnold and Porter, whom we have retained for
_ this, and with media access group, and we are considering some sort of

petition to the FCC.

Senator HartrE. How representative do you think that Mobil is
of other major corporations of America with regard to public broad-
casting and wijth-regard to the situation on commercial broadcasting
~ Mr. ScuyEerTz. Tt is hard to evaluate one's own position, but T would

guess that we are not typiecal.

Senator HARTKE. You are not typical ?

Mr. ScuyerTz. I would guess that is so.

Senator HarTRE. You have been rather candid in your expression
of your opinions. but there are some people who argue that public
broadcasting should not be supported by profitmaking corporations.
And they also have objected that the credit lines that are given at
the end of a program are a form of commercialization of public
television.

Do you have any comment upon that ¢

Mr. Scaymrrrz. Well, T think if we are talking truly about public
television that all segments and institutions in society should have
an opportunity to participate and should not be foreclosed. And I
think the business community is one of the institutions of our society
and should. therefore, not be foreclosed.

I think labor and labor unions should involve themselves in support
of shows. and T think the general public and the Government and
foundations and any other institutions that we might have.
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Insofar as the credit line is concerned, I do not think it is a commer-
cialization to have a simple credit line at the end.

Senator HarTkE. Do you think it would be better if the funds of a
i))roﬁtmaking corporation were put into a general fund, such as the

ublic Broadcasting Corporation, and then permit those funds to be
utilized in a fashion which they would decide without regard to a spe-
cific program?

Mr. ScuMerTz. From a pragmatic standpoint, Senator, I think it
would probably generate less funds from corporations by using that
approach, and I think it would be true of foundations also. I think,
for example, that the National Endowment for the Humanities would
be less likely to put money into a fund than having their organization
identified at the end of the show also.

Senator Hartke. Do you have any measurement stick that Mobil
uses to determine the benefits you receive from participation in public
broadcasting §

Mr. ScuxerTz. No. We have never really tried to do a scientific
measurement, and we have never been all that concerned about the
numbers of viewers. Indeed, this coming season we are going to do five
shows on commercial television, at least two of which the networks
have told us are not going to be big audience shows, and which initially
were turned down by the networks and then subsequently accepted, so
that large audience per se is not necessarily a big factor to us.

Senator Hartke. Have you had any contact with foundations in re-
gard to their participation and your participation and any joint opera-
tions in regard to public broadcasting ?

Mr. ScuMERTZ. Yes. Yes, we have. Last season, we had a joint under-
writing with the National Endowment of the Humanities for the 10-
episode presentation of our “War and Peace.” This season we are
jointly underwriting with the Arthur Vining Davis Foundation “The
Ascent of Man.” That is on an equal sharing basis. We are also jointly
underwriting, with the National Endownment for the Humanities, the
Classic Theatre plays.

Our experience with both organizations has been quite favorable,
and we think that it is a very nice demonstration of joint undertaking
with foundations. - -

Also, in “The Electric Company,” we were joint underwriters with
the Carnegie Foundation and the ¥ord Foundation.

Senator Hartke. If I understand what you are saying, if there is
oing to be this participation, for example, by the Government, by
oundations, and-by individuals, that a corporation should be recog-

nized as an individual, and be part of that contributing body ¢

Mr. ScuxEerTz. Yes. I think the business community- is one of the
institutions of our society and ought to feel that it has an obligation
in this area.

Senator HARTEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Schmertz. You have
been very helpful, and we appreciate your testimony here.

That concludes our hearings, and we will stand adjourned, subject
to the call of the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 11:36 a.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]
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TESTIMONY OF HOowARD KLEIN, DIRECTOR FOR THE ARTS FOR THE ROCKEFELLER
FouNpATION

It is an honor to be asked to subuiit testimony to this Subcommittee on the
subject of the role of private foundations in public broadcasting.

America is fortunate in having a growing network of some 250 publie television
stations throughout the country. These independent, non-profit broadcasting
centers have already proved their value as public servants through their practice
of rendering extensive coverage of events of national concern such as congres-
sional hearings, United Nations debates, and a wide variety of public affuirs
programs and forums; through educational, cultural and artistic programming
which has signicantly raised the intellectual level of this pervasive medium,
Thus public television offers quality programming that importantly complements
the offerings of the commercial stations.

Public television often addresses narrower audiences than its commercial
counterpart, but because it is non-profit it receives support from a much broader
base. The four-part support structure of public television is exemplary of the
American phenomenon of volunteerism and pluralism, Funds from the general
public, the private foundations, the corporations and governmental funding
agencies flow together to sustain the life of non-commercial television. Indeed,
the importance to the lives of Americans of the comprehensive, free tlow of
information on all aspects of life provided by public television is daily and nightly
demonstrated on the home screen and in schools,

A price is attaclied to all service and public television is no exception. On the
one hand has been the generous support of the past which has enabled this net-
work of public-service stations to grow. But many professionals have questioned
whether that growth has not been severely limited by the amount of financial
support that has been going to public television. Many professionals claim that
individual stations could perform at higher levels if they had funds for more or
better production equipment, for program planning and for talent costs in pro-
ducing programs, Increased support from any source would perbaps yield the
added funds to erase those limitations. But there is a danger in suggesting that
any one source outreach the other, for with the predominance of any single fund-
ing source there might follow an alignment of programing concepts, styles or
content with that source, which would call into question the freedom of producers
to program for the public.

In the four-way support for television, two of the sources tend to impose fewer
restrictions than the others. Public donations from subscription drivers and the
like provide money which is wholly unrestricted and, therefore, can be used for
programing in those areas which may find the least support from other sources
Foundation support is in some cases tied to specific porgraming objectives, but
foundations also give general support not tied to programing objectives. Cor-
porate support, by contrast, tends to be for specific programs and reflects in
many cases the objective of a corporation to improve its public image by under-
writing programing of a prestigious cultural character. Governmental agencies
limit the use of their funds to the extent required by publie policy.

The Rockefeller Foundation is in full agreement with Chairman Hartke's May
1974 statement before this subcommittee : “that foundations should be the cutting
edge of innovation and experimentation, that they should be probing the re-
sources of America so that we can raise the quality of life for all Americans...
Foundations themselves must undergo a critical period of self-examination. They
must determine just how well they are responding to the needs of our soclety.”

During the past 18 months the Foundation’s officers and trustees, under the
leadership of the Foundation’s president, John H. Knowles, M.D., conducted an
extensive review of all its program activities and ohjectives, including the pro-
gram area of the Arts, the Humanities and Contemporary Values, which has been
the focus for the Foundation's support of public television, :

In the field of public television, the Foundation’s contribution has been en-
hanced by the selectivity of its objectives. The Rockefeller Foundation, with total
annual outlays of approximately $45-millfon could not play as dramatic a role
as the Ford Foundation, even if The Rockefeller Foundations had placed all of its

(135)
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{ncome at the service of this one ficld. But it has sought an area amendable to the
concentration of limited funds and that area is in the artistic uses of public tele-
vision. The ratlonale is simple : television is a medium of communication natural
to artistic expression, but which, because of the vast expenses of programming,
effectively limits artists access to Its studios.

