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INTRODUCTION 

At the time we were asked to look into the question of the effect 

of television on college football attendance, it was eereed. that the 

assignment involved two phases: 

(l) A thorough exam:f.nat1on of past research dealing 

w1 th the :problem, ahd an evaluation of the extent 

to which this research has answered the question, 

and 

{2) Recommendations for a basic research program which 

would not on~ provide definitive answers to the 

problem of pa.st effects, but would al.so yield in­

formation which, within limits, could be used. to 

predict ruture effects. 

This report is d.i vided into three sections. 

Section I di scuases the nature of the problem, its co:uq;>lex.i ty, and 

the variables which must be controlled in order to isolate the specific 

effect of television. 

Section II aummarizes our evaluation of past research and explains 

our general conclusions: the.t this research has failed to provide defin­

itive answers to the problem of past effects and has l1 ttle pred.ict1 ve 

value for the tuture; although, ta.ken collectivelj', it does suggest certain 

adverse effects in the pe.at e.nd provides guidance for ruture research. 

More detailed evaluations of the indi 'Vidual studies which we examined. are 

given in the appendices to this report. 
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Section III outlines our recommendations for a basic research program 

for the :f'Uture, and sketches a design for both a. "minimum" and a ''maximum'' 

research operation. 

In addition to the five organizations which sponsored this report, we 

Wish to give special thanks to Hugh M. Beville Jr. of NBC and Ralph Fure~ 

of the NCAA for their guidance to us; to Jerry Jordan for send.ins us advance 

proofs of his forthcoming publication on this subJect and for hie coopera­

tion in ope~ up to us his voluminous files; to "The Pulse'' tor providina 

us with necessary figures on the composition of the television audience; 

to William J. Cobb who devoted :f'Ull-time to this project in his capacity 

as special consu.ltant to NOOO, end to the man,y market and opinion research 

aeenciee who cooperated w1 th us in supplying us w1 th data or in answering 

questions about their past research on the subject. 
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I 

NATURE OF THE PROBLEM 

It should be made clear at the outset that we are dealing with e. problem 
which is extremel.3 complex. 

First, television itself is e. variable. Thus, we must measure not simp]3 
the effect of the existence of TV on a.ttendence, but rather how much TV 
affects attendance when it is present in various degrees, end under varying 
conditions. For instance, the extent of TV ownership in an area, the accesai~ 
bilit7 of TV in public places, the availability of competing games on TV and 
of deferred. or post-same 'l'V, a.re all variations 1n the TV variable itself. 
In addition, different individuals are exposed in varyins degrees to TV 
(through ownership, viewing on a friend' e set or in public places). 

Second, we must measure TV effects for several different as;pecte of attend­
ance. Thus, we need to estimate the effect on long-run, over::e::tl college 
football attendance, on attendance in specific regions or at specific types 
of colleges, or on attendance at specific games. 

Third, there · are :n!!1l other factors besides television which affect aports 
attendance. These factors interact with each other and w1 th televi aion 1n 
·widely varied combinations to brins about attendance changes-.c'If we are to 
isolate the effect of TV, all these other variables must be controlled. 

·· Fourth, television itself is not a static phenomenon, but on the contrary 
-h1§hli dynamic. We are dealins with an industry yet in its infenc7. It is 
aubJect to rapid e.nd to some extent unpredictable che.nses in techniques; 
rapid ehi~s in the composition of the ownership group are occurring with 
extensive penetration into lower economic levels; TV is brinsins profound 
effects on leisure-time habits which Jll83' not yet have crystallized into 
permanent pe.ttems; and even when such patterns in the mass have become 
stabilized, the effect on a gi van individual me;r vary 1n relation to the 
length of time ~e has owned the set. -

Finally, it is clear that TV me;r have both depressing end stimulative effects 
on attendance in different cases. Therefore, we must measure both effects, 
in order to arrive at tEe net effect. 

These complexities may be illustrated by a discussion of possible approaches 
to the problem. One approach might be to compare attendance for a sample of 
TV owners and another sample of non-owners, and reason that any differences 
are caused by television. But actually, there is evidence that, on the 
average, TV owners have higher incomes .. greater interest in sports, e.nd 
higher pre-television attendance than non-owners. 

So in order to achieve e. meaningfUl comparison, we must contrast the trends 
in attendance behavior for the two groups over a period of time, or we must 
make sure that we compare our group of TV owners o~ with those non-owners 
who have an equivalent interest in sports and whose prior attendance :patterns 
were equi vs.lent. And comparisons must be made for various groups of non­
owners, exposed in varyins degrees to TV in the home of a friend or in public 
places. Further, the measurement of stimulative effects, -- making new fans 
or increasing the interest of old ones .... presents peculiar difficulties. 
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But even these comparisons, while they might provide a sound appraisal of 
past effects, would not tell ua what will happen in the fUture, because of 
the d,ynamic character ot the situation. The characteristics of fUture TV 
owners, for example, mJ!J" be quite different from the characteristics of the 
past owners whose attendance habits we have examined. And because of ''novelty 
effects" or other factor a related to the individual's own experience With 

, television, we cannot be sure that even the TV owners we have investigated 
will behave in the future as the1 have in the past. 

If one approaches the problem by comparill8, not groups of individuals, but 
the attendance figures of groups of' colleges, dependill8 upon whether or not 
the semee were televised, such factors as team performance and prestige, and 
number of TV sets in the area, must be controlled. Furthermore, the groups 
must be eufficientl:y large so that rand.om variations in other factors, euCh 
e.e weather, will be cancelled out. 

Final.}¥, because of the differential characteristics of TV owners in various 
'regions of the country, no mere local study can be used to evaluate total or 
national effects. And in order to see how TV effects operate in euch con­
trasted situation e.e small colleges vs. laree colleges, good weather ve. bad. 
weather, the presence or absence of competine sports attractions, etc., no 
national survey is sufficient because these local factors must be studied 
locally in a number of controlled situations. 

A Schematic Outline 

The foregoing discussion was intended merely to augsest the nature and com­
plexity of the research problem. To illustrate it graphically, and to 
provide a frame of reference for the evaluation of past research and for 
the desisn of :future research, we present below a schematic outline of the 
problem. In this scheme, the major variables are classified into three 
groups, as follows: 

( l) TV INDEPBID~T VARIABLES -- These are the factors relating 
to television, whose effects it would be desirable to measure: 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I. 
J. 

The ave.ilabili t;r of TV in the area 
The extent of TV ownership 
The length of ownership of TV sets 
The accessibility of TV in public places 
The characteristics of TV owners 
The availability of competing games on TV 
The ave.ilabili ty of deferred or post -game TV 
The price and ave.ilabili ty of TV sets 
The technical vividness of the telecast 
AD'3 special features of the TV program (good or bad. 

announcer, TV publicity urs1ns attendance at game, 
etc.) 
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DEPm.DllNT VARIABLES -- We want to know how 8.1:fJ" or all of 
the above factore-arrect these things: 

A. Long~run, over-all college football attendance 
:a. Seasonal attendance at particular types of colleges 
c. Attendance at specific games 

NON-TV INDEPmDmT VARIABLF.S -- 'Ihese are factors, a.aide 
from television, which ~ be presumed to affect attendance, 
and. whose effects must either be :measured or controlled: 

A. Long-run economic factors (cha.nsea in income, e11q>loyment, 
ticket prices, etc., as they operate differentia.~ in 
different areas or on different types of people} 

:a. Team performance (both home and visiting teems) 
c. Weather 
D. Lons-run che.nges in leisure-time habits and interest in 

football, in different areas and for different types 
of people 

E. Local interest in football in the pa.at 
F. Individual game attractiveness, publicit1 and promotion 
G. Stability of attendance (the extent of advance sale, 

hard-core alumni attendance, etc.) 
lI. Competing activities: sports attractions or otherwise 
I. Relative difficulty of attendance: parking, transporta-

tion, availability of seats, etc. 
J. Radio broad.cast of the game 
IC. War-related effects: gas ratioiu.ns, the draft, etc. 
L. Lons-run population changes, including proportion who 

have attended college 

The above lists of variables could be even g:x:panded, but obviously, a.11 
are not of equal importance, nor a.re special controls neceesa.:ey to hold 
.constant the effects of each. Thus, by the simple process of interview­
ins a national cross-section we would iron out differences in local 
interest in football; by studying attendance figures at a le.rge sample of 
colleges, statistical laws would. normally take care of random fluctuations 
due to local factors, etc. 

But the i:m,presei ve list of variables emphasizes the dimensions of the 
problem, and provides a framework within which we can judge the adequacy 
of pa.et research e.nd design a program for the fUture. 

If we find, for eXaJllPle, that in certain past studies, the varying char­
acteristics of TV own.era in different localities have not been controlled, 
or tba.t team performance has been ignored in comparing e:ttendance figures, 
we are entitled to view the finding a wi t.h auepi cion. 

Similarly, in designing a program for future resee.rchi we must take care 
to control, as far ae practicable, t.he differential efiecta of the numerous 
variables ci tad above. 

We turn now to our evaluation of the findings of pa.et research studies 
on the problem. 

) 
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EVALUATION OF PAST RESEARCH 

It is our conclusion, after detailed analysis of the reported research in 
this field., that none of the past studies, taken individually or collec­
tively, provides definitive answers to the question of the ma.gni tude and 
direction of the effects of television on college football attendance in 
the past; nor does it provide a eati s:f'actory basis for determining fUture 
effects during the 1950 and 1951 seasons. 

The conclusion the.t definitive answers have not thus far been provided 
ehould not be interpreted as implying that all past research has been 
poorly designed or inefficiently carried out. 

In the first place, few of these studies make any pretensions of being 
definitive. Some of them merely state their findings without voicing any 
conclusions; others take care to point out the limitations of their data, 
and report their results as merely euge;esti ve. The standards we have been 
asked to a.pp~ are, therefore, unduly rigorous. 

Secondly, all of these studies were made at too early a date in the develop­
ment of television to provide definitive answers, since control of all the 
relevant variables in such a dynamic ai tuation requires a lons enough period · 
to aseeee effects over time. It is doubtfUl whether e;ny research could have 
been designed before 1950 which would have provided more than a rough guess 
as to effects so far. 

Furthennore, it is inherent in the nature of the problem that studies which 
are set up on a local basis or are otherwise limited in scope cannot provide 
definitive estimates of the extent and direction of TV effects in other 
localities or situations. 

As will be seen in our examination of the individual studies, it is possible 
to approach the problem in many different ways. :But the fruitfUlnees of 
any particular approach ~ not become clear until much of the data have 
been collected, due to the complexities of the problem. Thus, with the best 
intentions and the highest degree of research skill, it is quite possible 
for a researcher to discover that he baa not taken into account all the 
relevant variables and that his findings are therefore not significant. 

In particular, the work of Jerry Jordan deserves great commendation. There 
can be little doubt of the importance of the be.ale material that he baa 
succeeded in accumulating for any fUture research in this field, and he 
succeeefUlly demonstrated that effects thus far have been minor in most 
areas. 

The de.ta obtained from past research, together with the various approaches 
used, have sreat~ illuminated the problem and he.ve provided the necessary 
guidance in setting up a basic and thorough-going research program, now 
that sufficient time hae passed. to make such a program feasible. 

- 4 -
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The major reasons for the failure of past studies to provide definitive 
information are: 

(l) La.ck of ad.equate controls over the variables other than 
TV in estimating effects on past attendance -- especially 
the failure to control the "normal'' or pre-TV attendance 
of television owners. 

( 2) Failure to study attendance trends over a long enough per­
iod of time to proVide a basis for forecasting fUture ef­
fects, ae TV reaches more and different people. 

(3) Limitations in the senere.lity of the research, which make 
it impossible to project the findings to other areas or 
different situations. 

( 4} P.ellance on verbal report a of re aeons for increased or 
decreased attendance, which do not necessarily provide a 
valid measure of the actual effects of television. 

(5) Certain technical inadequacies in some of the studies, 
such as non-response biases in mail eurve7s, faulty 
sampling techniques, or poor questionnaire design. 

Summary evaluations of the separate studies, presented in this section of 
our report, will briefly examine the · role of each of these defects, as 
they operate to prevent definitive conclusions from being drawn. A more 
detailed evaluation of each study will be found in the append.ices. 

Taken collectively, the bod¥ of past research suggests that the over-all 
effects of television Qn college football attend.a.nee in the past have been 
adverse, but sma.ll. It is impossible to specify the amount of this adverse 
effect with e:n:y precision, but in total it is probably less than 1», though 
posaib.cy- somewhat larger in aree.s of heavy TV saturation. 

Paet research does not offer even a suggestion of what the fUture effects 
will be, as saturation increases, except that the future trend will be a 
function of at least three basic factors now working in different direc­
tions, the net result of which is not predictable on the basis of past 
research. 

These factors are: the fUture increase in the public's exposure to TY'; 
a decline in the proportion of viewers whose attendance will be adversely 
affected as TV penetrates more extensively into the lower economic levels 
which do not ordinarily attend college football games; and unknown changes 
in the behavior of owners of differing characteristics, a.a they hold their 
sets for longer and longer period.a of time. 

It should be emphasized that past research has not proved an adverse ef­
fect, but merely that it suggests it. In particular, the hypothesis of 
the "novelty effect", which is central to Jordan's study of the problem 
(while not, in our Judgment, proved by the data cited), points up the need 
to etudy the attendance behavior of given individuals over a period of 
time after purchase,, before it can be dete:nnined whether apparent past 
effects are merely temporary. 
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Furthermore, the B\l8S&eted adverse effects in the past mq be partially 
offsetb;r the stimulative effects of TV on the attendance of other persona 
besides owners, or on new owners who had previously lacked interest in 
football. None of the past research provides a goQd estimate of the ex-
tent and maen1 tud.e of poesi ble atimulati ve effects. · 

The Jerry Jordan Research 

Jordan' a general conclusion 1 a that the effect of TV on collese football 
attendance has been almost negligible thus far, end that whatever effect has 
e:xisted is only temporary and mey be expected to disappear in the f'uture. 

This conclusion is be.sad primarily on the eypotheaie of a ''novelty effect", 
which arose out of a prior general sociological study of television effects 
which indicated considerably lower participation in a number of activities, 
includil'.18 sports attendance, for short-term TV own.era, as can;pared with 
lone-term o~mers. ' 

Accord.il'.18 to Jordan's hypothesis, which he himself states is central to 
his whole research, the attendance of TV owners~ tall off immediately 
after their purchase of a set, but it gradual.l.J returns to normal and may 
even surpass their pre-TV attendance. He adduces a considerable amount of' 
data, of two general kinda, which are cited aa proof of the l:\Yl>otheaie. 

Fi~at, comparisons obtained from a sample survey in Philadelphia in late 
1949 show that veey recent TV purchasers have a much lower attendance than 
non-owners, but that persons who have owned a eet for more than two years 
have an even higher attendance than non-owners do. Secondly, studies in 
Philadelphia baseba.ll stadiums show higher proportions of TV owners, and 
especially of lons-term owners, amens spectators than among the Philadelphia 
population as a whole. 

Unfortune.tei,, the findins ie inconclusive because the prior attendance 
ha.bits o'f the three groups were not controlled.. Lacking actual trend.a in 
the behavior of the same individuals, a "novelty effect" would be proved 
onl.J if long-term owners, ehort-tem owners and.non-owners differed. from 
one another only in the respect of TV ownership. 

Actually, there is evidence that earlier purchasers of TV were a group 
with relatively high incomes and above-average aports attendance prior 
to purchase. The short-term owners are a group with relatively lower in­
comes end lower sports e.ttend.ance. Thus, it cannot be concluded that the 
fUture behavior of present short-term owners will con:f'onn to the present 
behavior of long-term owners. 

However,, ec:.;;.e valid conclusions~ be drawn from Jordan's data. It seems 
clear, for example, that there i e at lea.et a tempore.ey reduction in at­
tendance caused. by TV ownership~ Short-term owners h8've lower attend.a.nee 
rates than non-owners, in spite of the fact that th3re ia every reason to 
believe their prior attendance was at least e.s great, and probably greater. 
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Furthermore, it can be calculated. from Jorde.n's data that only 41% of the 
entire grou:p of '1!V owners (both short-term and long-term) attended. a foot­
ball same during 1949, e.e COJlliP&red with 46;, of the rion-ownera. According 
to these fisures, therefore, TV owners attended. only 89~ as often as non-
ownere (41 over 46); or, in other words, their attendance fell off ii;,, 
if we assume that both groups bad equal attendance in the past. 

Since TV owners, at the time of the survey, amounted to about one-quarter 
of the Philadelphia population, a minimum loss in total attendance, due 
to televi ei on, of a.round. 31' (one-fourth of ll~) , 1 e ind.1 cated. 

The above calculation provides a minimum estimate because it is reasonable 
to suppose that at lee.st the long-term owners bad a higher previous attend­
ance rate than othera (because of their greater incomes, college education, 
iri.tereat in sports, etc.), e.nd the loss for that group, end. perhaps for 
the short-term owners as well, is probabl:;y understated. Assuming no 
"novelty effect" and. all other things equal, this minimum loss in total 
attendance, caused by television, could amount to more than le>;, if' owner­
ship became universal. 

. . 
Actual~, there is a 9sestion of a ''novelty effect'' in the sharp differ­
ence that Jordan finds in the attendance rates of the "3 months or leas" 
owners, a.a compared with the "4-ll months" owners. Onl.J 24~ of the new 
owners claim to have attended, as compared with 41'1 of the latter group; 
and this difference seems too large to attribute aolel.J to possible dif­
ferences in the :prior attendance habits of the two groups. 

But, lacking prior attendance figures, there is no possibility of ascer­
taining the maenitud.e of any "novelty effect'' from these data, and no 
basis for concluding that the initial lose in attend.a.nee of TV owners will 
be fUlly recovered. 

On the other hand, Jord.e.n' s de.ta a.re all baaed on the proportions who 
''have been to a football game in 1949 11 (including professional, hish school 
end sandlot gemee), instead. of the average number of college football game a 
attended -- a much more relevant end sensitive measure. 

The question used by Jordan would have the effect of magnifying the adverse 
effects of television, since it is reasonable to assume that the TV owners 
(with their higher incomes, college affiliations and greater interest in 
sports) would attend more games and more college games. Jorden 's state­
ment of the attend.a.nee of non-owners me;r be inflated by the probability 
that relative~ more of these attended onl:;y hish school or sand.lot sames, 
or attended only one college game. 

The involved. nature of the foregoing considera.tiona illuatre.tes the dif· 
ficulty of finding definitive answers in Jordan's research. Lacking prior 
attendance behavior of the various groups, and relying on a question which .. 
does not accurately measure college football attendance, one cannot hope 
to get any clear indication of TV's past or fUture effects. 

The studies at the stadiums indicating hisher proportions of' TV owners among 
spectators than among the general public are for baseball only, and have 
no relevance to college football attendance. In fact, Jordan's own figures 
show that TV owners have a higher rate of basebe..l.l attend.a.nee and a lower 
rate of football attendance than the non-owners. It is unl1kel.y, theref'ore, 
that similar findings would. have been obtained in a football etedium. 



In aey case, the stadium surveys are open to the same objection previouslJ' 
cited; a failure to control pre-TV attendance. It is admitted by all that 
TV owners have hi{Jher incomes and are more sports-minded. For all we know, 
the proportion of them found in the stand.a might have been twice as high, 
had tlie g~ not been televised. 

Other Jordan studies, showing a. higher TV ownership rate among football 
season-ticket buyers than among non-buying alumi or the general public, 
are subJect to the same considerations. The groups are not controlled ac­
cord.ins to interest or prior attendance, and 1 t is not surprising that 
those most interested in football and able to afford season-tickets are 
also more likelJ' to have television sets. 

One fact from these comparisons, however,, does suggest an adverse effect 
of television. Those 1948 season-ticket b~ere who did not duplicate 
their purchase in 1949 had a higher 'J!'l ownership rate than the 1948 bU1era 
who did repeat their purchase. Unless television had an ad.verse effect, 
we would have no reason to expect such a finding, and Jordan gives no 
eatisfactor,y explanation of the point. 

Jordan's e.na.4sis of actual college football attendance figures revaals 
little that can be used to provide a. definitive answer to the question 
of television's effects. His basis for est1mat1ns attendance changes 
(percent of colleges increasing or maintaining their previous year's at­
tendance) is asain a relatively 1neensi ti ve measure; percent gain or loss 
in total ad.mi seione would. be more pertinent. 

In a. period when ownership was confined in »J.Qst areas to a small propor­
tion of the population, TV effects on total attendance must certainly have 
been negligible in the caee of the great maJority of colleges. During the 
period of this report, we were unable to obtain the be.sic attendance data 
used in Jorden 's calculations,, but from material supplied by him, it ap­
pears that televised colleges showed a smaller percent gain in total ad­
missions than non-televised colleges. 

The difference is el1sht and probe.b4 not statistically eianificant, but 
takes on importance in view of the fact that the televised colleges e.s a 

·group show a considerably better trend of performance than do the non­
televi eed colleges. Bear:l.og in mind the i~ortance of team pertonna.nce 
in determinins attendance changes, we would expect the televised. colleges 
to show a. larger gain in admissions, rather than a. smaller 6ne, if TV 
were not an adverse factor. 

'Ille demonstration of TV effects throush e.na.lJ"ais of available attendance 
de.ta is made difficult by the comparatively small number of cases; when 
the coll96ee are broken down into relevant groupings, some of the groups 
contain on~ a. bendf'ul of colleges. A related difficulty is the great 
variation in size of colleges, which increases the sampling variability. 

The on4 notable result of Jordan' a analysis of other variables is the 
indication of a strong relationship between team performance and attend­
ance, but the conclusion which seems to be drawn from this that TV effects 
do not exist because variations in attendance changes a.re largely attribut­
able to performance is not logical. That one factor does have an effect 
does not prove that another factor does not have an effect. 
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A detailed. analysis of the Jordan research appears in Appendix A. In 
summary, we conclude t.hat a small adverse effect of . TV is indicated, and. 
that some ''novelty effect., is possible but hardJ.3' proved. The Jordan 
research does not provide definitive answers to past effects, nor does 
it have predictive value for eetime.tins f'uture effects. It does, however, 
offer valuable clues for deeignins en expended research program. 

The Crossley Studz 

This etud3, an exploratory one conducted in 1948, eX81111ned the effects of 
television on the football attendance of TV owners, their suesta end view­
ers in public places, in four Ea.stern cities. The report carefUlly points 
out the limitations of the data and indeed does not state any specific 
conclusion, though it does sound a vague note of e.larm at a slisht de· 
crease in attendance accompanied by an acknowledged increase in interest 
in .football. 

Certain of the findings indicate an adverse effect of TV ownership on 
attendance. Owners show a. decline from 1947 to 1948 in ratio of games 
attended. to games they could. have attended. (what Crossley calls "Percent 
of Ge.mes Potentialities''),, and a considerable drop from their ttnormal0 

(presumab]\y pre-TV) attendance. The trends for guests and viewers in 
public places are not clear. 

About one-fifth of the TV owners give a preference for television a.a a 
reason for non-attendance, as compared with much smaller proportions of 
the guests and viewers in public places mentioning this reason. A con­
eiderab]\y higher proportion of the owners say they enjoy watohins the 
game on TV as much as_actualq attending, than is the case amens their 
guests or among patrons at public places. 

Although the results suggest that TV had a deterrent effect among owners 
in 1948, they do not provtde an answer as to total effects, nor a basis 
for predict:i.on, for the following reasons: 

Most of the TV owners were new owners, and Jordan' a eypotheeie of a 
''novelty effect'' mEq' be involved. Their attendance he.bite would have to 
be followed over a longer period of time to determine whether or not the 
suggested effects were onl.3 tem:pora:ey. 

The survey was conducted in a period when TV bad. not penetrated. exten­
ei ve4r into the middle and lower income groups. Allowance would have to 
be made for the high education and income level of the sample, end the 
findings cannot be projected to the present or to future periods of mass 
ownership. 

As the Crossley report itself emphasizes, its figures for four cities 
differing markedl.3' in size, TV .penetration, football attendance composition, 
and direction of attendance trends, give a total which cannot be projected 
to eectional or national effects. The report recognizes that weighting 
would not have overcome this problem because 11the totals would still not 
be representative of e.nythins more than four selected cities of different 
sizes and different characteri sties. '' 
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TV owners, their guests, and patrons of public places account for onl\1 
an unknown traction of' the total college football market. Trend.a of 
attendance amons those not falling in these groups are not known. 

The proportion giving TV as a reason for non-attendance are suggestive, 
but not a satisfactory measure of actual deterrent effect. In the first 
place, such reasons represent onfy the moat ae.lient considerations which 
occur to respondents, and often do not include latent factors (of which 
TV 'fJJB:1 be one) which ~ be even more ;powerfU.l in determining behavior. 

Secondfy, 'N may interact w1 th other fa~tors and ree.sons in such a com­
plex manner that the respondent himself cannot assess the effect or as­
sign it singfy to one or another reason. Thus, some who give TV as a 
reason f'or non-attendance might not have attended in 8ll1 ce.ae, while otbere 
who do not mention TV might not have been so affected by the other reasons 
the;r give (distance, cost, etc.) it the7 bed not been able to view the 
same on television. 

The Facts Consolidated Studies 

This effort to detemine TV's effect on collese football attendance in Loe 
Angeles in 1949 included two studies: one desisned to find. out wey spec­
tat9rs at a game were going to more or fewer games than in 1948, and the 
other to determine the same information from the general public, through 
telephone interviews. 

The findings reveal that, among persons attending fewer football games, 
availability of the games on television ranks fourth among the reasons 
given. Among persons attending more games, "greater interest" is frequent­
fy cited as a reason, and some of these individuals volunteered the fact 
that their interest had been aroused by watching college football on 
television. 

The results were published merei, in the form of "highlights'' from tbe 
figures, and no explicit conclusions were dre.wn1 although the reader would. 
probabfy conclude that other factors besides TV were operating to reduce 
attendance, and that TV was creating new customers at the same time that 
it was keeping some of the old. ones at home. 

Both these results are not unexpected. The unanswered questions are: 
What ie the D!§llitude of television's effect, 1n comparison with other 

. factors, in decree.sing attendance; and what is the :magnitude of the stim­
ulative effects of 'N, in contrast to its deterrent etrecta'l The studies 
shed no real light on these issues. 

J Aa we indicated. in our comments on the Crossley study, the reasons volun­
teered in response to a eim.ple ''Why?" question are not a valid indicator 
of the relative importance of the various fa.ct ors. A vast complex Of 
causes operate to determine a person's attendance or non-attendance, and 
these causes are usua.l.fy so inter-related that the respondent himself 1e 
unable to assess the relative influence of each. Re will usually mention, 
therefore, onl.J the most salient reason that occurs to him at the moment. 
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Sixty percent of the ticket-hold.ere, and 451i of the general public who had 
watched. sames on TV, said that teleVieion "made them want to come out to 
see games 1n person''. The significance of this finding is open to serious 
question: the word.ins of the question mq have encouraged a. ''Yea" a.newer; 
there is no we.y of knowing how often this increased. d.eeire to attend is 
actually translated into action (1.e., actual attendance), and finally, it 
mq be taken for granted that !&. publicity a.bout the game (radio, news­
paper or TV) would. increase the d.esire to attend. The question ia: Does 
the stimulative effect outweigh the deterrent effect? 

'l.Wenty-two percent of the ticket-holders at the stadium cle.imed to own 
teleVi eion set e (a higher proportion than of the general publ1 c), but this 
finding is of little value in View of the correlation between present TV 
ownership and prior or "normal" attendance. 

Finally, the telephone survey among the senera.l public revealed. that 801; of 
those who bad attended a football game during the past season bad also 
watched one on television, while among the non-attenders, only 4~ had. seen 
football on TV. Thie finding i e no measure of TV' s etimulati ve effect, how­
ever, because the common factor of interest in football underlies both tele­
viewi.ng end attendance, end one would expect a high correlation between the 
tvo. 

Southern California Ticket Holders Study , 

This was a study of former USC season-ticket holders who purchased such 
tickets in 1948 but did not repeat in 1949. The conclusion that TV had no 
appreciable deterrent effect on such persons was based on three main find­
ings, none of which may be considered conclusive. 

The first ma.Jor find.ins was that among those persons who purchased public 
season tickets in 1948 but not in 1949, a higher proportion of TV owners 
tb4n of non-owners attended one or more of the 1949 games. Actually 1 be­
cause of the small sample available (26 own.ere and 31 non-owners), the 
difference ie not etatietice.lly significant, since eempling variance alone 
would. have produced. the difference one~fourth of the time. 

Furthermore, although prior attendance for the two groups (TV owners vs. 
non-owners) appears to be controlled, a fallacy lies in the le.ck of control 
over the proportion of TV owners who did not renew, in comparison with the 
proportion of non-owners. Thus, if 4~ of the TV owners failed to renew 
(a hypothetical figure), but onl.J 201' of the non-owners failed to re-pur­
chase, it would be clear that tele'Vision had. a deterrent effect, even though 
more of the TV owners saw~ of the games the following year. 

And. there 1e some reason for supposing that is, in fact, what happened. No 
leas then 461' of those who failed to renew were TV owners,, aa compared with 
only 181> in the area. population ae a whole and 281> in the ''A. 11 economic 
stratum. We would. not expect the TV" . ownership proportion amons the entire 
group of 1948 season-ticket purcha.sere to be veey much higher than among 
the "A'' economic stratum, much less to be e.s high as 46~. However, lacking 
e.xaot figures on the proportion of owners and non-owners who failed. to re­
new, we cannot be certain of the caee, and the findings remain inconcluei ve. 
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The second finding on which the conclusion is based ie that fewer than l~ 
mention television as the reason for their failure to renew. The difficul­
ties of relying on volunteered reasons in response to a single question, 
as a measure of television's effect, have been discussed in the two prior 
evaluations. 

Finally, the survey cites the findins that a hisher proportion of the dis­
continuers say they plan to bey tickets next year than say they plan to 
watch the games on television. While susgeative, there is no true pred.ic­
ti ve value in people' a expression of their long-range intentions. 

F£AC Postcard Study 

In this survey 30,000 post ca.rd.a were sent out by liPAC member colleges to 
alumni chosen a.t random from those 11 ving w1 thin 250 miles of the campus. 
Data were collected on number of games attended in each of several prior 
seasons, on TV set ownership and on certain other factora 1 and approXi -
me.te.ly 5, 000 returns were tabulated. 

The report concludes that television is a potential threat to college 
football, but the only specific finding cited is that 16~ of the sample 
thought television was as satisfactory as actual attend.a.nee. However, it 
is not possible to conclude from this that those 16~ will actually atop 
attending for that reason. Too many other factors intervene to affect at­
tendance to make it possible to translate such a figure into actual effect. 

Thoush the report does not specifical.ly mention the fact, the tabulations 
reveal a decline in attendance over the 1945-1949 period among those re­
sponding. For a variety of reasons, however, this result is of no value 
for determining the effect of television. 

First, it may reasonably be assumed that attendance declines sharply when 
a. student becomes an alumnus, and perhaps continues to decline slowly 
thereafter. If this is true, it will inevitably be found that any group 
of alumni show a generally declining attendance, as they leave school and 
grow older. Their gradual loss will, of course, be offset by the high 
attendance rates of the new alumni. 

Secondly, no cross-tabulation of the attendance data by TV ownership was 
made, so that we could not, in any case, determine whether the reported 
decline was due to TV. 

Finally, the small percentage of returns also casts doubt on the validity 
of the findings, since the amount of non-response bias is not known. It 
may be, for e:t:ample, that returns came di sproportiona.tely from those who 
owned or did not own TV sets, or from those who liked or disliked television. 
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Television Forecast Study 

Thia was a. mail questionnaire which investigated the effect of TV ownership 
on the participation of owners in the Chicago area in certain leisure-time 
activities. Lower participation in all activities was found, but according 
to the report, the observed difference for sports attendance could have 
arisen from sampling variability. 

Consistently higher present participation and much smaller declines from 
the pre-TV ownership period were shown for long-term owners as compared 
with short-term owners. A high proportion of respondents said they had. 
become interested in sports they had not been interested in before. 

The relevance of findinss to the impact of television on college football 
attendance is severely limi tad, owing to the broad nature of the investiga­
tion. The comparison of lons-term and short-term owners cannot be ta.ken 
to prove novelty effect, since other factors could. have caused the greater 
decline for short-term owners. The report itself carefully points this 
out, citins the possibility that memory of time spent in participation 
before gettins the set ia less accurate for the long-term owners. We would 
add .that long-term owners lll8l be lees influenced by cost differences and 
other competitive ad vantages of TV, because they a.re higher in the economic 
scale than short-term owners. 

NCAA Television Study 

A mail questionnaire was.sent to 278 member colleges, asking for attendance 
figures and for opinions on the effect of TV. Since only about a 23~ re­
turn was obtained, and since the opinions of the athletic directors who 
responded provide only speculative information on the actual effects of 
TV, we do not diecu.es the findinss here. A more detailed evaluation is 
provided in A:Ppend.ix D. 

Pacific Coast Conference Attendance Studl 

This study merely compares seasonal attendance figures at Pee colleges for 
the 1947, 1948 and 1949 see.eons, usins "comparable'' home games for the 
com.pe.r:leon. No interpretation of the findings is advanced., and no causal 
connection with television is shown. 

1949 Study of u'. S. Football Market (Don Spencer Study) 

No relevant data a.re available from these findings, except for the infor­
mation that ''persona known to attend football games" (if this is a good 
sample of them) have very hish incomes and are much more likely to be 
college grad.us.tee than are the general public. Moat of those questioned 
said they would prefer to attend a same of national interest rather than 
to watch it on television. 
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Television Rat~e of Commercial Services, Inc. 

This study simply forecasts the number of TV sets expected to be in use 
in 1950. 

Newspaper Stories 

In addition to the studies cited e.bove, a great number of eta.tementa and 
opinions have been reported in the press as to the effect of TV on college 
football and other eporta attendance. These opinions range e.ll the way 
from deep pessimism to complete optimism, and all of them fail to estab­
lish a definite causal connection between television and. the situations 
the;r cite. 
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SUGGESTED PROGRAM FOB THE FUTURE 

It ie clear from the foregoing evaluation of past research that little 
definitive information has thus far been obtained concerning the effects 
of television on college football attendance. While much research has been 
done and a good deal of valuable data collected, few valid conclusions or 
generalizations can-be drawn from these past efforts because of limitations 
in the scope of the studies which were largely unavoidable at the time. 

Unless the committee is now prepared to support e. program which would over­
come the limitations of past research, we woula recommend that no fUrther 
research be undertaken at this time. No further progress can be made by 
repeating the type of studies conducted in the past, for such studies 
would only add to the ms.ea of ambiguous data of which we already have more 
than enough. 

What is required is a carefully planned study or series of studies, in 
which the uncontrolled. variables present in past research would be held 
constant, and. the findings of which can be generalized to cover more than 
one area, one period of time or one type of situation. The design of such 
a research progra:m is made difficult by the complexities of the problem, 
and its application would not be easy, but we regard it as feasible. · 

To provide a starting point for the design of a basic research program, we 
present below the main lessons learned. from our evaluation of past studies 
so that we may avoid as far aa possible those limitations: 

(1) We cannot measure the effect of TV by comparing the behavior 
of owners and non-owners at a single point in time. Instead, 
we must compare the owner' a behavior before and a~er TV 
became accessible to him, with the non-owner's behavior over 
the same period of time. 

(2) We cannot assume that past TV effects will necessarily hold 
true for the fUture, as technical advances take place and 
as ownership penetrates different groups in the population. 

(3) We cannot assume that TV effects operate independently or 
uniformly, without relation to other variables. 

( 4) We cannot rely on the reasons people give for their behavior 
or opinions about television or football as an actual measure 
of TV effects -- although such information is usefUl in sup­
plementing or explainiD8 data concerning attendance. 

(5) We cannot rely on localized surveys to answer the question 
of effects on overall attendance. 

( 6) People who attend college football games represent a special 
group, and data about the behavior of other population groups 
or of the population as a whole are not necessarily relevant. 

- 15 -
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The program outlined below is based on the above assumptions, and on the 
h;ypothesee which derive from them. 

The minimum requirements for a basic and integrated research program are 
these three: 

(l) 

(2) 

(3) 

&rstematic collection of accurate attendance figures at 
each scheduled same of all colleges, or of a representative 
88lJV?le of colleges, during 1948, 1949 and 1950. 

A nation·wide sample survey of trends in the attend.a.nee 
behavior of the college football aud.ience, in relation to 
their degree c;>f exposure to television. 

Several local 11case studies'' in area.a where a college game 
is televised and where the effect of various local factors 
can be controlled and measured. 

A maximum program, which we d.evelop more tull3 a.t a later point in this 
section, would merely involve an expansion of these three basic approaches, 
in order to control further all the relevant variables. 

§.ystematic Collection and Analysis of Attendance Fisures 

In order to assess the effects of television on college football attendance, 
a prime necessity is complete, accurate and comparable data on actual at­
tendance. Only from such fisuree can we discern the overall trends in 
attendance, the trends for contrasted groups of colleges, or attendance 
at com;parable games in relation to various degrees of exposure to TV. 

Other basic data :required. in this research program, such as television 
ownership and characteristics of its audience, are normally available from 
a variety of sources, but the difficulty of obtaining systems.tic data on 
football atcendance has been a stumbling-block in our evaluation of some 
of the studies we have examined. 

Althoueh analysis of attend.ance de.ta may have only minor value for predic­
tive purposes, it 11JB3" by itself provide considerable evidence as to the 
effects of TV in the past. Thia will become more than ever true as TV 
saturation increases. As we pointed out in our evaluation of Jord.ants 
analysis of attendance figures, one would not expect TV to have a substan­
tial effect on gross attendance at a time when TV ownership was limited. 
to a few areas and to a select group of the popule.tWn.; but in 1950 and 
1951 thi a will probably not be the case. 

The analysis of attendance de.ta would involve comparisons of trends in 
attend.ance for televised and non-televised colleges, for TV and non-TV 
areas, and for comparable games when televised and not televised -- with 
such other variables as performance controlled to the maximum possible ex­
tent. The importance of collecting the data systematically from large 
number of colleges lies in the fact that these other variables can be con­
trolled only if there a.re sufficient ce.ees in each sub-group to permit 
eta.ti stical comparisons. 
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Such analysis would also be usefUl in explaining or qualifying the over­
all effects of television as measured by national surveys. Thus, the 
attendance data might reveal differential effects on varying types of 
colleges: small vs. large, non-televised colleges in TV areas, etc. 

· Finally, ana.lysi a of attendance data could be used to supplement the per­
sonal interview materials from the national survey, and to throw light 
on the findings of e:n:y local surveys which might be undertaken. In the 
latter case, attendance figures might show how the TV effects which may 
be indicated by the survey are modified through interaction with other 
variables prevailing in the local situation. 

Systematic attendance data can be collected from the various colleges by 
means of a mail questionnaire or post card, stating exactly what figures 
are needed. One hundred percent returns should be the goal, all non­
reepondera being followed up by supplementary mailings, by person-to­
person telephone calls, or if necessary, by personal interviews. 

Nation-Wide SeJ:lwle survey 

The purpose of the nation-wide survey would be to d.iscover trends in indi­
vidual attendance, and analyze them in relation to the desree of the in­
dividual's exposure to television. 

It is assumed that three main controls will take care of the relevant 
variables to be considered. in measuring the effect of TV on the attend.a.nee 
of any given individual. These three controls a.re: 

a} Ria past attendance behavior 
b) The period in , which he bought a TV set 
c) The le~th of time he has owned a set 

Personal interviews would be obtained with a. cross-section of the football 
audience in a representative sample of TV areas all over the country. From 
ea.ch person interviewed we would collect data on attendance behavior during 
the pa.et three years, together with such corollary information ae: TV 
ownership, date of purchase, type of screen, satisfaction with TV, program 
interest, reasons for attendance and non-attendance at college geme&, 
amount of TV exposure for non-owners, effect of TV on interest in sports 
of other fa;r,nily members, and the usual socio-economic and other factual 
data. 

TV owners would then be separated into groups, according to the date they 
purchased their set (in relation to the date when TV was introduced into 
the area), and the attendance trends of each studied. The attendance trends 
of non-owners would also be examined, in relation to the extent and recency 
of their exposure to television in the homes of friends or in public places. 

By examining the trends in attendance of TV owners and non-owners at vari­
ous stages of their exposure to television, it should be possible, within 
ree.eone.ble 11mi ta, to calculate their probable fUture attendance. When the 
groups are weighted by their relative frequency in the total football audi- . 
ence, it will then be possible to estimate close~ the overall effect of 
TV in the past and to estimate its probable overall effect in the fUture. 
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Estimates of the amount of new attendance due to television would be de­
rived from comparisons of the number whose attend.a.nee increased, among 
various groups having differential access to TV. 

such a study desisn would overcome most of the limitations of past research. 