Rince the Foundation’s funds for this area were not sufficient to underwrite
program series, such as a “Sesame Street”, the decision was made to concentrate
on pre-production aspects of television work. 1t was discovered in 1967 that there
existed at that time no facility where experimentation could be earried on, Pro-
gramming demands made it virtually impossible for producers to try out {deas
which were, because experimental, risky in terms of finding future funding. To
test the idea that research and development factlities might produce important
results if established in conjunction with major public television stations, a series
of grants was made from 1987 to the present which have succeeded in demonst rit-
ing the need for snch facilities and the benefits of opening up television produc-
tion to artists in the tields of musie, danee, film, painting and literature,

The Rockefeller Foundation's total grants in this fleld from 1962 to the present
have been 3734664, Of that total, experimental reseavch and development
received more than two-thieds, or 82.936,145. The first grant in this field was to
the Edueational Broadeasting Corporation of New York (Channel 13) as an out-
right grant of 200,000 toward the easts of program dvelopment, In 19635, a grant
of X500,000 continued this development. In 1966 the Foundation supported the
station’s efforts to create an in-residence dramatic company to rehearse and
perform Shakespearan theater repertory with a grant of 172,000, This resulted
in H honrs of programming of the plays A Winter's Tale. Macbeth and ‘1'welfth
Night. The innovative aspect of this grant wax the stipulation that, in recogni-
tion of the importance of the creative process and the artistic product, the pro-
gramming would trace the development of the play trom first seript rending to
finixhed performance, It is interesting to note that in the public and eritical reac-
tions to this series, the rehearsal programs were found to be of more interest
and benefit than the finished plays.

In an attempt to pursue the workshop concept, the Foundation in 1967 granted
£275.000 to the WGBH Educational Foundation nf Boston tn underwrite an
experimental workshop on program conecepts and production techniques for cul-
tural programming. 'lo diversif) its approach a West Coast equivalent was sought
and in the same year a grant of 150,000 was made to the Bay Area Educational
Televislon Association (KQED) of San Franciseo for an experimental workshop
of similar kind. These two workshops were the first major efforts to bring non-
television artists into television studins to conceive and produce programing. The
stipalation here was that union requirements governing the handling of equip-
ment be relaxed so that artists conld experiment with the hardware. Although
ft was indecd hoped that some broadeast material might be developed in the
workshopg, the emphasis was on pure experhmentation away from the pressures
of prnduction. This policy was as necessary at the time as it was unusual, as
results have subsequently indicated. For example, some technlques of electronic
feedback and new concepts of imagery were developed that soon added fresh
possibilities to television imagery—a ploneering example being “Helmsringla !”,
an experiment in video space hy playwright Paut Foster working at KQED with
members of the LaMama acting troupe under the direction of Tom O'Horgan,
musie by Richard Felelano, This was widely shown and has been recognized as
a major innovation in programming techniques. Similar achievements were to
come from WGBH and. later, from WNET. The work in Boston and San ¥Fran-
cisco was supported by additional grants of $£300.000 in 1970 to WGBH and
of another $300.000 in 1971 to the San Francisco workshops which were organized
with support from the Corporation for Public Brondcasting into the National
Center for Experiments in Television. The 1071 grant to the NCET was aimed
at spreading the concepts anu techniques of the new telovision art to preprofes-
slonal students at major American colleges and universities. As a result of this
grant. experimental work is now being done by the NCET in ,Aaffiifation with
20 colleges and universities,

Recognizing the concentration of artists in the New York area and the fact
that WNET/Channel 13 at that time reached some 259 of the total U.S. audience
for public television, the Foundation cooperated with the station in establishing
the WNET-TV Laboratory—the first such major laboratory with its own facllity.
A total of $890.000 has been made available to the WNET-TV Lab since the
first grant in 1971 and these sums plus additional support from the National
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Endowment for the Arts and the New York State Council on the Arts have made
it possible for scores of important artists to work at the Lab, creating remarkable
examples of video art, some of which have found their way into programming.
Ono on-the-air result of the Lab was the series, “Video Visionaries,” which pro-
duced eight hours of straight programming. Thirteen half-hour segments are
being aired on Wednesdays by IPublic Broadcasting System at 10:30 P.M. and
three hour segments will be aired also. These sane segments are being aired by
WNET of New York on Thursidays at 10 P.M. Reviews have been favorable.

In the area of the arts, the results of the concentration on experimentation
have been rewarding. As artists turned their intuitions to the questions of tele-
vision programming, they saw the need to lower the cost of broadcast time and
therefore many individuals independently worked on conceiving, designing and
building hardware that could achieve maximal visual effects at lesser costs than
could be done with traditional optical printers. The Paik-Abe Electronic Synthe-
sizer, developed by Num June Paik and Shura Abe working at WGBH with the
Foundation's support, and the synthesizer developed by artist Stephen Beck at
the NCET in San Francisco to mention only two of the new synthesizers, can cut
the costs of broadeast image-making by 90 percent and at the same time achieve a
higher quality image in-color. A publle television station utilizing such a synthe-
sizer to generate images for any substantial period of the day could realize
significant savings over a year, The potential importance of programming created
by such synthesizers ix indicated by the nomination for television Emmy Awards
of three works produced under Foundntion grants, and the awarding of-Emmy’s
to two of these, both created under NCET sponsorship,

As the work of artists in television gains greater industry and public accept-
ance, The Rockefeller Foundation hopes that support from other sources for
this kind of work will increase. For its part, The Rockefellier Foundation will
consider continuing its support in the development of research facilities at se-
lected stations and at university campuses. The Foundation's selective support
has contributed to the leadership position which Ameriean artists have in the
fleld of television. This has been confirmed by the comments of visiting profes-
sionals fromn foreign countries to the WNET-FV Lab, and the experience of
Americans traveling abroad. Mr. Douglas Davis, the art critic for Newsweek
Magazine, recently wrote:

“As you know. I have lectured and exhibited extensively in Europe. .. . In
country after country, I am asked--in amazement—how we manage to achieve
what we have, in experimental television. The question comes from incredulous
students and television producers alike. I explain that funding comes from
private foundations and state- and federally-supported agencies following in
their wake, My audience shakes its collective head. There is no equivalent in
Europe for this outside-of-television funding., The control, there, is monolithic,
and the results for the most part show it.,”

Present interest in television at The Rockefeller Foundation has to do with
continued work for artists and experimenting with the uses of public televixion
In «uch fields as telemedicine and the use of portable television equipment in rural
areas of developing nations for the purpose of education in the areas of family
planning, health, nutrition and economie development. The Rockefeller Founda-
tion hopes that the importance of junovative and challenging programing hy
the nation’s 250 public television stations will recelve the growing recognition
needed to insure the broad-hased funding that will enable them to produce the
widext diversity of programing.

The great Spanish playwright, Federico Garcia T.orea, sald in 1035: “The
theatre is one of the most expressive and useful instruments for building up a
country it {s the barometer of its greatness or deeline. An intelligent theatre,
well oriented in all i(s branchesx from tragedy to vaudeviile. can change the sen-
sibility of a people within a few years; a disintegrated theatre, with clumsy
hooves instead of wings, can cheapen and In)l Into sleep an entire nation.”

In our times, we need only change the word “theatre” to “television,”
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THE SPENCER FOUNDATION,
Chicago, IUl., August 8, 1974,

Hon, VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee's Subcommittee on Foundations

DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the invitation in the press release issued
on July 1, 1974, the Spencer Foundation hereby submits its written comments
on section 4940 of the Internal Revenue Code.

The Spencer Foundation (the Foundation) was incorporated in 1982 as an
Illinois not-for-profit corporation on behalf of Lyle M. Spencer, the founder of
Science Research Associates, Inc, now a subsidiary of International Business
Machines Corporation. Mr. Spencer died in 1968 and left the residue of his estate
to the Foundation. The market value of the Foundation’s endowment on June 30,
1974 was approximately $64,000,000. The Foundation is a section 501(c) (8)
organization that is classified as a private non-operating foundation,

The charter of the Foundation states that it is organized for “educational,
charitable and scientific purposes . . . with special emphasis to be placed on
research in the behavioral sciences.” Until 1970 the Foundation limited its ac-
tivities to making distributions to other exempt organizations. Since 1970 the
Foundation has continued its program of distributions to other exempt organi-
zations, and it has instituted a program of “Research Grants” designed to support
disciplined studies or projects by individual scholars or teams of scholars in the
goclal sciences: In a ruling letter dated May 11, 1973, the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice approved the Foundation’s systém of standards, procedures, and follow-up
for making individual grants that meet the requirements of section 4945(g) of

}he Code and section 53.4945-4 of the Foundation Excise Tax Regulations.