It would concexn itself onl;r with the college football market. 
and not with the total population or with irrelevant sub-groups.· 

It would be a natione.l study, not limited to a particular area 
or situation. 

It would deal with trends in attendance over a three-year period, 
and not with behavior at a single point in time. 

It would provide comparisons among sub-groups which could. be 
matched on .the three major variables of prior attendance, 
length of TV ownership, and period of purchase in relation 
to the date TV was introduced into the area. 

Obv;l.ously; such a survey would be difficult to plan and administer, and 
there is a chance that the -attendance trends for the various groups would 
be so unstable and confused that no definitive prediction could be made 
regarding effects in the future. Nevertheless, we believe that the study 
could be carried out and that it offers the beet opportunity to answer 
the basic questions. 

We discuss below the major difficulties which might be anticipated, to­
gether with our recommen4ations for overcoming them. 

The two major questions which arise regarding the sampling procedure are: 

(l) How does one go about locating people who attend college 
football gem.es, and how does one know that those one finds 
are a representative cross-section? 

(2) How does one make sure of obtaining sufficient cases in 
each of the relevant sub -groups to permit an independent 
a.nal;reis of the attendance trends within that sub-group? 

Our procedure for answering the first question ia, in effect, to approach 
a national cross-section of the population, screen every person approached 

·with a question on football attend.a.nee, and then interview onl;r those who 
qualify aa attenders. The sroup !'ema.inina after the ec~ning should be 
a representative sample of the total football audience. 

Actuall;r, .certain modifications would be made in this general procedure 
for reasons of efficiency .. Since the scheme of ana~ais is based on trends 
in behavior before and after TV became available to the respondent, we 
would exclude all regions not yet covered by television and interview only 
in a representative sample of TV areas, stratified according to the year 
in which television was introduced into the area. 
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Second.fy, in order to a.void a great number of fruitless ap:proachea, dif­
ferential quotas would be assigned to various socio-economic types of 
neighborhood.a to minimize the a.mount of screening necessary . Thus, lower 
income areas would be assigned fewer cases than their proportion ._warrants, 
because we know that persons who attend college football games are more 
likely .to be of high income . 

Within the selected TV areas, particular sampling points {cities, towns 
and rural areas) would be selected at rand.om in praporlion to size. Within 
each urban place, the choice of households would be controlled by the as­
signment to each interviewer of randomfy selected blocks. Each selected 
household would then be screened for any member of the family who he.a at. 
tended a college football same within the last three yea.rs. 

In the households which contain no attenders, TV ownership end a limited 
amount of other factual information would be obtained. In the households 
which pass the screening, evez-y person in the household who is 16 years 
of f!8e or older, and who has attended a college football same during the 
past three years would be interviewed. 

The answer to the second question is elightl;r more difficult. Our best 
guess is that a se.m,ple of about 2,000 attend.ere would. give us sufficient 
cases in most cells to permit the comparisons we need. (On the baei~ of 
Gallup de.ta showing that a.bout 30~ of the adult male population have at 
some time attended a college football game, end allowing for the under­
ea.mpling of low-rent areas and the over-sampling of high-rent areas, we 
estimate that about 8,000 calls would. produce a minimum of 2,000 attend.era 
within the last three years.) 

It is quite likely, however, that even this number of cases will not in­
clude as many as a.re needed. in particular cells. It may be 1 for exa:m;ple, 
that the above sampling method. would. produce only 50 people who had pur­
chased. a TV set in 1948, yet the trend in attendance of this particular 
group would be extremely pertinent to the analysis. 

It ie expected, however, that such a situation would. soon become apparent 
on the be.sis of ee.rl;r returns, , and that steps could be ta.ken to supplement 
the sample from such sroups by other methods; for example, by interviewing 
a rand.om sample of 1948 purchasers from dealers' lists or other sources 
of names. 

The Memory Factor 

Projecting curves for the future attendance of TV owners and other groups 
is necessarily dependent upon reliable information about pa.et attendance 
over some period of time. We are assuming that such information can be 
obtained with reasonable accuracy through the use of memocy aide. 

But while this may prove true, the final method will have to be thoroughfy 
pre-tested before the plan outlined here can be applied. There is reason 
to suppose 1 not only that some overall unreliability may be present, but 
that selective unreliability may also exist. For example, either the 
more fre~uent or the less frequent attend.ere might prove less accurate in 
their recollections of which sames they saw in which years; or TV owners 
might have .t110re difficulty than non-own.era because of possible confusion 
between games seen on TV and those actually attended. 
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The nature of college football, with its weekly sames and short sea.son, 
and its status as an ''event" in the lives of most people, encourages 
belief that memory losses may be kept to an insignificant level; while 
the nature of the questioning would be such as to minimize the natural 
tend.ency to exaggerate attendance for prestige reasons. 

Furthermore, we would endeavor to work into the questionnaire certain 
internal checks on consistency which we would hope would help reveal a:ny 
obvious distortions. The problem is nonetheless a real one, and one that 
only considerable thought and careful pre-testing can overcome. 

Anaqsis: 

The entire survey is predicated on the expectation that fUture trends in 
attendance cen be predicted from the past behavior of relevant sub-groups. 
A number of considerations may intervene to make this impractical. 

A large number of persons not remembering their past behavior, too few 
cases in relevant cells, wide fluctuations in attendance from year to year 
because of some unknown factor, differential behavior between sub-groups 
within the cells, or a variety of other factors might make the system 
difficult to apply with eny reasonable accuracy. 

Some of these difficulties (e.g. the memory factor} may be overcome· in the 
pretest; others (e.g. insufficient cases in a particular group) ca.n be 
overcome by supplementary sampling. 

There can be no guarantee that the findings could be projected to the 
fUture, but the approach seems to represent the only fruitfUl one, and 
even though the scheme of analysis may not be applicable in its entirety, 
it is certain that estimates of past effect will have a much sounder basis 
than anything heretofo~e accomplished. 

Local 11Ca.ee Studies" 

We have observed that studies which are restricted to one locality or to 
one situation cannot provide findings which may be generalized to other 
areas or other situations. Conversely, however, neither systematic attend­
ance figures nor a national survey can accurately assess the local effects 
of television, al.though both may fUrnish valuable clues. -

The differential effects of TV under va.ryins conditions of team perform­
ance, weather, competing attractions, local economic conditions or inter­
est in football, etc~, can be established only by local, on-the-spot 
studies. For this reason, any integrated research program must make use 
of both techniques: the national survey provides a nonn. against which to 
interpret the local results; the local surveys provide more refined teats 
of the findings turned up by the national study. 

It is difficult to outline such local studies in detail, since their poe· 
sible range is almost endless, and the particular h;rpothesea to be teated 
might best be left to those immediately concerned. We would. suggest that 
the committee do what it can to stimulate an interest in local research 
among the social science departments of universities, and that the more 
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promising studies be endowed -- provided their research standards warrant 
it, and provided the central research agency selected by the committee 
retains some measure of control over the techniques used, to insure com­
parability with other studies carried out under the seme program. 

Assuming the type of integrated research program we recommend, at least 
two such studies should be carried out during or immediately a~er the 
1950 football sea.son. As a.n illustration of what might be attempted, we 
offer the following approach. 

Take two contrasted areas, one of which, let us say, contains a televised 
college whose teem performance is exceptionally good, and the other a 
televised college whose performance is poor. As far as possible, hold 
other factors constant; i.e., size of college, type of locality, attrac­
tiveness of schedule, etc. 

Interview a representative sample of, let us say, 500 football ''attenders" 
in ea.ch area, selecting the sample somew)at as we have described in the 
previous section. If possible, interview them at two different points 
in time, either before or during the see.son, and again at the end of it, 
to minimize memory distortions and to compare fUture intentions with 
actual behavior. 

Question the respondents in each area on their TV ownership and exposure 
to televised games, on their attitudes toward. TV, their interest in foot­
ball, their Saturday a~ernoon leisure-time ha.bite, and the specific 
reasons for. their attendance or lack of attendance at each same throughout 
the season. 

Analyze the findings in terms of the comparative attendance behavior of 
TV owners, non-owning viewers and non-viewers, both overall and for par­
ticular types of game a: big games vs. ''warm.ups", good weather vs. bad., 
etc. Compare their attendance at other non-televised or high achoo~ games 
in the area. Analyze the groups in terms of alumni vs. others, or what­
ever other comparisons seem relevant. Compare the survey findings with 
actual attendance figures. And then compare the findings in the two areas 
to see how the TV effects varied according to team performance. 

Similar paired. areas might include a large college vs. a small one, or a 
college whose games were televised simultaneously vs. one which had. deferred 
TV, in each case holding the other factors constant as far as possible. 

As indicated, if carefully designed, even a single survey conducted at the 
close of the season in a particular area can throw valuable light on tele­
vision' e local effects, by means of comparisons of the effects from one 
game to another, or among different population groups for the se.me game. 

A Maximum Research Program 

If further research is decided upon, we regard the foregoing three-way 
approach (basic attendance data., national survey as outlined, and local 
case studies) as the minimum effort which should be ma.de~ As we noted. 
earlier, it is doubtfUl whether anything leas than we have proposed would 
add ma.ter1ally to what is already known a.bout the problem. 
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Yet it is clear that our proposed program, ambitious as it is, still has 
ms;n;y limitations. Iet us brief~ recapitulate its possible inadequacies: 

We may have insufficient cases in some of the relevs.nt eub­
sroups. 

We must re~ on the respondent' a memory to reconstruct his 
past attendance behavior. 

We do not envisage a full-scale probability sample 1nclud.ing 
pre-lietina of dwelling units, callbacks, etc.; thus, our 
s~le may contain some unknown biases. 

We would not interview in non-TV areas, and we cannot be sure 
that TV effects in areas not now accessible to television 
Will be the same as in the areas we investigate. 

We cannot predict the effect of probable technical advances 
in TV, such as larger screens, color, etc. 

We must limit our study to TV's effect on college football 
attendance, and large]J isnore its effect on the whole pat­
tern of American leisure-time activities, of which football 
attendance lD83' be a typical or atypical pa.rt. 

Obviously, some of these considerations are not of crucial importance, 
while others can be controlled to an adequate extent. Actually, our min­
imum program would mark: a tremendous advance over any and all of the pa.st 
research and would add immeasurably to our understanding of the problem. 

Yet there can be little doubt that the consideration of a maximal~ use~l 
prasram to measure the effects of TV on college football attendance inevit­
ably brings up, :first, the idea of a. continuing study over the next two or 
three yearaJ a.nd second, the id.ea of setting the problem in the la.rser 
conteXt of television's effect on the whole pattern of American living. 

It is a.bunda.nt]J clear, for example, that television is having and will 
continue to have profound. effects upon the interests and behavior of the 
American people. At some point, those whose interests will be affected 
by such chane;ee will need to know a great deal about the nature and direc· 
tion of those effects, ae well as their m88llitude and their differential 
impact upon various groups in the population. 

In our opinion, the sponsors of college football a.re onfy one of the early 
bu:ers of such research. As time goes on, more and more demand will arise 
for an assessment of the effects of television on various aspects of Ameri­
can life. Not o~ the entertainment and recreational industries, but 
educators, sociologists, community leaders and. a host of other non-commer­
cial a.a well as commercial interests Will need this knowledge in order to 
sear their activities into the new pattern. 

It would therefore seem worthwhile if some continuing study of TV effects 
could be undertaken by a. group of interested sponsors, of which a portion 
would be devoted to the problems of college football attend.a.nee. It is 
obvious that the coats for any individual sponsor would. be conaidere.b~ 
reduced under auch a cooperative arrangement, while at the same time the 
accuracy and. scope of the program could be widened, so that any particular 
problem (such as football attendance) would permit of more accurate anal­
ysis by being set in the larger framework of general behavioral ch8ll8ee 
brought about by TV. 
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It is, of course, outside the bounds of this project to argue in detail 
the ad vantases of such a program. Yet, in considering a maximally use­
ful prcsram. to measure the effects of TV on college football attendance, 
we must stress the · auperiori ty of a. continui~ prog;ra.m. We list below 
some of its ad.vantages. 

Measurement of Effects atn0!1§ New Owners: 

An:y analysis based on what effects TV' may have had in the past is limited 
by the fact that the individuals who will purchase sets in the future are 
in many ways a quite different group. They may be presumed to differ not 
only with regard. to their geographical distribution, but also with regard. 
to socio-economic statue, interest in sports and prior attendance. 

The plan outlined in our minimum program assumes that we will be able to 
tell, from the differential behavior of the groups which have come into 
the TV market at various intervals in the past, what the behavior of 
future purchasers will be. While this is probably e. valid assumption, it 
is clear that there are many ad.vantages to basins analysis on what such 
groups actually have been doing rather than on what they are expected to do. 

The · TV market is only slight1y saturated at this point, and expandins so 
rapid.ly that the measurement of effect is made very difficult if research 
is limited to one point in the continuing process. 

Measurement of Stimulative Effects: 

Perhaps the biggest gap in our present knowJ:edge of TV effects is the 
extent to which television creates new football fans or intensifies the 
interest of old ones. Were these stimulative effects to prove strong, 
the potentialities for college football attendance would. be obvious. 

In a single national survey, one could chart the extent to which the 
attendance of certain population groups may have increased in the past, 
ae their exposure to TV increased, and one could question them on the 
effect of TV on their interest in sports. But there are two main disad­
vantages to this procedure. 

First, one cannot be certain that present non-attenders will react in the 
future in the same way as present attenders reacted in the past. And 
secondly, respondents' retrospect! ve reports of the amount of interest 
they took at some period in the past are subject to a certain amount of 
distortion. 

Under a continuing study, the current interest of both attenders and non­
attenders could be periodically measured, and the extant to which present 
non-attenders are drawn into 11the football market" as a result of their 
exposure to TV, could be accurately charted. 

Measurement of Effect of Technical Changes 

While the market is both expanding and undergoing qualitative change, TV 
itself is also changing. The expansion of network cables, new techniques 
of exhibiting, and above all, changes in reception facilities all may work 
to modif.Y or reverse the trends observed over the past three ;rears. 
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In particular, color television, large-size screens, deferred TV, theatre 
TV and e.ey other such changes which might be introduced during the ne:x.t 
few years, '1!JA1' be expected to affect in some unknown degree the whole 
relationship between TV and recreational activities. 

The Memory Factor 

It bas been observed that any sound scheme for the measurement of' TV's 
effects is dependent to a large extent on the reliab1li ty of people's 
recollections of the number of games seen in any year. 

By establishing the study on a panel basis over a period of several years, 
dependence upon memory factors is sharply reduced. The attendance behavior 
of a repreeente.ti ve group of ind.1 viduale over e. period of years before and 
after TV purchase may be cmrted with much greater accuracy under such a 
research design. 

Inclusion of Non-TV Area.a 

While there would seem little advantage to interviewing in non-TV area.a 
on a ''one -shot" survey, the limi ta ti one im.Posed. upon the study by the 
exclusion of such areas would be removed if the program were a continuing 
one. 

Football attendance could actually be charted from the point at which TV 
was introduced into a given area, and thus it would be unnecessary to 
generalize from the findings be.eed on existing areas to those areas not 
yet covered by television . . 

Probability Sampling and Sample Size 

The costs of setting up a nation-wide probability sample, includins pre­
listing of dwelling units, callbacks, etc., would. be prohibitive if only 
one survey were to be conducted. If the study were a continuins one, the 
cost of the original sample could be amortized over the aeries of surveys, 
and virtual elimination of' e;n:;r sam.pling bias could be assured. 

If a panel operation were to be conducted, 1 t would e.lao be possible to 
supplement deliberately the number of cases in any particular sub-group 
which happened. to prove inadequate in the.first survey. 

Scope of the Study and Sponsorship 

As described above, che.naes in other aspects of leisure-time activity 
could be charted, so that effects on football attendance could be related. 

. to television's other effects. 

Too, broader sponsorship might be obtained for a continuing study than 
for a sinsle survey, and the coats of studying any one factor thereby 
proportionatel.3 reduced. 
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The Maximum .Program in Summary 

The ideal research program to determine the effect of television on col­
lege football attendance could be put into effect by merely expanding the 
minimum program previously outlined, so that broader information might be 
obtained and the areas of possible invalidity reduced to a minimum.. Thie 
would involve: 

(l) Obtaining systematic attendance de.ta from all colleges, 
rather than from a sample of them, and for the next three 
years as well as for the past three. 

{2) Setting up a national cross-section of football attend.era 
(in non-TV areas a.a well as TV areas) on a probability sam­
ple, and intervieWing as well a sample of the non-attenders 
who are approached during the screening process. Reinter­
view them at least every year, preferably every six months, 
and obtain information from all respondents on their total 
leisure-time behavior. 

(3) Increasing the number of local case stud.ies so that a greater 
number of inter-college com,parisons ~ be me.de. Some of 
these, too, might be repeated from year to year. 

Other Approaches and Their Limitations 

In our evaluations of past surveys, we have commented on the Wide variety 
of research techniques employed. In the programs we have recommended, we 
have restricted ourselves to two basic approaches: analysis of attendance 
figures, a.nd personal interviews with a cross-section of the football 
audience in their homes. 

We append here a brief explanation of why we discard certain other tech­
niques which have been utilized in the past. 

Mail Questionnaires: 

In our opinion,, the severe limitations of mail surveys make this approach 
highly unreliable for the type of problem we are concerned w1 th. Wi tbout 
going into too much detail, it is sufficient to note that adequate lists 
of ne.mes from which to sample a.re seldom ava.ila.ble, that the percent re­
sponse to such studies is usually small, and that the group who do respond 
cannot be assumed to be representative of the total. 

Mail surveys can, of course, serve a ueefUl purpose in the collection of 
attendance date., where complete lists of colleges are available and the 
type of information sought is simple and. brief. But follow-ups by means 
of telephone and personal interviews are still required to approach the 
desired 10~ response. 

) . 
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Telephone surveys: 

Telephone surveys are much lees expeneive than personal interviewing, and 
the ueual objection to them (that the lower economic levels who lack tel­
ephones cannot be included in the sample) takes on less importance in this 
particular problem, because the football audience, so far as we know it, 
is largel.3' composed of upper-income groups who may be presumed to have 
phones. 

Nevertheless, we would discard this approach, too. First, an unknown 
proportion cf football attend.ere may have unlisted phones, and a similarly 
unknown proportion of new residents and of young married couples (with a 
potentially high attendance rate) may not have been able to obtain tel­
ephone service. Secondly, the number and type of questions that can be 
asked over the phone are severely limited, and a long interview is gen­
erally impractical. 

Using this technique, it would not be possible to show the respondent 
lists of games or other information to serve as memory aide, and factual 
infome.tion of a personal nature ( euch as age, income and socio-economic 
status) cannot be reliably obtained. 

The· characterietica of household.a in which no one answers the phone are 
quite unknown, whereas in the personal interview situation the essential. 
characteristics of the "not-at-homes" (such as socio-economic status) 
can be noted. by inspection, and thus to some extent controlled. Finally, 
the face-to-face social situation upon which good interviewing rests is 
absent in telephone surveys, with consequent unfavorable effects upon the 
refUsal rate and the vere.ci ty of the information obtained. 

The telephone ma:y nonetheless be used as a supplement to the personal in­
terview, for the purpose of checking on inconsistent or incomplete responses 
or of arranging appointments with persons not at home at the time of the 
interviewer's call. 

Interviewing in Football Stadiums: 

Interviews with a croea-eection of spectators inside the football stadium. 
is a technique which has appealed to several of the prior investigators. 
Ueuall;y, a comparison is made between the percent of TV owners in the 
stadium and the percent among the general population. 

As we have pointed out in our evaluations, however, such a comparison is 
meaningless unless 11normal 11 attendance is controlled; if TV owners a.re 
more interested in football and attend more often anyhow, one would in­
evitably find more owners in the stadium.a than among the general public. 
Such a finding tells us nothing about television's effects on attendance. 

In order to control this factor, one must compare the percent of TV owners 
in the stadium, not with the percent among the general public, but with 
the percent among the.t part of the public whose ''normal'' attendance rate 
is similar to that of the TV owners in the stadium. And to do this, one 
need.a a survey of the general public in order to isolate euch a control 
group. 
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Since a survey of the general public is required anyway, in order to in­
terpret the data obtained from the stadium interviews; and since a survey 
with the general public would incidentally provide information conce:rning 
all relevant groups, there seems little reason to confine interviewing 
te>"footba.ll stadiums. 

It mey be noted also that stadium intervie'W'ing involves almost insuperable 
ea.iqpling difficulties, and. that the situation encourasea hasty and dis­
tracted questioning. We regard the technique as far lees efficient and 
reliable tbe.n 1 t might first appear. 

Interviewing Other fypes of Samples: 

As noted, interviewing in one or several local areas cannot produce data 
which ma.y be projected to other areas or to the country as a whole. 

Interviewing a cross-section of the total public is inefficient because 
perhap a three -quarters of the population 1 s not in the "football market" 
and has never attended e. game. 

Interviewing only TV owners provides no control group of non-owners 
asainat which the results mey be evaluated. · 
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APPENDIX A 

'l' H E JERRY JORDAN RESEARCH 

A report of the most comprehensive research in this field is contained 
in Jerry N. Jordan's "The Long Range Effect of Television and Other 
Factors on Sports Attendance", recently published and distributed by 
the Radio-Television Manufacturers Association. 

Although the report contains a wealth of data on TV's effects on other 
sports besides college football, we have restricted our analysis to 
that part of Jordan's research which bears directly on the problem as­
signed to us • 

. Jordan's procedure falls roughly into four major phases, which we shall 
evaluate separately below: 

1. Opinion research among TV owners and non-owners to develop 
Jordan's original theory that the effect of TV on attendance 
declines as the length of TV ownership increases~ 

2. A survey of buyers· of season football tickets and of spec­
tators in stadiums, to see if the theory worked in individual 
cases • 

.3. Analysis of actual at-Gend.ance fig'.ires, to see if the total 
number of paid admissions supported the theory. 

4. Study of the effects of non-TV variables, notably perform­
ance, on attendance. 

Opinion Research 

Proced~ . .rre: 

The universe chosen for measurement comprised the male heads of families 
lio;ing in the Philadelphia arBa~ The total sample of 600 families ·was 
di-;.~ided equally bet~Nee;'l tt-:e city itself ar.d t}·ie ::t'...lbtt~r-ba.n area~ Then, 
vrithin each of these two strata, 150 TV onners and 1$0 non-ovmers were 
selected .. 

Jordan describes the selection process as follows: nThe technique fol­
lowed was ns nearly true random sampling as TV ownership permitted. City 
nnd suburbs were divided :into socio-economic neighborhoods, and the in­
terviewers called at every ciehth home in each neighborhood until the · 
required number of non-o·.mers had been contacted. By using call-backs, 
98% of the original calls ;:ere completed . If the TV quota had not been 
fuliilled by that tir:1e , the remaining TV o-:rne:rs were secured by taking 
homes ·;rith TV aerialc in that neighborhood" In no case, however, were 
adjacent homes interviewed,. 

-1-
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"Non-TV owners were a ;30Cio-economic cross-section of the population. 
TV owners were typical of TV o•mership in the Summer of 1%9 as deter­
mined by Pulse, Inc., studies. Both groups of owners included white 
and colored families." 

The study was conducted by means of personal interviews with each se­
lected respor:.<lento Jordan says: "In order to avoid the personal bias 
often found when discussing television's effect, the interviewers opened 
up by asking for suggestions on what the baseball or football managements 
could do to make people want to come out to see more ganes. A series of 
questions follc:wed to detemine .family habits on sports attendance. No 
mention of television was ever made until the very end •- after all other 
data had. been secured .• 

ir;1e found this :r.tethod absolutely necessa!"'!J in order to prevent opinions 
about TV from coloring the conversation. In an early test, we found that 
TV owners 'guessed• that television had cut their attendance by 40% -­
Y!hen their actual attendance records showed a slight increase .• 11 

Technical Adequacy: 

Al thoueh the use of socio-economic controls probably had the effect of 
keeping the sar.1ple in some der,ree repre~ientative, 'these controls vrere 
so crude and the actual selection proce0s so haphazard that the repre­
sentativeness of the sample is questionable. 

In the .first place, the seJ_ection of the specific areas within each 
socio-economic stratum vras na(le arbitraril;i{ by the selector. They were 
apparently chosen neither on a truly randon basis, nor in accordance 
with any criteria except the selector 1 s jud[rment. 

In the second place, the selected areas vrere quite large, some of them 
containing as many as S0,000 inhabitants, and the range in socio-economic 

. conditions within any aTea was often e;reat. Thus, within n selected "Ell 
area, for example, it would be perfectly possible for the interviewer to 
call at 11 A11 , 11 C11 or 11D" homes. 

These differences should have been ironed out by the specification that 
intercJ'ie"!rers cetll at evor<J eighth house. It is qusstionable, however, 
v1hether this specificat ion served as much of a control, since interview-
0!'0 ·were free to start f.ror1 a;-,y p oint w:i.thin thu ar~)a P.nd to pr8Ce'3d in 
any direction convenient to them. 

TI1e statement thnt b~r us in~:; call-backs·' 98~ of the orir.inal calls v:ere 
completed, i.s puzzling. Pcrh.'.lps Jorda:-:. m.8ans t:1at after one or t vro call­
backs, substitution of &nother household ;ras permitted, ar:d that ultimately 
90~~ of the oriGinally assir:neJ. 600 inbrviows were comrleted. 

~·[hen substitutions are not p2rmittc<l (and these dways have a biasing ef­
fect), past rnse;·~rch studies hav2 alJ11ost i1.l1'!'.1}'S found a ninim1.T:n of lo;;; 
11r:1ortality11 because of rcfusaJ.s' nb.scnce ~·ror.~ tlle com:~m:~:it)r' no understand­
inr, of En.clish, and so on. If inte!'Vie·,:i::c is restricted to the r.wle head 
of the family, an even crc.::i.tm ... mortality r.i\~~bt be e:-cpectcd. 
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It is difficult to say just what effect the absence of rigid sampling 
controls may have had on the findings, since we lack adequate check data. 
Unless severely restricted, interviewers generally tend to avoid very 
wealthy homes, very poor homes, and persons who look as if they wouldn't 
be interested in the survey. There is a danger that the interviewers in 
this study may have picked out the nicer looking homes in their assigned 
areas and avoided certain inaccessible or unpleasant neighborhoods. 

One might also question the equal division of interviews between the city 
and the suburbs. The proportion of TV owners in suburban areas may quite 
probably be greater than their proportion in the city, and Jordan shows 
that city and suburban TV owners differ with respect to football attend­
ance. The inclusion of more city owners in the sample than their pro­
portion warrants may therefore affect some of the findings. 

One aspect of the sample which can be checked does show some bias. NBC 
television sales data, as of December 1, 1949, shmr that 70% of the TV 
owners in the Philadelphia area had owned their sets for less than a 
year. Among the TV owners in Jordan's sample, only 55% had ovmed their 
sets for less than a year, so that long-tenn o~mers are over-represented 
i."1 the sample. 

In general, however, our evaluation of' Jordan 1 s research rests on other 
grounds. than the s&T.pling procedure, so it is probably not necessary to 
nake any further ef'fort to test the representativeness of the sample. 

There is a serious question as to whether the interviewing technique 
t:.:;~d did not introduce an upv1ard bias in the attendance figures derived 
f::-c:'l the study. Since it was ~ade clear at the· outset that the survey 
was concerned with increasing sports attendance 3 the respondent may even 
h:..~te been reluctant to report a low attendance record. 

As >.e noted, Jordan cites as a reason for this approach the fact that 
ir: his earlier study, he found TV ovmers estimating that their attend­
ance had declined by 40% 11when their a.dual attendance records showed 
a slight increase. 11 We assume that Jordan uses the word 11 increase11 here 
as he does elsewhere -· to indicate a higher attendance rate than non­
owners, rather than a true increase in the attendance of the given group. 

If our assumption is true, we find no necessary contradiction in the re­
s•:~l ts.. A host of evidence i~; 2.ir.3.ilable to indicate that TV. owners attended 
more frequently than :non-owners 0-:;J:ore purchase, nnd it i3 e;::.sily possible 

,for this relationship to continue after purchase, at the same ti.me that 
their actual attendance rate declines~ 

All of Jordan's attendance estimates based on the opinion research rely 
on answers to the question: "Have you been to any football games this 
Fall?" The replies, of course, could include attendance at professional, 
high school or even sandlot gan:es, as nell as college gal:les; and two iden­
tical answers of "Yes 11 could nazk wide variations in college attendance. 

According to Jordan 1 s questionnaire, the responded, was next asked, 11V!hat 
games? 11 , so that non-college attendance could have been controlled, but 
throughout the report, all attendance d:ita is based on the total of 11Yes 11 

;mswers. It 1rill be noted fu.,.-them.ore that all nyesn answers are treated 
as equivalent reeardless of the number of g~~es attended~ 
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The measure which Jordan uses to estimate football attendance is there­
fore a most insensitive instrument, so far as college attendance is 
concerned. The individual who may have casually vratched a sandlot gq.me 
on a Sunday afternoon is given equal weight with the person who saw four 
or five college games that season. 

Findings and Conclusions: 

Jordan's main conclusion is that nAttendance at football games increased 
directly in relation to length of ownership. 11 He bases this on the fol­
lowing table: 

TV owners, 1-3 months • • • • • • 
TV owners, 4-11 months. • .. • .. • 
TV owners; l-2 years. 0 • • • • • 
TV ovmers, over 2 years • • • • • 

H on-ovmers • • • • • • • • • , • • 
i} All TV ovmers • • • • • • • • • • 

Percent Attending 
A Football Game 

in 19h9 

24% 
41 
45 
54 

46% 
41 

Similar findings were obtained for professional baseball attendance: 

TV owners, less than l year 
TV owners, more than l year 

Non-owners. • • • • • .. • • 
*All TV ovmers • • • • • • • 

• .. • 
• • • 

• • • 
• • • 

Percent Attending 
A Game at Shibe Park 

in 1949 

44% 
58 

45% 
50 

Jordan states that there is an initial drop in attendance when people 
first buy a TV set, but the novelty gradually wears off, and in varying 
periods of time, depending upon the sport, attendance returns to no:nnal. 
The increased attendance of lonf,-bl"r.1 owners "partially balances out the 
losses among short-term o·nners9 The net loss due to television should 
be practically negligible. 11 

Validitv of Findin7s: 

Jordants interpretation of the data includes the implicit assumption that 
each of the owner and non-owner r, roups cited above had equivalent attend­
ance records in the past. Only if this assumption were true would it. be 
correct to speak of their attenc.l<J.nce as 11 incrcasinc11 or 11 declining 11

, since 
respondents wer8 questioned only about their 1949 attendance behavior. 

-r.- .The figures for 11 All TV owners 11 arc not cited in Jordan's report, but 
represent our own calculations based on the frequencies in each group 
supplied to us by Jordan. Vle refer to them on a following page. 
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That this assumption is inadmissible is apparent from a number of studies 
of the television market, which indicate that the early buyers of TV were 
a highly selected group with relatively high average incomes and great 
interest in sports.· They were people whose pre-TV attendance was consid­
erably greater than that of the general· population. Jordan himself admits 
this fact at several places in his report. 

There is no proof that the attendance of later purchasers, who are drawn 
from lower income groups with probably lower past attendance, will re­
turn to 11 nonnal" --·although it may be conceded that some novelty effect 
probably does exist, as evidenced by the sharp difference between the 
attendance of very recent purchasers and that of non-owners (24% vs .. 46%). 
The attendance records of TV ovmers of varying lengths, at any particular 
point in time, is probably a function of both the novelty effect and the 
differential past attcnd~nce b~ha\'ior of the various groups. Any attempt 
to disentangle the novelty effect must control the variables of income 
and interest, at least" .. 

On P. 48 of his report, Jordan notes that this question has often been 
raised, and he introduces a chart which shows the proportion of TV owners 
and non-owners in each income group who saw one or more baseball games at 
Shibe Park during 1949. The figures arc as follows: 

Owners Uon-Om1ers 

"A" Group~ • • . • 56% 56% 
"B" Group. • . • • 53 37 
nc11 Group~ • • ~ • 48 so 
HDll Group.; • • • • 53 46 

Ee concludes that the nA 11 group goes to baseball games nslightly more 
o.ft;::m" than the other Groups, that within each of the groups 11 the attend­
ar:ce of TV owners is normal in every wayn, and that 111fo real changes in 
the be.sic findings of this study o.rc indicated, therefore, regardless of 
the i\1ture ci·owth and spread of TV o>mership~ 11 

j~ctt:..;:.lly, the fitures shovm are of questionable significance, an::i thejr 
ha'!e, in any case, no relevance to the problem of col1.ef::e football attend­
ance. 

JTo ri-o·:,'!lers in the 11A" cr::mp, fo!' eY.~:-:iple] include only 18 individuals, 
2.!"'i.:l shear sct.J:iplir1g varin~ility· na:r account Xor s01::.e of th:; fin...:~i._11r;s1. 
Furthermore, the inc one i::easure is very c rude , since it is based on the 
area in which the person resides rather than. upon his own status:, and be­
cause, a3 Jordan h:Lr.iz;elf states nas the c;:i.se in an earlier study, the ?V 
owners may be the v1eaU,hiest persons vii.thin each t;roup. The finJin;s are 
further weak~!ned by the r.ieasure of attendance used, which r;i ves ec1ual 
weight to frequent and infrequent attenders• 

The table applies only to professional baseball attendance, of course, 
and it can be clemonstrated from Jordan's o>"m data that similar findings 
vmuld not be expected if the sa1ne analysis were conducted on college foot­
ball attendance. 
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On P. 67 of his report, Jordan shows a considerably higher level of foot­
ball attendance within the 11A11 income group. Fifty-eight percent of the 
wealthy had attended a football game during 1949, in contrast to only hl­
L.3% of the other income groups. One would suspect that if the question 
had specified college football attendance, the disparity would be even 
greater. 

Furthermore, we have calculated from Jordan's data (tables on P. 4) that 
TV owners as a group at tended :more baseball gar.ies than non-owners, but 
fewer football games. It would thus be :iJnpossible to show for football, 
as the preceding table indicates for baseball, that TV owners in all in­
come groups have equal or hic;her attendance rates than the equivalent non­
owners. 

Jordan does not present any data showing the relationship between income 
and football attendance for TV mmers and non-owners. All the evidence 
indicates, however, that such a table v1ould show a much higher level of 
attendance among the 11 .'\. 11 group than among the other groups (which would 
argue against 11novelty effect" as an explanation of the higher attendance 
of long-term owners); and lower levels of attendance for TV owners, as 
compared with non-owners, within the various income groups (which would 
argue against any claims of "no adverse effect11 .) . 

The factor of interest in football, which Jordan several times 1nentions 
. as characteristic of early Tv purchasers, is, like income, never con­
trolled. No questions were asked regarding attendance in prior seasons, 
and one cannot with accuracy, therefore, speak of attendance "going down" 
or "returning to normal" when there is no t:r:ue point of comparison. 

One further point may be :•rorthy of mention. In comparing subul:'ban and 
city football attendance, Jordan notes that suburban TV owners attended 
as often as non-ovmers, but that in the city a higher percentage of non­
ovrners attended football games,. · 

He attributes this to the higher proportion of short-tenn owners in the 
· city, but the facts taken together may \7ell indicate that the higher in­

come alumni groups in the suburbs may be relatively unaffected; while 
there occurs a drop among the TV owners in the city, vrho have smaller 
incomes, are less likely to have alumni attachment and are more sensitive 
to high ticket prices, travel and other f actors militating against attend­
;.1r1ce "' 

In summary, Jordan's public opinion data sngGest (but do not prove) th.'.lt 
television has had some adverse effect on college football attendance, 
and that a portion· of it raay be due to 11nov8lty effect". Dut lacking pri­
or attendance data, and with no precise measure of college football attend­
ance, one can only speculnte upon the meaning of much of the material,. 

We cannot state with any confidence the magnitude of t he adverse effect, 
nor the degree to which attendance losses will be recovered v;hen the 
11novelty effect" wears off. And we do not know v•hether Jordan's findings 
in Philadelphia in December 1949 would hold for other areas, where the 
composition of the football audience may be different, or at othar times, 
when the characteristics of the TV ownership group will not be the same. 

) 



Survey of Alunni and Season Ti~ket Eivers 
------~"'"--

Procedure; 

A total of 3,000 letters were sent out by the Depa.rtro.ent of Intercolle• 
giate Athle.tics at the University of Pennsylvania,, distributed as follows: 

400 letters to 1948 season ticket buyers who did not renew i:i 1949 
400 letters to 1948 season ticket buj•ers who did renew in 1949 
400 letter::; to persons who bought season tickets for the first 

time in 1949 
1800 letters to alumni 

As in the personal interviav;s , the letter 11 opened up by asking for sugges­
tions on what the r.~nagement could do to make people want to come out to 
see more games,''. e.nd respondents were the n asked about their 1949 attend ... 
e.nce and about their ownership of TV. 

Technical Adequacy: 

The f'indings are presumably subject to the usual inadequacies of mail 
surveys • . It is stated that 11 answers were received from nearly 100011 of 
the 3000 to whom letters were addressed, ,but the proportion of returns 
within each group is not known, nor v:hether any correlatio:n exists be•' 
tween Tl ownership and tendency to respond. 

J..:; ·.ve noted in the preceding section, ,the introductory question may· have 
h~d some biasing effect through its emphasis on ways of increasing; at­
t.::: !!d.ance. Some persons vi'ith low attendance may .have bee n reluctant to 
reocrt the fact, and in consequence may have exaggerated tha number of 
g&.:::es they attended~ or rne.y not have responded at all. 

Fi::-.;iings and Conc lusions : 

Tl-.e percent of Tl owners EL-:iong the season ticket luyers was considerably 
grA&ta:- than the proportion in the general population • . Thus# 40~ of the 
1948 season ticket buyers who repeated in 1949, and 3~·~ of the ne'<l season 
ticket buyers, Were W owners nat a time when the s aturation in Phila~ 

• .. l • 1 . 1 (:- .-,c:; ~! c :=:- ..±. p.nia. was on_y ·- '-J • .::...r.1. 

F\.irthermore, the percent cf l ong-tenn o:·mers anong the buyers was g reate r 
tr~~n the prO!)Ortion a2onis the non-buying alumni. nWhere only 54% of the 
'N C1J:ne rs among tho non - bJyers had 01xned their se t s for more tha:n one 
year . '/~ of those who bour,ht season tickets for the first tir.:e had had 
thei r sets for more th9.n or~e year. 11

. 

Jordan finds addition.<\ l support for his thesis in the fact that , among 
ti-tr.>. alumni, lonr,-tem 0 1.\"nen; are more likely than non··O»'l'ners to have 
e.t tende.d Penr:.syl vania e;ilf;:~· s ' ' frequently11 duri n g 1940 . The attendance 
of short-term o':Iriers we.s slightly l es s than that of the non-ovmers~ 
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One contrary bit of evidence occurred in the fact that the 1948 buyers 
who did not renev1 in 1949 contained a. higher p::-opcr-Gion of Tl owners and 
a higher proportion of long-term owners than did the group who repeated 
their purchase in 1949. Jordan admits that Tif undoubtedly played some 
part in the decision of this group not to re-purchase, but he points out 
that 6f/fo of them nevertheless attended the 1949 games u·:frequently11

, in 
contrast to only 4C% of the oth~r non-buyers among the alumni. nrn other 
words• their high W O"llT!'lership did not stop them from going to the games." 

Jordan's conclusion is that: "Every one of these groups confirned the 
basic theory of this study -- that interest and attendance of TV owners 
increase with length of ownership, and that hurt to attendance is con­
fined largely to short-term owners." 

Validity of Finding~: 

The interpretat i on of these data, as of the personal interview data· eval­
uated in the preceding ~ection, rests on the fallacious assumption that 
season ticket buyers and non-buyers, 'IV owners and non-owners, all had 
equivalent attendance records in the past. 

Jordan himself points this out in another place in his report. He says: 
"Superficially. figures like these {i.e., high proportion of long-tel'Ill 
owners among season ticket buyers) cen, and have been, interpreted as 
proving that TV ownership luilds attendance. We do not believe that 
such a conclusion is warranted -- yet. From our studies, it is clear 
that people who like sports were quick to buy television sets -- and 
their higher evera.ge attendance records probably are due to the fact 
that they would naturally go to s ports events more often than the 
average person. 11 

One cannot l e gi tirr.e.tely co:npare t vro g:roups of va:ryin~ income and varying 
interest in foo t ball, and attribute differences in their attendance be­
havior to the ini'luence of television. 

Thus~ season ticket buyers are kno'Nn to be a. group of very hi gh average 
income. '.lha fc.ct that there are nore TV owners or long-term owners 
among this group than there are amon g the general public or among non­
buying alumni tells us nothing ab out the effect of television on foot­
ball attendance. 

In the one instance where Jordan' s da ta allow us to c ompare similar 
groups, it appears that 'JV does have an adverse effect, and that the 
novelty theory does not hold true. F e refer to his comparison of the 
two groups of 1 943 · sea.son ticket bu yers, one of which discontinued 
purchase in 1949, and the other of vrhich renewed their purchase. 

We may fairly a s sume, since both grou ps we re season ticke t buyers in 
1948, that they nre of equal inc o::1e, h~we an equivalen t interest in 
football, nnd are entirel y comps r s.bl e in tenns of pas t a.t t ende.nce. If 
long·-ter.n ov;ne rship of t e levi:>iun i ncrea s ed intere s t iri footbdl e.nd 
resulted in greater at t end ance. v:e wo;ild naturally expect the re peat­
buye:rs to contain a larger proportion of long-term owners. 

.. ,_ .. ,· 
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Instead we find more 'N owners, and more long-tenn owners. among the 
group which failed to renew.. The implication is clear that in this case, 
'N had an adverse effect even among; lonl!;-term o>':ners., 

Jordan does not provide a convincing explanation or this striking rel.a­
tionship. He reniarks that the "discontinue.rs" contained a high propor­
tion of people disgruntled about high seat prices, poor seat location, 
etc., e.ild he shows that the m&jori ty of them nevertheless nfrequentlyu 
attended the 1949 games, in contrast to only a minority of the other · 
non-tuying alumni. 

Obviously, the 11discontinuers 11 must have had some reason for not renewing 
their purchase in 1949, and the :reasons they give may simply reflect the 
interaction of television with other reasons for non-attendance. Thus. 
to the non-'N O'Nner, an expensive seat in a poor location is just some­
thing he has to put up with; to the 'N owner, it becomes a reason for not 
going oo t to the stadium. 

The fact that the "discontinuers" still had a higher 1949 nttendence rate 
than did the alumni vrho had not recently purchased see.son tickets is ir­
relevant to the basic question. It would be strange indeed if 'N exerted 
such a powerful effect that it would cause a group of people who bought 
season tickets in 1948 .to attend even fewer games in 1949 than the known 
non-blyers. 

In su:r.-.mary • we find. no evidence in this mail survey to support Jordan's 
tI'..esis, and we find some evidence which appears to disprove it. 

Survey of Spectators at Shibe Park 

?r.~ugh this study has no relevance to college football, we mention it 
he r e because it was a central part of Jordan ts research, and because the 
re s.der of Jordan's report may generalize the findings and conclusions to 
co Ea ge football. 

Spectators at a major league be.seball g,-ame in Shiba Park vrere questioned 
a::: to whether end how long they had owned a television set. The survey 
v:as carried out twice: once at a game attended by fe;•rer than 5 ,OOO 
pe rsons> and again 'uhen there <I8.s n sell-out crowd of ov;:ir 35>000 • 

. A total of 303 interviev1s v:ere made, this figure presumably including 
bot h contests. The inte rviews were uproportionately divided be t ween 
boxes• grandstands and blea.che rs. 11 

Te chnical Adequac;r: 

The number of cases is rether nma.11 for reliable estima.t e s of the propor­
tions in various ownership groups, e.nd there is some questi on a.bout the 
procedure followed. Jordf\n hE-.s told u:> that the intervie».re rs started at 
the bottom rows in each section of the stadium and collected caaes as 
people volunteered. This procedure is subject to many Ui.1-\:novrn biases, 
bec~use of its unplanned charact'e :r. It may be presumed, for example, 
that 'N owne?'S were more likely than non-0·11ners to 11 voluntaer". 
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Findings and Conclusions: 

Both surveys showed almost identical findings. At a time when only l~ 
of the Philadelphia population owned Tl sets. Jordan found that 27% or 
the spectators were owners. Furthermore 59% of the owners had had their 
sets for a year or more, more than twice the proportion of long-term 
owners among the general population. On the other hand. only 12% of th& 
spectators were short-tenn owners, in contrast to 14% among the total 
public. 

These findings are cited as confirmation of Jordan's theory that Tl has 
e.n initial adverse effect on sports attendance, but that with increasing 

· length of ownership. attendance also rises and ultimately tends to be 
higher than normal. 

Validity of Findings: 

Results of this survey are subject to the same criticism tw.t we made of 
the two studies previously discussed. The lact of control over pre-'IV 
attendance makes the comparisons meaningless. 

It may be assumed that baseball fans are more likely to purchase television 
sets than non•fans are, and it may be presumed that · they are more likely 
to have purchased them earlier. It is entirely possible that, if the game 
had not been televised, Jordan would have found even a higher proportion 
of TY owners among the spectators. 

It i;;ould have been of interest to see the results of such a survey at a 
football game in the Philadelphia area. Jordan's data show that 'N owners 
as a group attend more baseball games but fewer football games than non• 
owners. Assuming these findings to be valid, it is quite probable that 
the proportion of TV owners in a Philadelphia football crowd would have 
been smgller than among the general public. 

Analysis of College Football Attendance 

Procedure: 

'.foe basic theory to be tes ·t;ed, which i.·:as develop~d from the opinion re­
search data, was: nFootba.11 attendance can be hurt in a town that leaps 
to a high saturation of new Tl owners in one year. After that~ the longer­
tenn owners begin to help balance out, and the long-range effect would 
seem to be insignificant, or perhaps favorable • 11 

To test this theor'J, actual attendance records for 1948 and 1949 were 
collected from 193 of the 278 NCAA member colleges. The colle ges were 
grouped according to size, region, loce.tion with respect to 'N stations, 
and number of games televi s ed. A college was considered in ~ 'N area if 
it was within 50 miles of a station; it was considered a vtelevised 
college" if two or more of its 1949 i;emes were televised; it vrns consid­
ered large or small, depending upon whether its average a. ttendanoe was 
greater than 10,000 per game. 
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The analysis was made in terms of the proportion of colleges in the vari­
ous groups which showed an increase in average home game e.ttendance per 
home game played. Jordan adds the following statement: "Where a. college 
estimated 'same'. we have arbitrarily included it as an increase because 
economic conditions declined slightly last year.n 

Findings and Conclusions: 

Average admissions per game for all 194 colleges increased from 16.595 
to 16,997, a rise of 2.4% during the 1949 season. '1Football was also tha 
most widely televised of all sports in 1949.'t 

?iationally, 54% of the colleges inc!'eased their attendance,. A larger 
proportion of those in 'N areas than in non-'IV areas showed an increase, 
56% as compared with 51%. However, the colleges in the 'N areas had a 
better won-lost record, and uPerformance, not television, was the main 
factor in their better a ttenda.nce •11 

Furthermore, 63% of the televised colleges showed attendance gains in 
1949, while only 51%-57% of the various groups of non-televised colleges 
improved their a.ttende.nce. Jordan concludes: "The original theory that 
Tl could have only a temporary or minor effect on most colleges appears 
to be true •11 

· 

Fifty-one percent of the colleges in ~-'IV areas had better attendance 
records, as compared with 54% in areas where 'N saturation was 15% or 
more, and 51% in areas where saturation was 5-14.$%. The conclusion here 
i s that: ''There was no apparent effect from the high saturation of tele­
vision owners. However, it was possible to detect the ei'fect of short­
tem owners in areas where saturation grew very rapidly.u 

Fi:-;Slly, the nlength-of-ownershipn theory was tested by comparing those 
col le ges in the five 'N areas which were operating in 1947 and had 
&chi~zed 14% saturation by Novembe r 1949, and the three TV areas which 
did not open until 1948 and which also had 14% saturation by November 1949. 
In the former areas, long-term owners accounted for almost one-third of 
the total, while in the latter areas, fewer than one-fifth of' the owners 
had held their sets for a year. 

It ;·;s.s four.d that 5ofo of' the colleges in the 1947 aroeas, which contained 
z :: o ~· l; long-te nn o·/1ners, .inc:r-~e..sed th~ir atte ndar .. ce; Cut onl~l' 44~~ of th·e 
colleges in the 1948 a reas, where t here were fewer long- t erm owners, 
showed an increase. nThis enalysis of national e.ttendance figires is 
additional confirmation of the the ory of length of vwnership. 11 

It will be noted that the dividing; line for "heavily saturatedtt ar-eas 
is here set at 14%, vrh~ reas in the preceding test it was set at 15'/o. 
Jord an states that this d w.nge we.s made "in order to ge t ns large a. 
sa.'Tlple as possible, 11 

He adds the su gsestion that colleges still conce:rmid test the length-of• 
ownership theory during the 1950 season. "If there is a higher percentag" 
of long-term owners in the stadium than exists in the area population, 
y ou can feel reasonebly sure that the dange~ to attendance will not be 
permanent." 
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While 54% of all the colleges reporting showed attendance gains in 1949, 
there were marked differences in the various regions. In the Central 
section, 64% of the colleges had higher attendance records; in the South­
west and Rocky Mountain areas, the proportions were 41% and 40%. 

Jordan states that total adP.:issions, which gained 608 ,935 nationally• 
declined 234,065 in the East. However, the proportion of Eastern colleges 
showing increases was identical with the national proportion, and he con­
siders this fact to be more important. uAlmost all of this loss in the 
East crune from four large colleges out of the 63--a very small mino:ri ty, n 
and three of these four shciwed poorer performance records. 

In the Central region, there was a 5.7% increase in total admissions and 
the same increase for the 11 Big Tenn colleges. Small colleges in the 'N 
areas of this region showed about the same proportion increasing attend­
ance as the large colleges~ so that nrt is difficult to understand the 
Big Ten decision" to ban telecasts of its game because of a fear that 
the small colleges are being harmed• 

Technical Adequacy and Validity of Findings: 

We find no ~~stification for treating a 
as one which reported an increase. The 
that income was slightly off in 1949 
Jordan faced in grouping his data. 

college with the "se.me11 attendance 
reason cited for this procedure -­
is irrelevant to the decision that 

A host of other factors besides income undoubtedly affected attendance in 
1949. The presumed effect of this one factor is no reason for including 
colleges whose attendance did not increase with those whose attendance 
did increase. One could with equal logic group those reporting the use.me" 
attendance with the ones whose attendance declined. on the grounds that 
there was slightly more interest in football in 1949. 

Actually, if we correct Jordan's figures by calculating only the propor­
tion of colleges increasing their a. ttendance, omitting those who re­
ported the 11same'1 , the percent increasing is identical in both Tl and 
non-1V areas -- 50/o. '.ihis co.r.ipares vrith Jordan's calculation of 56'% 
increasing in 'IV areas, and only 51% in non-'JV areas. 

'.Ihe use of percentages of colleges increasing or decreasing attendance 
is a relatively ineffective procedure in tracing cause and effect, ex­
cept where the effect of a variable is very large. It may be taken for 
granted that in a period when ownership was confined in most areas to n 
very small proportion of the population, 'N effects on total 9.tter:dance 
must certainly have CP-3rl nef':ligible in the case of the gra:sit majority of 
colleges. In cur judg;rient, total admissions would have provided a more 
sensitive measure. 

A further weakness of the "proportion of colleges increasingt1 technique 
is the small number of cases on >".'hich most cor~parisons must be based. 
For example, Jorde.n sho·:rs that only 44~ of the colleges in the more recent 
'IV areas reported attendance increa,rns, in comparison with 50% in the 
older 'N areas which contained more· long-term owners 1 and he concludes 
that this is "addi tion"l confinnation of the theory of length of ovmer­
ship.11 Actually, a shift in the repor·ts of two colleges could have :re-· 
versed this finding. The comparison is b!lsed on 7 out of 16 colleges in 
one type of area, and 15 out of 30 in the other, and the difference ob­
viously has no statistical significance. 
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The analysis of saturation and length of ownership effects is further 
weakened by the fact that Jordan uses a different dividing•line to de­
tennine the heavily saturated areas in the tvro cases. In studyi~ the 
effects in heavily satu:rated areas. he uses 15% ownership e.s the divid­
ing-line. In studying length of ownership effects in such areas, he 
lowers the line to 14%. 

Had the 14% line been used for both analyses, it would have shown a lower 
proportion of colleges increasing attendance in heavily saturated areas--' 
than in lightly saturated or non-1V areas. The reason given for the .shift 
•• to increase the number of cases in the sample -- hardly seems adequate 
for changing the basis of coraparison~ The rnimber of cases added was only 
four, resulting in an increase from 43 to 47. 

Taking into account the foregoing points, we e.re le ft with the fact that 
Tl and non-Tll areas sh~ned the same proportion of colleges increasing 
·their attendance, and that televised colleges showed e. somewhat higher · 
(though not statistically significant) proportion of increase than non­
televised colleges. In addition, data have subsequently been obtained 
from Jordan to indicate that average attendance per arne increased only 
about 1.9% for televised colleges, and about 3.3 ~ for non•televised 
colleges. 

Ordinarily. we might conclude that the small.er gain ·for the televised 
colleges is not significant. Rd; as Jordan has repeatedly emphasized, 
perfonne.nce exerts a very powerful effect on attendance. He himself 
mentions that the college s in 'N areas improved their performance more 
than did the colleges in non-'IV areas, so the question might be asked: 
Vfrt/ did they net show· better gains'l (The corrected figures show that 
5G% or each group reported increased attendance.) 

O~u· own analysis of the performance of the 32 televised colleges reveals 
tbt they improved their proportion of wins to total decisions from. 56.2% 
to 60 .4%, v1hil8 the 160 non-televised colleges dropped from 53.5% to 

·52 . efo . Apparently~ performanc-e Oi.Jerated to some extent as a selective 
factc r in deter:nini!lg v1hich games were telecast. 

From what we know about t he relation of pe rformance to attendance, v1e 
would have expected the televised group, with a conside rably b e tter 
performance trend, to show a better attendance trend than the non-'N 
groi~tp. Instead, t he actual attendar:ce figures reveal a slightly inferior 
t:·~nd of atte ndance n mo~.~ the T'.f i"~ n:up ., 

T..'1.ese facts are certainly not inconsistent ···dth, let us sety, n 5~~ drop 
in attendance due to tel e'lision; or. in other words, t he possibility 
tha t the televised colle c;e ::> wou ld have shown o. gain of 6.9'/u instead of 
l.W; if TV had not been present. 

Another obstacle in the e. c.alys is of c o~parative attendance tre nds is that 
the 'N colleges a::-e quali t ati·v-ely a diffe rent group tha n the non-tele­
-vised colleges. They i1:.clude nlmost all the big~ nationally known foot­
ball teems,. o.:r.d they show an avere z;e of 38~000 admissions pe r ga.11e, as 
compared wi th only 11,000 for the non-1\f colleges. In effect, we are 
comparing big league (te levised) football with minor league (non .. tele­
vised) football~ a nd thi s casts some doubt on the vglidity of the com~ 
parison since other factors besides pe rformance may b e ope rating differ­
entially on the two g:roi_:ps. 
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To sum up. we do not find e.ny of the data cited in this section of Jor­
dan's report inconsistent with an adverse effect of Tl on attendance. 
though it may be e;ranted that the over-all reduction has not been la.rge. 

* • * • * 
Since the publication of the ma.in body of this report, the actual attend­
ance fi@-}res f'or ea.ch of the 193 colleges reporting have been made avail .. 
able to us by Jordan. We have analyzed these data in terms of the percent 
change in attendance (not percent 0£ colleges increasing or decreasing) 
for televised colleges, non-televised colleges in Tl areas, and colleges 
innon-'.IV areas. The findings, by region, are shown below: 

u.s. TOT.AL. • 

East. • . . • 
Central • . • 
Fa.r West. . • 
South • . • • 
Mountain. • • 
Soutmest • • 

* No colleges 

PE1\'CENT CHAHGE IN ATTENDANCE, 1948-1949 

Colleges in 'N Areas 
:ffon .. 

Televise·d Televised 
~~ Colleges 

4- 3.9 - o.e 

- 5.2 - 3.5 

'°' 
8.9 .. 2.5 

- 1.3 +ll.7 
~ 2.8 .. 0.4 

* - 7.4 
tl5 .a .. 6.6 

All Collegea 
in 'N Areas 

4- 1.0 

7.9 
+ 3.7 
- 2.1 
+ 1.1 
- 7.4 
il5.7 

in the Mountain region we re televised. 

Colleges 
in 

Non-'IV 
Areas Total 

.. 7.6 .). 3 .. 7 

+ 3.7 - 6.4 
+ 9.0 .. 6.2 
- 0.6 .. 2.9 
.. 7.0 + 4.5 
-t23.5 +14.3 
t 2.9 .. 9.6 

The fact is quite striking that for the United States as a whole, and in 
every region except the Southwest. the non-'IV areas showed e. I!'Mch better 
attendance trend than the 'IV areas, the national difference amounting to 
6.b'ft.. . 

T"ne relationships shown here for the Sou th~ Mountain and Southwest regions 
have little significance• since very few areas within these regions had 'N 
stations in 1949, and even in those which did the number of sets owned was 
very small. fut the analysis for the three regions where telecasting of 
football games and 'IV ownership were sufficiently extensive to measure Tl 
effects, strongly suggests thet telecasting hurts attendance. 

The distrirution of the loss b,3t;;veen televised colleges and non-televised 
colleges in the 'N area is probably a function of the relative attractive• 
ness of the televised and non-televised f)"mes, from the standpoint of per­
formance and other factors affecting; public . interest. In the Ea.st and 
Far West. the televised colleges suffered the greater loss; in the Central 
region, it was the non-televised colleges which suffered. 

The apparent reason for the decline in the attendance of the non-televised 
colleges in the Central region, where attendance generally ha.d a large 
increase. lies in the performance of the televised colleges in the area. 
It was the big colleges in the Midwest whose e;ames were televised~ and it 
wa.s these same schools which showed much the greatest improvement in per.­
formance of all . the big-name colleges in the country. 
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The non-televised colleges in the Central region thus 'had stront;er com• 
petition from the 'N colleges than was true in other areas. '.Ibey showed 
a combined attendance loss. while both the televised colleges and the 
colleges in non-lV areas of that region were showing substantial in­
creases.ihese data appear to support the nBig Ten" belief that in this 
case, 'N had adverse effects upon the smaller, non-televised colleges. 

Study of the Effects of' Non-Tl Factors 

Findings and Conclusions: 

In a section of his report called 0 1he Atomic Age of Sports•1
, Jordan 

cites U.S. Department of Cormnerce figures to show the tremendous increase 
in sports attendance dul'ing the last 20 years. 

Personal incomes in the United States are up 250% since 1~29, but the 
money spent on sports admissions has increased 440% during that same 
period. College and pro football are up even more than the average for 
all sports, 481% over the 1929 level. In contrast, the total increase 
in money spent on all types of organized entertainment is only 20ofo, less 
than the increase . in personal income. 

The point is · further made that there was a tremendous pent-up demand for 
sports entertaimnent :right after the war, and that some leveling off in 
these phenomenal increases is naturally to be expected. \\The effect of 
television in this study is being measured against the highest peak of 
a·=~issions in the long and successfal history of sports.n 

Th-:'! growth of sports attendance is attributed to a. combination of fa.e­
tc.::;, the first of which is increased personal incomes and shorter working 
hcu rs. Jordan notes the larger number of farnil ies in the tt,over t;2 ,000'\ 
in~ome bracket since 1929, and cites a positive correlation of .96 be­
t-N<.>e n gross personal income and t he 1:1mount of money spent on recreation. 

Int._;,lligent managewent is the second factor mentioned, in particular the 
trend toward night ga...mes in b~.seb11ll and a more open, high-scoring; type 
of footbRll play. It is largely to alert, far-sighted manageir..ent that 
Jo:rd!:tn ascribes the greater relative increase in sports attenda"1.c e than 
in o ·t;h~r types of entertainment. 

ri~ .. 5 third major factor "iS p~rf0!"!\!. 8:10~ ~ ancl to d et"to:nst rste t;h.e ef' f'a r!tS of 
th i s factor, Jordan cite s a '"ff, at t endance gain in 1949 over 1948 fqr major 
league basebe.11 teams v1hich ir.:proved performance, s.r.d a 15% decline in 
attendance amcng; thos e t eams with poorer pe rformance. Since 15 of the 
16 clubs followed performance, 11 television, obviously .. we.s a very minor 
factor. n 

In the case of colleie football, the relationship of pe rformance to attend• 
ance is no t as close, du e t o a c e rtain hurd core of loyal alumni and stu­
dents, but it neverthele ss e x ists. Of 123 colleg0s analyzed, 6 ~'% of' those 
with improved performance. also showed attendance gains, while only 5qr; o:f' 
the colleges with a decline in \'ion-lost percentage showed a gain in 
attendance. 
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Further evidence of the effect of performance is seen in the fact that 
big leagµe baseball attendance was. off 4.4% in the first half of 1949, 
while during the last he.lf of the sea.son. '\•thile 'N O'Nnership was increas• 
ing 47fo over April, attendance improved so that the yee.r closed with only 
e. 3.6% drop ••• The reason was one of the most exciting races in baseball 

. history. ti 

Population growth is seen as contrih.lting to the long-term rise in sports 
attendance, and economic conditions are also mentioned as an important 
factor. Changes in ticket prices do not seem thus far to have had much 
effect, except that where losses in college football attendance occurred 
in 1949, 11 the losses were concentrated almost entirely in the less desir­
able seats--where the prices had been raised." 

Jordan concludes: uit is clear. fror:i the record of increases. that eoo• 
nomic conditions, management, performance anrl publicity are far more im• 
portant factors than the growth of television to date • 11 

Evaluation: 

M.1ch of this material is merely speculative, with the statistical evidence 
Often deficient in SOffie respects• Thu$ I attempts to ShOW 8. COrrela.tion 
between personal incomes s.nd money spent on entertainment rnust take into 
account changes in the price level and the rise in population. 

Some of the reasoning is not supported by the data cited. Larger incomes 
and shorter working hours, for example, are listed first among the urour 
big fa.ctorsu which have mai~ly contributed to- the great growth in sports 
attendance. Yet if this were true, it is hard to see why the total spent 
on other fom.s of entertainment should have lagged behind tha increase in 
incomes. 

Howe->rer, there is no quarrel with the stater.lent that all these various 
non-Tl factors cited by Jordan do affect attendance. The difficulty is 
that such a statement has little relevance to the effects of television. 
One can.~ot conclude that because these other factors do affect attendance, 
t6le vision does not. 

Sports attendance was subject to the influence of other factors ·before 
W 6Xisted. The addition of Tl rr.erely adds another vs.ri~ble which affects 
the si tua ti on, and >•rhose influence can t heoretically be isolated e.nd 
measured. It may be taken for granted that the other factors will con­
tinue to operate, e.nd th~ fact that they do does not tell us anything 
about 'N 's effects • 

In the case of performance, particularly, Jordan concludes that since 15 
of the 16 major league baseball clubs showed attendance gains or losses, 
as their performa.nce improved or ·worsened, utelevision. obviously• was a 
very minor factor." 'fne conclusion is not Y:arranted because one wculd 
expect attendance to vary in relation to perforo.ance ~ wh!'\tever the influ 00 

ence of 'N. 
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To what extent Tl may have been responsible for the 3.6% drop in big 
league attendance during 1949 is not ascertainable from Jordan's data. 
'.lhe comparison of attendance for the first and last parts of the 1949 
season merely reinforces the conclusion that performance affects attend­
ance; it tells us nothing about TV's effeots. It might be noted that 
attendance during the le.st half of 1949 did show a decline from 1948, 
in spite of "one of the most exciting races in history. u 

To sum up, the evidence marshaled to show that other variables besides 
Tf affect attendance and that, in the individual case, performance is a 
veey strong factor in attendance changes, leaves us without any de.r.ion• 
stration of the effect or lack of effect of Tl, either as an isolated 
factor or operating jointly with other factors. It does serve, of courl:le, 
to remind us of the importance or controlling the other variables in 
trying to e.ssess Tl's effect. 

Tue conclusion that other factors are far more important then the growth 
of television to date is probably tnie• bJ.t does not preclude a small 
over-al~ .adverse effect of 'N which may be important in individual cases 
ar-.d which rn.ay become more serious with increasing mass ownership. 
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APPENDIX B 

THE CROSSLEY STUDY 

Procedure: 

One thousand individuals, including 400TV owners, 400 guests of TV own­
ers, and 200 viewers in public places, were interviewed in December 1948. 
The sample was divided equally among four cities: New York, Philadelphia, . 
Baltimore and New Haven. 

TV owners were selected from lists obtained from retail sources, . and the 
guests were chosen from among people whom the owners had reported inviting 
in. The sample of patrons in public places was allocated by type of place 
and location. 

Each interview provided a profile of the individual's exposure to college 
football games played within 90 miles of the city and telecast within 50 
miles, during the 1947 and 1948 seasons. Exposure was broken down accord.,, 
ing to whether the respondent attended the game, heard it over the radio 
or watched it on television. 

A printed card list of the games was used to aid the respondent's memory. 
Other questions sought infonnation on past "normal" attendance, interest 
in college .football, relative preference for viewing vs. actua.l attend­
ance, and for each game viewed on TV, the likelihood of attendance had 
it not been televised. 

Analysis was in tenns of 11 game potentialities", so that for all three 
types of respondents, in each o~ the two seasons, there is reported the 
percent of total cames attended, tho percent heard over the radio, and 
the percent viewed on television. 

Purpose of this analysis was to observe whether total exposure to games 
had increased or decreased in 1948, and whether increased viewing of tele­
casts bore a direct relatior~hip to decreased attendance. A secondary 
line of analysis dealt with the proportion of ganes that might have been 
attended if TV had not been available, and with the reasons for non-attend­
anceo 

Technical Adequacy: 

As far as we can detennine from the brief description given, the smnple 
is probably reasonably representative of the three groups of persons 
studied in the four cities. Interviewing techniques were well planned, 
and the use of printed lists of games undciubtedl;ir minimized memory los­
ses. 

Conclusions drawn from the findings are properly qualified by calling 
attention to limitations in the survey's scope, its confinement to four 
cities, the fact that 'l'V was just getting started as of 1%8, and the 
high income and educational level of the persons interviewed,. 

- 18 -
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F.e.sern.tions may be held about the procedure for dealing with the "not 
aurou group -- those who couldn't remember whether or not# or in what 
manner, they had been exposed to a partioular game •• especially since 
th!I trend of results e.otually depends upon the procedure ehas en. Crou­
ley baa assigned them proportionately among the other groups. a decision 
whioh may or may not be sound. As he himself' pointlt out, it is equally 
diffioult to justify any other method of procedure. 

The problem o~ whether and how to combine the results for the four 
cities present~ another dilemma which Crossley freely admits. On the 
one hand# the act\.~al procedure followed of giving equal weight to all 

,four appears unsatisfacto:r.r in view of the great dif'.ferences in she 
and the faot that attendance trends vary sharply from one to another. 
On the other hand. any system of differential.weighting would bet dif­
ficult to apply. and would still not provide a representative sample of 
a particular universe. 

The sum total of exposure to games by attendance,. radio and 'N in 1948 
e.pp~ars to have increased over 1947 in the areas cov~red, l:ut this in­
crease was almost entirely in taleviewing. Attendanct1 e.:cd. radio listen­
ing shewed little change. 

'.fue attendance of 'N owners declined from 2.9 to 2.7, that of ~ests 
rose from 2 .. 9 to 3·.s, while patrons of publio places remained .stationary 
at l .6% or "game po.tentiali ties". These figures do not include e.ny 
di;;t:di:ution of the 0 not sure" grcup, which accounted for 3•5% of game 
pc~~ntialities in 1948 and 12-15% in 1947. Tl owners appear to hs.ve 
a.':;tended more games in the past than either guests or public patrons. 
L-; tern-..s or aotual mrnber of ga.'lles attended, rather than game poten­
tialities, the three groups averaged 4.1, 3.6 and 3.3, respectively. 

Although the euu:mary of findings does not call attention to the fac~ 
men";;ioned in the preceding paragraph, they indicate an adversd effect 
cf Ti on the attendance of owners. However, since the proportion of 
all p~:rsons interviewed who a.tte:r.ded o.t la ast one game rose from 23% 
to 20~J there may be some offset to this in a stirm.llative effect on 
att~ndance resulting from television. 

~,\:, at ~opla interrbwad qla.i:ned their inter-es~ in football W~3 incr-eas­
i ng rather than decre;:i.sing,. and Tl o'ime.r.!I w~ra mora li!c,ly than the 
othe .r two groups to make this statement. 

T.venty-t710 p·ercent of tho 'N owners ~eve a preference for television as 
a reason for non-attendance, as oo~pared with sf, of the guests and 6% 
of the p..i blic pat!'on:; giving this reason. 'N cmners were also much 
more likely to S<ty they enjoy watching e. game on television as ruch 
ns actually attending. 

A ponciled conclusion in cur copy of tr.e r~port s!'lys: ."It is signifi­
cant to note thn t football attendance dropped slightly from 1 46 to '47 _ 
e.nd again from '47 to '48 -- not enough to be alarming, tut it is im­
portant that a.n a.ckn.o\·1ledged over-311 increase of interest in .football 
is pointed primarily toward t'3levision rat:her than attendance. •1 
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Validity of Findings: 

The findings may be considered valid as far as they go, but the results 
provide no conclusive measure of 'N effects for the following reasons: 

Most of the 'N owners were new owners, and there may b~ a nnovel ty 
effect11 involved. Attendance of the same group of owners would hav& 
to be checked over a longer period of time to dete:rlJ'l..ine whether or not 
the ini tia.l effects a.re lasting. 

The survey was conducted in a period when TV had not yet penetrated 
extensively into the middle and lov1er income groups,. e.nd the findings 
cannot be projected into present and future periods of mass ownership. 
Allowance must be made for the hihh income and educational level of 
this sample • 

The four cities differ markedly in size, 'N penatration, football aud• 
ience composition and direction of attendance trends. Heither indiv .. 
idua.lly nor in combination can they be considered representative of the 
region, the nation or of other localities. 

The study was restricted to Tl owners, guests and patrons of public 
places. These groups involve an un..1<nown fraction of the total college 
football audience, and we have no ttcontrol group" against which to . 
evaluate the trends observed. 

The proportions giving 'N as a reason for non-attendance, while sugges­
tive, are not a satisfactory me.a.sure of actual deterrent effect. The 
fact that only 22% of the 'N owners volunteer this as a reason, while 
51% of them say they enjoy watching the games on 'N as much as actually 
attending, points up the difficulty. 

The fact that 71% of the sample s a id their interest in college football 
was increasing; must be evaluated in the 1 ight of the disposition of the 
group who said their interest was about the same. It is not made clear 
what proportion of the sample answered "about the samen, nor what was 
done with these answers. If they were excluded from the percentages, 
or if they were thrown in with the nincreasingtt group, the 71~~ figure 
must be revised downward. 



APPEND IX C 

'.l' HE FA C TS CONSOLIDATED STUDIES 

Procedure: 

'.lWo studies were carried out in the Los Angeles area in 1949. Their 
purpose was to find out why people were going to more or fewer college 
football games th~n in 1948. 

The first study covered 805 spectators at the So. California .. u.c.L.A. 
game of lfovember 191 1949. Interviewers questioned ticket•hold.ers 
cu tside the ste.diu::n r,ates before and after the game. Undergraduates 
of the t\vo universi t5.es were excluded from the sample. Respondents 
were questioned about their college football attendance in 1948 and 
1949. the reasons for e.ny changes in their attendance. and the degree 
of their exposure to t0lecasts of games. 

T'ne second study covered 1,296 telephone interviews with persons whose 
na.'!les were selected a.t random from the Cen,tra.l Los .Angeles telephone 
direotory. The questions asked were similar to those of the first 
study. exce~t that more detailed inquiries about 'IV exposure were in­
cluded. 

T$chnica.l Adequacy: 

ifo details are pl"ovided as to the method of selection of the sample of 
S?ectators. It is apparent that no system f'or choosing a truly random 
oi-0s3-section of the audience could be applied, e.nd it is not known what 
c ontrols_ if any, were exercised over the interviewers' choice. Never­
theless, we ha..ve no reason to suspect any p9.rticular type of bias, e.nd 
t~e sa~ple may have been sufficiently representative for the purpose of 
the study. 

With the possible exception of the vrording of the final question,, we have 
no resson to question the technical edeq'-<3.CY of the studies for obtain• 
ing; the kind of' information sought. The final question ( 11 Does watching 
colle5e football on televioion make you want to go to th~ Coliseum to 
see games in person?") appears nloaded" in the context of the interview. 
Zt invites ti. 'Yes '1· i·esro::..3e, and iT. is f.·•·obable th'lt· the re::;pondent by 
that time has come to realize the survey 1s concern about the possible 
adverse effects of 'JV on attendance. 

Findings: 

In the first study, 12% of those v:ho were attending fewer g-a:mes in 1949 
gave 'JV e.s the reason. Of those e.ttending more games. 13% explained 
thnt they were 11more interested", and a1;1ong this group were "some who 
becnxr..e interested from ·.·.'atching; college football on television. 11 T:renty­
two percent of the spectators owned 'N sets (a higher proportion than 
of the general public), and 6CJfe of those who he.d seen college football 
on 'IV said it nade them want to come out and see games in person. 

- 21 ... 
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Similar .findings were obtained from the seconi study. AtU,ndance uiong · 
the telephone-owning public we.s off in 1949. only 2,3% Sftying they went 
to more games 1 while 48% went to fewer. Bit only 16% of the declining 
group mentioned 1V as the reason. while 3~~ of those e. ttending more gamea 
explained that they were "more interested". Half of this latter group 
"volun~eered that they had become more interested from watching college 
football on te le vi :sion. n 

Among families which included someone who had a.ttertded a college foot­
ball game in 1948 or 1949, So% had been exposed to football on television; 
among families with no 1948 or 1949 attendance. only 4Wo had watched e. 
game on 'N, Forty•fi ve percent of those who had seen a game on 7.V in 
1949 said that it "made them want to come out to see games in person." 

The findings were published by the television committee of the Los Angele3 
Chamber of' Co?nmerce in the form of 11 highlightsu from the figures, with no 
explicit conclusions stated. Taken together, however~ the results would 
etrongly imply that 'N was only a minor factor in any 1949 attendance 
losses. and that at the same time it was keeping some fans at home, it 
was exercising quite a stinulative effect on others. 

· Validity of Findings: 

Since the study e.pp.,ars to have been competently executed, e.nd since no 
explicit coneliJ.sions were drawn from the data, we havt! no rea.aon to deny 
the validity of the stated findings. It is unquestionably true that 'N 
is not the only ractor which produces loases in attendance, and it ia 
probably equally true that 'IV oreates certain stim.ila tive effects. 

We would only point out that the design of the study precludes any mea­
sure of" the magnitude of these opposing effects, and that the implica .. 
tions of the findings as stated may provide a misleading diagnosis of 
the situation. The data throw very little light on the ba~ic questions 
of: How many people does Tl keep a.way from the game3'l How many does it 
etimulate to attend? and What are its probable effects · in the future? 

As we noted in our discussion of the Crossley findings. the reasons which 
people volunteer in response to a 1tWhy'? 11 question cannot be accepted as 
valid measures of the relative imoortance of the various factors affect­
ing them. 'That only 12-16% of th~se whose attendance declined attributed 
the reason to talevis ion does not necessarily rne·an that 'JV had no ad­
vars<'I effects on the ra:>t of' the group. 

A vast complex of causes combine to influence a person•s attendance or 
non-attendance, and these causes are usually so inter-related that the 
respondent himself is unable, on the spur of the moment, to assess the 
relative influer.ce of each. Under such circumstances, he tends to men­
tion only the most salient reason which occurs to him at the time. 

'Thus, the respondents who attribute . their lower attendance to 11 less lei• 
sure time" or 11 too expensive" do not necessarily deny any influenc~ of 
television. Perhaps, if the al ternntive of watching the game on 'IV were 
not available to them, the reasons they give would have much less ini'lu• 
ence. Conversely. some of those who cite 'N e.s the reason for their 
non-attendance might have gone out to the stadium less frequently in 
a.ny case. 
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The matching of 'N owners and non-owners with equivalent 1948 attendance 
might have provided.a more sound measure of 'IV effeots in 1949, but 
apparently this was not done. 

The fact that 45-6<:¢ of the 'N viewers said that watching a game on tele­
vision me.de them want to oome out and see it in person has little signi.f• 
ioance. As we have indicated, the wording e.nd context of' the question 
may have encouraged a uYesn answer. Furthermore, we have no vre.y of judg­
ing to what extent this increased desire to attend is translated into 
actual attendance. One would normally expect any publicity a.boot a 
game to increase the desire to e.tteni. Perhaps the more significant 
finding is that, apparently, 55-40% of the viewers do not say that 'N 
increases their interest. ---

For reasons indicated in our analysis of the Jordan research, tr~ fact 
that more 'IV owners are found in a football stadium than among the gen­
eral public does not· prove that 'N has a stimulative effect on atten• 
danea. Tl owners are known to have had a higher past attendance in any 
c~se. and we would normally expect to find more of them among the specta­
tors. The q_uestion is: How many would have been found in the stadium 
if the game had not been televised? 

That eofo of the football attenders in the sample of the public had 
watched games on 'IV, whereas only 40% of the non-attenders had seen a 
telecast, again reveals nothing of the effect of Tl on attendance. '.ihe 
co.l!:i-non faotor of interest in football underlies both viewing and atten• 
d&:lce; it would be surprising if the non-att~nde rs (with both a lower · 
cl~~:-~ of interest in football and probably lower incomes} had watched - -
football games on 1V as often as those who ectually attend the games. 

Tne findings apply. of course, only to telephone h~es in the Los Angele a 
a rea in 1949, and are the.r.efore not necessarily applicable to other areas 
o~ to the pzesent period. 
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APPENDIX D 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

TICKET HOLDERS S TU DY 

Procedure: 

This was a survey of individuals who had purchased season football 
tickets to University of Southern California games in 1948, tut not in 
1949. Questions were asked concerning 1Y ownership, 1949 attendance, 
reason$ for non-attendance, exposure to football telecasts, and re• 
lated matte rs • 

1\vo groups were studied: (A) Former public season ticket holders, and 
{B) Fonner alur.mi season tick.et holders. From a list of l ,640 names in 
the first group, a random sample of 50 were drawn for personal inte.rview:s 
e.nd another' sample of 45 for telephone interviews. From the 220 persons 
in the second group, 42 names were drawn for personal interviews and 70 
for telephone interviews. 

It developed that 30fo of the public group and 13% of the alumni group 
actually had bought 1949 tickets. so that these persons had to be dis• 
carded from the sample. Some of the others had moved away, or for 
other reasons could not be interviewed• and the actual findings a.re 
based on 57 public season ticket holders and 89 alumni. 

Each respondent was told that the purpose of the study was to "inquire 
into the effect of television on the purchase of football season 
tickets." Reasons for non-attendance were obtained through sponte.n­
ecus answers to a "Why?" question, while n check-list was used to ob­
tain reasons for non-purchase • . 'N was not included as a possible 
reason on this oheQk-list, l:ut a follow-up question specifics.lly asked 
whether 'N was an important factor in the decision not to re"purchase. 

Technioa l Adeque.cr: 

A number of technical inadequacies cast serious doubt on the findings 
of this study. Perhaps the major difficulty is th" small nu:nber of 
cases involved. When the f;7 :respondents in the public group a.nd the 
89 in the alumni group are subdivided into Tl owners and non-owners, 
the oells include only 26, 31, 24 and 65 cases. '.Ihase samples are far 
too small to yield statistically significant comparisons, 

The large degree of inaccuracy in the original lists, as evidenced by 
the proportion who actually h~d purchased 1949 tickets, leaves the 
representativeness of the sample open to question. 

'lhe preliminary explanation to respondents that the study WS.$ nn in­
quiry into 'N eff'ects constitutes a potential source of bias. Tl 
owners, in particular, may well have played down the effects of 'N in 
their answers, in order to insure the continuance of telecasting. 

- 24 .. 
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The questionnaire is poorly designed. and the questions concerning reasona 
for non-purchase of 1949 tickets and plans for purchasing 1950 tickets 
cannot be depended upon to produce valid answers. '!he statistical handl­
ing of results is also open to question. We discuss both these points in 
greater detail under '\Validity of Fil".dings.•1 

Findings and Conclusions: 

The general conclusion of the study is that n'Th.e attitudes of the group 
who were regular football fans, as indicated by the purcha.se of season 
tickets. has been little influenced by television.ii Other faotons such 
as parking. poor seat locations and high costs account for most of tre 
attendance loss in this group. 11 If television has a significant effect 
upon attendance. it is not among the season ticket purchasers. but rather 
in the marginal group who purchase individual geme tickets • 11 

A variety of evidence is cited in support of these conclusions. First. 
among both the public and alumni groups. '1V owners attended more use 
games in 1949 than non-o';;ners did. Second• n The reasons given for not 
purchasing a season ticket in over 90% of the responses were reasons 
other than 'lV.t• Third~ a higher proportion of 'N owners than non-owner..; 
say they plan to buy season tickets next year. and emong both owners nnd 
non-owners the number who say they plen to buy exceeds the number 'l'Fho say 
they plan to see the games on television. · 

1:.•'3re ar~ a g:reat ~l'!...'1.Y reasons why the findin~s reported in this study 
ha>e no validity. and we do not regard the conclusions as at all justified. 