The Spencer Foundation has a very substantial interest in having the section
4910 excise tax either repealed or reduced. The amount of excise tax paid by
the Foundation significantly reduces the funds available to the Foundation
for distribution to other exempt organizations and for funding of its own
Research Grants. The Foundation’s excise tax burden has grown in proportion
to the Foundation’s receipt of assets from Mr. Spencer’s estate,

Excise tax Grants paid

Foundation's tax year (ended Mar. 31):
1971 , 543 $230, 024
5, 441 1,083, 670
253,825 2,013,595
114,641 2, 520,908

The table shows that the excise tax paid by the Foundation diverts a significant
portion of the Foundation's resources that could otherwise be used to make
grants to carry out the Foundation’s charitable purposes. It should be noted that
a substantial portion of the Foundation’s net investment income is expended
in making grants to charitable organizations that are not private foundations.
Since the excise tax applies to all of the Foundation’'s net investment income,
in effect section 4940 imposes the excise tax on organizations that Congress in-
tended to exempt from the excise tax. The effect is the same as if the Founda-
tion distributed to the exempt organizatioon that net grant plus an amount
equal to the Foundation’s excise tax attributable to the net grant and then the
exempt organization paid the excise tax attributable to the net grant.
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The section 4940 excise tax was originally designed as a ‘“user fee” to pay
the government’s administration costs in providing appropriate assurances that
private foundations would promptly and properly use their funds for charitable._
purposes. However, the excise tax has produced far more revenue than is
required for ‘“policing” of private foundations. In the 1973 fiscal year the excise
tax raised more than $76,000,000, while the Internal Revenue Service only
expended about $21,000,000 in administering the tax laws applicable to all
exempt organizations. The estimates for the 1974 fiscal year were $80,000,000
and $23,000,000, respectively. Since it is not possible to gauge what tax rate
will provide exactly enough revenue for the “policing” of private foundatious,
section 4940 is really an ineffective means of imposing a ‘“‘user fee” on private
foundations. A more exact and fairer way to implement this *‘user fee” concept
would be an annual separate billing to each private foundation for the govern-

- ment’s costs in “policing” that particular private foundation, The government

would be assured of recovering its administration costs under this system, while
each private foundation would pay only its actual share of the government’s
costs in “policing” private foundations. The section 4940 excise tax should be
repealed, and if Congress still intends to impose a “user fee” on private founda-
tions, such a fee should be directly billed to each private foundation annually
by the Internal Revenue Service under special legislative authority from
Congress.

Instead of advocating repeal of the section 4940 excise tax, the Administra-
tion has proposed a reduction in the section 4940 rate of tax from 49, to 2%. It
would appear that even a 19 tax rate would raise more than enough revenue
to pay for the “policing” of private foundations, since the 4% rate has raised
almost four times as much revenue as is needed to pay the government's costs
in administering the tax laws applicable to all exempt organizations, including
all of the exempt organizations that are not private foundations.

The Foundation believes that section 4940 shiould be repealed, but if it is
decided not to repeal section 4940, then section 4940's rate of tax should at
least be reduced to 19 or 29%. Congress only intended to make private founda-
tions pay their own administrative costs when section 4940 was enacted, and
no public policy is served by making one set of taxpayers pay the govern.
ment's costs of administering laws applicable to other taxpayers.

Very truly yours,
FRANK L. BIxsy,
Vice Chairman of the
Board of Directors.

HoracE P, RowiLEY, III,
New York, N.Y., October 1, 197},
Re: Financing public broadcasting.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DeAR MR. STERN: This letter is my personal statement about foundation
financing of public broadcasting. I regret that I do not have enough time to
tully develop my views,

The general problem is clear. It is how to reduce the degree of control which
private sources have over public broadcasting. The principal private sources
are private foundations such as the Ford Foundation, and private corporations.
Public broadcasting means the Corporation for Public Broadeasting, the Public
Broadcasting Service, the seven national production centers and the noncom-
merclal licensees,

Private sources, especially Ford, have too much control over the public
broadcasting schedule. This unconfined, unstructured and unreviewed control
causes bad effects on the public affairs part of the schedule. For example, Ford
can decide what issues are discussed and what views on those issues are dis-
cussed. In 1971 it granted $1.2 miliion to WNET/13 to develop The 51at State.
This was advertised as a “news"” program. But it resulted in a forum for leftist
views only. It began as an open-ended program. Later it was changed to a one
hour then a balf hour nightly program. This season it is planned as a one hour
weekly program. —

Foundations use public broadcasting as an instrument for advancing thelr
private goals. In its 1973 Annual Report, Ford said:
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With representatives from other parts of the Foundation, the Office of
Public Broadcasting during the past year explored the impact and
uses of telecommunications and their relation to Foundations intcrests.
The group examined the possibility of building on the Foundation’s ex-
perience in public broadcasting by providing assistance in fields of journal-
ism and communications. p. 30 (Emphasis added).

The Foundation's interests are political. Its officers are not elected officials. 1ts
officers did not earn the money which it allocates. Obviously, it must have a
policy for choosing between grant applicants. Invariably, that policy is based
on the private political views of its ofticers.

I propose the following solutions.

1. Congress ought to require all private sources to finance a calegory of
programs instead of a specific program. This will shift the power to make
programming decisions from the sources to the broadcasters. But it will also
permit some identification between a specific program and a source, At fhe
end of a broadcast, the broadcaster could name the sources which financed the
program.

2. Congress ought to require CPB and PBS to certify at the end of every
public affairs program that it meets the statutory standard of “strict ad-
herence to objectivity and balance”. 47 USC 396(g) (1) (A). CPB refuses to
enforce this law.

8. Congresa ought to expressly state that the Administrative Procedures Act
applies to CPB. 1 believe that the APA does apply to CP’B. CPB disagrees. The
APA gives to the public the power to participate in rule making and adjudicat-
ing. One area which is ripe for rule making is CPB’s relations with foundations.

4, Congress ought to order a detailed report about the impact of foundations
on public broadcasting. The general probtem is clear. The particular problems
are not clear. Congress needs detailed information in order to make a good
declslon, Most information now avallable comes from the foundations or the
broadcasters who are not in a position to alienate their grantors., The staff of
this Subcommittee or GAO could gather this information.

Sincerely,

HorAcE P. RowLEy, IlI,

PUBLIO BROADCASTING SERVICE,
Wasghington, D.C., November 15, 1974,
Hon, VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Foundations,
U.N. 8enate, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR HARTKE: During my testimony at the hearing before your Sub-
committee in September you asked me to comment on the geographic pattern of
foundation giving to public television as indicated in a list of such funds cover-
ing the years 1970 to 1973.}

The list I am referring to shows a heavy percentage of such grants were wade
to public broadeasting institutions in the Middle Atlantic, the South Atlantic and
the Pacific reglons. Certain other regions received a small number of grants—
small in relation to the population in their areas. Let me make these comiuents.

Most of these grants were made to public broadcasting stations for the pro-
duction of programs for national distribution. During this period there were in
public broadeasting six stations which were the main producers of national pro-
grams: WGBH, Boston; WNET, New York; WETA, Washington, D.C.; WITW,
Chicago ; KQED, San Francisco; and KCET, Los Angeles.

i1t is not surprising, therefore, that a large percentage of grants were made to
stations in these areas.