Wa have nlready remarked on the sr.i.all number of cases on which some of 
th"1 comparisons are bs.sed. '!here are only 26 TV owners in the public 
group, and 24 TV oY;ne:rs in the alumni g:roup. The differences found in 
the 1949 attendance rat19s of owners and non-owners in the tv:o group$ 
could easily be due to chance. 

fut even if these differences were statistically significant, they cou1d 
not be cited as evidence that television has little effect on attendance. 
The :reason is that nowhere in the study are we told the proportion of all 
Tl owners~ as c0;>1pa.::-ed with non-owners nmong; the 1948 season ticket 
~.iy~ rs, who failed to """'new in 1 949. 

The attendance loss for cwn~rs end non-owners is measured firs·t by the 
proportions of each group who failed to renew their 1948 season ticket 
purcr.ases, and only p?.rtly by the proportions of each group who saw on~ 
or more games in 1949. This study investir;~ t;es onl;,' the second factor,, 
e.nd ignores the first, 

We can illustrate by a hypo the ti cal ex9.:r:plc. Suppose that 4~ of th~ 'IV 
owners among the 1943 season ticket buyer·s failed to renew, but only 20; 
of th:i non-ownr::-rs failed to re-purchase. It would be cl ea:r that tele ... 
vision had a deterrent effect on attendance, even though a higher pro .. · 
portion of the non.-:ronewing Tl owners saw some of the ga2es in 1949. 
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Actually,, there is some evidence that this sort of situation may in faot 
have-been the case. No less than 46% of the public group which failed to 
renew were Tl owners. According to Pulse data,, the ownership rate for 
the Los Angeles area at that time was 18%,, and even for the 11A11 economic 
stratum was only 28%. We would not expect the ownership rate among 1948 
season ticket buyers to be a great deal higher than that for the highest 
income group, so we may reasonably suppose th.at 'IV owners, more than non• 
owners,, were likely to stop buying season tickets. 

'.l'he same criticism applies to the finding that a higher proportion of 'IV 
owners than non-owners plan to buy season tickets next year. -'.l'he fact 
that more of them who failed to b.ly in 1949 plan to b~y in 1950, does not 
refute the fact that thefr 1N9 a-i;t~nde.nce was adversely affected. To 
predict 1950 effects, one would also have to detennine the proportion of 
'N owners among 19~9 ticket buyers who plan to renew. 

As we have pointed out in our evaluation of the Crossley and Faot5 Con­
solidated studies, one rr~st be cautious in interpreting the reasons peopl~ 
give for a lower attendance. Attendance is not determined by any one 
factor,, but by a combination of factors which interact with one another~ 

'.lhus, bad weather. parking, seating and cost difficulties would normally 
a9t as deterrents to attendance. When 'N is available, however, their 
deterrent effects may be greater, because of the existence of an alterna­
tive for those interested in football. 'Ihe respondent may still regard 
these non-Tl factors as the reason for his lack of attendance, but w:e 
cannot interpret that to mean that Tl' had no effect. 

Aside from this point, the design of the questionnaire and :the method of 
perc~ntaging the results make it very misleading to state that: "Th~ 
reasons given for not pu~chasing a season ticket in over 90% of responses 
were reasons other than television. 11 

The question asked: ''Were any of the following factors important in your 
not getting a use football season ticket this year?tl -- and spaces wer~ 
provided for checking: Parking, Seat location~ lfo Notre Dame game, Cost 
of going to game, Other interests and None. Then followac a second ques­
tion: 'tvfas television an important factor in your not getting a use foot­
ball season ticket this y~ar?" 

There is no explanation of v1ny 'N was '.Sivan e. separate question in.ste!id or 
l:eing included in th~ chack-list, u_cd the .::-" can be no jus tif icati0n for 
combining the answers received to that one item, asked independently. with 
the answers to the other i terns suggested to the respondent all at once. 

One can only speculate on the effect of asking about 'N independently, 
but it is quite possible that the technique produced fewer admissions 
that 'N affected purchase than would have been the case had it been in ... 
eluded in the check-list. After mentioning one or more reasons on the 
check-list, for instance• respondents ma y have felt they had S8.tisfac­
torily explained their failure to purchase and thus have answered t1wo0 

when next asked about r1. Too, the singl ing out of 1V for n special 
question, in conjunction with the opening; explanation that the survey's 
purpose was to study 'N's effects, may have induced som~ TV' owners to 
deny any effect,. in the hope that telecasts would thereby be encouraged,. 
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The finding is .f\irther distorted by the method of percentaging employed, 
which is based on the percent of respo~ rather than the percent of 
persons e.nswerLng• It will have been noted that a respondent could name 
two or more reasons on the check-list. and the number of respon~es con• 
sequently exceeds the number of persons answering. Tinis, 57 person.5 in 
the public group gave s·r reasons for not l::uying. and the 89 alumni gave 
166 reasons. 

lhe study notes that only 8-9% of the responses in the two groups were 
in tenns of television. 'fuat this statement is meanin~less can be seen 
from an example. Suppo~e every respondent admitted that television wai 
an important factor in his decision not to buy, but that every respondent 
also gave four other reao:ons. In such a. case, 'N would account for only 
one-fifth of the respon3es, but actually. 100'/o of the sample would be 
testifying to 'N's adverse effects. 

Ir we re-compute the percentages, we find that 15·1~ of the res2ond..ents 
in the two groups mentioned 'N as e.n important factor. And if ·we assume 
that the:;e indi vidua.ls were TV owners (since it is unlikely that many 
non-owners attributed their failure to re-purchase to a preference for 
television), we find that over a third of the 'N owners among the public 
gr~~p, and over half of the 'N owners among the alumni group, did say 
that TV was an important factor in their decision not to re-purchase. 
Su.ah a result hardly supports the conclusion that 'N effects were negli­
gibl&. 

'.ih.e ~vidence cited on intentions to hly 1950 season tickets deals with 
c~ of the least reliable of all types of opinion items -- long-ran~ 
intentions to act. Evon in the oase of plans_ to buy such an important 
i t~=1 as a house or an automo:;ile. experience has shown that these inten­
tio~s are not always trans~ated into action. In the case of a relatively 
r.iinor item. such as the purch~se of football tickets, vie believe fe?T people 
ac~~ally make plans a year in advance and we would not base any decision 
on the resu.1 ts of such a question. The unrelia.bili ty of the item is dem­
onst?"a~ed by the fa.ct that 61-647~ of the two groups were ''Undecided." 

Fu rtha:tmore, the question itself is p·oorly designed, and while we are not 
su ro of' the procedure follc-Ned, it does not seem thP..t :respondents were 
give~ a fair opportunity to express any preference they may have had for 
we.tching the ga.~es on Tl. 

·.[::." que ~;tion ~·;as: f!.Ar-~ YG'..l µla!1..:1in~·; 0 -:1. Cuyi·:ag a use foo·Gball ~eason 
ti cl<: et next year? 11 

-- a.r:d 3 paces were provided for checking that item. 
a.nd also ''Seeing games on televisionit, ~'·Neither'" and !;I.Don't know.a It 
is n ·:'.)t clear what happened ;·1h0n the respondent answered ''Ho~ to ·che r..aiu 
question, nor whet1:e:r ";;eeing grunes on television" was sur;r;ested as an 
alternative to ev;:,ry respondent. 

In sur.:ms.ry, we cannot accept the stated conclusions of this survey. On 
the contrary, we find u f;oo d deal of evidence to support the contention 
the.t T:l had !rn adverse effect on nttenclnnce in the case of' these pe.rtic• 
ulur grou.ps. It ' must be remenb11:red, however, that the study was restricted 
to former season ticket h.lyers who failed to renew, e.t only one university. 
e.nd at a single point in t:ir::'3. 
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APPENDIX E 

ECAC POSTCARD S TU DY 

Procedure: 

Over 30.000 postcards were mailed by members of the Eastern College Ath­
letic Conference to a sample of their alumni living within 250 miles of 
the campus. 'Ihe mailing was conducted in late November 1949. 

Infonnation was sought from each respondent on average 1945•1947 attend• 
ance. 1948 attendance and 1949 attendance; on number of games viewed by 
television in 1948 and 1949, TV ownership, e.nd preference for Tl vs. 
actual attendance. 

Five thousand of the postcards were returned in time to be included in 
the tal:ulations turned over to NOH:;. These tawhtions showed the attend .. 
ance frequencies for 1945•47, 1948 and 1949, and the corresponding fre­
quencies for number of games viewed on television in 1948 end 1949. 

Technical Adequacy: 

The method of selecting the original sample is not specified. although 
it is indicated that each larger college sent out 1,000 postcards and 
each smaller college 500. Presumably the individual respondents were 
selected on a random basis from alumni lists. 

The study is open to the usual objection to mail surveys. Only one in 
six of the postcards were returned and tabulated, and the characteris­
tics of the S•in-6 who did not reply are unknown. A substantial bi~5 
may thus have resulted, 1f the returns ca.me disproportionately from 'N 
owners or non-owners, or from those who like or dislike watching foot• 
ball on Tl. 

Attendance data might have been obtained more easily and.more accu:rately 
from official records of alumni ticket sales than from the retrospective 
reports of a group which may not be representative of the total. Data 
on the number of garr~s televiewed in 1948 end 1949 is of little vslu~ 
by·itself, since viewing was bound to increase with the wider distribu• 
tion of Tl in 1949. 

No significant cross-tabulations of the data were made. Attendance by 
class year, by 'N ownership and by attitude toward televiewing might 
have thrown additional light on the findings, but only the total fre• 
quencies ere reported. 

Findings and Conclusions: 

Although no full study of the data or report of the findings has bean 
made, anECAC news release dated December 10~ 1949, says that 11 0n the 
basis of this information, the Co~.mittee feels grave concern in regard 
to television's effect on intercollegiate football in this area. 11 
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Reporting on the survey before the annual convention of the NCAA in Jan­
uary 1950, an ECAC spokesman said that on the basis of results thls far, 
011er 16% of the res!)ondents thought 'lV v..ras better the.n actual attendance, 
and another 13% or more considered it as good. And since the proportion 
was ~ven higher among alurr.ni of the smaller colleges, he concluded that 
it was these institutions who "·will be most affected by the televising 
of college games. N 

:Ho other data from this survey have been published. From the te.b.ilations 
given us, we have cl!llculated the reported average number of games attended 
per year as 3.9 in 1945-47, 3~4 in 1948, and 2.9 in 1949. 

Validity of Findings: 

. The fact that some 3Cj~ of the respondents agree that television is as 
good or better than attendance does indicate that 'IV may c~use some 
losses• but the finding gives us no way of measuring the actual or po­
tential loss• nor of calculating whatever stimulative effects may also 
be involved. 

As we have noted, the doubt:t\.tl representativeness of the sample sharply 
1 i.::i.i ts any conclusions which ma.y be drawn from the data. Furthermore , one 
oa:nti.ot assume, because an individual thinks televised football is equal 
or superior to attendance, that he will stop attending grunes. 

Too nany other factors intervene to affect attendance, to make it possible 
t::i "translate the above 307; into actuel effect. Even the individual who 
s s.ys he prefeJ:"s to see the game on 'N may find his attendance stimulated• 
or he may continJ.e to attend games as often as he ever did, for other 
re~s or..s. 

Si::Ce the attendance data were not cross-tabulated with Tl ownership or 
de i;:'ee of e:x:posur~ to television, we do not know to ..-rhat extent 'N was 
res?onsible for the indicated decline. It is likely. moreover, that the 
attendance losses revealed b;f this zurvey are considerably exar,gerated, 
and ·,ve would not accept them as a val id measure of over-all trends. 

Other data, for ex:?:mple, reveal a much s maller attendance decline in the 
East.. Jorda.n's fi gu res show about a 5% drop from 1948 to 1949, in con­
t r~s~ t o the 15'~ loss r fl '_)ort ed cy t hes e alumni. · Hon-res pons e bias9s ~nd 
~-;.:;:o.o:ry error5 are probabl y resp onsibl e for at lea.3 t a pad; of t he exag­
geration in these figures. 

Since the postcard explained that the survey's purpose \'ras to measure 
the impact of television on collei:;e. football~ replies may have cone dis~ 
proportionately from the minority which had some effect to repor~, whil" 
those '"hose attend!:'.nce patterns were unchanged or •·rho had no strong opin­
ions did not bother to res pond. No check-Us t or games or other r.,emory 
aid was supplied, so that rBspondents may have tended to exa.g r~era te their 
attende.nce in past yea.rs, while estimating accurately their current attend ... 
·ance. 
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Even more important, perhaps, is the probability that any group of alumni 
will, over a period of years, show a declining trend of attendance. It 
may be assumed that attendance falls off sharply when a student becomes 
an alumnus .. and declines more slowly thereafter. '!he attendance losses, 
through the years, of any particular group of alumni are offset by the 
higher attendance . rates of n~w alumni. · 

In summary. we find no date. in this survey from which the net effect of 
'N may be measured. Some adverse effect on attendance is sug·3ested • bl t 
it cannot be specified; and there is no evidence at all regarding the 
stimu-lative effects of TIT. In addition, the findings pertain only to 
those alumni who responded to the survey, and cannot be generalized to 
describe all almill1i, or non-alumni, or the football audience in other 
parts of the country or in future years. 
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APPENDIX F 

TELEVISION FORECAST STUbY 

Proo.edure s 

This study. conducted in the Chicago area in February 1949, was desigi:i-ed 
to investigate the influence ot Tl ownerahip on the U3.e of· leisure tim.a. 

'lV·~ffect was measured by comparing the owners• estimated participation 
in various leisure-time activities before and after they acquired their 
set. In addition, certain background information abcut the set owner3 
was obtained. 

lhe sample was randomly selected from the mailin~ list of "~levi$ion 
Forecast Magazineu, which was apparently the most complete source of namea 
of set owners for the area. Mail questionnaires were sent to l,000 of 
thes~ names. and 517 usable questionnaires were returned. 

~cl:!!l.ical adequacr: 

The survey appears to have been well planned e.nd executed. 1he eonolu ... 
sion.s drawn are properly qualified. and limitations on the generality of 
the findings are carefully pointed out. .A:i is oft~n the O'-se with 11"..ail 
.s~nays • biases due to non-:rosponse are unknown, but this fact is r.ticog­
nited in the report and the reader is duly cautioned. 

Finrlinf>:S and ConclusioWJ i 

Partieipation in nll five of tha leisur~-tim.e activities specified de• 
cl ir.ed after Tl ownership. Sports attendance showed tha smallest percent 
d0erease, appro~:L--n.atel7 Of.. and this figure is said to be olightly below 
th~ level of statistical significance. 

!n the case of all activities, declines wer~ greater among sho:z-t .. term 
c·N!lel"'S than a,'Ttong long-term owners. T'ne discrepancy was particularly 
marked in the case of sports attendance. Those who had owned a sei; for 
?:1on th:\n ona y~ar esbim.a.+~d o:nly ::"J. 'Jf. d"ol:ln,:,, widle -th:;} ~'Tlore ~·i:}cant p.n-~ 
chas'9;3 averaged a 10% tlaclina. The report states that; the3e i'indlng:s 
could be indicative of a novelty eff~ct, but ~1no co~clusion can be drawn, 
as other factors could be causing the observed percent~gs discrepancy 
between the t'no g;rcups. ~ 

Ab~~t 85% of the respondents said they h~d become interested in sports 
that they were not interested in before getting their Tl sets. and ovel" 
52?~ indicated that television had influenced them to u.ttend in ~l·son. 
ttThese responses S(}em to support and oo Stlpported by the low.;ir r:ean de­
crease in sports events attendance as compared with other leizmre-time 
s.cti vi tie3 .. 11 

• 
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Validity of Findings: 

!he report itself does a good job in pointing out the limitations of the 
·findings. As we he.ve stated. the author draws attention to the fact that 
non-response biases may be present in the sample. that the observed de­
cline in sports attendance could ba due to sampling error, e.nd that thb 
suggested novelty effeot is in no wise proved. 

The writer also notes that all estimates of pre-O?rnership behavior are 
based on memories which may not be reliable. 'Ibis might be especially 
true of those vrho he.d owned their sets for over a year. It is suggested 
that re-interviewing of the same people at several points in time before 
and after purchase, is the only feasible way of overcoming this difficulty. 

Implicit in the author's comment that the findings do not prove a novel~J 
effect is the fact that the income. interest and prior attendance of long~ 
and short-tarm owners wer.e not controlled. Thus, the long-term owners :rnay 
simply be wealthier people who are less influenced by the cost differences 
and other competitive advantages of Tl over actual attendance; or they 
may be more interested i.n sports than the short-term owners are .. 

It is interesting to note that this study does reveal a higher pre•'.N 
attendance at sports events among long-term. than among short-term owners. 
I£ the finding is valid, it confirms some of our criticisms of Jordan's 
conclusions. 

The fact that 52% of the sample testified that Tl had influenced them to 
attend sports events they were never previously inter.:lsted in provides 
one of t(he few data we he.vs on the stimulative effects of television. The 
result must be substantially qualified, however. by the fact that an over• 
all decline is nevertheless indicated and that the question has no special 
relevance to colle ge footbal 1. 

7he broad scope of the study naturally limits its usefulness in assessing 
the specific effects of 'N on col le ge football a tter.dance. '.lhroughou t, 

· the survey refers only to '1sports attendance", and there is good reason 
to believe thst the effects of Tl vary widely from one sport to another. 

Finally, it rust be remembered that the study was confined to a single 
area, and that its results r;i.a:l noG hold for the pras'9nt time o:r the fu-· 
ture because of the che.nging composition of the 'N ownership group. 
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APPENDIX G 

NCAA TELEVISION STUDY 

Procedure: 

Uail questionnaires were sent to the athletic directors of the NCAA•s 
278 member colleges in the Spring of 1950. 

The questionnaire, which was a very inclusive one covering three pages, 
sought detailed attendance data for the last four seasons, special in­
formation on experience with televised games,, and opinions regarding TV 
effects thus far. 

As or July, only 6.3 of the questionnaires had been returned, and a. sum­
mary of tabulations on the · more important questions was turned over to 
us by the NCAA television committee. 

Technical Adequaci: 

The design of the questionnaire reveals a keen understanding of the com­
plexities of the problem and of th~ need for complete infonnation. Thus, 
the athletic directors were asked to supply not only over-all attendance 
figu ... -es but also such additional data as: percent of advance sale to to­
tal attendance, number of competing telecasts, number of sets in th& area, 
"l'i"Ori-lost record of the team, weather and so on. 

iJr-.fort-..mately, the s:-nall number of returns (and the incomplete character 
cf many of these) makes the study almost valueless. There are not enough 
cases to Yield reliable totals for sub-groups of colleges, and even the 
tctal of 6) returned questionnaires cannot be considered representative 
cf the entire group of 278~ 

Thare is evidence that the sa.':'tpla is veriJ highly biased by the inclusion 
o! too maey- televised colleges, and perhaps by too na.ny colleges report­
ing u:n.favorable Tv effects. Letters received from some of the non-re­
sponders testify to the fact that. those colleges to whom TV is 11 a problem" 
were much more likely to reply,. 

Thus, one athletic director writes: 11 I am very glad we have no television 
problems as the quastion.."1.aire is rather elaborate and vroitld take a great 
deal of time to ansv;er,. 11 Another, returning a blank questionnaire, says: 
"Television is not a factor affecting attendance nt this institution,. 11 

In general, it seer.ls that colleges in no; .-TV areas or collei:-;es in TV a.r-~as 
who are not especially concerned about ·the problem.9 were not likely to 
furnish all the info·rmatio:n. required. 

The questionnaire as a whole is rather difficult to fill out ;;i.ccurately, 
and some of the opinion q•.iestio!"..s are poorly designed~ Thus, respondents 
are asked, "In your opinion, did gam::i television or competing television 
increase or decrease the attendance at your home football gai7.es? 11 - ar.d 
check-spaces are provided for "Yes" and nNo" • 

.. .:n .... 
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Only if' the respondent tills in the sub-que:stion (which indicates per­
cent gain or loss) ean one be sure whether a· "Yes" answer means an 
increase or decrease, and in no case can one be sure whether the answer 
refers to the televising of the college's own games or to competing tele­
casts. 

Findings: 

On the basis of the 63 questionnaires received as of July, it appears 
that attendance generally decreased at most colleges during 1949, and 
most respondents agree that TV has an adverse effect on attendance. 

NORC wa.s invited to add the remaining questionnaires which have been 
returned during the last month as the result of a follow-up appeal 
(about 25 have been lately received); and to conduct a thorough analy­
sis of the replies. It is our feeling, however, that because of the 
considerations cited above, the effort would not produce any finn evi-
dence on the question. · 

Validity of Findi~s: 

Because of the small and probably highly biased sample of returns, we 
·are unable to place any faith in the results. 

Answers to the opinion questions provide no adequate measure of TV ef­
fects. After all, it is the respondents to this questionnaire Vlho would 
like to find out the effects of TV, and no additional information can be 
gained by asking them. Such effects can only be measured in a series of 
controlled situations. 

Additionally, there is a very high degree -Of indeterminacy in the find­
ings because of the large proportion of omissions and 11Don't knowa 
answers in the questionnaires received. On one of the opinion ques­
tions, for exa.'11ple, the tabulatioP.s read: Yes-29, No-.3, No reply-24 and 
Indetenninate-16. The ''No reply" group frequently accounts for 30% or 
more of the responses, and interpretation is dif.ficult. 
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APPENDIX H 

MISCELLANEOUS SURVEYS AND REPORTS 

We include in this appendix brief evaluations of a variety of other data 
which have come to our attention during the course of this project. Since 
none of these surveys. reports and opinions provide any direct evidence 
a.; to television's effects on college football attendance, we have not 
thought it worthwhile to analyze them in detail. · 

Pacific Coast Conferenca Attendance Stud~ 

Home attendance figures for each of the ten Pacific Coast Conference col• 
leges are presented for the 1947. 1948 and 1949 seasons. For each team, 
the figures for '1comparableK home games in the three seasons are reported 
separately from the figures for ~mes having no "co:cpl!l.rable .eounterpart11 

in other seasons. 'Ihe basis ror assessing comparability is not stated. 

Ave:-age attendance for all home games in the \\comparablet\ group is re• 
ported for each season. and oomparisons between one se~son and another 
ere :made on the basis of the differences shown. No other comparisons ate 
mace~ and no interpretations are advanced. Information concerning the 
source and relie.biiity of the attendance figures is not furnished. but we 
a:isuzne they are official. 

Ii:! its present form the report is chiefly valuable es a source of accurate 
att"ndanc& date. for these colleges in these years. If the ascription of 
com?arability is valid, the comparisons might be useful in future research. 
in :; on.junction with '!l.ll analysis of 'N variables. 

T::ie- study makes an attempt to control at least one of the chief variables 
ope::-e.·ting on attendance figures (lack of comparability between games from 
one season to another). and points the wsy toward an effective use of such 
data in :research. But in its present form it la.cks all relevance to the 
problem of Tl effeot$. 

Tr.is study was conducted b"; the Don Spencer Co. during the 1949 football 
3eason. All that is known regarding the survey's procedure is .contained 
in th~se two sentences in the introduction to the report: t\Comprehensive 
que-stionnaires were distri tu ted to persons . known to atteni college foot; .. 
b~ll g~mes • '' e.nd •t2 ,074 ques tio:n.."le.ires ·were received from 14 collegeso u 

'.lhe basis for the s <election of the 14 colleges is not stated• al though 
they nppear to represent all regions of tha country and to include i:nsti ... 
tutions of varying size and importance in the football world. It is not 
known whether the Spencer organization its elf distributed the question- · 
naires. or whether this w~s dona by the colleges. 

"" 35 ... 
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The mAnner of distribution to the individual respondents is further un .. 
known. It is not specified whether the questionnaires were mailed to per­
sons known to have purchased tickets in the past, or whether they were 
distributed by hand among the actual spectators at particular games.. More• 
over, the report gives no indication of the total number of questionnaires 
distributed, so that the proportion and representativeness of the return 
cannot be evaluated. 

In sum~ nothing very definite is known about the means by which this study 
was conducted, nor about the nature of the population sampled. It is con• 
sequently difficult to evaluate the significance of the reported findings. 

If the sample is at all representative. it would appear that the socio• 
economic level of the college .football audience is very hi'gh. Almost 9C1fo 
of these respondents had attended college; 63% of them were •~rosiness 
owners, partners, corporation officers. attorneJS or doctorsn. and the 
average income reported for the group is $11,872. The fa.ct that the ave­
rage of these respondents attended 5.4 college football games per year, 
however, leads us to suspect that this is not a typical group. 

Most of the questions appear to have dealt with brand purchases and in­
tentions to ruy. but the following inquiry. baaring on. our problem. was 
also included: urr a. college football game of national interest, such as 
Notre Dame vs. Southern California were being telecast in your town at 
the same time a.s your local college were playinr,;. would you go to your 
local game or stay at home to watch the telecast of the other game?" 
Eighty-eight percent of the total sample and 90% of the Tl owners said 
they would attend the local game. 

For a number of reasons) however, this finding is of little value for as­
certaining 'N effects on football attendance. '.I.he representativeness of 
the sample is cµestionable. and it consists wholly of known attenders at 
football games -- and very freauent e.tter-ders, tqo. Moreover, the ques­
tion is a hypothetical one and might easily have been biased by the conte~t 
or stated purpose of the survey. Ev1'!n for these respondents, it cannot be 
accepted as a valid indication of actual behavior. 

In short, we find nothing in this study which provides a measurement of 
p:<tst 'N effects or which sheds any light on effects in the futu:re. 

'fulevision Ratings of Corn.mercie.l Services, Inc. 

The fragmentary informa. tion we have on these· ratings consists of e. report 
on the percent of Tl owners who were watching the Army-Michigan game in 
the Detroit area in 1949, e.nd of an estimate of the poten-tial 'N audience 
for football games in 1950. 

Vle made no attempt to assess the validity of the ratings and estimates., 
because they are irrelevant to the question of w•s effect on attendance. 
They merely show us that a g:rea.t many people watched football on television 
in 1949, and tha.t as the number of' 'N sets increases._, more people will 
watch it in 1950. 
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New.spaper and Magazine Reports and Opinion~ · 

Almost everyone today seems to have an opinion aba.lt the effects of tele­
vision on our leisure-time activities, and in the course of this project, 
we have studied the statements of a great many sports promoters and others 

. whose opinions have been reported in the pres a. 

These statements vary all the way from complete optimism to deepest pessi­
mism. An official of the San Francisco club predicts the end of bas~ball 
in San Francisco if 'N continues to expand; a boxing promoter says that 
without the extra income from TV he would have to close down his arena. 
A prominent college athletic director estimated that on the Pacific Coast 
television had created a 207; loss in attendance; another university offi• 
cial noted that his 1949 attendance had jumped 40,000 when he started 
televising the games. 

Tnere have been many citations of individual situations in which attendance 
has fallen off drastically when sports events were televised~ and many 
others in which attendance has stayed the same or even increased along with 
t~levision. As one cow.mentator has said: "Neither those who claim that 
~b7ision h.lrts sports, nor those who assert a gain in attendance will 
resul.t, have been able to prove their case. 11 

All such opinions are of little use for our purpose, first because they 
·~u:i.f e>:nnly fail to show a causal connection between Tl and attendance 
c:r,s.r.~es, and to allow for the operation of non-'.IV factors: and secondly 
becP.t\4.Se one cannot generalize from one situation or type of sports event 
or se·:tion of the country to another. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Early last summer, NORC was asked by the NCAA and the four televi• 

sion networks to evaluate a number of past research studies dealing with 

the effect of television on college football attendance, and to suggest 

a research program for the 1950 season. A report embodying our findings 

and proposals was delivered to the joint committee in August. 

It was found that none of the surveys we had examined could provide 

a definitive answer regarding the magnitude, direction and consistency of 

TV effects, although, taken collectively, they did strongly suggest that 

television was responsible for some attendance losses. It was further 

concluded that the earlier research could provide no reliable guide toward 

the effect on attendance in 1950 and later seasons, as television became 

available to more (and different) people. 

In the NORC view, a definitive answer to the question required a 

three-pronged approach: (1) Systematic collection of accurate attendance 

data for the 1950 and earlier seasons; (2) A nation-wide sample survey 

of trends in the attendance behavior of the college football audience, 

in relation to their degree of exposure to television; and (3) A number of 

local ''oase studies" in areas where a college game was televised, and where 

the various local factors influencing attendance could be isolated and 

measured. 

Unfortunately, factors of time and cost, unsolved problems in the 

design of the national survey, and the difficulty of organizing and super­

vising the proposed local surveys, all contributed to the elimination of 

the second and third elements of this basic research program, 
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Instead, it was decided to expend the first point in the program 

through the intensive oollection of attendance figures from all NCAA 

colleges for the last four seasons; to supplement these figures with 

systematic information regarding television, weather and other factors 

which might affect attendance; and to subject all these data to thorough 

analysis in an effort to isolate and measure the television variable. 

Preliminary results of this analysis were made available to the committee 
I 

in early January 1951, and were presented briefly to the NCAA convention 

in Dallas the same month. 

Although the general trend of the early figures was quite clear, it 

was emphasized that the January report was of a tentative, preliminary 
• 

nature. Figures were still missing from some colleges, other information 

had been obtained from secondary and perhaps unreliable sources, and there 

had been no time for that refined analysis which might underscore or qualify 

the findings presented. The present report describes the study in detail, 

presents final tables, probes more deeply into the relationships found, 

and attempts to answer some of the questions which were left unanswered 

by the preliminary figures. 

We would like to express once more our appreciation to Thomas Hbm-
-

ilton, Ralph Furey and Willis Hunter of the NCAA Television Committee; 

to Hugh Beville of NBC, Oscar Katz of CBS, Ben Gedalecia of ABC, an~ 

Leslie Aries of Dumont; and to Homer Cooke of the NCAA Statistical Bureau, 

for their advice and support throughout this project. Both the NCAA and 

the television networks have given us whole-hearted cooperation in this 

study, and without the help of both groups, our research could not have 

been carried out, 

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The post-war rise in college football attendance continued in 1949 
the first year in which television was a significant factor, At­
tendance was almost 3% above.the 1947-48 average. 

But in 1950 the upward trend was halted and even reversed. Six of 
the eight geographical regions showed declines from 1949 1 end total 
attendance actually fell almost 2% below the 1947-48 average, a 
loss of 4.6% from the preceding year. 

Both in 1949 end 19501 those colleges located in television areas 
showed smaller attendance gains or larger attendance losses then 
the colleges outside of TV areas; but the differential was much 
larger in 1950 as the number of TV sets increased • 

. In 195'0, unfavorable television effects were observable in seven of 
the eight NCAA districts. Over-all, the colleges in TV areas drop­
ped ·about 4% from their normal attendance, while -colleges outside 
of those areas gained 4%. 

Such non-TV factors as weather and team.performance influence et• 
tende.nce trends, and where these factors were favorable, attendance 
in television areas was normal or better. But under similarly 
favorable conditions, attendance outside of TV areas was even 
higher, 

When the effects of weat~er and team performance are controlled, 
the colleges exposed to television consistently report smaller 
gains or greater losses than those which ere not exposed. 

Although adverse television effects are discernible at both good­
and bad-weather games and at ell levels of performance, they be­
come smaller as the game is more attractive larger as its at­
tractiveness declines. When the weather is bad or performance is 
poor, the attendance losses of colleges .exposed to TV become 
relatively much greater. 

- iv -
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The effects attributed to television oe.nnot be accounted for 
by changes in ticket prices, stadium capacities, student en­
rollment, population or economic conditions -- although in 
certain parts of the country, such changes occasionally result 
in a slight over- or under-statement of the magnitude of the 
TV effect. 

TV effects become generally more marked as the television com­
petition becomes more direct. Colleges exposed only to the 
competition of network telecasts ortelecasts of other local 
games report little or no loss. But those colleges whose cwn 
games are telecast report he~vy declines, in spite of their 
gemerally strong performance. 

TV effects become greater as the extent of ownership increases. 
When fewer then 2<Y/o of the families own sets, no effect is ap­
parent; when 20-4o% of the families own sets, the effects are 
clearly noticeable; in areas where more then 40% of the families 
own sets, the loeses are heavy. 

With increasing saturation in 1951, some attendance losses re­
sulting from general TV competition are probable, even if the 
televising of football games were to be completely banned. But 
the losses would be much greater under conditions of unrestrict­
ed telecasting. 

Experience to dete offers no confirmation of the theory that 
attendance loeses will be regained as television's novelty ef­
fect wears off. Thus far, the declines in attendance have be­
come progressively more severe, es more und more sets ore in­
troduced into the area. 

Regional variations in 1950 attendance trends conform in every 
case to the above findings. '.!Vhere the proportion of TV owners 
was low and few colleges telecnst their games, attendunce gen­
erally held steady or improved. Where there were many tele­
vising colleges and a high proportion of TV owners, attendance 
losses were heavy. 

l 
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THE PR09LEM AND TH! METHOD 

The isolation and measurement of the effect of e single variable in a . 
complex situation is one of the most difficult of all kinds of research. 

The problem constantly arises in the form of such questions as "How many 
·of the product's sales oan be attributed to this advertisement?"• or "How 
many opinions were ohanged by this particular argument?" Lacking the · 
necessary features of a controlled-experiment altuation. research tech• 
niques can usually provide only approximate answers, seldom if ever cont­
plete or definitive ones. 

The effect or television on uollege football attendance poses this same 
type or problem. and it may be useful to repeat here very briefly some of 
the observations in the first NORC report which explain the difficulty. 

First, football attendance is affeo~ed not only, or even pri­
marily, by television, but also by a host of other factors 
which interact with each other and with television t'o bring 
about attendanoe changes. Thus, the weather, the records of 
the two teams, the amount of money in his pocket .. the number 
and type's of oompeting attraotions -- all these oondderations, 
and scores of others, affect the individual's decision as to 
whether or not he will attend the game. If the game happens 
to be televised, that is merely one additional factor involved 
in his deoision. 

Seoond, the conditions or-television itself vary greatly from 
place to place and from time to time. Its effects will be 
differentially felt, depending on suohfactors as the number 
and oharaoteristios of TV owners in the area 1 the accessibility 
of the t eleoast in theatres, bars and other publio places, the 
amount and type of promotion devoted to the game on TV, etc~ 

Third, television may have both depressing and stimulating 
effects on attendance, and the net of these may vary from one 
situation or time period to another. For example. any latent 
benefits of television, which may not show up in attendance 
gains till later years, obviously cannot be calculated by means 
of studies of past attendance. 

Fourth. television is still young and its future is uncertain. 
Its effeQts on football attendance a ff1'N years from now, when 
TV is available in all areas and reaches virtually everyone 
i~ the population with olearer, larger images in color, may be 
very muoh different from the effects of the kind of television 
we have known in 1949 and 1950. 
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Given these complexities, it is clear th~t o. simple unolysis of the ct­
tendanoe data from recent football seo.sons cannot possibly answer all 
the questions that may be e.sked about 11 the effect of television on foot­
ball attendance.'• Personal interview data from a good cross-section of 
the 'football audience would be needed to explain the dvnamics of the 
relntionships found, and intensive studies of looa1 oreas would be re­
quired to clarify all the vorious departures from the over-all or "normal" 
effect. 

Advantages of Attendance Approach 

But having said this, we may say also th:;it the approach to the problem 
through a systematic analysis of attendance trends is superior to any 
past approaches, and thF~t the present study has been -oarefully planned 
and executed. · 

As noted in our first report, the usefulness of the earlier surveys we 
examined was limited either by their failure to take into account the 
higher normal attendance of TV owners, their reliance on verbal reports 
of reasons for attendance changes, their sampling of specialized or ir­
relevant population groups, . or their applior..tion to a single looal sit­
uation. 

Potentially the most fruitful of all the earlier approaches was Jordan's 
oolleotion of attendance data from 193 colleges for the 1948 and 1949 
seasons. Although we criticized Jordon's handling of these figures .. in 
certain respects, it was his initiative in approaching the problem from 
this standpoint which suggested the present study. 

By placing~he emphasis on actual attendance changes, one can avoid the 
limitations and difficulties of the interview-type survey, and obtain 
a definitive measure of the dependent variable -- college footbflll attend­
ance -- undistorted by interviewing or sampling error. And while an~l­
ysis of attendance figures cannot always tell us thereasons for the 
changes we find, it is usually possiblo to make sound inferences. 

In the present study, we have collected not only attendance data from 
all major colleges and most minor ones in all se.otions of the country, 
but information also on most of the other important variables: tele­
vision, performance, weather, eto. And we hove this information for all 

.. four seasons, 1947 through 1950. 

As a result, we can look at over-all uttendance trends in television 
areas• as compared w i th other parts of the country, and we can conduct 
more refined &nalyses of particular groups of colleges in which one or 
more of the other important variables is held oonstant • 

• For example, we can compare the attendance trends of teams with poor 
performance records in television areas with those of similar teams in 
areas which are not exposed to television. The difference between the 
trends would not necessarily prove the influence of TV, but the infer­
enoe would be strong ·- especially if there were enough colleges in both 
groups to iron out the chonoe effects of uncontrolled factors. 

,, 
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The Data 

Although the 1950 Official Football Guide lists some 753 football-playing 
colleges throughout the country, it was early decided to restrict this 
analysis to the 288 member institutions o~ the NCAA. 

These NCAA colleges account for all but two of the 119 "major" football 
teams in the country,* and the NCAA college games may bo presumed to draw 
close to 98% of the total paid attendance. The negligible effect which the 
figures from the remaining four or five hundred colleges and junior col­
leges would have on our results was not deemed worttly of the prodigious 
time, effort and expense needed to obtain them. 

Our primary source of data in this research \'18.S the two questionnaires 
whi.oh were sent to the athletic directors of the NCAA colleges -- one in 
October, requesting attendance and other information for the 1947, 1948 
and 1949 seasons, end the second in late November, soliciting similar 
data for the 1950 season. 

Table l below shows the number and proportion of returns from the 117 
major colleges and the 171 minor ones. Although all non-responding ooi­
leges were sent at least two follow-up requests, our most intensive ef­
forts toward the goal of 100% returns were devoted to the major colleges 
which account for so large a share of the total attendance. 

Non-returns from these major colleges were followed up by mail, telephone, 
telegraph and personal solicitation from NORC interviewers residing in the 
locality. As a result, questionnaires were finally received from all but 
nine of these 117 schools, and data on these nine were acquired from the · 
most reliable secondary sources: the earlier Jordan figures, NCAA informa­
tion, or, in a few cases, newspaper estimates. 

Questionnaires were received from 98 of the 171 minor institutions, and sec­
ondary sources of information were used for five or the more important schools 
in this group. Of the remaining 68, 22 reported no football team in 1950 
and many of the others said no admission was charged or gttendance records 
were not kept, It is unlikely tbtlt the missing institutions could account 
for more than 3 or 4 % of the total attendance at NCAA college games.** 

TABLE l 

NUMBER OF COLLEGES IlifCLUDED nT THE STUDY 

Major Minor 
ColleP;;es Collo!!jeS Total 
N % N % N % 

Questionnaires returned. • • .108 92% 98 66% 206 78% 
Data from secondary sources. . • • 9 8 5 3 14 5 
No information • • • • • • • . -- 46 31 46 17 
No football team • • . . . • • • • -- 22 22 

Total • • • • . . . -;m- 100% 171 100% 288IOo% 
* As defined by the NCAA Statistical Bureau. 
** For some of these non-respondin~ colleg.es, we have fragmentary attendance 

data (not included in our study), and we can further infer their probable 
contribution to total attendance from available data on their stadium 
capacities and student enrollment. 
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The following items of information were sought from the athletic directors 
f:or each or the four seasons 1947-50: 

N&mes of opponents at each home game 
Date and time of each game 
Designation of each game as "majorn or 11minorn 
Total attendance at each game 
Total gate receipts less tax at each game 
Weather (11 good'1 or 11bad") o.t each game 
Special factors which may have offeoted attendance at each game 
Number of season tickets sold 
Changes in general level of ticket prices 
Capacity of home stadium 
Data on games played in neutral stadiums 
Size of student body 

In an effort to keep the questionnaire as short and simple as possible, 
the above items were the only ones solicited from the college athletic 
directors. Television data, performance records and other information 
were obtained from other sources, as follows: 

Through the cooperation of the four television networks, each of the 107 
TV stations in the country was sent a questionnuire which asked for the 
following information:* 

Listing of ell football games televised 
Designation of each game as high school, professional or college 
Date and time of the telecost 
Origination of the telecast (network or local) 
Designation of the telecast as sponsored or unsponsored 

In addition to the information obtained from these two questionnaire 
forms, we had access to the following materials: 

Performance records for ell colleges, from the Official Foot­
ball Guides, 1950 newspuper reports und the NCAA Sto.tisticul 
Bureau. 

Listings of membership in the various leagues and conferences~ 
from the Official Football Guides. 