In this connection let me point out that under the leadership of the Public
Broadcasting Service and the Corporation for Public Broadeasting, many nore
public television stations are now producing for national distribution. In fiscal
1974 more than 50 stations produced programs broadeast over the Public Broad-
casting Service, although in terms of numbers of programs the six stations listed
above continued to lead the way.

1 P, 30 of this volume.
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A scatter diagram of the locations of the foundation headquarters would be as
uneven as the list we are considering. It should be no surprise that the over-
whelming amount of dollars comes in so-called Middle Atlantic States which just
happens to include New York where so many foundation headquarters are, The
same could be said of the South Atlantic where again it includes the District of
Columbia, and the Pacific which includes California. Those are areas where
foundations are.

It would be safe to say also that those are areas where public broadcasting
foundations solicltations are heavy also. Again it is a retlection of the con-
fluence of foundation headquarters, large population centers, and large public
broadcasting production and grant seeking centers.

I would also note that the list covers only large foundations. It does not in-
clude the hundreds of small foundations which contribute thousands of dollars
to a great many PTYV stations throughout the country.

The requirements of producing first class television programs seem to insure
that there will continue to be a relatively small, though growing, number of sta-
tions which will do the bulk of public television’s national productions. These
stations will receive a disproportionate share of foundation grants. At PBS we
are helping all of our stations to seek foundation support for their activities and
I am confident that the figures for fiscal 1975 will show a wider distribution pat-
tern, although on a geographic basis for reasons cited aboxe the Northeast and
California will continue to predominate.

Sincerely,
WaRD B. CHAMBERLIN,
Senior Vice President.

#
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Appendix B

Information Supplied to Senator Hartke by the Center for Respon-
sive Technolo%y, Re: DevelopingFEvolulion Methods To Assess
and Improve Public Benefit of Foundation Programs

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washingiton, D.C., September 26, 1914,
Mr. KeErry ByRbD,
Center for Responsive Tcchnology,
MoLcan, Va.

DEeAR MR. Byrp: I understand that the Center for Responsive Technology has
recently completed a survey of National Urban Policy and its relation to non-
governmental agencles, and that this survey included an evaluation of urban
social programs and identified private foundation support for them.

As Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Foundations, it would be of inter-
est to the Subcommittee to have the Center's views on the processes of evalua-
tion which might apply to programs which receive foundation support.

As you may know, the Subcommittee has been concerned that the public be
assured that it is receiving a Lenefit which is commensurate with the tax exemp-
tion accorded private foundations. Toward that end, we are considering means
by which the public might be further assured that funds which would, in part,
go to the Federal Treasury but which are permitted to go to and be used by pri-
vate foundations, do in fact go to a useful public purpose and are used in a man-
ner which accords the requirements of the law.

This is a most ditlicult problem, and we would welcome the views of the Center.

Sincerely,
VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Foundations,

CENTER FOR RESPONSIVE TECHNOLOGY,
October 7, 1974,
Hon. YANCE HARTKE,
U.8. Senate, Russcll Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR HARTKE: Pursuant to your letter of September 28, we have
enclosed a statement of the Center's recommendations for developing evaluation
methods to assess and improve the public benefit of foundation programs. We feel
that the coustructive approach to evaluation suggested will aid foundations
in program management, as well as demonstrate the public usefulness of foun-
dation-sponsored programs.

While the enclosed statement does not address the mechanisms for implement-
ing evaluation, the Center believes that the foundations should be involved as
much as possible, Thus, the evaluation process which evolves should be an inte-
gral part of the planning and management process of the foundations themselves.

The Center appreciates this opportunity to comment on an area in which it
shares the Congress’ concern and interest. We look forward to the establishment
of visible means to assess the public benefit of programs supported by tax-
exemption.

Sincerely yours,
KERRY BYRD,
Executive Direotor,
Eneclosure.
EVALUATION OF FOUNDATION PROGRAMS

Our nation faces a time of increasingly limited publie economic resources
accompanied by increasing demands for public services. A major source of
innovative programs for the public benefit and consumer of economic resources is
the large body of private foundations. At this time, it {8 appropriate for the
Congress to assess the role of foundations as users of monies withheld from the
tax base and the extent of public benefit realized from their programs,

The Center for Responsive Technology, also a nonprofit and tax-exempt
organization, suggests that the evaluation methods of management technology

(142)
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be adapted for this assessment. The full appileation of evaluation techniques to
foundation programs should benefit the foundations themselves by improving thelr
program management capability, as well as serving the general public interest
by determining and enhancing program effectiveness.

CURRENT EVALUATING STATUS
The Center for Responsive Techuology has recently conducted a survey of

-over 100 private sector organizations impacting national urban policy. Among

the many findings of the Center’s survey, it was noted that:

There was considerable foundation support for the programs and projects
of these organizations, most of which also enjoy tax-exempt status;

Evaluation of their programs by the organizations themselves was rare
and usually of a rudimentary nature;

Evaluation of their programs by other agents, such as foundations and
federal executive branch agencies, was done to select projects and their
executors, and centered upon general reputation and apparent success;

Congressional recognition of the organizations’ impact—a major part
of the survey—iwas generally sparse and unspecific as to their programs,

Thus, it appears that programs supported by private foundations, at least in
areas related to urban policy, are largely unevaluated, either by their executors
or by their proponents . .. and not at all by the Congress or its agents.

Evaluation as a process has developed recently, but powerfully, as a com-
ponent of managenment technology. Nevertheless, the bulk of the federal expert-
ence with evaluation has been large-scale, after-the-fact assessment of major
social programs. The methodology of evaluation is considerably more sophis-
ticated than this all-too-common model permits, however. If evaluation is
initiated early in a program and general goals and specific objectives thereby
established, the evaluation prosess can contribute greatly to program develop-
ment, rather than only test the program's effectiveness on an ad hoc basis.

THE SITUATION OF FOUNDATIONS

Section 501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 grants tax exemption
to foundations and others to the extent that they “operate exclusively for chari-
table educational, scientific, and literary purposes.” Although the Internal Reve-
nue Service monitors compliance with this and other tax-exemption requirements,
it does so from a viewpoint too narrow and legalistic to serve the purposes of
general national interest at this time. The Congress seeks to determine fully
the public benefit emanating from foundation-sponsored programs and to assess
the role of foundations as keepers of the public trust and disbursers of moneys
which would be remanded to the general fund in the absence of the foundations’
tax-exempt status.

The programs conducted with foundation support touch upon all aspects of
national life and affairs. The interests of foundations generally parallel and
expand upon those of agencies of all levels and branches of government, In
taking the role of fostering innovation in programs in the public inierest, founda-
tions assume, no doubt valuably, a further public trust in that their activities
extend and supplement governmental efforts,

There can be no doubt that foundations support and promulgate a great
variety and number of worthwhile programs in the public interest. It is to the
benefit of the foundations themselves, as Yell as to the general public, that the
public good resulting from their efforts be demonstrated at this time.

FOUNDATION EVALUATION APPROACH

Evaluation properly applied to guide, not just to test, programs can be a highly
effective public service tool. Such a formative approach to evaluation is prefer-
able to the more traditional summative after-the-fact approach and is recom.
mended by the Center for Responsive Technology for the purpose at hand.
Whether the evaluation mechanism derived by Congress is a separate study or
entity or a required portion of foundation programs themselves, it should be
broadly applicable to all types of programs likely to receive foundation support.
Accordingly, the evaluation methods emnployed must be at the same time flexible
and designed specifically to address foundation practices.