De signet ion of each college as ttmcjor 11 or "minor", according 
to the NC.AA Stutisticol Bureau, a rating bosed on the strength 
of opposing teems played. 

Definitions of tha counties included within each of the 63 
television areus,·from NBC data~ 

* Information wns ultimately obtained from 98 of the 107, ond the omis .. 
sion of the remoining nine did not seriously hundicop the analysis. 
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Data from NBC monthly sales figures, Se.les Monegement magazine 
and other sources, on the year of introduction of TV into each 
area, number of set-owners month by month, number of families 
in the area, etc. 

It may readily be seen that· the problem of colleoting, editing, grouping, 
tabulating and analyzing such o wealth of data, fran such a variety of 
sources, was a formidable one. Actually, neither time nor money wos 
available for oll the research that might hove been done on this mQteriol, 
and primary emphasis was placed on completing the major analyses os 
promptly as possible for the benefit of the committee's 1951 delibera­
tions. 

A Common Error 

The weaknesses of a very common method of interpreting attendance data, 
mentioned briefly in our earlier report, should perhaps be stressed here. 
That method involves the simple compcrison of two sets of figures con­
trasted on the television veriable. 

Frequently, the comparisons note the difference between the attendance 
at Q particular game or for Q particular college (or groups of gpmes or 
colleges) at two different points in time. Thus, one henrs it said that 
television hurts footbull because ••• 

College A1 s attendance dropped 40% when it started televising 
its games, or 

Attendance st B Conference games was off 30% the yecr that 
television was introduced into the area, or 

The game between College C ~nd College D drew only 35,000 
when it was televised this year, whereas last year, when it 
was not televised~ it drew 55 1 000. 

Persons of the opposing view con with equal facility, of course, cite 
various instances in which attendance was not harmed, or evon increosed 1 

under conditions of television. 

In other coses, the comparisons note the difference between the attend­
ance at two different games or for two different colleges (or groups of 
games or colleges) at the s3me point in time. Thus, one hears it said 
that television does not hurt football because. • • 

Of two games in o particular area on o particular Saturday, 
the televised gr.me drew more th::.n the non-televised one, or 

College A, which televised its gr.mes this year, hod u splendid 
yecr ~t the gute, while College B, which did not televise, drew 
very poorly, or 

C Conference, which banned television, hod mediocre crowds at 
its games, while D Conference, which permitted teleoosting 
drew very we 11. 
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.And again, proponents of the opposite view can quickly cite other instances 
of the same type, in which it was the televised games and colleges which 
had the lower attendance. 

All suoh simple comparisons of two figures or two groups of figures con­
trasted on the television variable tell us nothing about the effeot of 
television on attendance, and serve merely to becloud the issue, The 
reason is twofold. 

First, if the comparison is to have any meaning, the two situations must 
be completely comparable in all respects except television -- and this 
is never the oase, Thus, the differences cited can as easily be explain­
ed by differences 1n the weather, the records of the two teams, or a 
score of' other factors, as by the effects of television. 

Secondly, if the comparison is to have any meaning, we must have some 
systematic estimate of what the televised games would have drawn if there 
had veen no television, Merely to show that a televised game or group 
of games drew more or less people than an untelevised, begs the question. 
The. real issue is: What would those games have drawn had there been no 
television? 

The Plan of Analysis 

It was early apparent that no definitive analysis could be conducted on 
the basis of "comparable" games or "comparable 11 colleges, or groups of 
these. 

If we controlled only on two or three of the most important variables--­
suoh as size of the college, team Performance and weather -- there re- . 
mained a host of other variables -- such as geographical region~ compet­
ing attractions, or special factors about the game or college -- which 
were still uncontrolled and which could destroy the comparability. On 
the other hand, if we tried to hold constant all the major variables, 
we could never find a sufficient number of truly comparable situations 
to justify any conclusions. 

Actually,, the whole concept of comparability is impractical when it comes 
to college football. One could find several colleges, for instance, in 
the same region as Notre Dame 1 with approximately the same schedule and 
performance record) b 'xt i:; here is just no college that is "comparable" to 
Notre Dame for the purpc·;:;e of an analysis such as this. There is an el­
ement of uniqueness about every came, every college, every conference, 
every region, which mal:cs simplo comparisons very doubtful. 

What was required, therefore, was some measure of the "normal", or "base", 
or "expected" attendance for the particular situation, against which the 
actual attendance could be evaluated. Thus, if we found thc.t televised 
games drew only so;~ of their "normal" or 11 expeoted11 attendance, whereas 
non-televised games drew 110%, wo would be jus-tified in concluding that 
televisio:r:i hurt attendance. If we found, on the other hand, that both 
televised and non-televised games drew the same percentage of their 
"expected" attendance (no matter whether that percentage were higher or 
lower than "expected"), we oould conclude that TV had no effect. 
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For the findings from such a scheme of analysis to have any validity, 
two conditions must be met. First, the "normal" or ''expected'' attend­
ance figure must be derived in some systematic way, and in identical 
fashion for both the TV and non-TV group. If' the ''expected" figures 
were determined by guess or by hunch on an ind-ividual busis, or if they 
were determined in one way for the TV group and in another way for the 
non-TV group, the scheme would not be valid. 

Secondly, there must be enough oases in the two groups for chance and 
numbers to iron out the effects of other variables. It is not enough to 
show that one televised college drew less than its expected attend~noe, 
while one untelevised college drew more thi:.n its expected. Such a finding 
could easily ooour because of differences in team performance or other 
factors. But if the same finding held true for all televised colleges, or 
for teievised colleges when compared with untelerlsed .on the same perform­
nnoe level, we could feel pretty sure ths:t the apparent conclusion was vo.lid. 

It is for these reasons th&t we were forced to conduct the bulk of our 
analysis on a ''college" rather than on a 11 game" basis" Because college 
football schedules vary from season to season and many of the ~ames have 
no precedent, it was not possible to set up expected attendance figures 
for each g~me in any s1stematio fashion. But a convenient way of deriv­
ing expected seasonal nttend~nce figures for each college wos available 
to us in the 1947-48 attendance reports. 

There seemed a number of arguments for treating the average 1947•48 
attendcnce of eoch college as its 11normal'' attend::;nce, which. could be 
regarded as its expected attendance in 1949 and 1950. For one thing, 
these were perhr.ps the most 11normal '' of all the post-war years .for the 
colleges. 

More important, television was a negligible factor in college football 
during those two seasons. Even in those instances where games were tel-

. evised, the. number of set owners in the area was hardly large enough to 
affect attendance seriously. The years 1947•48, therefore, give us a 
pre-television base, against which we can evaluate the 1949 end 1950 
experience when the televising of games was quite common and the number 
of set owners had greatly increased. 

We oould oonceivably have accepted either the 1947 or the 1948 figures 
alone as the base for each college, but it seemed wiser to combine the 
two and take an average. This had the effect of ironing out fluctuations 
due to varying performance and other factors between the two sea­
sons, and thus provided a more stable base. Furthermore, since many col­
lege football rivalries are conducted on a 11 home-and-home 11 basis the 
combined figure also equalizes the effect of the 11 big game 11 being played 
at home one year and away the next. · 

For each college, therefore, we computed the average attendance per home 
game during the two seasons, 1947 and 1948. Vfhen this figure is multi­
plied by the number of home games ployed in 1949, we have the college's 
expected attendance for that season; multiplied by the number of }\ome games 
in 1950, we obtain the 1950 expected attendance. Against this expected 
attendance, we can then look at the actual experience in those years. 
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Obviously, for any single. college, this expected attendance may be an 
u.n.rea.listic no~. For instance, .if tha school had a particularly good 
team in 1947-48 and a poor one in 1949-50, we would hardly expect it to 
natch its "expected" attendance, and for many similar reasons the figure 
rray be unfair in the individual case. 

But in dealing with total attendance a.nd large .groups of colleges, factors 
like performance can either be contro.lled or ."l!Ja:3 be presumed to cancel 
out, and the 11ex-pec ted tt a ttenda.nce becomes a sound base against which to 
evaluate subsequent changes. 
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0 V E R .~ A L L T R E N D S IN ATTENDANCE 

Before endeavoring to isolate and measure the effects of television on 
. college football, it may be well to look for a moment at the over-all 
attendance picture, It is within this framework that the effects of TV 
must be weighed, and a necessary first step is to discover just what 
the general trends in attendance have been, 

Table 2, then, shows the over-all record of college football attendance 
during the last four years -· the television era. 

Year 

1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 

TABLE 2 

NATIONAL ATTENDANCE TRJ!lJ'DS, 1947-50 

Total Attendance 

14,902,802 
15,355,524 
15,725,057 
14, 786,035 

"Expected" Attendance 
on Basis of 1947-48 

Average 

xxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxxx 
15,293,359 
15,058, 179* 

Percent 
of' EXpeoted 

xxxxx 
xxxxx 
102.8 

98.2 

* Since "expected" attendance is always adjusted to 
number of •games played, the 11 expected11 figure varies 
from season to season. 

These findings confirm previous estimates by the Associated Press, the 
United Press anu other sources, based on somewhat smaller numbers of 
colleges, and they also aooord with Department of Commeroe figures on 
national expenditures for college football attendance. 

The upward trend in attendance which had been underway sinoe the end of 
the war was not halted in 1949, the first year in which television became 
n factor to reckon with. As a matter of f'aot, total attendance for nl 1 
colleges was up almost 3% over the 1947-48 base period and set a new 
high mark. 

But in 19506 the post-war upsurge was not only halted; the trend was 
actually reversed. ·Total attendance fell off 4.6% from the peak 
level of 1949, and slipped almost 2% below the 1947-48 average. 

As might be expected, those gross figures ooncenl some sho.rp regional 
variations. In some sections of the country the losses were honvier 
than average, while other sections not only held their own but even in­
creased their attendance in 1950. Table 3 reveals how the over-all 
attendance changes were apportioned from ono region to nnothor • 

.. 9 -
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TABLE 3 

1949-1950 ATTENDANCE BY REGION 

NCAA District: 

l .. New England. • 

1949 
(Percent 

of Expected) 

• 102.l 
2 - Middle Atlantic. 94.7 
3 - Southeast . . • 105.4 
4 - Midwest. . . . • 103.8 
5 - West Central • • 101,5 
6 - Southwest. • • • 115.5 
7 - Mountain • • • • 99.4 
8 .. Pacific. . • . • 99.8 

Total u.s. • • • 102.8 

Percent 
Change, 

1949 to 1950 

Down _26 ,4% 
Down 11.2 
Down 4.8 
Down 2.7 

Up 6,5 
Up 13.2 

Down 10.8 
Down 5,3 

Down 4.6% 

1950 
(Percent 

of Expected) 

75, 7 
83.5 

l00,6 
101,l 
108.0 
128. 7 

88,6 
94.5 

Looking at the first 0olumn of' the table, we f'ind that in spite of the 
continued upswing in total attendance in 1949, the post-war boom had just 
about leveled off in all regions except the South. The Southwest alone 
accounted for ~lmost ell of the national increase, with attendance records 
15 .5% over their 194 7-48 average, while Southeastern colleges reported a 
5% increase. 

Elswhere, gains and losses were about evenly balanced. In the Middle 
West, 1949 attendance was up almost 4%, but the West Central, Mountain 
and Pacific sections showed insignificant changes from their 1947-48 
average. In the East, colleges outside of New England actually experi­
enced a noticeable decline in this banner year for football attendance. 

In 1950, as shown in the second column of T9ble 3, only two of the eight 
regoins were exempt from the general pattern of lower attendance. The 
Southwest continued its upward surge, jumping 13.2% over the preceding 
boom year; while the West Central (Missouri Valley) region also regist­
ered an impressive gain,* 

But elsewhere throughout the country, attendance dropped back from the 
1949 levels: in the Midwest slightly; in the Southeast and on the Pacif­
ic Coast moderately; and in the Mountain region snd in the East very 
considerably. New England suffered u spectacular drop in 1950 attendance, 
and the Middle Atlantic region, continuing the · downward trend which start­
ed there the previous year, fell off on additional 11%. 

Prior to 1949, of course, the number of television sets in the country 
was too small to exert any apprecie.ble influence, and it wos not until 1949 
and 1950 that TV become sufficiently widespread to affect attendonce 
either favorably or unfavorably,** Our "expected" attendance; theref'ore 1 

* When we speok of c.ttendE'.nce ''jumping 13.2% we should so.y, more pre-
oise~y, 11 13.2 percentage points", Actually, a 13.2% gain over 115.5 
would·produce a figure of 130.7 rather than 128,7. But the differ­
ences are normally so very slight, and the simplicity of' the former 
phrasing so superior, thc:t we have felt justified in using the short 
form throughout. 

** See Table 14, P. 29 
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based on 1947.;,48 averages, may be regarded as a "pre-TV norm", and in 
the light of this, it is interesting to note the deviations from this 
norm in 19501 reoorded in the third oolumn of the above table. 

Here we find impressive ~ains over the pre-TV norms in two of the eight 
regions (West Central and Southwest), approximately "normal1

t attendance 
in two others (Southeast and Midwest), and substantial attendance losses, . 
ranging from 5% to 25%, in the other seotions of the oountry. Eastern 
colleges suffered most severely, with New England attendanoe off almost 
one-fourth from the 1947•48 average, and the rest of the East losing one­
sixth of its normal attendance. 

TABLE 4 

1950 ATTENDANCE BY MAJOR-MINOR COLLEGES 

11Expected" - •' 1950 Aotual Percent 
Attendance Attendance of Expeoted 

Major colleges. • 13,164,924 13 ,370,994 98.5 
Minor colleges- • l,621,111 1,687 ,185 96•1 

All colleges •• 14, 786,035 15,058,179 98.2 

Table 4 shows the 1950 attendance experience of those institutions class­
ified as ''major'' colleges. as com.pared with ''minor" colleges. The major.­
minor distinction is based on the ''league" in whioh the college's foot­
ball team plays. All schools in the nine top conferences in the country, 
plus those independents who play a 11major'1 schedule• are included in the 
list. 

It is perhaps worth noting that the 117 major colleges account for 89% 
of the total attendance. while the 103 minor colleges included in this 
study account for only 11%. True, we are lacking data on 46 additional 
minor colleges which, if they were indluded, would undoubtedly boost the 
contribution of the s~aller sohools. But we believe we have included ' 
all the %igger 11 minor schools, and it is unlikely that the 46 missing 
institutions would add more than ·a half million to the grand total• 

As may be seen, the over-all attendance loss in 1950 was not concentrated 
among either the major or minor colleges, but of the two, the minors suf­
fered more heavily. Attendance at the smaller schools was off 4%, while 
among the major colleges the drop was only 1.5%. 

It is against this background, then, of a general leveling off of the 
post-war boom in 1949 and of a marked decline in 1950 attendance in most 
parts of the country, that we can turn now to an examination of the p11r­
tioulcr effects of television. 

• 
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THE EFFECT 0 F T E L E V I S I 0 N 

Table 5 presents a breakdown of 1949 and 1950 attendance trends, 
gion, £or colleges looated in television areas, and for colleges 
of such areas and consequently · unexposed to the inf'luenoe of TV, 
basio table will repay careful study, sinoe it provides the best 
measure of television effect. 

by re­
outside 
This 

single 

TABLE 5 

ATTENDANCE TRENDS FOR COLLEGES INSIDE 
AND OUTSIDE OF TELEVISION AREAS, 1949 AND 1950 

Percent of Expected Attendance 
l 9 4 9 l 9 5 0 

Colleges in Areas Colleges in Areas 
Where There Was Where There Was 

Re!ljion: TV No TV TV No TV 

l • New England. • • • • 99.8 112.7 70.6 99.8 
2 - Middle Atlantic. .. • 92. 7 114.6 81.5 ios.o 
3 .. Southeast. • • • • • 102.0 lOS,8 99.l 102 .4 
4 .. Midwest, • • • • • • 103.0 105.l 100.2 103.B 
5 - West Central • • • • 112,4 88.6 106.9 ll0.9 
6 - Southwest, • • • • • 128.l 105.2 149.7 112 .2 
7 • Mountain .. • • • • • 92 .o 102 .9 81.8 91.5 
8 • Pacific. • • . • • • 100.7 95.8 94.l 95.8 

Total u.s. • • . ~ • 102 .2 104.0 95.9 103. 7 

Looking first at the 1949 experience, we see that, for the country as a 
whole, the colleges located in television areas had a prosperous year at 
the gate, exoeeding their normal or expected attendance by 2,2%. But 
outside of TV areas, relative attendance was even better in 1949. Col­
leges beyond the range of television gained 4% over their 1947-48 average. 

As we see from the regional breakdowns above, howev<:Jr, the national ex­
perience of slightly lower relative attendance in the TV areas did not 
hold equally true for each part of the country in 1949, In some sec­
tions, the oolleges exposed to television suffered badly. relative to the 
others; while in other parts of the country they showed even superior 
attendance trends. 

In the East, for example, the differential between the two types of areas 
was very unfavorable to television in 1949. We have already noted that 
attendance outside of New England in the East registered a significant 
decline during that generally prosperous year for college football, and 
in Table 5 we discover that the drop is accounted for entirely by the 
colleges exposed to television. Outside of TV areas in this region, at­
tendance continued its upward trend and olimed 14,6%. 

- 12 -
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The s ·outheast, Midwest and Mountain regions also report a lower relative 
attendance in TV areas during 1949, but elsewhere in the country it is 
the colleges who were exposed to TV whioh fared better. In the Southwest 
and West Central regions, the TV-area colleges had markedly better at­
tendance, and on the Pacific Coest as well, crowds held steady in local­
ities served by television but shm~ed a moderate decline elsewhere. 

In general, then, it appears that in 1949 television did exercise an 
adverse effect on attendance 1 but that the effect was far from consist­
ent from one region to an.other, and for the country as a whole was quite 
small -- in the neig~borhood of 2%. It should be remembered, of course, 
that there wer3 in 1949 only one or two regions which contained an ap• 
peroiable number of TV sets; hence, most of the changes are explainable 
in terms of other fa~otors • 

Turning to the 1950 experience, we find a stronger and more consistent 
pattern. ·During the recent season those colleges outside the range of 
TV again bettered their 1947-48 average attendance and, indeed, just 
about mutohed the peak levels of 1949, Their combined attendance showed 
a 3.7% gain over the base perlod. 

But in ar~as where television was present, football attendance dropped 
6,.3% from the 1949 levels and actuslly feU 4,1% below the normal or ex­
pected figure. In contrast to 1949, when the differential between the' 
two types of areas· was only 2%, it now stands in the neighborhood of 8%, 
and we sae that the over-all decline in attendance last year was concen­
trated almost exclusively i~ the television areas. 

Furthermore, and again in contrast to 1949, the experience was remark­
ably consistent in all parts of the country. Although the size or the 
differential varies from one section to another, in only one of the 
eight regions do the colleges in TV areas fare better-than those outside. 

This one exception is the Southwest region, where both TV- and non-TV­
areo colleges continued to chalk up impressive attendanc e gains, but 
where the colleges exposed tot elevision scored by far the greater per­
centage increase. In four of the other seven regions, the unf3vorable 
television differentials are moderate or slight, but in the Mountain 
section, and particularly in the East, the losses suffered by colleges 
in the TV areas are extreme in comparison with the trends outside.* 

Some Questions 

The fact that in 1950 colleges outside the range of television increased 
their attendance by 3.'7% over their 1947-48 average, while colleges with­
in the influence of the new medium showed a loss of 4.1% from th.Jir pre• 
TV norm -- and that the scme relationship held true in seven of the eight 
regions -- is strong prima facie evidence that TV has a harmful effect 
on footbai1 attendance. 

* A detailed discussion of regional trends may be found in Section V of 
this report, starting on P. 39. 
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Without the data showing an attendance increase in non-TV areas, it might 
have been argued that the over-all 1950 attendance decline of almost 2% 

. from the base period would have occurred anyway, even if there had been 
no television; or, citing the possibility that television actually in­
creases attendance by making new fans, it might have been contended that 
attendance would have dropped even more had it not been for the stimulat­
ing effects of TV. But the attendance gain in non-TV areas, coupled with 
the loss in TV areas, makes suoh a position now impossible to maintain. 

Nevertheless, although an adverse effect 1 of television on attendance is 
strongly indicated, neither its existence nor its magnitude is yet proved. 
This is beoause we do not have here a fully contrulled experimental sit­
uation. 

If this were an academic laboratory experiment, we could take the 266 
football-playing members of the NCAA and expose every alternate one to 
television. Any significant difference in the attendance trends of the 
two groups could then, within the limits of sampling error; positively 
be ascribed to television, because the random nature of the t-io samples 
would insure their statistical equivalence in all other respects. 

But the present TV and non-TV areas were not selected randomly or for 
exper imentBl purposes. Whether and when television was int.roduced into 

·an area was determined by a host of demographic, technical and economic 
factors which were not distributed randomly over the country. As a re­
sult, the two types of areas differ in many important respects, and, more 
important, their characteristics may have shifted in different ways since 
1947-48. 

It should be emphasized that the mere fact of inherent· differences be­
tween the TV and non-TV areas is not at issue. No one would contend that 
the colleges located in television areas are "comparal;)len with the col­
leges outside. They are not, and they do not have to be, since the in­
herent differences between them which held in 1947-48 are equated by the 
use of separate 0 expeoted 11 figures based on actual past attendance in 
each of the two types of areas. 

But if we are to take the data of Table 5 at face value, as proving the 
harmful effect of television on attendance, we must assiime that the re­
lationship of the two groups of colleges has changed only with respect 
to the television variable since the 1947-48 base period. In other words, 
we would have to· assume that all other relevant characteristics of the 
two groups either have not changed at a 11, or have changed in the same 
direction and by approximately the same amount. The possibility of a 
differential change ·in some other variable, which might account for all 
or part of the effects now apparently traceable to TV, has thus far been 
ignored• 

Thus, the TV areas include all the big cities in the country, and the 
question might well be asked: Are there factors aside from television 
which could cause a group of predominantly big-city colleges to lose 4% 
in attendance while colleges in smaller toWns were gaining 4%? If there 
are, our Table 5 may not reflect TV effects, but merely differential 
oi ty-size 'attendance trends. 
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Similarly, such factors as weather or team perforrr.ance may have changed 
differentially between the two types of areas. If the TV areas suffered 
from particularly unfavorable weather conditions in 1950, o:r if their 
teams were relatively weaker that year, our table may be reflecti.ng the 
effect of these factors i .nstead of the i.nflue.nce of television. The fact 
that atte:nda.nce differentials unfavorable to TV have been demonstrated 
in 1949 .as well as 1950, and that the larger differential in 1950 coin­
cides with the more widespread TV ownership of that year, makes these 
possibilities seem less likely, but they cannot be ignored. 

If our attendance trends stretched back twenty or thirty years, and we 
could show that not until the effective debut of television in 1949 did 
the present TV and non-TV are_as reveal a.ny significant differe.ntial trends, 
we would have a more compel.ling argument for the adverse effect of TV, 
since it would be difficult to ascribe the sudden change i.n the trends 
to anything except television. . But unfortunately, systematic and complete 
attendance data for earlier years are simply not available. 

In order really to prove the effects of te.leviaion, therefore, we must 
investigate the other major factors influenci.ng attendance, and we must 
show either that there was no differential change in these factors betwee.n 
TV and non-TV areas, or, if there was a differential change, that it could 
.not have accounted for the opposing attendance trends. 

Obviously, it is .not possible to investigate every factor which could 
possibly affect attendance. We can look only at those which appear to 
have some plausible likelihood, control their effects, and then .look 
again at the attendance trends in the two types of areas . If no.ne of 
these most plausible factors can be shown to account for the differences 
observed, there may be no reaso.nable doubt that television effects have 
been proved. 

We not pass on to examination of some of these non-TV variables af­
fecting attendance, to see whether television effects are still discer.n­
fb.le when those factors are controlled. 

1. Team Performance 

It'is universally recognized that team performance is one of the most 
powerfu.l factors affecting football atte.ndance, and the question natur­
ally arises: Could a gene::ca.lly improved performance trend of the teams 
in .non-TV areas, as compared with those in TV areas, have accounted for 
their superior attendance trends? 

To ascertain this point, a.l.l colleges were grouped into three classes, 
according to their 1950 performance records: those who won more than one 
game ~ than their 1947-48 average (''Better"); those who had the ~ 
records as in the base period, or who won o.nly one game more or one game 
less ("Same"); and those who wo.n more than one game ~ than they did 
in 1947-48 (''Worse"). 

Table 6 confirms the impression that performance is a strong determinant 
of attendance, but it also confirms the u.nfavorable effects of television. 
Whatever the trend in performance, the colleges .located. in TV areas re­
port poorer attendance trends than those outside. 
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TABLE 6 

1950 ATTENDANCE IN TV AND NON•TV AREAS, 
BY TEAM PERFORMANCE 

Colleges Whose · 
Team Performance 
in 1950 Wass 

Better than in base period. • • •• 
About the same as in base period •• 
Worse than in base period • • • • • 

All Colleges • • • • • • • • • • 

Percent of 
Expeoted Attendance 

All TV Non-TV 
Areas Areas Areas -

. 105 .2 104.l 107.4 
103.8 101.6 107.8 
88.l 85.5 97.7 

98.2 95.9 103.7 

TV 
Differ­
ential 

This is an important finding, bec~use in the absence of the comporitivo 
figures one could speciously argue that only the weaker teams suffered 
attendance losses in 1950 and thct to blame this loss on television is 
hardly fair, As we see in the "TV Areas'' column, it is quite true that 
those. colleges in television areas whose performance was normal or better 
aotually exceeded their expected attendance, and th$t only those who hnd 
poorer teems fared worse than in their pre-TV base period. 

But the comparative figures for colleges in non-TV areas show clearly th~t 
unfavorable television effects persist on all three levels of performance. 
True, the good t earns in TV sr0as g& ined in attendance, but in ere as out- . 
side the range of tel~vision the gain was even larger. True, the poorer 
teems outside of TV areas showed attendance losses, but where television 
was present, the loss was even greater, 

It is only when the colleges in TV areas have an edge in performance (and 
even then, not uniformly) that their attendance trends are superior, 
Thus, only the TV-area teams whose won-lost records were 11better 11 or 
"about the same" could sUrJ:lf:ISS the attendance trends of the non-TV-area 
te!;;ms which had '1worse" won-lost records. When performance fo.ctors are 
equalized, the colleges in TV areas showed smaller gains or greater losses 
on every level. 

rt is noteworthy that although team performsnoe does not affect the di­
rection of TV effects, it seems to huve a significant beo.ring on their 
magnitude . The TV-area college s fare less well at all levels of per­
form~ncG;' but the good teams are hurt much less. Thus, the better teams 
in TV areas gcined only 3 .3~ less than those outside; the average teams 
suffered a 6 .2% differential; but the poorer teams underwent an attend­
ance decline 12 .2% greater than equivalent teams outside the range of 
television. 

2 Weather 

A second faotor which obviously affects attendance at football games is 
the weather. If weather conditions were partioularly favorable to the TV 

\ 

) 



.. 17 -

areas in the base period, ol!" particularly unfavorable to them in 1950• 
we might find that this difference accounted for some or all of the at­
tendance differences which now seem attributable to the effects of· tele­
vision. 

It should be pointed out that the weather conditions at each game cannot 
be measured objectively and precisely.. The threat of rain on a day when 
temperatures are ideal and there is no precipitation may keep attendance 
down; a sudden snowfall may have no effect at all if the weather up to 
game-time is good; and a 60-degree temperature may be excessively warm in 
some parts of the country and average in others. 

Rather than abandon completely any analysis oft his factor 1 however, we 
asked each college athletic director to describe the conditions at each 
home game as ''Good'' or "Bad"• While there may be a certain unreliability 
to these reports, they were the best measure obtainable, and we assume 
that the athletic directors oan recall fairly aco1irately at least those 
games during the last four seasons which were played under 11bad" weather 
conditions. Furthermore, the large number of athletio directors reporting 
tends to reduce the bias th~t might be caused by defects in the memory or 
information of any partiouhr one. 

Our method of analysis was to take the usual average of e.11 games .played 
in 1947-48 as our base or expected attendanoe,aid then tO"C'aloulate for 
both TV and non-TV areas the percent of this expected attendance drawn 
to good-weather and bad-weather games in 1950. Table 7 shONs the result 
of this tabulation. 

TABLE 7 

1950 ATTENDANCE IN TV AND NON-TV AREAS, 
. BY \YEATHER CONDITIONS 

Percent of 
Expected Attendance TV 
All TV Non-TV Differ-

TyEe of Game: Areas Areas Areas ential 

Good-weather games. • • . . • • • 104 .4 102 .s 108.4 
Bad-weather games • • • • • • • • 85.6 82.3 93 .6 

All games. • . • • • • • • • • 98.2 95.9 103. 7 

As expected, the good-weather games outdrew the bad. regardless of the 
presence or absence of television. But whatever the weather, the col­
leges located in TV areas report poorer attendance trends-than those 
outside. 

These findings destroy the notion that television affects attendance ad­
versely only when the weather is bad. True, the colleges in TV areas 
exoeed their expected attendance by 2.8% under conditions of good weather, 
but when we consider that the 11expected'1 is based on the average for all 
games in the base period, one would suppose thct the figure would be even 
higher. 
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As we see, when television is .not present, the figure !§.higher, In non­
TV areas, the good-Weather games in 1950 exceeded the expected attendance 
by 8.4;>. Thus, it is clear that differences in weather co.nditiona could 
not have accounted for the superior attend.a.nee outside of TV areas. When 
tl.lis factor is contro.lled1 we still find that the colleges ex-posed to 
television do less we.l.l, no ma. tter what the weather. 

But like team performance, although weather does not affect the direction 
of TV effects, it has a strong bearing on their magnitude. The TV-area 
colleges fare relatively worse whatever the conditions, but they are hurt 
more when the weather is bad. The average 7,t:fl, differential between the 
two types of areas drops to 5.&;, whim the weather ii:J good, but when the 
wea. ther is bad it jumps to .u. 3~. 

Our analyses of the two most important independent variables -- weather 
a.nd per:f'Qrma.nce -- confirm what a:p:pear to be certain general principles 
regarding television effects. 

First, we have established what everyone ad.mi ts: that television is not 
the only thing that affects attend.a.nee, As we 'have seen, both performance 
and weather are important factors, a.nd there are many others. 

But secondly, we have seen that when weathel;' and performance are controlled 
·- under conditions of "all things equal" -- the apparent adverse . effect 
of television, which in 1950 varied around the over-a11 differential of 
approxima.te.ly Pfl,1 still persists. 

And third.1y, it appears that the unfavorable effects of television are 
magnified as the attractiveness of the game diminishes. Under good-weather 
conditions or when team performance is good, the adverse TV effects are 
sm.ller than average. But whe.n the weather is bad or the team is a poor 
one, attendance is hurt considerably more, 

3. Ticket Prices 

Another possib.le explanation of the lower attendance in TV areas is the 
effect of differential changes in ticket prices. 

It may be, f'or example, that during the last two years, ticket prices· in 
the .larger metropoli ta.n centers (where the TV-area colleges are :predominant­
.ly 1ocated) were generally increased, whereas in the sma.ller towns outside 
of TV areas 1 the price level remained about the same or showed wch sma.ller 
increases, If such were the case, it might be argued that the attendance 
decline in TV areas merely reflects pub.lie reaction to the higher prices, 
and would have .-oqcurred regardless of television, 

, . 

As with our analyS"-i& of the weather factor, it was im-possible to collect 
a.nd tabulate all the varyi.118 ticket prices of each co.11.ege for the last 
four years. But the athletic directors were asked to indicate, for each 
season, whether the general level of prices Wa.s higher, lower or about 
the same as in the. previous year• Thus, we have a rough measure of the 
di:f':ferential changes since 1948, and Table 8 on the next page shows the 
results of the analysis. 
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The findings appear to destroy completely the notio.n that higher ticket 
prices could have caused the attendance decline in TV areas.. Actually, 
we see that hiSher ticker prices go with increased attendance, and it is 
the colleges that .lowered their prices which suffered the sharpest de­
cline. The same experience is found both iD. television areas and in 
areas where TV was .not present. 

TABLE 8 

.1950 ATTENDANCE IN TV AND NON-TV AREAS, 
BY TICKET PR!CE CHANGES 

l?ercent o:f 
Ex~ected Attendance 

Colleges Whose General Level All TV Non-TV 
of Ticket Prices in 1920 Was: ~ ~ Areas 

Higher than in base period. • . • • 108.3 108.6 107.8 
About the same as in base period. . .101.5 99.5 lo6.5 
Lower than in base period • • . • . 75.7 73.4' 83.4 

· Al.l colleges • . . .. . • . • . • 98.2 95.9 .103. 7 

TV 
Di ff er-
ential 

-- 0,8°f, 
7,0 

10.0 

7.8°/o 

At first glance, this resu..lt is unexpected and puzzling, It seems to indi­
cate that higher prices stimulate attend,ance, while lower prices affect it 
adversely -- obviously an absurd assumption. But the meaning becomes clear­
er when one reflects ,on the economics of the si tua ti on. 

Colleges do not norn:a.lly raise ticket prices when attendance is already 
.low; under such. conditions, they are more likely to lower thom in order 
to obtain larger crowds. It is onq when attendance is already high, 
or gives prospect of being high, that price rises can be considered. As 
in e conomics genera.lly, although high prices go with increased demand, it is 
the greater demand which brings about the price rises, and not the reverse. 

Nevertheless, we see that in general, irrespective of ticket price changes, 
tho co.Ueges outside of television areas fared better. True, among those 
colleges which raised their prices, those in TV areas showed a slightly 
bettor attendance trend; but it can be demonstrated that the exceptional 
Southwest area accounted for this reversal from the general rt.tle, and the 
difference is very small. 

Whore prices were the samo or lower, the usual differentials appear, In 
the controlled situation in which prices remained unchanged, the teams in 
TV areas dropped. slightly below their expected attendance, while in non­
TV areas, a 6.5% increase was registored. And in the few instances where 
lower ticket prices prevailed, the colleges in TV areas reported an even 
larger attendance decline. 

4. Stadium Capacity 

Inf'orrna.tion on stadium capacity at all colleges f'or each of' the four years 
was collected on our questionaires, so that we can investigate the 
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possibly that the relatively better attendance trends in non-TV areas 
oame about th.rough enlargements in the capacity of the stadiums in those 
regions. It stadiums in non-TV areas were generally enlarged since 
1947-48, while those in television areas remained about the sam~, this 
faotor might aooount for the differential attendance trends. 

It should be emphasized, hQVo/ever, that stadium oapaoity, like ticket 
prices, is not a truly independent variable. Factors like performance ~nd 
weather affeot attendance ; they are not affected El, attendance• But we 
have seen the reverse situation in regard to tioket sales, and to a large 
extent, the same is true with respect to changes in stadium capacity. 

Thus, it is not likely that a college would set out to enlarge its stadium 
or to build a new one in the face of a decline in attendance. Rather, 
increases in stadium oapacity would appear to arise most usually as the 
result of the pressure of already high attendance on existing capaoity 
For this reason, almost any analysis of o-hanges is stadium size, end their 
relation to attendance in TV and non-TV areas, is subject to ambiguous 
interpretation. 

If it is found, for instance, that a greater measure of stadium enlarge­
ment occurred in the non-TV areas, one could argue that it is this fact 1 

rather than television, which explains the attendanoe differentials be­
tween the two types of areas• But one could argue with equal plausi­
bility, that it was the booming attendance in areas where there was no 
televisi6n which forced the increases in stadium oapaoity, while in the 
TV o.reas no suoh pressure of attendance on capacity existed. 

TABLE 9 

1950 ATTENDANCE IN TV AND NON-TV AREAS, 
. BY CHANGES IN STADIUM CAPACITY 

Colleges Whose 1950 
Stadium Capacitv Was: 

Larger than in base period •• 
·The same as in base period •• • • 

All oolleges •••••••••• 

Percent of 
Expected Attendanoe TV 

All TV Non-TV Differ-
Areas Areas Areas ential 

122 .1 
82.5 

129.6 
77.3 

95 .9 

109.4 
98.0 

103.7 

The figures in Table 9, however, prove conolusively that differential changes 
in stadium capacity could not account for the opposing attendance trends we 
have observed in the two types of areas. 

When the factor of increased capacity is controlled, and we look only at 
the experience of colleges whose stadiums remained the same size, we see 
that attendance in '!V areas was only 77% of expected, wherees in non-TV 
areas it was 98% of expected. Where there was no increase in stadium 
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capa.ci ty at all, therefore, the attendance differential between TV and 
non-TV areas was more than 2Cf/o, 

Actually, not only do changes in stadium capacity fail to Mcount for the 
superior attendance of the non-TV-area colleges, they have the opposi t e 
effect of reducing the differential below what 1 t would otherwise have 
been. As we see in Table 9, it was the TV-area colleges which benefited 
most from increases in stadium capacity, and their superior trends in 
those cases help to balance their larger losses when capacity was un­
changed, bringing the over-al.l differential down to 7.8% • 

. The reason for the superior attendance trends in TV areas, among those 
colleges which increased their stadium capacity, appears to lie in the 
fact that much of the stadium expansion in the country took place in the 
Southwest. It is in this region that we have already noticed. the .largest 
attendance boom, and it is in this region alone that the coJJ.eges in TV 
areas have superior attendance trends to those outside. 

We shall discuss later the probable reasons for the attend.a.nee behavior of 
this region. For the moment, it is sufficient to show that differential 
changes in stadium ·capacity could not have accounted for the more favorable 
attendance trends in non-TV areas. 

5. Student Enrollment 

Having investigated, and dismissed, the two most powerfu.l independent 
variables -- -performance and weather -- as factors in the poorer attend­
ance records of the colleges in TV areas; and having shown that neither 
differential changes in ticket prices nor stadium capacities could have 
accounted for the !'.'.esult, we turn now to certain demographic variables 
which might exp.lain the situation: changes in student e.nrolllllent, popu­
lation and economic conditions, 

Data are completely lacking on the contribution which college students 
make to the total nationa.l football atte.nda.nce, If we accept 1947 :figures 
of approximately 2,000,000 students and assume that most of these go to 
two or three games a year, it is apparent that the group, with their 
families and. friends, wou.ld represent a very .large proportion of the 
roughly 15,000.000 total during our base period. 

On the other hand, large numbers of these students attend colleges which 
do not play football or which charge no admission to their games, and 
one guess is as good as another regarding the average attendance frequency 
of the remainder. It is perhaps best not to speculate too freely on this 
matter, but to accept the possibi.lity that differential trends in student 
enrollment could have affec·ted the attendance data, and to investigate 
its validity. 

The hypothesis, then, would be that student enrollment has dee.lined since 
the 1947-48 base period, that the decline has been markedly greater in 
those colleges .located in .large cities (predominant.Ly TV areas), and that 
it is this fact, rather than the influence of television, which accounts 
for all or part of the inferior attendance trends of the TV-area colleges. 
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Sinoe our questionaire solicited data on student enrollment for eaoh of 
the four years, we were able to tabulate the trends in enrollment for 
both TV-area and non-TV-area colleges, and Table 10 shows the results 
of this research, by geotl'aphical region. 

As we see, student enrollment has deolined considerably sinoe the base 
period in both types of areas, largely owing to the dwindling number of 
students attending under GI benefits. But for the country as a whole 
the drop has been proportionately greater outside of the television areas, 
so that this factor can be eliminated as a possible explanation of the 
attendance differential. 

TABLE 10 

1950 STUDENT ENROLLMENT 
IN TV AND NON-TV AREAS, BY REGION 

Region: 

1 - New England. • • • • • • 
2 - Middle Atlantio. • • • . 
3 -Southeast. • • . • • • . 
4 - Midwest. • • . . • • 
5 - West Central • • . . • • 
6 - Southwest. . . . • • • • 
7 - Mountain • • • • • • • • 
8 - Pacific. . • . • • • • • 

Total u.s. • . • . . . . 

. . . • • 
• • • . 
• • • 
• . • . . 
• • . • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • . . 
• • • • . 

. • • . • 
• • • 
• • • . • • 
• • • 
• . • 
• • • 

• • • 

Percent of 1947-48 
Student Enrollment 
' TV Non-TV 
Areas Are es 

89.8 94.6 
95.4 100.3 
90.8 88.3 
92 .2 88.9 
82 .3 88.7 

105.9 90.9 
99.7 96.8 
90.5 88.6 

92 .5 90.8 

Regionally, the pattern is inconsistent. In the two Eastern regions and 
in the West Central region, the decline in enrollments was relatively 
greater in the television areas, and this fact probably aooounts for a 
portion of the attendance differential in those areas, whioh we ho.ve hither­
to attributed to television. 

But in no way oen the gre ut er decline in enrollments in the TV areas of 
these three regions explain the attendonoe differentiQl 1 for they ap­
proximate only about 5%. Even if we attribute half the total attendonoe 
to students, the .5% differential in enrollment decline would make for 
only o 2.5% differential in attendance -- end in the East the attendance 
trends in TV areas were off more than 20% from those in non-TV areas. In 
the West Cantrel region, the gre£iter enrollment declines in television areas 
could have accounted for a much larger part, but still not all, of the 
unfavorable TV differentiol of 4%. 

On the other hand, it will be noted that in the Southwest -- the.only section 
of the country to report more favorable nttandanoe trends within TV ar~as -­
student enrollment was 6% higher than in the base period in the areas served 
by television, and 9% lmver outside. 

.) 
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Although differencital changes in student enrollment could therefore account 
for a sma.ll':pa.rt of the attendance differentials in :particular regions, it 
is clear that no :pa.rt of the new national differential of 7.8% between the 
attendance tre.nds of TV and non-TV areas can be attributed to re.la ti ve.ly 
larger enrollment dee.lines in the areas whore television was present. 

·01' 
ft Population and Economic Changes 

A question might further arise as to whether differential population tro.nd.s, 
or differential changes in economic co.nditio.ns, could have accounted for 
the opposing attendance trends in TV and non-TV areas. One might speculate 
that the areas .not yet exposed to televisio.n had shown relatively .larger 
population gains since 1948, or that employment, income and spending had 
all increased more j.n those areas. If such were the case, it could easily 
be argued that the diffe i:-ential trends in football a tteridance were a re­
f .lection of these factors rather than of televisio.n. 

In order to test this hypothesis, county-by-county data on i:ionulation esti­
mates and on "effective buying income" were compiled from the Sa.lee Manage­
ment Annuals of i948 and 1950. * The figures for each of these two years 
were totaled for all of the counties included in each television area, and 
the ratio of change from 1948 to 1950 comptlted. The figures for all TV 
areas were then totaled to obtain .natio.na.1 estimates. 

A prob.lam arose in computing the equivalent figures for .no.n·te.levisio.n 
areas. It seemod unreal and perhaps unf'air simply to take all counties in 
the United States which were outside of television areas, and to regard 
them as the 11no.n-TV areas" for comparative purposes, since many such 
counties are far from the "football market" of a.ny co.llege. 

For instance, suppost it were found that the cou.ntios not exposed to tele­
vision showed generally .no change in population. It might nevertheless be 
true that such non-TV football centers as Portland, Denver and other large 
cities showed big population gains, which were canceled by population losses 
in South Dakota and similar areas which contribute virtually .nothing to the 
foot'ball market. So the basic question would sti.1.1 remain. 

For the purposes of this analysis, therefore, it was .necessary to create 
more or .less arbitrary .non-TV football areas which would be comparable to the 
TV football areas. Our procedure was to draw a 50-mile radius, corresponding 
roughly to the usual limits of a TV signal, arou.nd each major collego .l9cated 
in a .non-television area. All counties falling within this radius were con­
sidered as co.nati tu ting the "no.n-TV area" for that college. 

Forty-seven ouch arbitrary ".non-TV areas'' were u.ltima tely defined, and the 
changes, from 1948 to 1950, in population and "effective buying income" 
wore calculated in the same way as for the television areas. The results 
of the comparative analysis are presented in Tab.le 11. 

* The source of the various figures which go into the "offoctive buyi.ng in­
come" estimates, and the manner in which the estimates are computed, are 
too complicated to detail in this report. Full 1.nformation is provided in 
the Sales Management Annuals. Those publications supplied the only index 
of eco.nomic changos broken down by cou.nt;z; for both of the two years in 
question. 
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TABLE 11 

1950 POPULATION AND BUYING INCOME 
FOR TV AREAS AND EQUIVALENT NOH-TV AREAS 

Television areas. • •••• 
Equivalent non-TV areas •• 

Percent of . 1948 Estimates 
11Effe ct i ve 

Population Buying Inoome" 

103.8 
103,l 

111.9 
113.7 

It is clear at onoe that these factors do not explain the different trends 
in football attendanoe in the two types of areas. Both TV and non-TV 
areas increased in population, and both partioipated in the general pros­
perity of . the last two years, with substantial increases in· buying power. 
But the differences between them, when they are compared with respeot to 
these two factors, are slight indeed• 

·It should be remembered that football attendance in the television areas 
actually deolined 4.1% during· this period 1 in the faoe of both population 
and income gains, while in non-TV areas attendance was 3.7% above the 
1947-48 levels. The gain in the latter areas would be normally expected 
in view of the population rise and the improved eoonomio oonditions. 
That these factors did not prevent a decline in football attendance whdre 
television was present seems to us a very signifioant finding. 

The further faot that the trends in population and effective buying in­
come are almost exactly alike in the television and non-television areas 
points up the size of the differential in their football attendance trends. 
The population differential between the two types of areas is less thon 
1%, the buying power differential is less than 2%; but the attendanoe dif­
fer.ential approximates 8%. It seems the more unlikely that any footer but 
television oould account for the result. 

7. Gate Reoeipts 

Finolly, it will be of interest to look at the trend in gate receipts for 
the two types of areas, since we may find that the inferior attendance 
trends of the television areas are balanced, at least in part, by a 
relatively bigger "take 1

' at the box office. Table 12 presents the evidence 
on this point. 

TABLE 12 

TRENDS IN GATE RECEIPTS IN TV AND NON-TV AREAS 

Colleges located in: 

Television areas ••••••••• 
Non-television aroas, •••••• 

Peroent of 194 7-48 
Gate Receipts 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • 

1949 

107.3 
110.3 

1950 

103.9 
117.7 

) 
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, 
19SO gate .receipts in TV aroos were below 1949·, but s"bill 3.W~ above the 
1947-48 average. In non-TV areas, however, g•t& ~oeipts e~oe-eded the 
1949 levfils, and were up 17% o~r the baae period• In both typas of • 
areas, the trends in gete reoe1pt~ wera &upetior to those in att~ndanoe, 
probably owing to rises in ticket pri~s, 

The signifioent ~act fer the purpose• of this report, ha\'le~r, is the 
lal'gor diff'e!"ential between the two a.reas o,p gete receipt!~ than on at­
tendano-e. Tm, difference in the two ettendanoe trends was, as ~e have 
iieen, irt the neighberhCTCd of' 8%, but here, 'When we consider oaly gate 
rec~ij!ta, the di!'t'erential approe.ohes 14%. , 

This fiQding ind ieates that the oolleges in teleVisio11 •areM were hurt 
worse "1n the pocketbook'1 than the mere at'\oent!anQe figures 1hQW, and the 
results are a f\lrther confirmation of t.Ae ad.verse etfeots on TV. 

Conolusions 

In general, the major fiQdings of '!'able 6 are thus not nffe.ote<l by our 
careful stu«y of any of' the seven most plausible factor~ examined. 

This is net to say• of course• th~t suoh variables as weather, team par• 
formanoe, student enrollment 1 etc., do not affect football atteiad1mce .. 
Obviously, they do, sa the pre.dsding e.nelyses haw shown. 

'.Phe more unfaite>re.ble these fac>tcirs are 1 the gr enter the likelihood of 
attendance decline~, whetheT or not th.a~e ~s television coinpetition in 
the area• The more fsvor~ble the~ O'thet" -fectors are, the gr enter the 
likelihood that attendano~ will rise, ~~en though YV is present. But 

. under conditions of 1•ai1 things equal", wbetner tl'l~ additional .faotors 
are favoreble or unfavorable, the ~4verse effaots of television persist. 

Thus, as we have soon, a strong teulll playing in goo~ wenther will usuaUy 
exoeed its expeoted atten~an~, b~t by a smaller amount when TV is p~e­
sent than when it is ebsent. A poor team playing iq bad weat~r will 
usually drnw pocrly, 'but it will draw even worie if tl'tere is television 
in the are~ • 

Undlilr oondi'bi-elli of "all thinr;:s equa1 1
•, the teams pleying in tela1Tision 

areas report lmv~r attendan()e tl"e~ds. It ia ~ly when the TV-a~ea ~earns 
have • f~vor~ble edge in perfo~nnoe. ~hether conditions or other rae­
tora ,tha-t their attendat!ce trends equal or exceed those t:if th~ c-olleglilS 
not f~c9d with TV com.petition. 

'.l'h4loretioe.lly, it is still possigle th~ same unknown factor 11hieh ~· 
h~~e ~t examined c~lQ have operate~ differeatially betweQ!fl the TV and 

· . noo-TiT areas sin ca 194 7-48 to pt-oduc.e the effects wh.ioh we heve attributed 
to television. But noiae of those sug;Eested thus !'Ur have done sc, and 
we re.gorcl the f.'O!s-ibilit;y as extr11.mely remote• 
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We have demonstrated thats 

1. Colleges exposed to television competition report relatively 
lower attendance trends than those in areas where TV is absent. 

2. The same finding held both in 1949 and in 1950, and the differ­
ential increased significantly last year when more games were 
televised and more sets were in use. 

3. The unfavorable effects of television are observable in seven 
of the eight geographical regions of the NCAA. 

4. The adverse effects persist no matter what the weather or level 
of' team performance, and indeed become even more noticeable 
as the attractiveness of the game declines. 

5. The effects cannot be accounted for by differential changes in 
ticket prices, stadi\llll capacities, student enrollment, popula­
tion or economic conditions -- although in a few specific in­
stances such differential changes result in a slight over- or 
under-statement of the degree of the unfavorable TV effects. 

To our mind, the d ata are conclusive, and we can conceive of no reason­
able argument that in 

1
1949 and 1950 the presence of television did not 

affect attendance in the same manner and to approximately the same ae:=­
gree as we have shown. 



I V 

THE VARYING EFFECTS 

WITHIN TELEVISION AREAS 

I.n order to ascertain the general or over-all effects of television on 
football attendance, we compared simply the attendance trends of colleges in 
those areas where TV was prese.nt with the trends in those areas where it was 
.not present, and we found that the .normal difference was i .n the .neighborhood 
of 8%. 

But as we have pointed out before, TV itself is a variable which is not mere­
ly present or abaent, but which can be present in various degrees and under 
varying conditions, and we cannot assume that all colleges located i.n tele­
vision areas are e(}.ually affected by the medium. Rather, the over-all 8% 
differential we found in the previous analysis rray be expected to vary accord­
ing to the amount and type of television competition. 

Thus; in some areas only local games were telecast; in others, only games 
from outside the area were available. In some television areas 1 only 5% or 
lCP/o of the families owned sets, while in others, the games could be seen in 
fully h8..lf the homes. And while some areas had extreme.ly high proportions 

· of new set-owners, other areas had only a moderate share of this group. 

Under all these varying conditions of TV, we would expect differential effects 
on football attendance, and it is the purpose of this section of the report 
to ex.amine the influence of such factors. 

Types of TV Competition 

Attendance at the football games of any :particular college in a television 
area rre.y be affected by various types of TV competi tio.n, 

First, the college may have all or Ir.Ost of its own games televised. T:2is ' ·J 
the most direct form of competition,· since the TV owner who wants to see that 
particular game has the cl"lar alternative of viewing it on his set or buying 
a ticket to the stadium. 

Secondly, the college may not televise its own games, but some larger co.llege 
in the area ~ay have its games on TV. In this case, some of the TV owners 
who would otherwise attend the game may prefer to watch the larger college 
on television. · 

A third instance is the case in which neither the college itself nor any 
other college in the area is televising, but a big game from some other regio.O 
is available on network ·rv. Again, some portion of the TV ow.ner:J may prefer 
to watch the distant gair.e on television than to attend the local games. 

And finally, there !l'ay be no football games at all telecast in the area, 
but some of the TV owners who would otherwise attend the game may choose in­
stead to view other types of programs on their sets. 

- 27 -
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We have information on the aotual and expected attendance of colleges ex­
posed to each of the first three types of television competition, so that 
we can test the hypothesis that the adverse effects of TV are greater 
as the competition is more direct, As a point of comparison, we have the 
trends in attendance in non-TV areas where there was no television competi­
tion at all. 

As far as we know, the fourth situation mentioned above, in which TV was 
present in the area but no college football games at all were available, 
occurred in only a few areas during 1950; and in at least one of these, 
there was competition from televised high school games on Saturday after­
noons. Since the number of colleges affected only by this type of non­
college-football TV competition is too small for separate analysis, we 
have included them with those exposed only to network football telecasts 
under the designation 11 No local games telec~ut in the area. n 

One would expect the smallest effect on attendance to occur among this 
group of colleges whose only TV competition came from network games 
played in other areas, high school games or other non-football programs 
on TV. Somewhat larger effects would be expected among those colleges 
located in areas where another local team was telecasting its games; 
and the greatest effects of all we would expect to find among the tele­
vising colleges themselves. 

In defining the televised colleges, one slight problem arises because not 
all of these televised all their games. Some telecast only one or two 
out of their full home schedule of five or six, and since the great major­
ity of the games of these colleges were not televised, we have not inclu­
ed them in the televising group. In tab-re-13 below, and in all our sub­
sequent analyses, -the colleges whose 11 own games" were telecast in the 
area comprise only those institutions which televised three or more of 
their home games in 1950, 

The table shows, for all colleges, the variations in attendance trends, 
according to the type of TV competition they faced.. As we see, the 
findings are quite in accord with our expectations, the order of at­
tendance decline coinciding exactly with the severity of the television 
competition. 

Where teams in TV areas were not exposed to the competition of local 
football telecasts, the attendance loss was relatively small, only 2% 
below the level of those colleges which were completely outside of tel• 
ev1s1on areas. In contrast, the colleges in areas where other local 
games were televised lost 6%, while those teams facing the maximum TV 
competition, the ones who had ell or most of their own games televised 
locally, suffered by far the heaviest losses. In the latter case, the 
unfavorable differential soars to 15%. 
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TABLE 13 

1950 ATTENDANCE TRENDS OF FOUR GROUPS OF COLLEGES 
EXPOSED TO VARYING DEGREES OF TELEVISION COMPETrrION 

TV Status of College: 

No television in area. • . • • • • • • • 
No local games telecast in area. • • • • 
Other local games telecast in area • • • 
Own games telecast in area • • • • • • • 

Percent of 
ExIJ6cted 

Attendance 

103.7 
101.7 
97.6 
88.6 

TV 
Differ_ 
ential 

2.0{o 
6.1 

15 •. l 

Naturaily, the effects of these various types of competition would be 
ex-pected to vary according to the attractiveness of the game in question. 
Thus, if it were especially attractive, as when two strong major colleges 
meet each other under good weather conditions, even the alter.native choice 
of watching the same game on television might not reduce the attendance. 

On the other hand, if the game were not especial.ly attractive, as when two. 
disappointing teams contend, and the weather is uncertain, even the al­
ternative of watching two unfamiliar teams from another :part of the country, 
ol:' indeed of tuning in a variety show on television, !DRY suffice to reduce 
attendance below what it would have been had TV not been available at all. 

But as we see, the average effect, for all gan:es, becomes greater as the 
.nature of the television competition becomes more direct, The orderli­
ness of the progreasiG.n. is further confirmation of the reality of the 
adverse effects of television which we find so consistently in every 
phase of the analysis of these attendance data. 

Actu.a.lly, the attend.a.nee losses of the televising colleges themselves 
must be viewed i.n the light of the fact that these colleges represent, 
to a large extent, a specially selected group whose attendance would seem 
~likely to suffer, a .U other things equal. 

They were not selected at rand.om, but are instead those colleges which 
attract a high degree of :pub.lie interest, either because of' their ex­
ceptionally fine performance or because of the traditional character of 
their games. It is to us a very striking finding that such a group would 

· show the largest relative decline from their 1947-48 attendance .levels, 

Extent of TV Ownership 

We have seen that in general the colleges which are exposed to television 
report inferior attendance trends, and tlEt the size of the differential 
varies accoridng to the directness of the competition. A second import• 
ant factor which. would be expected to i .nfluence the magnitude of the diff­
erential is the proportion of television C1wnera in tho area, or what 
has been cal.led the "level of sa tura. tion. 11 
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Where only one person out of every fifteen or twenty is ab.le to sit home 
and watch the same on TV, we would not expect the effect o.n attendance 
to be very great. But if the level of saturation approaches half the 
families 1.n the area, many more people would have an opportunity to sub· 
stitute te.leviewi.ng for actual presence at the stadium, and we would ex• 
pect a considerably .larger attendance dee.line, 

We have already observed the operation of this factor :nationally, and 
Table 14 summarizes the experience of the u. s. as a whole. 

TABLE ·l4 

TV OWNERSHIP FIGURES, 1947-50, 
WITH FOOTBALL ATTENDANCE TRENDS FOR TV AND NON-TV AREAS 

Number of Percent of 
TV Sets ExEected Attendance 
in U.S., All TV No.n-TV 

~ Nov. 1 ~ ~ Areas 

1947. • . • . • • 134,400 100.0 100.0 100.0 
1948. • . • . • . • • 718,000 
1949. . • . • . . • • 3,025,000 102.8 102.2 1.04.0 
1950. • . • . • . • • 9,169,300 98.2 95.9 .103. 7 

TV 
Differ· 
entia.l 

1.8% 
7.8% 

Al though the number of set-o'Wl'lers increased sharply in 1949, the level 
of saturation was still relatively low. Only i.n New York_, Philadelphia 
and Baltimore did the proportion of TV-owners amoant to as many as 2Cflj, 
of the families in the area, and in most TV areas the saturation level 
was .less than .10%. Football attendance continued to climb during this 
year, although TV effects were already making themselves apparent; in 
television areas the attendance increase was only 2'fo, while outside of 
these areas there was a 4% gain. 

But from November 1949 to November 1950 the number of set-ownars in the 
country trip.led, and during the recent football season .nine million TV 
sets were in operation. In contrast to 1949, there were 31. cities in 
Wiich 2<:Jfo or more of the families were TV-owners, and in three of these 
better than half the population had television in their homes. As we have 
seen, the effects on attendance were much greater. While the non-tele­
vision areas Just about matched their 1949 attendance, there was a 6~ 
decline where TV was present, and the total differential a ttri but.able to 
television increased from 2°/o in 1949 to the 8% figure we have observed 
in 1950. 

Such evidence strongly supports the view that attendance losses increase 
as the .number of TV sets grows larger, but the precise natur~ of the re• 
lationship .can be studied more frui tf'u.1ly through a comparison of the 
.1950 attendance trends of co.lleges actually .located in areas of varying 
saturation. Table 15 presents these findings. 
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TABLE 15 

.1950 ATTENDANCE TRENDS, 
BY LEVEL OF TV SATURATION 

Percent of 
Expected. 

Colleges located in: Attendance 

Areas without television. • • • • • • • • • • • 103.7 
Areas of light saturation 

(Less than 2CP/o of families own TV). • • • • • 114.5 
Areas of medium sattl.ration 

(20·39% of families own TV) • • • • • • • • • 94.2 
Areas of heavy saturation 

(40% of more of families own TV). • • • • • • 83.4 

Al.l colleges ••••• . . . . . . . . • • . . . 
As axiiected, tbe 1950 attendance losses are concentrated in those loca.l• 
ities where TV saturation is highest. Between the heavy and. medium sat• 
uration areas there is an i1% differential in attendance trends, and be­
tween the colleges in heavily saturated areas and those colleges completely 
unexposed to television, there is a 2CJ{o differential in the course of 
their attandance. 

When it is remembered that television is by no means the only factor that 
affects attendance, and that small TV effects can easily be obscured by 
differences in performance, weather and other factors, the size of these 
differentials becomes striking evidence of the potentially powerful ef· 
fects of television. 

Although it is clear that the TV areas in general show inferior attend· 
ance trends, and mt the size of the differential varies accord.ing to 
the proportion of TV owners in the area, it wil.1 be noted tha. t the .ligh t1y 
saturated areas seem not only unaffected by television, but actually re· 
port co:nsiderably larger attendance increases than do those areas where 
TV is totally absent. 

It should perhaps be pointed out that the largest part of these increases 
are contributed by the two booming Southwest television areas of Dallas 
and Houston, where attendance was high and the telecasting of games was 
restricted. Omitting Dal.las and Houston, attendance in the low-saturation 
areas was only 105.3% of expected, instead of the .114,5% indicated in 
Tab.le .15. 

Combined Effects 

The two variables we have just discussed -- the type of competition on 
TV and the proportion of set-owners in the area -- may be regarded as 
the major components of the total TV effect. We have seen that attend­
ance trends fluctuate with each of these tt.ro factors, and it wi.ll now 
be of interest to observe their operation in combination with one another. 
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Suoh an analysis will serve as a check on the conclusions drawn thus far 
in this section of our report. For example, it might be argued that the 
reason the colleges which telecast their own games show poorer attendance 
trends, lies in the fact that the majority of these colleges are situated 
in heavily saturated areas, If such were actually the case, and we found 
no difference within the he~vily saturated areas between the trends of 
televising and non-televising colleges, our conclusions regarding the 
adverse effects oft e lace.sting would be erroneous, 

In Table 16, we control the effects of these two factors, and can observe 
their effects both independently and in combination with one another, 

TABLE 16 

1950 ATTENDANCE TRENDS BY TV SATURATION LEVEL, 
CONTROLLED FOR TYPE OF TV COMPETITION 

Type of Competition: 

No television in area. • • • 
No local games telecast. • • 
Other local games telecast • 
Own games telecast • • • • • 
All types of TV Competition. 

• • • 
• • • 
• • • 
• • • 

• • • 

Attendance Trends 
of Colleges in Areas 

Where TV Saturation is 
Light Medium ~ 

--
115.5 93,3 97.1 
115.5 98,6 93.8 
112.5 95.4 74.8 

114.5 94.2 83.4 

Total 

103. 7 
101. 7 

97.6 
88.6 

We have already observed that as the competition becomes more direct, 
the adverse effects of TV on attendance grow larger. These figures ap­
pear agein in the right-hand column of the preceding table. We have also 
observed that as saturation incr eases, the TV effects become progressively 
more marked and we see these figures once more across the bottom line 
of the table• 

Looking now at the effect of saturation level when the type of TV compe­
tition is controlled (reading across on each line), we find that, with 
one exception, the progression is exactly as expected, 

While the televising colleges actually show attendance gains (as do all 
types of colleges) where saturation is light, their attendance falls be­
low expected in the areas of medium saturation, and drops to 74 0 8% in 
the heavily saturated areas. Colleges facing the TV competition of other 
local schools show the same progression, though to a less marked degree. 
Only among those TV-area colleges which hoed no local television compe­
tition at all does attendance fail to decline progressively with increas­
ing saturation. Among this group, the losses are greater w)1.en satura­
.tion is medium than they are when it is heavy. 
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We sha.l.l notice this group again in the following discussion. For the 
moment, it is sufficient to show that in general, whatever the ty].)e of 
competition in the area, attendance losses become greater as the ].)ro­
:PQrtion of TV owners rises. 

We turn now to the effect of the various types of competition when the 
level of· saturation is control.led (reading down each column). Here the 
].)icture is somewhat less clear-cut, for only in the heavily saturated 
areas does the progression plainly bear out what we would expect. In 
these areas the telecasting colleges lose moat heavi~, those exposed 

,to other local telecasts sui'fe:r smaller losses, and those exposed only 
to network or no football telecasts undergo still smaller losses. 

In the areas of medium saturation, the picture is the same except for 
the one group of colleges previously noted. Where there was no local. 
football telecasting at all, attendance losses were even greater than 
among the telecasting colleges themselves. In the .lightly saturated 
areas, the telecasting col.legea again report the lowest attendance 
trends, while there is .no difference in those of the other two type-of­
competi tion groups, 

The essential finding from this analysis is that, in general,, what­
ever the level of saturation, the televising colleges have the lowest 
attendance trends, and that the differe.ntia.l is most strongly marked in 
the heavi.ly saturated areas. 

The one group of col.leges which is out of line with the expected results, 
and which makes the tab.le somewhat hard to interpret, comprises those 
in medium saturation areas where no local games are telecast. We have 
commented earlier on other instances in this report where the figures 
have .not uniformly followed the expected pattern, and such occasional 
deviations should not be a matter of surprise. We have emphasized and 
shown that other factors besides television affect attendance, and in 
some situations these factors play a part greater than that of tele­
vision, especial.ly when they operate in combi.nation. 

In this instance, for example, it was the Pittsburgh area which accounted 
for a large part of the attendance losses in the deviant cell. Satura­
tion was only medium and no .local teams telecast their games. But a com­
bina tion of such factors are below-average performance, bad weather con­
ditions and a lengthy .newspaper strike operated to hold attendance down, 

. and consequent~ .lowered the figure for the whole group below what we 
would expect had television been the only variable. 

The striking fact throughout this study continues to be the consistency 
and magnitude with which the TV effects generally manifest themselves, 
from whatever standpoint the attendance data are analyzed. 

The combined effects of saturation and type of competition may be seen 
from the diagonals in Table 16. In lightly saturated areas where no .lo· 
cal teams televised, attendance was 115.5% of expected; in heavily sat­
urated areas, among colleges which telecast their games, attendance was 
only 75% of expepted -- a differential of 40.5% in the two extreme sit­
uations. But among telecasting colleges in light.ly saturated areas, the 
figure was .1.12. 5%, while in those heavi.ly saturated areas where no local 
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games were televised, it was 97% -- a differential of only 15.5% when 
the two factors ere opposed to each other. 

Before we leave Table 16 I it is worth noting again that the adverse €ff~ 
feats of TV become relatively even more pronounced when other factors 
are also unfavorable. We have already observed that while TV generally 
hurts all teems, it hurts the poorer teams worse, and that while TV ef­
fects . operate no matter what the weather, the effect.s are greater when 
the weather is bad than when it is good. Here again we observe the 
same phenomenon. 

When the TV area is lightly saturated, the type of competition still has 
an effect, but a relatively small one: . the telecasting colleges gain 
only 3% less than do the non-televised. But when saturation is heavy 1 the 
unfavorable differential rises to 20 points or more. The harmful effects 
of telecasting are much more pronounced in the heavily saturated areas. 

. . 

Similarly, the difference in the attendance trends of lightly vs. heavily 
saturated areas is 18.4% when no local football is telecast in the area. 
But among colleges whose own games are telecast, the difference between 
lightly and heavily saturc.ted areas rises to 37 • 'l'f.. The effect of satura­
tion becomes much more pronounced as thE3 type of competition becomes more 
direct. ··· · -

" \ ."'·:·.,·· . . 
·; ··.·' 

It appears to be a ,general rule 1 then, that when the other' fc.otors affect­
ing attendance are favorable, television exerts t:i relatively . small effect. 
But men the other factors nre unfavorable, the ·· introduction or intensifi­
cation of the unfavorable TV factor does not ·merely add its own effect; 
it seems to magnify the other unfavorable effects as well~ producing a 

. joint effect which is greater than the sum of the individual parts. 

The Effects of n Television Ban 

The preceding analyses throw some light on the question of the effects of 
television per se, in the absence of any football telecasting at .all. 

In presenting preliminary findings from this study at the Dcl. .las meetings 
of the NCAA, we speculated that the differences . in attendaµce trends be­
tween colleges in TV and non-TV areas might be due not to the telecasting 
of footbc.11, but to the competition of television itself. It.was con­
ceivable that even with a total ban on football telecasts, attend('.nce 
might continue to decline, simply because the viewing of other TV programs 
might provide an attractive alternative to attendance at the stadium, 

The findings reported in Table 13 appear to cast considerable doubt on 
the validity of t!1is argument for we saw that the largest part of the 1950 
attendance losses were contributed by the tele:ivising colleges themselves, 
where attendance wos off more than 10%. Colleges exposed to other local 
games on TV lost only about 2.5% of their normal attendance, while those 
which were exposed only to network ~ootball telecasts actually exceeded 
their expec.ted attendance. In view of this progression, one would expeot 
TV itself, in the absence of football telecasts, to have little or no 
effect on attendence. 
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But the situation is a complicated one, and in applying this 1950 experience 
to the coming season, we must consider two additional facts. First, it 
should be noted that even though the colleges which had no local football 
competition on TV exceeded their expected attendance, their trends were still 
2% below those of' colleges whioh were completely outside of television area§ 
(Table 13 ). · 

Secondly, it may b~ seen in Table 16 that the favorable trends of the col­
leges which had no local football competition on TV were accounted for en­
tirely by the lightly saturated areas, where attendance was 15.5% batter 
than expected. In areas of medium and heavy saturation, there were atten­
dance losses even when no local games were televised. 

If we consider only these areas of medium and heavy saturation, ~e see that 
the colleges with no local footbali competition on TV lost from 3% to 7% 
of their normal attendance (the weighted average is close to 6%), while 
colleges completely outside of television areas gained almost 4% ~- a dif­
ferential in the neighborhood of 10%. Most of this differential can probably 
be charged to the competition of network football telecasts, but it seems 
reasonably certain that at least some part of it can be attributed to the 
competition of high school games and other types of TV programs. 

Predictions regardi.i1g .the future are hazardous in such a complex situation 
as this. Nevert.heless, our data imply that as more· and more areas become 
heavily saturated with TV sets, attendance will still be hurt, even if all 
local football telec,asts are banned -- though the los-ses will of course be 
muoh less -than if football telecasting were unrestricted. 

The ·uNovelty'1 Theory 

It has been argued that the unfavorable influence of TV on football at­
tendance during 1949 and 1950 reflects merely the so-called 11novelty ef­
fect11 of television. According to this theory, first advanced by Jerry 
Jordan in his 1948 and 1949 studies i;if the effects of TV on sports at­
tendance, the unfavorable effects thus far noted are only temporary, re­
sulting from the large proportion of new owners among those people having 
television sets. As these people become long-term owners and the novelty 
of television wears off, . it is s.rgued, they will. resume their former 
habits and TV.will then have little or no effect on attendance. 

As evidence supporting this theory, there is cited Jordan's 1948 study in 
the Philadelphia area, which showed that brand-new TV owners reported a much 
lmver frequency of attendance than non-owners• but that the frequency pro­
gressively increased, the longer the person had owned his set. Among long­
term owners (one year or more), reported attendance was actually higher than 
it was for persons who did not own a set, leading· Jordan to speculate that 
TV might well be counted upon to produce attendance increases, once its 
novelty effect had w·orn off end its stimulating effects became apparent. 

We examined this theory in some detail in our .earlier report, and conclud-
ed that while there was a suggestion of a novelty effact in the fact that 
very new owners (3 months or less) reported much lower attendance than non­
owners did I there WOS nO evidence for the statement that attendance WOUld 

eventually 11return to normal'', nor that as the number of long-term owners 
increased, "the net loss due to television should be practically negligible.n 
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It was pointed out that the higher attendance rates of the long-term 
owners merely reflected, in all probability 1 the superior economic sta­
tus and greater interest in sports which had made them among the earli­
est purchasers of TV sets in the first place. Since Jordan had no mea­
sure of the . prior attendance of these long-term owners J there was no 

·grounds for assuming that their relatively high current attendance re­
flected a return to 11normal 11

; actually, it may still have been well belew 
their pre-TV patterns. , . ·· · 

Since it is universally admitted that the attendance habits of later TV 
purchasers are different from those of earlier purchasers, we emphasized 
in, our first report that there could be no true test of the novelty the­
ory unless data were available concerning the pre-TV levels of attendance 
of the various length-of-ownership groups. This could only be done through 
a study of the attendance behavior of given individuals over e. period of 
time after their purchase of television. 

Jordan was unable to find any seriously adverse TV effects dur1ng the 
1949 season, and attributed this to ·(a) the greater attendance of · 
long-term · owners which compensated for the temporary decline among 

·new owners, (b) not even a temporary decline in.attendance among ; 
alumni, and (c) the stimulating effects of television in ~.aking new 
faris. * ··· ·. : ·- · 
At the same time i he implied that if any harmful effects were to come 
from television, they should have appeared at their worst during 1949, 

. 
11 1949 was the last year wben such high percentages of hew owners will . 
exist in most TV markets.. By 1950, in some of them, long-term owners · 
will outnumber the new owners ••• This should mean balancing out part 
of the hurt from new owners, and eventually the elimination of much · of 

. the· worry over TV." 

Actually, as we have seen, TV did exert a ·relatively small unfavorable 
effect on football attendance during 1949, but in 1950, as saturation · 
increased, the adverse effects, far from being balanced o~t, became 
very much more pronounced. · 

In his most recent statement of the novelty theory, after the 1950 sea­
son, Jordan agrees that TV affected attendance, but marks three· sep..; 
arate stages in its development within any given area:**. 

l. ·The Initial Stage -- "When television is· just starting and 
only 5 or 10% of the families own sets.-.Th~re are not 
enough sets in the area to have any measurable influence 
on the gate.'' · 

* 11 The Long Range Effects of Television on Sports Attendance 11
1 p. 88. 

** ''Sports Met TV's First Big Threat in 195011
1 talk by Jerry M. Jordan 

at annual convention of Collegiate Physical Education Association, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, December 29, i950. 
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' 
2. The Novelty Period -- 11When the TV saturation builds up to 

about 20 to 50% of the families, and most of them are new 
awners. This is currently the period of greatest danger to 
sports attendance. It is _the period that existed in most 
large cities in 1950.'' · 

3 • . The Normal Stage -- "When the m.ajority of owners have had 
their set.S for more. than One year I and the effects Of nOV­
e l ty and cost have worn off. At this time, my studies in­
dicate that attendance picks up again." 

Certainly one cannot quarrel with Jordan's description of the first of 
these stag.es. When saturation is very low, any attendance declines 
among the small number of TV owners can hardly affect over-all attend­
ance, and during 1949 this was precisely the situation in almost half 
the television areas. 

It· is likewise true ·. (although apparently unforeseen by Jordan a year 
earlier) that when saturation rises above 20%, one reaches a period 
of great danger to sports 'e:.ttendance (though · not necessarily the period 
of 11 greatest 11 danger ), / and that this was the situation in most TV areas 
durfog 1950. We have ~e?ri ,.the effects, in the 1950 attendance trends 
reported in this study~ ·> · · · 

.. . ·~·:. ·. 

It might be_ noted, incidentally• that a projection of existing trends 
indicates that this saine; le.veil of saturation will exist in about the 
same number of TV areas du~ing 1951, so that the "period of greatest 
danger" will. be no less present during the coming football season. 
Those pres.ent areas in the 20-50% saturation group which pass beyond 
the 50% level during the coming yeal:' will be replaced by many other 
areas, now lightly saturated, which will move over the 20% mark. 

The positing of a third, or 11normal'1, stage, however, is pure specu­
lation. In no TV area, as of the present time, have more than half the 
owners held their sats more than one year, so no sctuul evidence is avail­
able regarding the effects of such a situation. As we have. pointed out, 
the expectation that uttendanoe will 11 pick up again" after one yeer's 
ownership is bused on the · fallacious premise that early, late and non­
TV-buyers all attended games with equal frequency in the past. 

We had hoped that an analysis of our attendance data could throw some 
light on the "novelty" theory, through a comparison of attendance trends 
in TV areas having varying proportions of new owners. In any such 
analysis• however, the level of saturation of the areas had to be con­
tr.olled, so the comparisons would not be obscured by the over-all number 
of sets in the various areas .. 

Unfortunately, when the TV areas are divided into the three saturation 
levels (heavy, medium and light), the differences in the proportion of 
new owners from one area to another in the same group does not permit 
any contrast. In the 12 most heavily saturated areas, for example, the 
average percent of new owners (less than one year) in the four areas . 
that are highest in this respect is 72%, of the four that are lowest, 
60%. In the lightly saturated areas, the range is even narrower. 
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Regarding the "novelty11 effect, therefore, we can only say that the 
theory has not yet been proved, either by survey research findings or 
by attendance experience thus far; and that speculations regarding its 
nossible effects in 1951 are sheer surmise which deserve no greater 

. ;eight than any other guesses about the future. · 

We s3id in our earlier report that '1Past research does not offer even e 
·. suggGstion of what the future· effects will be, as saturation increases, 
. except that the future trend will be a function of at least three basic 
factors now working in different directions, the net result of which is 
not predictable on the basis of past research. 

11These factors are: the future increase in the public's exposure to TV; 
a decline in the proportion of viewers whose attendance will be ad­
versely affected as TV penetrates more extensively into the lower eco­
nomic levels which do not ordinarily attend college football gam0s, and 
unknown changes in the behavior of oWners of differing characteristics 
es they hold their sets for longer and longer periods of time." 

As a result of the 1950 experience, the first of these three factors 
can be said to outweigh the,others by far, and the 11novelty'1 theory 
appears to us more tenuous than ever. Even granting e temporary de­
cline in attendance among new owners, the powerful effects of increas­
ing saturation seem to obliterate completely any minor variations in 
the attendance patterns of old and new owners. 

We have seen .that in the lightly saturated areas, where the proportion 
of new owners is largest, attendance does not seem at all affected by 
TV, as we would expect under the 11novelty" theory. Instead, it actually 
shows better trends than in the areas where television is totally ab­
sent. And we have seen that as saturation increases. attendance losses 
become steadily, and progressively, greater. 

... 

Obviously, there must ultimately come a time when the rate of attendance 
loss brought about by increasing saturation will start to taper off. In 
general, the higher-income groups have been the first to purchase TV sets 
and these groups, too, hava constituted most of the college football 
audiaooe. At some point (not yet discernible), virtually all of that 
audience will attain m~nership status, and increasing saturation beyond 
that point would be expected to have, if anything, a stimulating effect 
on attendance,. 

There is still lacking, of course, any accurate information on changes 
in individual attendance behavior as people purchase and use their tele­
vision sets over a period of time. And the TV situation itself is still 
subject to great change. Most television owners have still had their 
sets for less than a year, and that condition will exist for some time 
to come. Saturation is still increasing, end will continue to do so, 
perhaps ot an acc~lerated rate. Technical changes and improvome?its in 
telecasting are still in prospect, and such new factors as Phonevision 
may also enter the situation. 

Under such unstable conditions, no sound predictions con be made ·regard­
ing the future, but we se~ no reason at all for supposing that given a 
similar leve 1 of telecast ·games, TV effects would be any less adverse 
in 1951 than th0y were in 1950. --
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R E G I 0 N A L E X P E R I E. N C E S 

In this section of the report, we discuss briefly the experience of the 
eight NCAA regions and thus round out our report of what hsppened to col­
lege football attendance in 1950. Table 17 recapitulates the regional 

· attendance trends for TV and . . non-TV areas Which were presented earli'9r 
in Table 5, and shows also, for the television areas, how those colleges 

• which televised their games fared in,, comparison with those which did not. 

TABLE 17 

1950 ATTENDANCE IN TV AND NON-TV AREAS. 
BY REGION . 

.. 
Percent of Expected Attendance 

All Te le.cast Non-Telecast All in Non-TV 
Re~ion: Colleges Colle~es in TV Areas TV Areas Areas 

New England. • • 75. 7 65.5 87.4 70.6 99~8 . 
Middle Atlantic, 83.5 79.0 83.3 81.5 105,0 
Southeast, • • • 100.6 90.8 102 .5 99.l 102 .4 
Midwest,., .. • • • 101.1 102 .a 99,9 100.2 . ' 103 .8 
West Central • • 108.0 126.0 94.;8 106,9 · 110.9 
Southwest. • • • 128. 7 166,3 147,6 149. 7 112.2 
Mountain ·· . • • • 88.6 . 81.8 8L8 91.5-
Pacific. .. • . • 94,5 89,2 119.8 94 .. l 95,8 

Total U .s .. • • . 98.2 88,6 . 100.7 95,9 103. 7 

It has already been emphasized that television effects are not invari• 
able-and uniform throughout the country, but range rather widely around 
the over-all differential of 8%. 

Thus, in the New England region, we see (last two columns of the table) · 
that the trends of colleges in TV areas were almost 30% below those out­
side, but in the Southwest the trends of the TV-area colleges were actu~ 
ally 37.5% better than those not exposed to television. In TV areas in 
the Pacific region, colleges which televised their games showed trends 
which were 30% below those which did not telecast (second . and third col­
umns of the table); but in the West Central TV areas, the trends of tel­
ecasting colleges were 30% better than those which did not televise their 
games. 

For the country as a whole, and when other factors are held constant, we 
have shown that television exerts an adverse effect on attendance, and 
that the telecasting colleges suffer more than those which do not t~le­
vise their games. But ·what accounts for these large variations from one 
region to another? 

- 39 -
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To some extent, as we have already indicated, they are accounted for by 
differential changes in such statistical factors as student enrollment, 
population, stadium capacity, etc. Thus, in New England, the colleges in 
television areas suffered a greater decline in student enrollment, and this 
could have contributed to their lower attendance trends; in the Southwest, 
on the other hand, both the number of students and the capacity of the 
sto:diums increased much more rapidly .in the television areas. 

Furthermore, when we break down the attendance data for particular types 
of colleges in particular regions, we rapidly reduce the number under 
consideration, and consequently allow more scope for the operation of any 
peculiar factors cbout each. For example, when we discuss the "telecast­
ing colleges 11 in some regions, we are talking about only two or three 
institutions; end if those two or three institutions happen to have un­
usually strong teams or to encounter unusually bad weather conditions, 
their attendance trends will reflect the influence of these factors. 
When we dealt, as before, with large numbers of colleges from all regions, 
these individual variations cancel out. 