There are several aspects of the foundation management process which would
tend to facilitate evaluation. Foundations typically evaluate proposed programs
and projects and prospective grantees prior to awarding grants, then maintain
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a non-interference role during program execution. This role has been possible
because grantees often have developed the program themselves and therefore,
coupled with the usual foundation practice of annually renewed support, are
highly motivated to ensure program success. Such a program support process has
resulted in considerable success without close monitoring or public visibility and
lends itself to constructive, formative evaluation and increased public awareness,
That foundation-sponsored programs are typically smaller and more selective
than federal programs makes them all the more measurable and amenable to

evaluation.
METHODOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

For evaluation to be an advocate of programs, not their adversary, an effec-
tive methodology must be developed or adapted for the particular purposes
discussed here. The selection and application of evaluation methods is thus crit-
fcat Lo successful assessient of foundation programs,

Although full-scale program evaluation, which the Center believes to be
eminently applicable to foundation usage, is only recently developed, there is a
signiticant evaluation technology available, However, special care must be taken
in the selection of methods for evaluating foundation programs for several
reasons, to wit :

Foundation programs are often speculative, seeking to expand on capa-
bilitles of dealing with the human condition and thereby not conducive to
obvious and immediate results;

The method of program implementation typically involved separate
executors and a variety of funding and control mechanisms;

The impact of foundation-generated projects often is felt through massive
human behavior in its predominantly social programs and is therefore
difficult to measure,

Taken together, these and other factors require a subtlie and varied evaluation
process, the major features of which are outlined in the following paragraphs.

Evaluation is essentially a series of guestions whose answers are addressed
by a basie quantitative methodology, complex in structure, but readily applicable
by experienced practitioners. This methodology systematically structures the
intended hnd actual performance and effects of a given program or process.
The techniques, now often familiar to those at the policy level, encompass cost-
benefit analyses, quantification and the theory of measurement, indicator develop-
ment, and statistical analysis and interpretatiton.

The questions which evaluation seeks to answer fall into clusters spanning
program conceptuatization through implementation and fmpact assessment.
Some of these ordered question clusters are:

1. What is the intent of the program in terms of objectives, target population,
and ficld of endeavor? Are the objectives realistic and the projects undertaken
by the program appropriate to its intent ?

2. Are the program’s goals and areas of activity consonant with human needs
and current national priorities? Does the program complement or duplicate
governmental efforts?

3. Is the program plan adequate in terms of comprehensiveness, technical and
administrative feasibility, project and phase sequencing, funding mechanisms,
and grantees and other executors? Is the plan implementable as such or dees it
require further development? Are objectives clearly defined and facilitative of
assessing the extent to which they are met?

4. How hax program execution to date been accomplished, especially regard-
Ing efficiency and cost-effectiveness? How does existing program activity relate
to the overall plan and projected potential actions?

2. What has been the impact on intended beneficiaries and public and private
institutions? Do the realizable benefits outweigh such negative effects as
resource consumption and social costs ?

6. Is the program consistent in conduct and effect with governmental and
other private sector efforts? How could it be better integrated?

To adequately assess the efficlency and effectiveness of private foundation
programs, the Center for Responsive Technology proposes an evaluative process
incorporating the following features:

1. A basie evaluative approach in which evaluation is an integral part of pro-
gram planning, rather than an after-the-fact interactive exercise, should be
taken., Thus, the evaluation model should be formative (continuously develop-
mental of the program), rather than summative (assessing completed actions),
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2. The evaluation scheme must take into account both the planning and moni-
toring functions of the foundations and the program implementation activities
of ‘their grantees. This requires multi-level assessment of the several actors,
including program beneficiaries.

3. The criteria which are central to any evaluation effort must address both
impact. in terms of benefit to the human condition and efficiency as measured by
time aand resource consumption vs. program output.

4. Sumpling methods should stress functional hases and flexibility, rather than
the strict representativeness exemplified by public opinion polls and strict scien-
tific interest. .

3. Statistical procedures should result in concise presentations comprehensible
to congressional and federal executive branch policy formulators, as well as to
program promulgators and executors.

8. Integral to a comprehensive evaluation of foundation programs is. in the
Center's view, a detailed and specific set of goals and objectives regarding pro-
gram impact. This formulary of potential results must be assessed against direct
gnd derived indicators of program effectiveness in an intense and continuous

ashion.

The development and implementation of such an interactive evaluation process
will not only aid the foundations in program planning and structuring, but will
also provide for much greater accountability as to the public value of their efforts.
Just as even those federal programs most heavily evaluated are regrettably seldom
subjected to criteria of public value higher than those intended by the program
itself, perhaps foundation actions should be even more able to answer to the
general public benefit as chartered. The Center for Responsive Technology
strongly believes that a well-designed system for evaluating private foundation
programs will result in improved accountability and service in the public interest.
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Appendix C

Correspondence Received From the Department of the Treasury

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREABURY,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1974,
Mr. HOWARD MARLOWE,
Legislative Assistant, Suboommittee on Private Foundations, Senate Finance
Committee, Washington, D.C.

Dear Howarp: Enclosed with this letter is the supplemental information we
discussed during our meeting on September 8. A couple of clarifying commments—
about it are in order. First, the $17.3 billion figure in question 5(e)(3) is
directly comparable to the $20 billion igure referred to at the bottom of page 9-
of our original response. The earlier figure was from a Kebruary, 1974, run
and tabulated all 1972 CY and most 1973 FY returns. Furthermore, because
both sets of figures were derived from Part 111, Item 13 of the Form 0Y0-PF,
they will necessarily reflect asset valuations based on the accounting method
reguiarly used by the particular foundation in keeping its books and records.
It is possible, therefore, that a foundation with a variety of assets will record
for some a book value figure and for others current market value, combining
them into the Item 13 total.

A further qualitier to the £17.3 bLillion figure is that it represents asset values
from the latest return flled by every private foundation and processed into
the Exempt Organizations Master File. Because this current tabulation was
made on the September processing rum, it very likely includes all of the 1973
calendar year filers pius some of the early FY 1974 filers. We can infer from
this time lag that the most recent return of any given foundation in EOMF
may not necessarily reflect the severe decline in the securities market which has
persisted to the present day. A dramatic illustration of this point is the enclosed
clipping from the Washington Post earlier this week in which the Ford ¥ounda-
tion announced that its assets declined tfrom &3 billion to $2 billion in market
value during the past year. Assuning the “year’ referred to is the foundation's
fiscal year, none of that decline is reflected in the figure we are providing today.

I thought it might he helpful to you to summarize briefly some of the long
and short range plans we are projecting as we reorganize the regulation of
exempt organizations under the new Assistant Commissioner. Of most immedi-
ate signiticance to you is the study we have underway to determine the most
effective way to formalize and institutionalize our regulation of private founda-
tions.. We are giving serious counsideration to a program of applying computer
audit techniques on an annual basis to those private foundations representing.
the greatest potential for error or ubuse. The relatively small number involved
in this latter group combined with automatic data processing techniques may
permit us to carr. out a8 program which we simply could not apply to the entire
exempt organization universe. As a complement to that study, our first tax-
payer Compliance Measurement Program in the exempt organization field started
last month. That program entails an audit and analysis of 10,500 exémpt orga-
nization returns, divided equally between private foundations, other 501(c) (3)
organizations and 501(c) (4) entities. In addition, 500 group returns will be
examined. This program will be completed in January, 1976, and should permit
us to make more sophisticated and informed selections of returns for audit.