But the main reason for the regional variations in TV effects lies sim­
ply in the differences in the intensity and directness of the television 
competition from one area to a.riot her. We have demonstrated in the pre­
ceding section that telec~sting colleges are hurt worse than non-tele.: 
casting, and that TV effects .increase as the number of sets in the area 
gro'ns. But the figures in Table 17 fail to show the regional variations 
in these two powerful f1;1ctors. 

In the East, for instance, the level of sotur~tion in most TV areas is 
among the highest; in the South, it is in many oases negligible. In the 
Pacific region the telecasting colleges accounted for the great bulk of 
the ottendance in the t e levision areris; in the Midwtist only Notre Dame 
telecast its games. In treating all TV creas as equal, therefore, and 
in implying equal numbers of televising and non-televising colleges in 
each region, Table 17 obscures the true effects of the television vori­
able, · 

The impact of television on attend~nce will vary according to (a) the 
number of people in the erea v1ho own sets, and (b) the rJ11ount of oppor­
tunity they have to view the game on TV rather then att'3nd in person. 
iVhere snturution is low, attend~nce losses are non-existent or slight. 
Where saturation is high but r~~ local games ore teleocst, attendance is 
also only mildly affected. But where seturation is high and mnny games 
are tele cast, the edverse effects, os we hnve seen, aro large. 

· Table 18 shows how the impact of these two TV factors varied from region 
to region in 1950, and how tho size of the unfavorable Tl differentials 
we have noticed varied according to their combined weight. 
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TABLE 18 

Ilf.PACT OF TELEVISION 
IN TV AREAS IN 1950, BY REGION 

. 

Percent of 
TV ARE.ti.. 

Attendance 
Expected at 

Games of 
TELECAST 
COLLEGES 

• 76. 7 

Percent of 
TELECAST 
COLLEGES 

Attendnnce 
Expected From 

TV OWNERS 

39.3 

Percent of 
TV .AREA 

Attendance 
Expected From 

TV OWNERS 
at Games of 

TELECAST 
COLLEGES 

30.1 

2 Middle Atlantic. 41.6 49.7 20. 7 

3 - Southeast. • • . • 29.4 23.5 6.9 

4 - Midwest. • . • • • ll ,5 42.6 A.9 . 

5 -.West Centrcl • • • 38.8 21.2 ·. 8.2 .. 

6 - Southwest. • • • • n.2 19.l 2 .. 1 . 

.. 

7 - Mountain • • • • • NO TE L. E c A S T I N G c 0 LL E 

8 - Pacific. • • • • • 28.5 23.9 

Total U.S. • • • • 40.1 13.8 

q. E . s 

TV 
Differ­
ential 

29.2 

23.5 

4.0 

--3 7.5 

7.8 

The first two' columns of the above table show the separc.te contribution 
of the two factors. The first column provides a measure of the amount 
of local television available to fens in the TV areas of ei;ch region. 
For the U.S. us a whole, for example, the total expected attendan'ce of 
colleges in television areas was about ten and a half inillion; of thi.s, 
the expected attendance of telecasting colleges accounted for about four 
and a qut:rter mill ion, or 40.1%. · · · 

As we see, the figure varies rather widely from region to:region, accord­
ing to the amount of football telecasting • . In New England and on the 
Pacific Co(rnt, the teleci::sting colleges account for the great majority .of 
the base attendance in TV areas; in the Midwest, where only Notre Dame 
televised its games in 1950, the telec~sting colleges contributed only . 
a minor shore of the total buse atten~ance. · 

In the second column, we have a measure of the effective saturution of 
ouch region. Again, for the U.S. as a whole, the telecasting colleges 
had an expected attendance of about four and a quarter million. Assum­
ing that TV has no adverse effect and that 'fV owners attend as frequently 
as non-owners, and applying the appropriate saturation figure in each TV 
area, we would expect 34,3% of tho telecasting colleges r et.tendance to 
be mode up of television owners. 
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Agcin, this figure varies from region to region. In the Enst and Mid­
west, where saturation is high, TV owners co~stitute over 40% of the ex­
pected attendance of telecast colleges. But in the Southwest, where the 
TV areas are only lightly sat urn.tad, we would expect TV ·owners to ac­
count for less than 20% of the telecasting colleges 1 attendance. 

The figures in the third column represent a mensure of the combined ef­
fect of the t\'lo factors, and are a product of the percentages in the 
first two columns. -For the U.~s. as a whole, for example, the telecast­
ing colleges in 1950 occounted for about 40% of the expected attendance 
in TV are cs, end about on'3 -third of this 40% were television owners. 
In other words, 13.8% of the normal attendance in TV areas was mad3 up 
of television owners who had a chance to watch their local tsam on tele­
vision. 

This figure is a good measure of the effective television competition. 
If all games were televised (100% in the first column) and everybody hod 
a TV set (100% in the second column), the figure would be 100% and con­
ceivably attendance could drop to nothing. If no games wer~ televised 
(us in the Mountain region in l95Q) or ii' no private sets were in oper­
ation, the effective competition would be zero. 

As we see, this figure, too, varies from region to reg:ion, depending on 
the amount of telecasting and level of saturation; und it is instruct­
ive ta note the way in which its variations coincide with those in the 
final columri..-- where we recapitulate the differential attendance trends 
between the TV and non-TV areas of each region. 

Where seturction was high and the big colleges telecast their games, as 
.in New England, no less than 30% of the expected ottandnnce in TV areas 
was made up of television owners who had a chance to watch the games on 
TV. As we see it wos in New Englund tho.t the unfavorable TV effects 
were greatest, and the inference is inescapable that many of this 3CJ% 
just stayed away from the telecast games. · 

1Nhere saturation was high but the big colleges did not telecast their 
games, as in the Midwest, only 5% of the expected attendnnoe in TV areo.s 
were uble to watch a local team on television, und the TV areas showed 
·only a slightly inferior ntt'3ndance trend. In the Southeast, the tele­
vis :i.ng colleges represented more of the expected cttandance, but satur­
ation levels were low, and again the differant~ols w.ero relatively small. 

And here we · have some explanation of the contrary sttendance diff,;iren­
tials in the Southwest region, for we can see in Tabl0 18 that thore wes 
virtually no effective television competition in that part of the country 

.at all. Saturation was vGry low, nnd televising was very much restrictad, 
so that as a result, only 2% of the expected attendehca was contributed 
by TV owners who could watch their local teams on television~ · 

In the light of these regional differences in the effective television 
competition, we can turn now to a quick rundown of what happened in oach 
of the NCAA districts. Two points, however, should be emphasized before 
we begin. 
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First, the individual attendance figures for each college were given to 
us in confidence, and some of the athletic directors sought specific as­
surance that their particular data would not be publicly divulged. We 
are not able, therefore, to cite the experience of individual colleges in 
explaining the attendance changes which took place. 

Secondly, we have note_d before that the magnitude of' TV effects varies 
greatly according to the local situation, end that analysis of attendance 
date is useful only when large numbers of colleges are involved~ Nothing 
conclusive can be learned about TV effects from a. study of the experience 
of only four or five colleges, because too many other factors intervene 
to affect their attendance. · 

When we look, therefore, at the experience in e particular region, where 
frequently only four or five colleges account for the great bulk of the 
attendance, we cannot prove from the mere attendance data the cause or 
whatever changes we find. We can only speculate regarding these matters, 
but we can speculate more wisely because of the insights we have obtained 
from our previous analyses. 

To · illustrate: We know that the telecasting colleges in New England had 
very high attendance losses. We know also that most of these losseswere >< 

· contributed by Harvard and Boston College, each of which had unusually poor 
teams in 1950. In the absence of the preceding data in this report, one 
could argue indefinitely over which of the two factors caused the. loss: 
was television responsible, or was it their disappointing performance'? 

No one will ever know precisely how much of the loss was caused by each 
factor, because of the interaction between them, A person considering at­
tendance at a Harvard or Boston College game had both deterrents to face 
and it is certain ·that each reinforced the other. But on the basis of this 
research, we can make a more informed judgment than would otherwise be 
possible, 

We hove established that both TV and performance affect attendance, so we 
know that both of the factors had some share in the attendance drop. Even 
without television, the attendsnce of New England colleges in TV areas 
would be expected to decline because of the poor performanca of those two 
teams which make up so large a part of the 

0 

total. ' But we know also that 
TV hurts the poorer tee.ms more than it hurts the ·good ones, so "tho.t the 
expected attendance losses were undoubtedly magnified when the games be­
came available on television. 

Fortified by what we have discovered regsrding the general nature of TV 
effects, we .are encouroged to apply these general finding 's to specific 
geogrnphicnl areas and local situations. 

Region l - New Englcnd* 

In 1949 New England attendance was slightly over the expected figure and . 
exactly mctched the small national gnin, but lost season's attend ance 
drop wcs the brgest in the country. College s in this area drew only 
about thre e-quarte rs of their expected attend ance in 1950. 

* S0e Appendjx H for list of colleges in each region. 
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The spectaculsr decline occurred almost entirely in television areas. 
Where there was no TV, attendance held at just about normal, but in the 
TV areas, it dropped to 7CY/o of the base period. The 29-point differen­
tial between the two types of areas, like the total attan<lanca decline 1 . 

was the largest in the country. 

The slightly greater decline in student enrollment among the TV-areo 
colleges could have accounted . . for some slight proportion of this differ­
ential, but hardly more than two or three of the 29 points. Mevi1 England 
faced the severest _type of television _competition in 1950, and it is here 
that we must look for the explanation. 

All of the big colleges except Dartmouth were exposed to TV; and Boston 
College, Horvard and Yale, which normally draw about three-fourths of 
the attendance - in TV areas, all had their g::imes on television. 

Saturation in the important Boston area was among the highest in the 
country, so that no less tho.n 30% of the normal attendance in the TV 
areas were Boston College, Hervard end Yale frins who aNnad ·television 
sets. It is clef,r that a large portion of this expected 3~~ simply 
failed to materialize at the gate. 

The adverse affects of television were aggravated by the generally poor 
performance of the telecasting teems; both Boston College and Harvard 
had extremely bad won-lost records. We would have expected attendance 
declines because of this factor, regardless of television; but, as we 
hcve seen, TV hurts the poorer teams even worse than the good ones, so 
th9t attendance dropped a graet deal more then would otherwise have been 
the case. 

Region 2 - Middle Atlantic 

Attendance experience in the rest of the Eest c.losely-paralleled that 

• 

of New Englan.d, except that the over-oll decline shirted e. yeor earlier. 
Tho Midcil; Atlantic wns the only region to report a significc.nt attend­
ance dr0p during the generally boom yeer of 1949, n f~ct vihich is not 
surprising when we consider that even then . most of the · largo cities in 
the region had substantial numbers of TV owners. During 1950 the decline 
wo.s accelerated, and Middle Atlantic colleges suffered a loss of one­
sixth of their normal attendance. 

As in New Engla:1d, the few colleges outside of television !lreas had nor­
·m!ll attendc.nce or better; the losses ce.me entirely frbm those institutions 
which were exposed to TV. The 1949 attendance differential between TV 
and non-TV e.reas was the lorgest in the country, and the 23,5% differ­
ential in 1950 was second only to New England in magnitude. 

Aside from television, declines in student enrollment and unfavorable 
weather conditions huve received some blume for the attendance losses 
in this r egion. As we saw in Table 10 (p, 22 ), enrollments were off 5% 
in the TV-ere a colleges, while holding steady elsewhere, 1;/ut this small 
differential could hardly account for more t hon two or three points of 
the large differential in sttendonce trends between the two types of areas. 
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The weather was undoubtedly bad in the East, most particularly an Novem­
ber 25, when many 11 big games 11 were either canceled entirely, postpon\3d 
to less desiruble dates; or played under hurricane or blizzard conditions. 
There is no reason to believe that the weather was any worse in the TV 
creas of this region, where attendance declined, than it was outside 
these areas, where attendance was better than normal; but aside from this 
point, it can be shown that wh.ile the v1eather may have magnified the TV 

. effect, it could in no way account for it. 

It is apparent, for one thing, that the athletio directors generally re­
ported paid attend ::mce figures rather than the uctual number of persons 
who sttended these bad-weather games. Thus, while only some 2,500 were 
estimated to have attended the Princeton-Dartmouth game on November 25, 
over 30,000 tickets had already been sold and our attendcnce data are 
based on the lotter figure, Our figures understate, therefore, the ac­
tual magnitude of the attendance decline in th·3 East, though vw believe 
they raflect the truer situntion, since there is no loss when the ticket 
is sold but not used. 

In order to get ;a definitive measure of the effect of tho particularly 
bad weather on Nov.::mber 25 (and on December 2, which was rainy or over• 
cast in most arei:is east of the Mississippi) we re-tabulated our data 
for the East, Southeast and Midwest, omitting oll games played on those 
two Sr.turdays. 

The results of this re-tabulation show quite clearly that the weather 
on these two Saturdays caused little or none of the attend'once differ­
ential that we have attributed to television. The 29.2% differential 
in New Englund changes to 29.3% if we omit the last two Saturdays of the 
season; in the Middle Atlantic region it drops from 23.5% to 23.3%; in 
the Southeast, it moves from 3.3% to 3.9%, end in the Midwest from 3.6% 
to 1.8%. 

Itr is to television, therefore, rather than to minor changes in less 
weighty factors, that we must again look . for the real explanstion of 
what htl.ppened; for in the Middle Atlantic region, as in .New England, the 
TV competition was most severe. 

Of all tha many large Eastern colleges, only Penn Stcte and West Virgin­
ia were outside the range of competitive tel~casts, . and the games of 
such powers as Army, Princeton and Penn were available on TV sets through­
out the region almost every Saturday. Furthermore, saturation was heavier 
than in any other part of the country, averaging about 50% in the import­
ant New York and Philndelphio areas. 

Under such conditions of television competition, all our analysis indi-
cates thct substontic.l attendance lossas in this region could hardly have 
been avoided, even if thti various non-TV factors. like weather end performance 
had been universally favorable. 

) 
.. _ . .,.-



-~ 

- 46 -

Region 3 - Tho Southeast 

Southeastern football attendance has held up relatively well during the 
last two season. In 1949 the go.ins in this region were second oniy to 
th•3 Southwest, end although ottend:rnce fell off elmost 5% in 1950, the 
region still drew all of its normal or ~xpected attendance. In both years 
its ''percent of expected'' was higher than the ne.tional avere.ge, and the 
amount of the 1950 decline was.olmost exactly in line with the national 
trend. 

Performance was generally good omong Southeastern colleges, and in Ken­
tucky, Tennessee, Alabama and Miami the region included some of the 
strongest teams in the country. Only four of the 21 largest collegos 
in the region had significantly poorer won-lost r8cords than they did 
in their base period. 

. . 

· The lS50 telGvision differeritiul wc.s small, but, as in every other region 
except the Southwest, unfavorable. Colleges in TV areas drGW 99.1% of 
their expected cttendcnoe; those outside, 102.4%. The small size of 
the diffflrentiol reflects the relnti ve le.ck of TV competition here dur­
ing 1950. There w:::s very little live telecasting of local g::i.m:rn 1 and 
spturatiOn.: in the TV c.r.eas which contributed most heavily to the region's 
uttendance was -in the neighborhood of only 2~. 

or the t\·/S . ~ajor conferences in the areo, the Southern Conference showed 
virtually no change from the bo.se period (l00.2%), while the Southeast­
ern dropped 3.;3%, . Attendance losses at Georgia Tech, which suffered from 
the double h!indico.p of live telecasting !:'lnd c poor team, more than ac­
counted for the l5tter result. 

In general, this region fared just about as would hove been expected, 
considering the limited amount of TV competition involved. There ap­
pears to have been some advarse effect, but there were not enough TV 
owners and not enough live tel"3oc.sting to cause eny serious attendance 
losses. 

Region 4 - The Midwest - -.. 

:Midwest attend:mce, like the Southeast, exceeded the nc.tiono 1 avercge in 
both .1949 and 1950, ond exceedGd as well its own expected uttendcnce in 
both yeurs. The 1950 loss wus slight -- only 2. 7fo for the whole region. 

The unfuvoro.ble television differential was small, but perceptible, in 
both ·yer.rs. In 1950 the colleges loc~tcd in TV arees drew l00.2% of 
their expected att8ndonce, in contro.st to 103.8% for those colleges not 
exposed to TV. 

It seems evident, in the light of what happened in the Ecst, that the 
decision of the Western Conference to ban live telecasting during 1950 
wos justified by the attendance trends of those colleges. The TV differ­
enticl he:d alree:dy oppe:lr3d in this region in 1949, when telecasting we:s 
permitted, end the fact that it was no larger at that time may be ex­
plained by the l~n seturotion rotes then prevailing. 
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In 1950 TV saturution in this r~gion averaged over 40% in the big foot­
ball centers, and it seems likely that a continued policy: of unlimited 
telecasting would have produced severe attendance los.ses. The small TV 
differential which has been observed may be attributed to the less in­
tense competition of network television which brought games from other 
ports of the country into the region. 

The Western Conforence itself, which contributes a lorge shure of. tho 
region's attendance, drew 102~2% of its expected attendance in 1950. 

Region 5 - West Central 

This region, ulong with the Southwest, constituted the only exception 
to the generel pattvrn of lov:3r sttend~nce in 1950. In contrast to the 
over-all nntio!lel declin9 of 4.6%, tho West Central or Missouri Valley 
region uctuully reported a 6 .5% gain in edmissions, and total attendance 
was 8% better then expected. 

It is noteworthy, -however, thct the gc.in over the 1949 attendance was 
contributed entirely by th.e colle-ges located outside the rc.ng;e of tele­
vision. Within the TV nrec.s, attendc.nce fell off 5.5% (though it was 
still better tlio.n c.verage), while elsewhere in the region a striking 
gain of 22.3% was registered ovar the 1949 levels. 

Even the TV areas, hmvever, shared in the general prosperity of the re­
gion. Despite. their slight drop from 1949, these colleges drew 106.9% 
of their expected attendance, while in the non-TV areas, admissions 
were 110.9% of expected, a differential of 4%. 

. f 

As in the E'.:'st, there wns u differential decline in student enrollments 
which could have accounted for some share of the TV differential, but 
this factor is balanced, or perhaps outweighed, by the superior perform­
ance of television-area teams in this region. In any cc.so, the TV dif­
ferential remains small, and in view of what we have learned about how 
TV effects operate, the fact is not surprising. 

Only two colleges in the region telecast their games, :md both of these 
(Oklahomc. and Nebrasko) had v0ry strong teams which were in contention 
for national honors. Largely because of the uttr~c~ivaness of these two. 
teems, the Big Seven Confercnoo, which accounts for most of the football 
attend:rncs in the rer;ion, registered e. 19% go.in over its GXpected figure. 
Every team in the conference, regardless of performc.nce, surpassGd its 
base par iod ave_rnge. 

Saturation in the TV arofis was relatively low, 23fo in Oklahoma City and 
19% in Omnha, with the region ~s a whole showing n weighted average of 
slightly over 20%'. This foot, together with the small number of games 
teL:>east, end the striking perfonnance of the two tolecr.sting colleges, 
helps explain the low TV differential and the gencrally high nttondcncc 
among the West Central colleges, 

\. __ 
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Oklahoma and Nebraska offer good examples of the conditions u~dsr which 
live telecasting and high attendance may be found together; their com­
bined admissions were 26% better -than expected. Yet the evidence of this 
research would _indicate that attendance would have been even higher (by 
a slight amount) without the telecasting; and that, given a 40,V. satura­
tion level instead of 2o%, or av.:irage performance instead of exceptional, 
th0y might even have suffered- a los-s. 

Region 6 - The Southwest 

Throughout most of this report, the South·Nest region has had to be noted 
as an exception to the general pattern of football att0ndence. Whereas 
1949 attendance was up 2 ,8% for the country as a whole, in the Southwest 
it was up 15,5%. Whereas in most areas attendance turned downward in 
1950, in the Southwest it jumped still another 13 points to a startling 
high of 128.7% of its base period average -- over 30 points better than 
the equivalent national figure. 

Furthermore, we have found th<: Solit~~~t . to provide this sole exception 
to tb general rule _ that the collE;ges - l _ocated in television areas report 
·the lower attendance trends. In both-1949 and 1950, the TV-area colleges 
in this. region regist2rOd relatively -larger attendance gains than did 
those outside. In 1950, the nrevers~ - differential 11 was no less than 37.5%. 

. '. -. • . . 

The gener~l attendance b~om in this ~~ea .seems _to have been caused largely 
by continuing population and economic gains• Sales Manag,;m!.mt ost-imates 
for the West South Central r3gion as defined by the Bureau of the Census 
(roughly co-exte!lsive with the NCAA's Region 6), show a 19.4% incNase 
in 11 effective buying income" since 1947-48, the highest of any region in 
the country. Partly this arises from population increases, pertly from 
prosperous economic conditions. 

It is unfortunate that there are no survey trend figures on popular in­
terest in football in the various sections of the country. One could 
speculate quite plaus-ibly that ov0r the y3ars the scene of the most in-

. tense football interest has shifted from the East, to the Midwest and 
Pacific Coast, and more latGly, to the booming Southwest. It is only 
within the past decade or two that the Southwest has aris0n to challenge 
the football supremacy of tho older areas, and appaNntly the peak of 
enthusiasm in that region has even yet not been reached. 

But to turn back from philocophical . speculations t() our research data, 
we do know that student enrollments 6 while dropping 9% in the country as 
a whole, fell only 2J~ in the South~vest; and that total stadium capo.city 
in the region showed a striking increase of 39%, in contrast to the mod­
est 6% figure for the total Unit0d States. Thus, one may say that the 
large gains in attendanc·3 wore made possible by the great incroase in 
caps.city. __ and that this in turn reflected thd pressurG of a graning 
population, booming economic conditions, and tremendous intorest in 
football. 
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The reason for the reverse television differential has already been al­
luded to in our discussion of Table 18 earlier in this section. From 
the standpoint of effective television competition to football attendance, 
the TV areas of the Southwest were TV areas in name only. -.. · ···- · 

Two minor colleges (New Mexico and Houston) were the only. ones in Region 
6 to televise three or more of their games. The occasional games tele­
cast by Rice and Southern Methodist were assured sellouts before the TV 
rights were granted. No coi:i.xial cable facilities existed in the region, 
so that there was no network competition. And finally, both Dallas and 
Houston, the two largest cities, had saturation figures of 15-20%. The 
weighted average of all TV areas in the region was under 20%. 

Under such conditions, any unfavorable attendance trends we might find 
in the TV areas would be purely coincidental. - The minor telecasting col­
leges, even if they lost attendance, account for so small a part of the 
total that they could only slightly affect the over-all trends. The 
telecasting of only those major games which were assured sellouts could 
not possibly affect attendance. And the saturation levels, even if there 
were unrestricted telecasting, were not yet high enough to exert any 
significant effect. · 

, .With a minimum of TV competition, we might look for approximately equal 
attendance trends inside and outside TV areas, but an explanation seems 
in order -for the vastly superior trends reported by the .TV-area colleges • 

. This appears to have come about largely as the result of differential 
_changes in population, student enrollment and stadium capacity between 
the two types of areas. The two largest cities in the region, Dallas 
and Houston, both had television, and the TV-area experience is determined 
to a great extent by what happened to them. 

These areas (largely because of Dallas and Houston) gained 10.6% in pop­
ulation between 1948 and 1950, in contrast to a 3 .6% gain in other local­
ities. Student enrollments, which dropped 9% outside of the TV areas, 
gained 6% in the places that had television. And stadium capacity, which 
increased 16% in the non-TV areas, almost doubled (up 72%) where televi­
sion was present -- again, almost entirely because Rice built a new stad­
ium and Southern Methodist played all its games in the Cotton Bowl. -

It might be noted parenthetically that the spectacular attendance gains 
in Dallas and Houston help to explain the surprisingly good trends for 
the lightly saturated TV areas. We have noted that the areas with less 
than 2afo saturation actually surpass the non-TY aree.s in attendance 
gains, and there seems no logical reason why this should be so. 

We see, howeyer, that there was scarcely any TV competition in Dallas 
and Houston E>nd that the striking attendance gains of these two areas, 
which weight the total so heavily, were made possible through extra­
ordinary increases in capacity. Omitting DGllas and Houston from the 
total group of lightly saturated creas, we find that colleges in such 
localities shovJ only a 5% attendance gain instead or the 14% they are 
credited with when these two cities are included~ 

\ 
.J 
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Region 7 - Mountain 

NCAA Region 7 colleges account for less than 
football attendance, and TV was a· very minor 
a discussion of the situat;i._on in this region 

3% of the country's no~mal 
factor during 1950, so thst 
need not detain us long. 

Mountain state colleges just about equaled their expected attendance in 
1949. but in ,1950 they drew only 88,6% of their- base period average, u 
decline of more than 10%. The loss was considerably larger in the tele­
vision areas (81.8, as compared to 91.5), but this differential derives 
less from the influence of TV than from the small number of colleges on 
which the figures are based. · 

There is only one TV_ area in the whole region (Salt Lake City), and while 
saturation was fair.ly high at 37.6%, the effective football competition 
on TV was almost nil. Ifoither of the Salt Lake City colleges telecast 
their g~mes, and no net\>1ork football could come into _the ore a because of 
the absence of cable f::iciiities. The only football competition on tel­
evision consisted of high school and junior c0Uege - -g~es1 

•"" '·' ... ~ ; '·. 

The over-all regional decline was contributed almost ~rttirely by Utah 
and Denver, which together account for a large part (if ·the total expected 
attende.nce. Both of these universities had below-u-ieroge , team,s in 1950. 

The TV-area figures for the Mountain region sre neoess:a:J i1y based on 
the experience of only two colleges, one of which recorded a slight in­
crease while the other, and by far the forger in terms of attendancE1. 
suffered a fairly heavy decline from its 1947-48 levels~ While the 
amount of saturation and the competition of high school football on TV 
probably had some adverse effect on a college with a below-average teum, 
the evidence of this report indioetes that the losses we oan acc\lrately 
attribute to television must have been considerably ·smaller than the 
figures show. 

Region 8 - Pacific 

The Pacific Coast experience appears at f~~st glance to constitute en 
exception to our general rule that th.e more television, the greater the 
attendance loss. 

Los Angeles was one of the most· heavily saturated TV areas in the coun­
try, and the region as a whole h9d a weighted saturation figure of 27.4%. 
Furthermore, all five of the largest colleges televised their games, so 
that we saw in Table 18, no less then 83.9% of the expected TV-area 
attendance was contributed by telecesting colleges. Under such sBvere 
conditions of television competition, we would expect to find rather 
heavy attendance losses. -

\ 
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Actually, over-all attendance in the region did show a significant de­
cline in 1950, dropping 5.3°/o from the 1949 levels to 94.5% of expected, 
but the loss was stna..ll in comparison with those in the East where simi­
lar conditions of TV competition prevailed. .And while the non-TV-area 
colleges in the Pacific states did have slightly superior attendance 
trends, the differe.ntia.l was only 1. 7°/o and hardly appears significant, 
Only the experience of the te.lecasting· colleges fully conforms ~ to .our . 
expectations, This group s':lffered a 10.8% attendance decline. 

Yet, as we have just seen that the unfavorable effects of TV we:re ex­
aggerated by our figures from the Mountain region; so it is possib.le to 
show that on the Pacific Coast our tables understate the losses 
which can be attributed to television. It IIJUst constantly be remember­
od that when only small groups of colleges are under consideration, as 
when we .look at particulal"' localities or regions, the exceptiona.l ex­
perience of only one or two institutions can obscure the ana.lysis. 

The fact that West Coast colleges reported a much smaller decline than 
occurrod in the East, although the TV competition was allI!ost as severe, 
is largely .explained by the following figures from the three biggest 
football canters in the region. · 

TABLE 19 

. . :1.950 ATTENDANCE IN THREE MAJOR AREAS 
OF PACIFIC REGION 

Saturation Expected Actua.l Percent of 
~: Level Attendance Attendance Ex:Qected 

Loa Angeles. . • . 48.2 716,J.27 522,~04 72,9 
San Francisco. • • 11.8 801,311 . 847,198 105, 7 
Seattle. . . . ll.8 163,570 207 ,373 J.26.8 

It would be hard to find a oore striking contrast than the attendance 
trend i.n the heavily saturated Los Angeles area, where a:lm.ost half' the 
f'amilies owned TV sets, and i.n the lightly saturated, San Francisco and 

· Seattle areas, where ow.nership was still highly exceptional. In Los 
.Angeles the loss was huge; in the Bay area and in Seattle 1 there were 
actual increases. 

Although some portion of these differences may be a ·t;tributed to the su­
perior performance of the northern teams, it should be remembered that 
these teams also had better won-lost records during 1947-48, so that th~ 
trends are very little affected by this factor. California; which hud 
an unbeate.n record in 1950, lost only one game during the 2-year base 
period, and UCIA, one of the major Los Angeles teams, actually improved 
it13 perfonnance last season. 

The Pacific Coast Conference as a group lost approxima.tely 113,000 of 
its expected l,670,990 attendance, sUfficient to lower its "percent of 
expected 11 to 93 • 2; and it may be seen that the heavy decline in the Los 
Angeles area .not only accounted for all of the missing admissions, but 
was sufficient to counterba.lance some of the attendance gains recorded 
in other areas, 
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The unexpectedly high attendance trend of the non-telecasting teams in · 
the Pacific TV areas (See Table 17: their percent of expected was 119,8) 
was due almost entirely to the College of the Pacific, which dedicated 
an enlarged stadium and just about doubled its 1947-48 attendance. This 
college's 1950 attendance was exceeded only by that of the five big tel- __ 
ece·sting institutions, and it very heavily \'leighted ~.the figures for the . - ~­
whole non-telecasting group. 

'· 
The low differential of 1. 7'fo between the trends of .TV-aroa end non-TV..: 
area colleges in this region is also due to one peculinr situstiou; in 
this case, :the University of Hawaii.' Actually, it would huve been wiser 
-to exclude this institution from our analysis altogether, since the col­
lege is outside the continental United States; but it is listed as_ a 
Region 8 college by the NCAA and was automatically included in th.e study. 

During the 1947-48 b&se period the University of HDwaii entertnined such 
major U. S. college elevens as Michigan Sti:te, Oregon State and St. Mary's. 
All of its 1947 home games were played with United States teams, .and its . 
base period sttendance was thus quite high. In 1950, however, three of 
the University's eight home gdmes were with local islnnd teams, and the 
five visitors from the mainland comprised San Diego Stste, Brigham Young', 
Texas We.stern, Utah and Denver. Attend.ance understandably suffered a . . 
serious decline. 

It is this unusually heavy decline in Hewaii that accounts for the low 
attendance trends of the colleges in 11non-TV areas 11 on 11 i:;he Pacific 
Coe st • 11 Hawaii had the largest base attendance of any of the non-TV­
area colleges in the region, and its abnormal losses caused by the 
changing schedule drove the aver~ge for the whole group down to 95.8% 
of expected. 

If the substantial fui:waii o.ttendanoe is omitted from the group, we find 
that the colleges outside of TV creas in Region 8 drew 108.1% of their 
expected attendence. I~ other words, in the localities.not yet exposed 
to television, attendance continued to gain on the Pacific Coast, and the 
TV. differenticl is e.ctuully 14 .of,, instead of 1. 7'f.. The large shifts 
which can be caused by even one extraordin~ry c2se are a constant w&rn­
ing to us tho.t the actual effects of television con be pinne<l down con~ 
elusively only when the date. are based on lnrge numbers. 

On closer analysis, then, the Pacific Coast experience does confirm our 
general expectations. The TV differenti~l with Hawaii excluded becomes 
14%, by fer the largest in the country outside the Eust. · While attend­
ance gained 8 points in the non-TV oreas, it dropped 6 points where tel­
evis.ion W€:s present, £-nd the · telecasting colleges suffered an 11% loss. 
And the TV-i:.reo loss was concentruted entirel;r in Los Ange_les, where 
saturation wcs heavy, 
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APPENDIX TABLES 

. The following trib1l:3s\ present the main bbubtions on which our 
e.nc.lysis is based ; i > 

· .~:<T:;~ .. ·. 

Additional informati'on r~~garding any aspect of this report is 
o.vailabla from · ., 

NATIONAL OP nnoN RESEARCH CENTER 
University of Chicago 

100 Fifth Avenue 
New York 11, N.Y. 
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REGION: Emoted 

1 - New England • • • 803,922 

2 - Middle Atlantic • 2 ,137' 793 

3 - Southeast • • • • 1,505,005 

4 - Midwest • • • • • 2,226,698 
' 

- 5 - West Central . . 758,027 

6 - Southwest • • . • ·666,520 

7 - Mountain • • • a 129,335 

8 - Pacific • • • • • 1,815,289 

TOTAL U.S. ..• 10,042,589 

APPENDIX TABLE A 

199 4 9 

A'ITENDANCE IN TV AND NON-TV AREAS, 
BY REGION 

TV AREAS NON-TV AREAS 
Actual :r EXP§Cted Actual 

802,097 . 99.8 179,725 202,490 

1,981,162 92.7 222,814 255,411 

1,535,591 102.0 1,495,490 1,627,061 

2,294,331 103.0 1,214,079 1,276,128 

851,8.53 112.4 639,383 566,753 

854,096 128.1 814 ,692 856, 726 

=r: 
112. 7 

114.6 

108.8 

105.1 

88.6 

105.2 

118,952 . 92.0 276,579 284,548 . 102.9 

1,827 ,127 100.7 408,008 . 390, 731 95.8 

l0,265,209 l02o2 5,250,770 5 ,459, 848 104.o 

'"-.~ : 

ALL AREAS 
Expected Actual I_ 

983,647 1,004,587 102.1 

2,360,607 . 2·,236,573 94.7 
, . 

3,000,495 3,162,652 105.4 

3,440,777 3,570,459 103 .8 

. 1,397,410 1,418,606 101.5 

1,481,212 1,710,822 115.5 

405,914 403,500 99.4 
;·; 

2 ,223 ,297 2,217,858 99.8 
\! 

15,293,359 15,725,057 102.8 
;1 ! : 

\ 
. •· 
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.APPENDIX TABLE B 

1 9 5 0 

ATTENDANCE IN TV AND NON-~ AREAS, 
BY REGION 

TV AREAS NON-TV AREAS ALL AREAS 
REGION! Expected Actual JC Exwcted Actual :L Expected Actual J: 

1 - New England • • • 930,900 657,260 70.6 195,290 194,989 99.8 1,126,,190 852,249 75.7 

2 - Middle Atlantic • 2,119,117 1, 727 ,207 81.5 196,418 206,294 105.0 2,315,535 1,933,501 83.5 

I I'• 

3 - Southeast • • • . 1,643,568 1,628,429 99.1 1,411,907 1,446,027 102.4 3,055,475 3,074,456 100.6 

-
4 - Midwest . • • • • 2,485,851 2,490,914 100~2 . 849,046 . 881,687 103 .8 3,334,897 3,372,601 101.1 

5 - West Central . . 953,054 1,018,604 106.9 363,151 402,641 .110.9 1,316,205 1,421,245 108.0 
·~· 

6 - Southwest • • • • 595,546 891,461 149. 7. 754,548" 846, 730 112.2 i,350,094 1,738,191 128.7 

7 - Mountain . . . . 124,248 101,622 81.8 294,188 269,206 91.5 418,436 370,828 88.6 
! . ~ :: 

i:". 

8 - Pacific . . • • • 1,700,436 1,600,475 94.1 440,911 422,489 95.8 2,141,347 2,022,964 94,5 

TOTAL U.S. ••• 10,552,720 10,115,972 95.9 4,505,459 4,670,063 103.7 15,058;179 14,786,035 98.2 

! ::· )i 



COLLEGES WHOSE • 
TEAM PERFORMANCE 
IN 1950 WAS: Emoted 

l 

BE'ITER than 
in base period ••• 3,024 ,904 

ABOUT TEE SAME as 
in base period ••• 2,912,980 

WORSE than 
in base period. • • 4,196,732 

NOT f,SCERI'AINABLE • . 418,1o4· 

APPENDIX TABLE C 

1950 A'ITENDJ\NCE IN TV AND NON-TV AREf.,S, 
BY TEAM PERFORMANCE 

TV i.\REAS NON-TV .AREAS 
.l\ctual ::L Ex~cted Actual 

3,150,057 lo4.1 1,479,361 1,588,769 

2,960,555 101.6 1,517,698 1,636,297 

3,587,663 85.5 1,164,298 1, 137' 827 

417,697 99,9 344,102 307,170 

ALL AREAS 
3: Exwcted Actual·-~ 

107 •. 4 4,504,265 4, 738,826 105.2 

,. 

107.8 4,430,678 4 ,596,852 103.8 

97,7 5 ,361, 030 4,725,490 88.l 

89.3 762,206 724,867 95.1 

ALL COLLEGES .•• 10;552,720 10,115,972 95.9 4,505,459 4,670,063 103.7 15,058,179 14,786,035 98.2 



TYPE OF GAME: Expected 

GOOD-WEATEER games. • 7,391,674 

J?t.D-WEATHER games •• ' 1,906,224 

Weather NOT REPORI'ED • . 1,254 ,822 

1'.LL GAMES • • • • • 10,552, 720 

APPENDIX TABLE D 

1950 ATI'ENDJ\NCE IN TV 1\ND NON-TV .AIOO\S, 
BY WEATHER CONDITIONS 

. TV ···AREAS NON-TV f.REf,S 
Actual % Expected . . Actual % 

7,599,090 10'2.8 3,062,812 3,319,663 ' 108.4 

1,569,458 82.3 164,i0i r 115,105 93.6 
. . ::,, -~-··. 

947,424 75.5 ·. 678,546 635,295 93.6 
\ 

10,115,972 95.9 4,505,459 4,670,063 103. 7 

ALL ABEJ\S 
E;pected Actual-~ 

l0,454,486 · 10,918,753 lo4.4 

2,670;'325 2,284,563 85.6 
, .. 

1,933,368 ·1,582, 719 81.9 

15,058,179 14, 786,035 98~2 



APPENDIX TABLE E 

1950 ATTENDANCE IN TV' AREAS 
FOR TELECAST AND NON-TELECAST COLLEGES, 

. BY REGION 

TELECAST COLLEGES NON-TELECAST COLLEGES ALL TV-AREA COLLEGES 
REGION: Expected Actual 30: Expected. Actual ::L E::iq:iected Actual ::L 

1 - New England . • • 713 ,381 467,163 65.5 217,519 190,097 87.4 930,900 657 ,260 70.6 

2 - Middle Atlantic • 882,326 697,247 79.0 1,236,791 1,029,960 83.3 2,119,117 1, 727,'207 81.5 

3 - Southeast • • • • 483,294 438;626 90.8 1,160,274 1,189,803 102.5 1,643,568 1,628,429 99.1 

4 - Midwest .•••• 286,320 . 294,220 102.8 2,199,531 2,196,694 99.9 2,485,851 2,490,914 100.2 

' 
5 - West Central . . 369,453 465,502 126.o 583,601 553,102 94.8 953.,054 1,018,604 106.9 

6 - Southwea~ . • • • 66,854 111,206 166.3 528,692 780,255 147.6 595,546 891,461 149.7 

7 - Mountain . . . "" . --- --- --- 124,248 101,622 81.8 124,248 101,622 81.8 

8 - Pacific • • • • • l,426,8o4 1,272, 781 89.2 273,632 327,694 119.8 1,700,436 1,600,475 94.1 

TOTAL U.S. . . . 4,228,432 3, 746, 745 88.6 6,324,288 6,369,227 100.7 10,552,720 10,115,972 95.9 



TYPE OF COMPETITION: 

NO I..OCAL GAMES TELECAST 
Expected attendance 
Actual attendance 

Percent of expected 

OTHER LOCAL GAMES TELECf.ST 
Expected attendance 
Actual attendance · 

Percent of expected 

OWN GAMES .TELECAST 
Expected attendance 
Actual attendance 

Percent of expected . 
ALL TYPES OF TV COM.PETITION 

E?tJ?ected attendance 
Actual attendance 
:; Percent of expected 

i': 

APPENDIX TJ\BLE F 

1950 ATrENDANCE IN TV AREAS 
BY SATURJ\TION LEVEL 

AND TYPE OF TV COMJ?ETlTION 

ATI'ENDANCE TRENDS OF COLLEGES 
IN l\REAS WHERE TV SATURATION IS 

LIGHT MEDIUM HEAVY • 

1,717,558 2,492,911 604,990 
l,984,o69 2,324, 730 587,462 

115.5 93 .3 97.1 

< 202,349 289,589 1,016,891 
233,658 285,510 953, 798 

115.5 98.6 93.8 ' 

995,231 1,010,323 2,222,878 
1,119, 748 963,483 . 1,663,514 

112.5 95.4 74.8 

2' 915, 138 3,792,823 . 3,844,759 
3,337,475 3,573, 723 . 3,2o4,774 

114.5 . 94.2 .a3.4 

TOTAL 

4,815,459 
4 ,?96,261 

. 101.7 

1,508,829 
1,472,966 

97.6 

4,228,432 
3,746,745 

88.6 

io,;,52,720 
10,115,972 

95.9 



REGION: 

1 - New England. 