Upon completion of the commitment wmade several years ago to audit every
private foundation return at least once by December 31, 1974 (a schedule we will
meet), we are planning to devote a major effort to public charities and the
areas of abuse in them which have such a discouraging effect on the public's
confidence in charitable giving. The Service operates under some troublexome
limitations because of the imperfect statutory scheme of remedies applicable
to all exempt organizations other than private foundations. The past five years
have demonstrated, by and large, the sharp. sclf-regulating stimulus which
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effective legislation such as Chapter 42 can have. One of our principal goals is
to document the need for thoughtful and precise reform of the regulatory
scheme for all exempt organizations. -

Perhaps the most important planning we have undertaken is to increase
coordination of our efforts with those of the states. The addition of Charles Rumph
to our staff gives us a state enforcement perspective which we have nut had
before. We are devoting considerable time to clarifying in the different areas
of exempt organization regulation the precise limits—practical as well as theo-
retical—of each agency’s jurisdiction and responsibility given the present statu.
tory framework. For example, there are sharp differences in the interests of the

) states and the IRS as to 501(c) (3) organizations where the beneficiaries are an

“ - Indefinite class of the public, and in all other categories of exempt organizations
where the beneficiaries generally are a !imited and definable class. The Exempt
Organization Master File is indispensable in this planning, since it should permit
us to provide specific information quickly to some or all states on particular
problem areas. .

I enjoyed our visit and hope we can do it again soon. I am particulaily glad
that you had a chance to meet Charlfe Rumph, Please feel free to call on him
or any of our staff it we can be of assistance,

With kind regards,

Sincerely,
DoNALD C. ALEXANDER..

Enclosures.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO LETTER OF MARCH 22, 1974

For quick reference, we have retained your original numbers:
4(b) How many section 501(c) (3) organizations came into existence after

19697
© Individual TUHDES. e e e e e e cm— e em 57, 855
Group rulings. . oo mc———— 37, 322
Total o e cmccmcmcmecmcmc e mm—————— *93. 177

*This figure represents only the gmenuy active entities which came into existence
after January 1, 1970. The number of entities which were issued rulings after January 1,
1h970. b:xg v.tmta resently inactive or defunct is insubstantial and would not materlally
change the to

5(e) (3) What is the asset value of operating foundations and non-operating

foundations?
The following figures represent data from the latest return filed by all private
foundations:
Operating foundations. ..o oo eeeeeas &1, 418, 226, 673
Non-operating foundations. - ... 15, 897, 8§61, 208
N 1) 7 1 U 17, 316, 087, 881

5(e) (4) What is the asset value of foundations formed after the 1969 Tax
Act?

This represents data from the latest return filed by these organizations:
$977,070,005. -

5(f) What figures do the Service have on foundation terminations, fnclud-
fng a breakdown based upon operating and non-operating foundations and the
assets of each?

As a result of the Tax Reform Act of 1969, many organizations discontinued
operations before ‘her were classified as private foundations. Thus, it is diffi-
cult to determine juist how many private foundations have terminated. However,

—the following figures represent organizations that have been classified private
-foundations and subsequently terminated their exemption.

- Terminations Assets
RN OUMdBBIONS . . .. .. i iieiiiiiiiiiiiiaiiiiiiceceaicnaicaen srsnensessane 43 $1. 502, 768
ag.nopmlting BOUNBEtIONS . .. iiiiiiieiiieaicaitieacceennacaanaaanaannaans . 4,892 83,419, 552
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INFLATION EXDANGERS ForD FUND

New York, Sept. 22 (AP)—The Ford Foundation, the nation’s wealthiest
private philanthropic agency, may have to reduce annual grants by as much
asl i‘)O per cent because of inflation and a depressed security market, a spokesman
sald today.

Foundation President McGeorge Bundy said the agency would have to be
dissolved by distributing its assets if a reduction in grants were not implemented.
Seven years ago, Ford's trustees rejected a proposal of dissolution.

The foundation's assets have dropped from $3 billion to $2 billion in market
value during the past year, a spokesman said.

A proposal to reduce the $202 million annual budget is expected to be submitted
to trustees at their quarterly meeting here this week.

If approved, the cuts would not take effect for at least a year, and all current
commitments would be honored, the spokesman said.

He said domestie programs dealing with poverty, minorities, and the quality
of urban life and international programs dealing with family planning, population
growth, and the easing of food shortages would continue to receive priority
consideration for assistance on a reduced scale if grants were cut.

IHe =aid the foundation's professional staff—primarily lawyers, accountants,
and specialists {n population and education—and public broadcasting programs
might be the most severely affected by grant reductions.

Ford and other foundations have run into inflation-caused financial difficulties
hecause the activities they finance usually involve wage and salary paywments,
the spokesman said. He said most of the foundation's investments are in stocks,
real estate, bonds, and cash equivalents.

A final decision on budget cuts or dissolution i{s not expected at the trustees’
meeting this week, the spokesman said. He said final action may not be taken
until next spring.
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Appendix D

Background Material on Foundation Involvement
in Public Broadcasting

PREPARED FOR THE USE OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOUNDATIONS OF THE SENATE
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE, SEPTEMBER 6, 1974

THE OBIGINS OF PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Public broadcasting had its start in 1919 when the Secretary of Commerce
tieensed radio station OXM (later changed to WHA) at the University of
Wisconsin in Madison. By 1925, nou-commercial broadcasting was being carried
on by 171 educational organizations in the United States,

Public broadcasting moved into the FM area in 1938 with one station, but it
took more than ten years before the number of public radiv stations on the FM
band exceeded fifty, By 1972, there were 571 such stations,

It was in 1952 that the Ford Foundation created the National Educational
Television and Radio Center (which later became NET) with a grant of over
one million dollars. In the twenty year period following that time, the Ford
Foundation awarded more than £200 million in grants to the public broadcasting
industry. In May of 1933, the first educational television station went on the
air in Houston (KUHT). Eight years later, there were some 54 such stations
(VHF and UHF) on the air,

It was at that time, in 1961, that legislation was introduced to establish
a program of Federal subsidies (matching grants) for the construction of educa-
tional TV broadeasting facilities, A year later, Congress passed the Educational
Broadcasting Facilities Act,

This legislation authorized the Secretary of 11.LE.W. to provide over a five year
period 832 million in financial assistance through matching grants for the
establishment and expansion of non-commercial educational broadcasting facili-
ties. In 1967, the legislation was expanded to cover public radio stations.

Since 1963, the Federal governmeut has provided more than $77.6 million in
funds to acquire broadcasting apparatus. During the same period of time, the
number of public TV stations increased from 76 to 239 (of which 140 got started
with Federal grants). In addition, there are now 600 public radio stations (40 of
which got thelr start with Federal funds),

Since 1961, the number of hours of public broadcasting by television has
increased sixfold. In 1971, public TV was capable of reaching more than 70 per-
cent of the people in the United States. In short, public TV expanded drama-
tically between 1961 and 1971 with some 51 million Americans tuning in to
public television programs in 1071. Despite this expansion, public television
remained on a shaky financial foundation.

In 1967, Congress enacted the Public Broadcasting Act which created the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting. CPB was to assist In the establishment and
maintenance of an interconnection service among the local stations, the pro-
duction of national programming, and to help increase support to local stations.

In 1970, CPB joined with representatives of local stations to create the Pub-
lic Broadcasting Service to help effectuate its responsibility to provide an
interconnection service among local stations.

Following i{s a breakdown of the 233 public television stations in operation
at the end of 1972:

State and Munleipal stations. . cceem e emmm———— 78 (also 6 radio)
University statlons. .o e emeeeem—e e 71 (also 94 radio)
Community statlons. oo v oo ee———— 63 (also 20 radin)
School BtAtioNS . o - e ccm———— 21 (also 12 radio)

Using 1070 as a comparison, there were only 28 pe;cent a8 many non-coms
mercial stations (TV) as commercial stations, the non-commercial stations op-
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erated with 6.2 percent as much money. Another significant comparison: be-
tween 1966 and 1971, the cost of living rose 25 percent and public TV expenditures
rose about 35 percent on a per station basis, So there was really not much money

for expansion.
The tables below indicate sources for the support of public broadcasting.

TABLE 1.—SOURCES OF INCOME FOR TELEVISION OPERATIONS OF PUBLIC TELEVISION LICENSEES

Percent of total income by source

Local State

school school

. boards boards
Public 1astity- and and All
Federal broad- tions of locat State other
Flscal Totat Govern- casting higher govern- govern- Founda- sources
year income ment  agencies  education ments meats tions  combined
190..... , 956, 372 4.6 8.2 9.3 20.8 21.6 8.5 21,0
¥N..... ﬁ’b.als.sle 6.3 10.5 6.8 14.2 3.0 1.3 1.9
1972..... 157,914,742 9.0 10.5 12.3 3.1 23.7 1.6 19.8

TABLE 2.—INCOME OF PUBLIC BROADCASTING SYSTEMt BY SOURCE, FISCAL YEARS 1972 AND 1973

Fiscal yoar 1972 Fiscal year 1973

Income source Amount Percent Amount Percent

L E LU $234, 304, 489 100.0 $254,764,373 100.0

State and Tocal tax SOLICES. . oovueee oo meniaenaannn... 107,704, 545 £6.0 127,275,430 §0.0
State sourcet. .. . iiiaaans 78,314,592 ... .......... 95,549,762 .. .........
L0Cal SOUMCOS. .o e, 29,389,953 ... ..eenen... 31,725,668 .......... ceee
Federst Government. ... e eans e et 59, 811,904 25.5 55,585, 21.8
FOUNatioN. . ..o cee e e 25, 117, 465 10.7 20,181,233 1.9
Subscribers and auction. . <. 17,609, 865 1.5 2544, 10.0
Al Other SOUCS. ... ..o\ ieieeeieeceeneeocnnnnnnn 24,060, 710 10.3 26,287,179 10.3

1 {ncludes both radio and television.
3 Inciades income recsived from State colleges and universities.

The largest source of support comes from state governments and their agencies,
with the second largest source schools and local governments. In all, about two-
thirds of public broadeasting's money comes from tax sources (although only a
small part of this is Federal funds).

The recent Schramm-Nelson study of public television financing came to the
Yollowing important conclusions:

“1. The political predicament of public broadcasting is inextricably tied up
with its economic plight. Despite growth both the system and the local stations
are in a greater bind than ever before. Revenues have not kept pace with increased
costs and expanded obligations.

2. Compared to non-commercial stations in other leading countries, public tele-
vision in America exists on a 3Ittance. recelving less than one-fourth as much
per capita as Britain's BBC-TV, and just over one-fourth Japan's NHK.

“3. Any effort to increase the amount and quality of local programming is
purely academic at the present level of funding. To parcel out all the federal
revenues among the stations would purchase only a few minutes weekly of
low-cost programs,

“4. An adequate schedule of local, regional and national programs would cost
over two and a half times as much as the system's existing budget.

“5. Unless an overall plan is developed . . . the situation is likely to grow
worse."

The 1973 Task Force of the Long-Range Financing of Public Broadcasting esti-
mated a 5-year projected expenditure level (beginning with fiscal year 1975) of
$3,420,383,000.

The administration recently proposed legislation which authorizes $435 million
over the next five year period. The Senate Commerce Commiltee raised the total
authorization level to $612 million. Because of the Federal match of $1 for
every $2.50 of non-Federal funds, the amount of non-Federal funds which would
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have to be raised to achieve the maximum Federal funding would be around
$1,530,000,000. If this level of non-Federal funds was reached, then both Federal
and non-Federal funds would total $2,142,000,000.

- FOUNDATION INVOLVEMENT IN PUBLIC BROADCASTIRG e
Following are the major grants received by the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting from foundations for fiscal years beginning with fiscal year 1869:

TABLE 83—GRANTS BY INDIVIDUAL FOUNDATIONS FOR FIscAL YEARS 1069-1974 To
- THE CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASBTING

FISCAL YEAR 19G9 GRANT

Foundation:
Ford Foundatlon e mcmeec e e ————— $802, 500
Carnegle Corporation.____ e 1, 000, 000
Total for fiscal year 1969 e 1, 802, 500
FISCAL YEAR 1970 GRANTS

Ford Foundation e ————— $972, 500
Carnegle Corporation. . mmaacmeeaea 15, 000
Sears Roebuck Foundation. - oo oo cccacaeeem 90, 000
Total for fiscal year 31970 e 1, 077, 600

FISCAL YEAR 1971
Ford Foundation. .o cccceececcmncnc - ——————— $3, 439, 910
Sears Roebuck Foundation .o oo e 100, 000
General Service Foundation. ... acemee 75, 000
Grant Foundation_ . e 25, 000
Lillian P. Schener Fund... - o eecccccamme e 5, 000
-4 Other Miscellaneous Family Foundations_ ... 650
Total for fiscal year 1971 e maceem 3, 645, 560

FISOAL YEAR 1972
Ford Foundation. .o e $2, 310, 879
Sears Roebuck Foundation o oo e 250, 000
General Service Foundation oo - 75, 000
Vincent Astor Foundation oo e - 826, 000
Haas Community Fund.._._...__ - ——— - 100, 000
Historic Sites Foundation . e eeve e 10, 000
Rockefeller Foundation .o e e 100, 000
Rockefeller Brothers Fund. .. e e 25, 000
Harris Foundationa . ov oo e—————e 150, 000
McFeely Rogers Foundation o e 15, 000
Scheide Fund. oo ______. —— —— 12, 000
Total for fiscal year 1072 e 3, 873, 879

FISOAL YEAR 1978
Ford Foundation. e e——— $891, 5569
Sears Roebuck Foundation. .. ___ Shmcmemem————————— 560, 000
Concordia College Foundation. . -_.._ —— 7, 500
LaSalle-Adams Fund. .o e ———— 1, 000
Alcoa Foundation-— - ... # 70,000
Lewis W, and Maud Hill Family Foundation 18, 640
Andrew W. Mellon Foundation.......o... - 50, 000
Trusts of Sarah Maud W. Sivertsen. ——— 42, 000

Total for fiscal year 1973 .. v e nemcccmamacac——— 1, 635, 199
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FISCAL YEAR 1974

Ford Foundation..... ——— ——— - $825,000
Sears Roebuck Foundation oo oo ————— 350, 000
Lewis W. and Maud Hill Family Foundation._._.____ ——mmmem——— 6, 640
LaSalle Adams Fun@ e oo - 1, 000
Trust of Sarah M. Sivertsen ——— — 15, 000

Total for fiscal year 1974 _— - - 1,197,640

The following is a partial listing of foundation support received by individual
stations in fiscal year 1973:

TABLE 4.—~FOUNDATION MONEYS RECEIVED BY INDIVIDUAL STATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1973

. National
Station foundations ! Other ! Total
Alabama Netwotk ................................................. 0 0 0
KYUK—Bethel. ... i iiieeierrcaicncemnnearaeaennannnn 0 0 0
KUAC-TV-—Fanbanks ............................................. 0 0 0
KUAT —TU0S0N . i iiiiciciiicccsacccaanacaceananacanns 0 0 0
KETS—Little ROCK. . .. eeiiieeciciacceecsnancrcsnuencnenecacenens 0 0 0
KOCE——Hunhngton [ 2T 0 0 0
KEET—Eureka........ 0 0 0
KCET-—Los Angeles. 1,103,942 86,253 1,190,195
KLCS—Los Angeles. 0 1} [}
KIXE—Redding....... 0 ¢ ¢
KVIE—Sacramento................... reemeemeeneenane- 0 200 200
KPBS—San DieB0. . . .eevneereaineeancararcnncncacnnancanaannnn 0 12, 845 12,845
K?EO——San FraNCISE0. o e et eeemameeececcacacesnaccacaiannacnnanen 1,146,160 0 1, 146, 160
KYEH—S3n 088 . ... itiiiioieiiiicrciccccanaccccacnaaaannen 0 0 0
KOSM —San Mate0. ... uueeraeeniciearaiceeeccccaceacaanaananan 0 0 0
KRMA—DONYer. . e eeeenernacencaccccancvecanoscnsscannonananee 0 0 0
b L T P . 0 Y 0
Connecticut Network..... 37,500 17,000 4, 500
WETA—Washington, D.C. 1,780,500 0 1, 780 500
WUFT—Gainesville.... 0 0
WICT—Jacksonville. .. 150, 000 5,300 155, 300
WTHS—Miami (1TV) . . o eceeeenececeanes 0 0 0
WMFE~O1an00_ . .o ieeceiiccaecccennecccacnaennnan 0 6,955 6,95
WORE—Pensatola. .. ...ceenrencneecenrrsnsancaccnancesnsaanasacens 0 0 0
WFSU—Tallahasses. . .coennnenereacerccncanneocecacncennneacncnnn 0 0 0
WEDU—Tampa. ..o e caeaeccacnccceccacceeacnnannaaann 0 25,000 25,000
WUSF—TamMpPa. coceeeieeaceeacccrcccccscrceccucancsnnsasancens 0 0 0
WETV ANt e oeeceiiicaeieeacrccrcerrercasaacccncananaces - 0 0 0
Georgia Network........ . 0 0 0
Hawail Network ......... 0 $, 000 5, 000
KUID-—Moscow. . ............ 0 0 0
KAID- TV—Bouse State College. 560 0 560
KBGL—Pocatello. ............ 0 0 0
Southern 11linois University......omeooeocmonii i 0 0 0
WITW—ChiC380. ... cveececccracccnaccccenacaccancecnncecnscnaccns 0 Q 0
B L 2 LT T 0 7,060 1,060
WILL—UrDana. .. .ccceuecerennnenerccacncascncancenosnaseanannnannn Q 0 0
WTIU—BIOOMINGION. ... oeeeernnccenesncncacecacacacasccemcanannen 0 0 0
WNEN—EVaNSVITlO e ee e cenraccnceccnacecnncosansonncemncnnns 135 0 135
WFYI—Indianapohs ................. . 0 7,500 7,500
WCAE—St. John. ... 15, 000 2,000 17,000
WVUT—-Vmcennes 0 0 0
0 15, 449 15, 449
0 0 0
ichita. . e eeeacmacenaccnceoeneaen .- 0 4,215 4,215
Kentucky ETY Authonty.. ......................................... 0 0 0
WKPC—LoUisvile. . ... cceeeecrenccaeeccenscacancnncronncnarenoana 0 0 0
WLPB—Baton ROUBS. ...cuanerenecccccanccncncacanns evcenmenesas 0 0 0
WYES—NEW Orleans. v oe oo eeeccnaenconnccscenaasncaensonnnne 2,700 49, 000 $1,700
WCBB—AURUSHS. . ..ceeeneencnannanarcscnanacacanacrcnasssnacacas 0 14,850 14, 850
WMEB—OrON0. ... cceencnceecccccnncnccnmcscamcacanncranennsrasas 0 0 0
Maryland Notwork. . ...ceeeaeevmennn- 0 0 Y
WGBH—Boston..... 1,453,167 478, 307 1,928,474
WGBY—Springfield 100, 000 90, 000 190, 000
WTVS—Detroit. . . 54, 100 54,100
WKAR-TV—East Lansing. 893 Q 893
WGYC—Allandale._......coocemaiciiaiireeccicaececcccccosoncnan 0 0 0
WNPB—Marquetts. . ....coeennencaccaccccaecenacaccananannann . 0 0 - 0
WOMU ML, Pleasant. .. .ccim i iciceceecccicanacccannancann . 0 0 0
WUCM—Univarsity Conter..........ceeeeiaiaciiaiieeneaenens 0 0 0
KWCM—Appieton._... eecceeansenas . IO 0 0 ¢
VT—Austin, Minn. ........ eetamersmscsseessseascassnsscensnnne e 0 0
WOSF—Duluth.......ooonoons 0 0 g
KTCA—-St. PaullMlnnoapolls. . [ 476, 676 476,676
Mississippi Network. .. .. .eveneeieeceeieecaornnneeninssncancanennn 0 0



153

TABLE 4.—FOUNOATION MONEYS RECEIVED BY INDIVIDUAL STATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1973—Conlinued

National

Station foundations $

Other?

KCPT—Kansas Clty . o coeeniinniiii it icncicicccnccnas
KETC—St LOUiS. ..o

New Hampshire Network
uaw Jorsey Network...

WSKG—Binghambon. ... oom e oo iiineinn oo e -
WRYE—NeW YOIk .o oo riccciiiecreaeceeaenns eerancanecae

WLIW—Garden City. .. g oo
WRET—New York. oo eicne i ciicecacacaccreccrernccnean
WXXI—Rochester._ . S,
WMHT—Schenectady. ..

WCNY—Syracuse. .
WNPE—Watertown._
North Carolina Network.
WTVI—Charlotte. . ceeeeee e ciciccccnaeanns
KEME—Fargo. .. oone o oecn oo tiiae et cnenacnaeas

yt
WOUR-TV—Athens, Oht0_ e oo ooie i iacaanae. Cemerececeace
WRGU—Bowling Green._.._...... tececccetccaesccesseracecscenenen
WCET—Cincinnati. ..o ee i iicieceicaicnann
WVIZ~—Cleveland..
WOSU—Columbus..
WGSF—Newark....
WGTE—Toledo......
KETA—Oklshoma City...ouvecnancnannnnaae.
KOKH—OK!ahoma. ..ccuceemrcacaecaaoomieacecaracncecsccccacanas
Portland-Corvellis.eeeecccncennannn.... esesemccentsancmcecansnnnca .
WLVT—AHeNOWN . e e iiaeiiieiciaieeeietorcecncaacnarcaanne
WQLN—-fria ......................................................
WITF—Hershey............. tesmcusscescaseaancccscverosasnnsearan
WHYY/WUHY—Philadelphia...... . .
WVIA—Scranton. ........
WSBE—Providence...
South Carolina Networ
KESD—Brookings. ..
South Dakota Network. .....................
KUSD—Vermillion. .ooue e e iiiiiiceiecncanecea
WYCT—Chattanooga. . ..ceo e cieianeeieaeees
WSIK—Knoxville. . i iciiitiiircec i e nre e
WOCN—Nashville ... ..o
KAMU—College Station. . ..o iiim i iiicaccnaes
KEDT-TV—Corpus Christie . ... oo oeniie e e e ceeenen
KERA—DaIlaS. oo iiiceteicienanacacaraaaae
KUHT—Houston.
KTXT—Lubbock.
KBYU—Provo......
KUED—Salt Lake City. cecemacaneiecuan .
Vermont Network ...
WYPT—Hatris0nbUIg. o e e i iciiiericiacaeeccnacnnenn
WHRO—NoHOIK. . o e
WOVE—RIChMONG . ... iiiiae et canaeeaacaa
WBRA—ROINOKE . . o oiieieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e cecranceanaaaanaa
KPEC—Lakewood Center. .. ... . . i iiiiiiciiiiiiiiaennna
KWSU—Pulman. et tctciceenac e
KCTS—Seattle_. .
KSPS—Spokane.
KTPS—Tacoma. .
KYVE—Yakima. ... ... .ooccaiaiail, -
WSWP—Grandview, W. Va._ ..o e
WMUL—Huntington . . iiiiiiiiieericana..
WWYU—MOTBaMtOWN . . .. iiiiiiii it caccerecnreaananncan

amg—-{;mn BaY .o iiciecieccancanaa
—MA0ISON . e iieiiiiiicccecasieceeacaicans

1+ National Foundations’ denotes those foundations whose grants are not restricted geographicaily whils **Other”
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