2 - Middle Atlantic. 

3 - Southeast. 

4 - Midwest •• 

5 - West Central • 

6 - Southwest. . . . . . 
1 - Mountain 

8 - Pacific •• . . . 
TOTAL U.S ••• . . . 

EXPECTED 
ATTENDANCE 
IN TV AREAS 

930,900 

2,119,117 

1,64-3,568 

2,485,851 

953,054 

595,546 

124,248 

l, 700,436 

io,552,720 

A P P E N D I X T A B L E G. 

IMPACT OF TELEVISION IN TV l\REAS IN 1950, 
BY REGION 

EXPECTED 
ATTENDANCE 
At Games of 
.TELECAST 
COLLEGES 

713,381 

882,326 

483,294 

286,320 

369,453 

66,854 

1,426,804 

4,228,432 

Percent of 
TV AREJ\ 

Attendance 
Expected at 

Games of 
TELECAST 
COLLEGES 

76.6 

41.6 

29.4 

11.5 

38.8 

11.2 

83_.9 

40.1 
I 

. I 
I 

r 

Expected 
Attendance 

OF TV OWNERS 
.At Garnes of 

TELECAST 
COLLEGES 

280,335 

438,549 

113,401 

121,972 

78,437 

12, 740 

406,983 

1,452,417 

Percent of 
TELECAST 
COLLEGE 

Attendance 
· Expected From 

TV OWNERS 

39.3 

49. 7' : 

23.5 

42.6 

21.2 

19.1 

28.5 

34.3 

Percent of 
'IV AREA 

Attendance,, 
Expected From 

1V OWNERS 
At Games of 

TELECAST 
COLLEGES 

30.1 

20.7 

6.9 

. : ~ 4. 9 
. : ;;~ 

; 8 2 ., :;i • 

. 2.1 

:i --

23 .9 .. 

13.8 

I 



APPENDIX H 

COUEGES ON WHOSE ATTEH'DA.NCE DATA TH.IS REPORT IS BASED 

REGION 1 

American Itl. 
Amherst 
Bates 
Boston Col.lege 
Boston Univ. 
Bowdoin 
Brown 
Colby 
Dartmouth 
Harvard 
Holy Cross 
Main -
Massachusetts Univ. 
Middlebury 
New Hampshire 
Tfortheas ter.n 
Norwich 
Springfield 
Trinity 
Tufts 
Vermont 
Wesleyan 
Wi.lliams 
Worcester Poly. 

· Ya.le 

REGION 2 

Alfred 
Allegheny 
A1'my . 

Brooklyn College 
Bucknell 
Buffalo 
C, C, N. Y. 
Clarkson 
Co.lga te 
Columbia 
Cornell 
Cortland St. Tchrs. 
De.lawa.re 
Duquesne 
Ford:nam 
Frankli.n & Marshall 
Geo:::go t own 
Gettysburg 

REGION 2 (cont,d) 

:.Ramil ton 
Hartwick 
Haverford 
Hobart 
Hofstra 
Ithaca 
Kings Point 
Lafayette 
Lehig.""1 
Marshan 
Muhlenberg 
Navy 
N. Y. U. 
Penn 
Penn State 
Pittsburgh 
Princeton 
Rensselaer 
Rutgers 
St. Lawrence 
Slippery Rock 
Swathoore. 
Syracuse 
Temple 
Union 
Upsala 
Villa.nova 
Westminster 
West Virginia 

REGION 3 

' Alabama 
Auburn 
Catholic Univ. 
Clemson 
Davidson 
Duke 
Florida State 
Florida Univ. 
Furman 
George Washington 
Georgia Tech. 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
La. State 

REGION 3 (c:ont'd) 

Maryland 
Miami 
.Mississippi College 
Mississippi State 
Mississippi Univ. 
North Carolina 
No. Car. State 
Presbyterian 
Richmond 
Sou th Caroli~ 
Tennessee 
Tu.lane 
Tuskegee 

\ 

Univ, of Sou th 
Vanderbilt 
V. M. I. 
Virginia Poly. 
Virginia Univ. 
Wake Forest 
Wash. & Lee 
Wa:Jh. 'College 
W. Ke.ntucky State 
Wi.lliam & Mary 

REGION 4 

Albion 
Ash.land 
Beloit 
Bowling Green 
Butler · 
Carroll 
Case 
Central Michigan 
Cincinnati 
De Pauw 
;J:l1inois State 
Illinois .. .. 
Indiana 
Iowa 
John Carro.11 
Kenyon 
Lawrence 
Marg_uette 
Miami 
Michigan College 
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INTRODUCTION 

This is the third annual report by the National 

Opinion Research Center on the effects of tele­
vision on college football attendance. The two 
previous studies, covering the 1949 and 1950 

seasons, were sponsored jointly by the National 
Collegiate Athletic Association and by the four 

television networks. The present survey was sup­
ported entirely by the NCAA. 

A sum of $50,000 was made available to 
NORC for the 1951 research, and this amount 
was expended on the following types of investi­
gations: 

Two national surveys (just before and just after 
the 1951 footba II season) conducted by 
means of personal interviews with a cross-sec­
tion of all adults who express some interest in 
college football. 

Pre-season questionnaires to all athletic direc­
tors, soliciting information on the seasonal 
attendance outlook, and on specialized local 
factors which might affect the situation. 

Week-by-week game reports from every 
NCAA member college engaging in football 
competition, including all data on ticket sales, 

weather, game attractiveness, competing at­
tractions, etc. 

Personal interviews with a cross-section of 
football fans in the two metropolitan areas of 
Boston and Pittsburgh, with telephone call­
backs to ascertain their activity during each 
week of the season. 

Arrangements with 16 colleges to distribute 
questionnaires to the stadium audience at a 
total of 37 games played under varying de­
grees of television competition. 

Weekly telephone surveys with a cross-section 
of fans in six additional cities besides Boston 
and Pittsburgh. 

Mail questionnaire surveys of a cross-section 
of the alumni of four universities. 

Collections of game-by-game attendance data 
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for the past five seasons from a cross-section 
of high schools throughout the nation. 

More than 100,000 individuals were con­
tacted during the course of these investigations, 
and the resultant information represents the most 
thorough and detailed study ever made of the 
"college football market". The present report 
summarizes our major findings, while technical 
appendices are available which describe the 
methods and procedures employed, and some of 
the more detailed statistical findings. 

We would like to thank the NCAA Television 
Committee-and particularly the steering com­
mittee of Thomas J. Hamilton, Ralph Furey, 
Robert A. Hall and Max Farrington-for their 
whole-hearted support and cooperation during 
the course of this entire study. NORC was given 
a completely free hand in the design and execu­
tion of the research, and the committee at all 
times lent their influence among the NCAA mem­
bership to the support of our work. We express 
our particular appreciation to Edwin S. Reynolds, 
NCAA television program director, and his secre­
tary Lynn Warren, and to Joseph L. Rauh, Jr., 
legal counsel to the television committee, for 
their cooperation throughout the season. We are 
grateful to William R. Parker, research director 
of the Ketchum, Macleod & Grove agency, for 
his suggestions and advice, and to Lansing Lind­
quist of the same agency for his understanding 
of the research problems while arranging the 
1951 TV schedule for Westinghouse. Mention 
should also be made of the valuable contribu­
tions of David E. Ryan and Ann F. Brunswick, 
NORC staff members who were responsible for 
much of the day-to-day execution of the re­
search. Finally, our special thanks go to the many 
athletic directors, students and fac;:ulty members 
of the 239 colleges and 1 24 high schools who 
cooperated in this research, and to the thou­
sands of football fans throughout the country 
who helped us by answering our questions. 

Paul B. Sheatsley 
Paul N. Borsky 

Study Directors 



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Television continued to exercise an adverse 
effect on college football attendance in 1951. 
As in 1950, colleges located outside of television 
areas continued to hold or surpass their pre-tele­
vision 1947-48 attendance, while those colleges 
which were exposed to TV competition found 
their attendance down approximately one and 
one-half million or 15 % from their "expected" 
pre-television levels. Attendance is particularly 
off in those "heavily saturated" TV areas where 
40 % or more of the families are set-owners. 

It is clear, however, that the NCAA's 1951 
experimental pion of limited telecasting of col­
lege games succeeded in reducing television's 
harmful effects on attendance. In 1950, when 
there was unrestricted televising of college 
games, the "TV differentiol"-the difference be­
twe·en the relative attendance trends of colleges 
exposed to television competition and those not 
exposed-was significantly greater than it was 
in 1951, when football telecasting was sharply 
restricted. 

Had unlimited telecasting continued to rule, 
and the 1950 TV differential remained the some, 
the loss in 1951 attendance compared to the 
"expected" 1947-48 base would hove been sub­
stantially in excess of two million admissions 
instead of the actual drop of one and one-half 
million. In fact, as the proportion of set-owning 
families rose in TV areas, it would have been 
reasonable to assume that the 1950 TV differen­
tial and the corresponding loss in attendance 
would have been even greater than the conserv­
ative estimate of two million. 

Over-all attendance, both in TV and non-TV 
areas, was down from 1950, largely as a result 
of declining student enrollment and the pinch of 
inflation. The decline, averaging 6 % for all col­
leges, was characteristic of all parts of the coiin­
try, although in every region it was the colleges 
with limited TV competition which suffered rela­
tively less. That the colleges in television areas 
were able to hold closer to their 1950 attend­
ance levels (which were, of course, already much 
lower than those of the non-TV group), in spite 
of a larger number of TV owners and of the 
factors making for a general attendance decline 
regardless of television, may be credited again 
to the helpful effects of the NCAA's 1951 
program. 

Adverse television effects were found in the 
attendance trends of all types of colleges, and 
for all types of games. Large, medium and small 
colleges all reported very much lower attendance 
figures when they were exposed to television 
competition than when TV was absent. The "TV 
differential" was similarly found both for attrac­
tive games, between traditional rivals or involv­
ing teams of high performance, and for less 
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attractive games, when the teams were colorless 
or ill-matched. In both cases, games played out­
side the range of television consistently outdrew 
those which faced the competition of TV. 

Within television areas, small college attend­
ance was markedly higher on " blackout Satur­
days" and Friday nights, when no game was 
available on TV. That such differences did not 
generally occur among larger colleges can be 
attributed primarily to two factors. First, 100 % 
blackouts of most TV areas were very difficult to 
achieve because many set-owners could tune in 
the games from stations in adjacent cities. 
Notion-wide, 7% of the TV-owner fans actually 
watched NCAA telecasts ov·er nearby stations 
when their own area was "blocked-out". And 
secondly, the public was not generally well in­
formed about the TV football schedule; in few 
cases were they aware of impending "blackout" 
days in sufficient time to make plans to attend a 
local game. From our personal interview data, 
we know that 95% of the fans go to a game in 
the company of other people and that three­
fourths of the attendance decisions are . made in 
advance of the day of the game. Since most 
fans were not aware of the TV schedule in ad­
vance and did not realize until the last day or so 
before the game that their area was scheduled a 
for a "blackout", it was generally too late for .. 1 

them to change their plans, to round up a com-
panion or group with which to attend, or to 
obtain a satisfactory seat for a game. 

Generally, fans continued during 1951 to 
make their attendance decisions on the false 
assumption that some college football game 
would be telecast in their area every weekend. 
Since fans generally learned of the "blackout" 
only a few days before game time, any " black­
out effect" would therefore have to manifest it­
self primarily in gate soles. It is consistent that 
these effects were indeed observed in the case 
of small colleges, where gate sales account for 
the majority of tickets sold, but were not consis­
tently manifested in the case of larger colleges, 
where most of the attendance is decided on and 
tickets purchased in advance. It is fair to assume 
that if the absence of football on TV had been 
as widely known on "blackout" Saturdays as it 
was on the Friday night playing dates (when, for 
most schools, attendance was significantly 
higher), "blackout effects" would have made 
themselves more clearly apparent. 

No precise or consistent attendance differ­
ences were observed . at games ployed while 
teams from the some region were available on 
television, as opposed to games played while 
teams from a distant region were telecast. There 
is evidence that most fans take a greater interest a .. '· 
in the teams in their nearby area, and we would Wf 



thus expect attendance to be lower when such 
games were available on TV. That no substantial 
difference was found may again be ascribed 
portly to the general lack of awareness of the 
television schedule, and portly to the fact that 
even the non-regional games which were telecast 
usually involved highly attractive and notionally 
prominent teams. 

High school football attendance, studied for 
the first time this year, shows the some 3-year 
trend of television effects as that shown for col­
leges, with one exception. While the "TV differ­
ential" first made itself apparent in 1949 in the 
case of both colleges ond high schools, and 
while it grew during the 1950 season, the differ­
ential, which was narrowed for the colleges in 
19 51 as a result of the NCAA plan, continued to 
increase in the case of the high schools. The ap­
parent lack of success of the NCAA experimental 
program in slowing the rate of decline among 
high schools in TV areas, as it did among col­
leges, is simply explained by the fact that less 
than one-third of high school games in television 
areas were played on Saturday afternoons and 
subject to direct competition with televised col­
lege football. In general, therefore, high schools 
faced the same sort of competitive TV situation 
they met in 1950, and the restricted Saturday 
afternoon telecasts during 1951 could not 
greatly affect their attendance trends. The fact 
that high schools continue to report a substantial 
" TV differential" may be due primarily to two 
factors-the general competition of other tele­
vision programs and the indirect effects of tele­
vised Saturday football games . Many fans may 
satisfy their moderate game interest by substitut­
ing a Saturday football telecast for actual 
attendance at high school games during the 
week. In any event, in the case of both small 
colleges and of high schools where games in TV 
areas were played without direct TV competition 
on "blackouts" or non-Saturday dates, attend­
ance was significantly higher than when they 
competed against a 19 51 Saturday college foot­
ball telecast. 

Interview data collected during the 1951 sea­
son reveal that college football fans are found 
primarily among men, among the younger age 
groups, those who have themselves attended 
college, persons employed in professions, and 
among the upper and middle economic levels. 
Interest and attendance are markedly lower in 
rural areas than in cities and towns. The per­
sonal characteristics of television owners closely 
resemble those of football fans. TV owners, too, 
are more generally found among the upper and 
middle income groups and among those wi.th at 
least a high school education. And TV ownership 
and interest in football are 1·hemselves highly 
correlated. Football fans are much more likely to 
own a TV set .than are people who lack on inter­
est in the game. 

It is likely that the extent of televiewing among 
football fans who do not themselves own sets has 
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never been fully appreciated. In Boston and Pitts­
burgh, four out of five non-owning fans say they 
watch television programs at least occasionally, 
and during the 1951 season, more than one­
third of the Boston fans and over half of those in 
Pittsburgh managed to watch at least one of the 
NCAA football telecasts. On any given Saturday 
in Pittsburgh, it was possible to find up to one­
fourth of the non-owners who were interested in 
football watching such attractive televised games 
as Pitt-Duke or Notre Dame-Michigan State. 

The fact that most non-owners have easy 
access to a TV set when they are interested in a 
particular game, and that non-owners are gen­
erally older, less well off financially and less 
interested in football, tends to reduce average 
non-owner attendance and makes it .difficult to 
establish significant differences in the attendance. 
behavior of TV owners and non-owners. Only 
about one-fourth of the average football audi­
ence consists of season ticket holders or regular 
attenders; most fans are infrequent attenders 
who buy tickets for only one, two or three games 
a year. If the non-owners on · the average lose 
only one game a year or less as the result of 
their ability to see the games on television in 
public places or at the home of friends, the dif­
ferences in average attendance of owners and 
non-owners become so small that it is extremely 
difficult to establish any statistical significance. 

Nevertheless, it was found that among the 
male fans in Pittsburgh, when age and interest in 
football were controlled for the two groups, the 
TV owners did report a definitely lower attend­
ance. In Boston the difference was in the same 
direction, though not statistically significant. 
When the differences were analyzed in terms of 
interest in football , it was apparent that TV 
exerted its greatest depressing effect among 
those fans with only a small or moderate interest 
in the game. In both cities, the greatly interested 
groups attend about the same number of games, 
but in both cities and particularly in Pittsburgh, 
among those fans with less interest, TV owners 
reported a substantially lower attendance than 
non-owners . Analyses were also made, on the 
basis of both the Boston-Pittsburgh data and the 
questionnaires obtained in the stadium surveys, 
of the effect of length of ownership on TV own­
ers' attendance behavior, but the differences 
were never consistent or large enough to have 
statistical significance. 

Detailed pre-season interviews with the cross­
sections of football " attenders" in Boston and 
Pittsburgh shed light on the factors underlying 
interest in the game and decisions on attend­
ance, and help explain some of the attendance 
and TV-ownership data. It was found, for exam­
ple, that college football fans are almost always 
interested in other sports as well. Only about one 
in five restricted his sports attendance to foot­
ball. Therefore, if he finds no college football on 
TV on a particular Saturday, the average fan 
can fairly easily satisfy his sports interest by 



watching a baseball or World's Series game on 
his set (if early in the season) or by attending a 
high school game or some other sports event 
later on. Football fans, too, are strongly attached 
to their alma maters or favorite teams. Reasons 
given for attending or desiring to attend particu­
lar games are almost always in these terms, and 
their past attendance histories document the fact 
that the overwhelming majority of fans concen­
trate their attendance on the games of only one 
college. Thus, _)f the favorite team has a poor 
season, television rather than actual attendance 
at another stadium becomes an easy substitute; 
while if a blackout is unexpectedly encountered, 
the fan is more likely to substitute some other 
activity than to patronize the disappointing team 
of his choice or to visit an unfamiliar stadium. 

Despite I.he adverse newspaper publicity in a 
few areas, national survey results reveal that 
two-thirds of the people who follow college foot­
ball in television areas were completely unaware 
of the NCAA program and knew nothing about 
it. Even among the one-third who expressed 
some familiarity with the plan, the majority 
lacked accurate information about its purposes 
and operation. Only 7% of all the fans in TV 
areas (and 1 2 % of the TV owners) can be classi­
fied as having correct information. The lack of 
understanding was reflected in the fact that a 
slight majority of those who had opinions about 
the plan expressed unfavorable attitudes, usually 
making the point that TV owners "were entitled" 
to have the top college games shown to them on 
television and that it was "not fair" to restrict 
them. Yet there seems to have been relatively 
little specific dissatisfaction with the plan. Only 
40% of the TV owners answered "Yes" when 
asked if there were any games they had wanted 
to watch on TV, which were not shown, and it is 
interesting that when this group was asked which 
particular games they had in mind, only about 
one-fourth mentioned games outside their region, 
which they could not easily have attended. 

6 

The history of television's impact on college 
football attendance can be summarized as fol­
lows: 

In 1948: imperceptible, because there were 
fewer than one million sets installed in the 
country. 
In 1949: perceptible but small; still only three 
million sets. 
In 1950 (nine million TV sets): substantial at­
tendance declines in television areas in the 
face of attendance gains elsewhere. 
In 19 51 (close to 14 million TV sets): falling 
attendance everywhere, but a relatively small­
er loss in TV areas with the end of unrestricted 
telecasting of college games. 
What the pattern for the future will be cannot 

now be predicted, except that as saturation re­
mains high and college games are available on 
TV, actual attendance will certai.nly continue to 
be adversely affected. The degree of the adverse 
effect depends upon factors which are not 
known at this time. Set-ownership is still expand­
ing rapidly, and when additional areas are 
opened up to TV-reception, the competition will 
increase. 

We still know very little about the long-run 
effects of television ownership. Only one-fourth 
of all TV owners hove had. their sets for three 
years; only slightly more than half have been 
able to watch televised football for even two 
seasons. The amount and type of college foot· 
ball available on television was not the same in 
1951 as it was in 1950, and the pattern for 
1952 has not yet been established. Technical 
improvements and changes in the television 
medium may further affect the future behavior of 
TV owners. 

For all these reasons, it is obviously too early 
to expect basic attendance behavior to have 
fully adjusted to television competition. The situa­
tion is still a fluid one, and any "final" determi­
nation of TV effects must await further years of 
experience and research. 

-: 
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COLLEGE ATTENDANCE TRENDS 

There is no doubt that television continues to 
exercise a harmful effect on college football 
attendance. 

Colleges competing with televised football 
in 1951 reported a loss of one and a half million 
ticket sales compared to their "expected" 
attendance based on the pre-television levels of 
1947-48. In contrast, colleges with no TV compe­
tition boosted 1951 paid attendance by 318,000 
over their "expected" 19417-48 average. 

In relative terms, this means a loss of over 
15 % for the colleges competing against TV, 
compared to a gain of more than 6 % for the 
colleges without such competition-a "TV differ­
ential" of 21 % . 

Over-all paid admissions to college football 
games last season dropped to slightly over 
13,930,000, representing a decline of about 
6 % from both the 19 50 levels and from the 
"expected" attendance of the pre-televis ion 
base period. As shown in Table 1 below, the 
decline from 1950 was characteristic of all re­
gions and of both maior and minor colleges . 

It should be noted that the over-all drop in 
attendance during 1951 was due largely to such 
factors as the pinch of inflation and the decline 
in student enrollment. But these influences did not 
more seriously affect the colleges located in tele-

vision areas than those in other parts of the 
country. On the contrary, in the case of student 
enrollment, the colleges in TV areas were rela­
tively better off: they suffered only a 19 % loss 
in student body from the 1947-48 base years, 
while colleges outside the range of television lost 
23 % of their enrollment. 

The adverse effects of TV can especially be 
seen in the experience of those colleges located 
in "heavily saturated" areas, areas in which 
40 % or more of all families own a television set. 

Large colleges, with an average base period 
attendance of 15,000 or more per game, and 
medium colleges, averaging 5,000 to 14, 999 
per game, which were located in these heavily 
saturated areas both reported markedly inferior 
trends; while in areas of moderate saturation, 
where fewer than 40 % of the families own sets, 
attendance levels remained high. 

In the case of small colleges, only 1 6 games 
were played in moderately .saturated areas, so 
that no accurate "TV saturation" effects could be 
established. And due to the phenomenal increase 
in TV ownership during the past year-over 4 % 
million sets were sold,. according to NBC esti­
mates-only one minor TV area continued to 
report less than 20 % of its families as TV own­
ers. Consequently a test of low TV set saturation 
was also not possible. 

TABLE 1 

1950-1951 ATTENDANCE BY REGION AND SIZE 

BY NCAA DISTRICT 

1-New England ··- -- - . . -··-- ·-----·· --·- · ·· 
2-Middle Atlantic ·-·- ·· ··--- ··--- -- -·- -·· -·· -
3-Southeast ·-···-····- -··-·· · -·- ·· --· --· -·· -·· -·· 
4-Midwest ·· ·-··--· --·--·- -- -- ·-·· -·· ··---· ·-····· 
5-West Central ··· ··· ·-····· ·-- ·· ·-- -·---·· -·· -
6-Southwest .......... ....... ........ ... ..... .. . 

7-Mountain ·-·--·--·- ····· ·-····- --- ·-· ··· ··-----
8-Paciflc 

BY SIZE 

Major Colleges --- ---- -····· -·---- ---- ---·-··· ·--· -
Minor Colleg~s -·--·-- -· ·-··---·-- -·-········ ·--·-­

ALL COLLEGES ------- ----· ·--·-- ·-··- --- ···· ·-· ·--

of 

1950• 
(Percent 
Expected)" 

82 .2 
83.6 

101.0 
100.9 
113.0 
127.3 

88.4 
96.9 

100.0 
95 .5 
99.5 

Change , 
195:) to 1951 

Down 8.0 
Down 9.4 
Down 5.4 
Down 1.7 
Down 11.6 
Down 1.5 
Down 34.8 
Down 3.1 

Down 3.6 
Down 23.5 
Down 5.9 

1951 
(Percent 

of Expected) .. 

74.2 
74.2 
95.6 
99.2 

101.4 
125.8 
53.6 
93.8 

.96.4 
72.0 
93.6 

•'1950 figures differ slightly from tho se reported last year due to shifts in TV classification and 
adjustments for free admissions. Free admissions accounted fo r about 10% of the total atlend­
once reported jn prior years. 

••"Expected" attendance is the actua·I average paid attendance reported by each college fo r the 
two pre-te levision years 1947-48. 

Table 2 summarizes the effects of heavy set saturation on large and medium colleges. 
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TABLE 2 

In heavily saturated television areas, attendance trends are markedly lower. 

Percent of 
~cted Attendance 

Large 
Colleges 

Medium 
Col!eges 

Areas where fewer than 40% of families own TV-------· ·------- 113.7 
Areas where 40% or more of families own TV---·----------·------- 85.0 

132.2 
75.5 

While television continues to affect football 
attendance ·unfavorably, the NCAA 's 1951 ex­
perimental program of limited TV did succeed in 
slowing the rate of decline among those colleges 
faced with TV competition. 

As Table 3 indicates, the difference in the 

attendance trends of colleges with and without 

television competition was much greater in 1950, 

when unlimited telecasting of football games was 

the rule, than it was in 1951, when the NCAA's 
limited program was in effect. 

TABLE 3 
THE "TV DIFFERENTIAL", 1949-51 

Colleges with television competition report smaller loss under NCAA plan. 

Percent of NO 

Expected Allendonce TV 

110 

1949 1950* 1951*'* 

'1 950 figures differ somewhat from those reporled la.st year due lo shifts in TY clossifl.cotion and 
adjustments for free admi ss ion. 

** Figures are not corrected for differences in attractiveness of game, weather, or size of college. 

Colleges with TV competition in 1951 reported 
only a moderate loss of 4 % from their 1950 
levels, compared to a more serious 10 % decline 
for colleges with no TV competition. Put another 
way, attendance in TV areas was down only 
about 360,000 from 1950. If this decline had 
equalled the 1 0 % loss in areas outside the 
range of TV, the drop in attendance would have 
been half a million more, totaling over 900,000 
paid admissions. 

Had unrestricted televising of college football 
games continued to rule, we would have 
expected attendance both . in and out of TV 
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areas to decline (because of the factors previ­
ously noted: inflation, lower enrollments, etc.), 
but we would have expected the "TV differen ­
tial " of 1950 to remain the same or even to 
increase, as the TV areas became more heavily 
saturated. 

The fact that the differential remains attests to 
the adverse effects of television competition­
even limited competition-and the fact that 
the loss in TV areas was 360,000 rather than 
900,000 during the 1951 season attests to the 
partial relief afforded by the NCAA's experi­
mental program. 
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THE PATTERN BY REGION 

The national trends for colleges with and with­
out television competition, reported in Table 3, 
were also reflected in most of the eight NCAA 
regional districts . 

In all regions except the Midwest, where the 
televising of college games had already been 
sharply restricted in 1950, the limited TV pro­
gram succeeded in narrowing the gap created 
by televis ion effects. 

The percentage figures presented in Table 4 
on this page must be interpreted with cau­
tion in the seve ral cases in which they are based 
on the experience of only a few colleges; and 
the estimates, which are based on seasonal at­
tendance totals, have not been corrected for dif­
ferences in size of school, weather and game 
attractiveness. 

Comparisons are especially difficult in the East 
and Mountain districts. In both the New England 
and Middle Atlantic regions, no major college 
and only a relatively few minor colleges still 

remain outside the full scope of television. Con­
versely, in the Mountain states, only two colleges 
are located within television areas. 

It is more than like ly, therefore, that special 
game considerations, which tend to offset each 
other when large numbers of colleges are com­
pared, could easily distort a comparison made 
on the basis of only a few schools. 

Nevertheless, one may note the remarkable 
relative improvement among the colleges ex­
posed to TV competition in the West Central 
region and on the Pacific Coast. 

In spite of the over-all decline in attendance 
and the increasing number of television owners, 
the TV-area colleges in Region 8 held to their 
J 950 attendance levels and in Region 5 the TV­
area colleges actually showed a slight gain over 
1950. 

These slight gains or slower rates of loss, rela­
tive to the non-TV area colleges, reflect the alle­
viation during 1951 of the unrestricted television 
competition which they faced in 1950. 

TABLE 4 

TELEVISION EFFECTS BY REGION 
No. of Percent of Pe rce ntage Change 

NCAA DISTRICT Colleges Expecled Atte ndan ce in Attendance 

1950 1951 1950-1951 

1-New England 
TV competition -------------- (18) 80.2 75.2 Down 6.2 
No TV competition _____ ___ ( 7) 101.9 63.8 Down 37.4 

2-Middle Atlantic 
TV competition --- ---- ·--·- -- (44) 83.2 74.0 Down 11.1 
No TV competition ___ ___ __ ( 6) 103.4 83.8 Down 19.0 

3-Southeast 
TV competition -------------- (20) 99.l 95.6 Down 3.5 
No TV competition --- --· ·· (17) 103 .9 95.6 Down 8.0 

4-Midwest 
TV competition ·-· ------- ---- (39) 101.2 99.4 Down 1.8 
No TV competition -------· (13) 99.6 98.2 Down 1.4 

5-West Central 
TV competition ---- -- -- --- --- ( 8) 96.7 98.9 Up 2.0 
No TV competition -------- (16) 128.0 103.4 Down 19.2 

* 6-Southwest 
No TV competition ______ __ (19) 127.3 125.8 Down 1.2 

7-Mountain 
TV competition -- --- ----- ---· ( 2) 81.8 58.5 Down 28.0 
No TV competition __ _____ _ ( 7) 91.5 51.6 Down 44.0 

8-Pacific 
TV competition --- ----- -- ---- (11) 90.9 90.6 Down 0.3 
No TV competition --- -- --- (12) 11.4.1 102.0 Down 10.6 

' No network TV football programs were te le cast in this region ond th e re was ge nerally no effec· 
five te levis ion competition in 1950-1951. 

TV EFFECTS BY SIZE OF COLLEGE 

In the fo regoing description of the trends in 
football attendance from 1950 to 1951, it was 
necessary to use over-all seasonal averages for 
the various colleges in order to maintain compa-
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rability with our 1950 research results. 

This procedure, which was necessary last year 
because of our limited resources, did not control 
for differences ·among colleges · with and without. 
TV competition with respect to size of college, 



attractiveness of the games, free admissions, 
poor weather or type of TV competition. It was 
assumed that differences in these variables would 
offset each other when large numbers of colleges 
were involved in the comparisons, and to a great 
extent they did. 

In 1951, however, we· were able to control for 
these factors, and results show that when they 
are fully taken into account, the TV differential 
is increased. Table 5 shows the 19 51 attendance 
experience of large, medium and small colleges, 
with and without television competition. 

TABLE 5 
1951 TV EFFECTS BY SIZE OF COLLEGE 

Large Colleges -- --- --· --·· ······-··-··-·····-· ··· · 
Medium Colleges -----·- ···-·--·-- ·--·· -- --- ---·- -· 
Small Colleges -- --- ----·· --·----····· --·--· ·· -··--·-

All Colleges -- --------- -----·--··- ·------- --- -----

It will be noted from the first column of the 
table that while large and medium colleges held 
to the 1947-48 "expected" levels, small-college 
attendance was off more than 11 % from the 
.base period. 

The greater loss among small colleges proba­
bly results from a number of factors: keener com­
petition with larger colleges and other forms of 
sports activities, relatively less attractive games, 
and the greater importance of declining student 
ticket sales as a percent of their lotal attendance. 

Table 5 also shows, however, that the small 
colleges suffered less from television in 19 51 
than the larger ones did. The "TV differential " 
of 13 points among the small-college group was 
only about half as big as th e " TV differential " 
for large and medium sized colleges. 

Here again, the greater importance of student 
ticket sales among the small colleges perhaps 
accounts for the less adverse TV effect. One 
would expect that the small college game 

" Ex pected" ·Attenda nce 

All TV 
Colleges No TV TV Differential 

99.1 110.7 87.6 23.1 
99.5 113.4 85.7 27.7 
88.5 95.1 81.9 13 .2 
95.7 106.4 85.1 21.3 

attracts fewer "marginal attenders" who are 
likely to succumb to TV competition than the 
larger schools do. 

TV EFFECTS BY GAME ATTRACTIVENESS 
It comes as no surprise that " more attractive" 

games involving traditional rivals or teams of 
high performance, or played on special "days", 
draw very much larger crowds than "less attrac­
tive" games which involve colorless rivals, teams 
with poor won-lost records or a one-sided com­
petitive situation. As shown in Table 6, for all 
sizes of colleges, the attractiveness of the game 
very strongly affects attendance. 

But it will be noted that even when only more 
attractive or less attractive games are compared, 
those colleges which do not have television com­
petition consistently draw larger crowds than 
those which compete with TV. For more attractive 
games and less attractive ones, among all sizes 
of colleges, the presence of TV competition ex­
erts an unfavorable effect. 

TABLE 6 
GAME ATTRACTIVENESS AND TV EFFECTS, 

BY SIZE OF COLLEGE 

LARGE COLLEGES : 

TV competition ------------·-···· ·· ·------- -----------· ------- ----- ----------
No TV competition .......... ---- ----·------ ----- ---------·- ----- ------ --- ---

All large colleges ---- --·----- --- -------- -- -------------------- ---- ----­
MEDIUM COLLEGES: 

TV competition -------- -------------------------------------- ---------------­
No TV competition ---------·-··-··- ··------ -··----- -- --- ----··· ·--··-·--·--­

All medium colleges --- ----------- ----------------------- -- --- -- -------­
SMALL COLLEGES: 

TV competition -- -- --------------···--·----- --------- ---·----- ·-- --·---------
No TV competition ·-----------·------ --- -·---- ·--------------- ---·----------

All small colleges -- ------- --------·-- ---- -----· ·----- --- ----------- -----­
ALL COLLEGES : 

TV competition --------- -- ----- ····· ······-- ·--· ---·-·- ----------------------
No TV competition -·--·-··--------------·---- -- ---------- --- ·----- ·---------

All colleges -- ------ --- --·- ··· ·· --· ---- --- -- ---------- ----- ----- ---------·--
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More 
Attractive 

Gam es 

110.5 
134.9 
122.7 

106.4 
147.2 
126.8 

100.5 
115.9 
108.2 

105.8 
132.7 
119.2 

l ess 
Attracti ve 

Games 

64 .6 
86.4 
75.5 

65.0 
79.5 
72.3 

63.3 
74.2 
68.7 

64.2 
80.0. 
72.1 

., 
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EFFECTS OF TV BLACKOUTS 

Attendance at small colleges in television 
areas was higher on scheduled "blackout" days 
and Friday nights, when no football games were 
televised, than it was when these small colleges 
faced football competition on TV. 

The " blackout differential", amounting to 11 
percentage points, could have occurred by 
chance in only seven cases out of 100. During 
TV competition, ticket sales were only 78.9% of 
"expected" at small colleges, as compared to 
89.9% of the " expected" volume when no tele­
vised football was available. 

A similar "blackout differential" did not occur 
consistently among large and medium sized col­
leges, and for very understandable reasons. In 
the first place, because of "TV overlap", it was 
not possible to achieve a complete blackout situ­
ation i.n many important areas. 

In the Boston and Pittsburgh areas, in which 
we studied fan behavior intensively, 18 % and 
15 % , respectively, of the television owners said 
they could pick up programs from adjacent TV 
stations outside the area. On our national sur­
vey, 7% of the TV-owner fans reported actually 
watching NCAA telecasts over nearby non-local 
stations on blackout days, and approximately the 
same percentage was found to be watching the 

NCAA telecasts in Boston and Pittsburgh when 
those two cities were blacked out. 

Furthermore, our national survey of a repre­
sentative cross-section of the public indicates 
that football fans were generally not well in­
formed about the NCAA plan. In few cases were 
they aware of impending blackout days in suffi­
cient time to make plans to attend a local game. 

From our special studies of Boston and Pitts­
burgh fans, we know that almost three-fourths of 
all decisions to attend a game are made consid­
erably in advance of the game. In almost 95 % 
of the attendances, arrangements are made to 
go to a game in the company of other people. 
Consequently, it seems probable that most fans 
bought their tickets before they learned about the 
television schedule for that particular Saturday. 

It is most significant that a definite "blackout 
effect" did occur among the small colleges, and 
that it is the small colleges, as shown in Table 7, 
which are most dependent upon gate sales . If it 
is true that fans in general did not usually realize 
a blackout was upon them until the last minute, 
it would be among the small schools, where day­
of-the-game sales account for over half of total 
attendance, that we would expect any last-min­
ute blackout effects to be most pronounced. 

TABLE 7 
TYPES OF TICKETS SOLD, BY SIZE OF COLLEGE 

Season tickets 
~ - ---·--- --- --- ------- --- --- ----- ---

Other advance soles ---- --· --- ·---------------

Sales at gate ------ ------------------- ·----- ---- --· 

To test this hypothesis that the lack of public 
awareness of the 19 51 TV schedule accounted 
for the absence of a Jorge and clear-cvt "black­
out effect", on analysis was mode of Friday 
night and non-Saturday afternoon attendance 
levels in TV areas, when fans definitely knew 
there wovld be no football games available on 
television. 

Comparison of these non-Saturday afternoon 
attendance levels with blackout attendance lev­
els in TV areas provides perhaps a purer test of 
fully informed fan behavior, and a better meas-

Lorge Medium Small All 
Colleges Colleg es Colleges Colleges 

34% 19% 18% 31% 

53 49 30 50 

13 32 52 19 
- --

100% 100% 100% 100% 
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ure of what happens when no football is avail­
able on television. 

As we see in Table 8, no significant difference 
occurs between non-Saturday afternoon and 
blackout attendances among large colleges; but 
among both medium and small colleges the non­
Saturdoy afternoon attendances ore significantly 
higher. The inference is that if the absence of 
football on TV had been as widely known on 
blackout Saturdays as it was on the non-Saturday 
afternoon playing dates, attendance at the med­
ium and small-college games would have been 
considerably higher, 



TABLE 8 
NON-SATURDAY vs. BLACKOUT ATTENDANCE 

IN TV AREAS 

Large colleges 

Percent of ' 1Expected " 
Attendance 

Non-Saturday 
Afternoon 

86.4 

Saturday 
Blackouts 

Medium colleges -------- --- ---- -- ------ ------ ------ ___ --- -- ---- ---- -- ------- ------ --- - 93. 9 

91-2 

70.4 

69.1 

76.9 

Small colleges ------------------ --------------- ------ --·-- ---·-- --- ·-- ---·-----··· ··- ··- 93.3 

All colleges -- -· -·-·---------- ·-------- ·-- ---· -- ·-----·--- -- ·--·--·---- ----- ------ ---- 91.2 

The point is definitely proved, for small col­
leges in TV areas, in a comparison of their at­
tendance on non-Saturday afternoons-when 
fans could have had no doubt that a televised 
game would not be available-with their attend­
ance under TV competition on Saturday after­
noon dates. 

Attendance on the non-Saturday dates was so 
much higher that in less than one case out of a 
hundred could such a result have occurred by 
chance. 

A number of colleges reported dramatic ex­
amples of "blackout effects" in the few cases in 
which the public was· well informed about the 
event. The Maryland-N.C. State game, played in 
the Washington television area on November 17, 
will serve as an example. 

The area had been scheduled, ever since Sep­
tember, for a blackout on the preceding Satur­
day, November 10 . But such was the lack of 
public awareness that it was not until a few days 
before the impending blackout that any objec­
tions were raised by fans. After considerable 
local publicity, the public was widely informed 
that the blackout day would be shifted from 
November 10 to November 17-when the Mary­
land-N.C. State had originally been scheduled 
for a local telecast. 

A special stadium survey conducted among 
the audience attending this game provides 
strong support for the argument that blackouts 
help attendance. Throughout the season, gate 
soles at the University of Maryland averaged 
about 23 "/. of the total paid admissions, but for 
this game-which was originally scheduled for 
telecasting and which, at the lost minute, was 
played in a blackout-gate sales accounted for 
almost half of the total. 

Furthermore, about half of the advance sales 
occurred less than a week before the game was 
played, after the public announcement of the 
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blackout. It is clear that about three-fourths of all 
the admissions to this game were not purchased 
until after the public was informed of the switch 
in the blackout. 

THE EFFECTS OF REGIONAL VS. 
INTER-REGIONAL TELECASTS 

A study of TV-area attendance during the tel­
ecasts of regional games vs. telecasts of games 
from outside the region fails to reveal any large 
or constant differences. 

Large and small colleges show only minor fluc­
tuations in attendance between these two types 
of TV competition. Medium sized colleges report 
a somewhat larger attendance when the tele­
vised game is a regional one than when it comes 
from a distant region, but only 29 such games 
were available for study in this group and the 
difference barely reaches the level of statistical 
significance. 

One can only speculate about the reasons for 
this inconclusive finding. It may be that whether 
the televised contest is an "eastern game" or a 
"western game" actually does not exert any sig­
nificant effect on attendance; or, as in the case 
of "blackout effects", it may be that general lack 
of awareness of the television schedule pre­
vented this factor from making itself felt. 

A further possible explanation lies in the fact 
that in 1951 the distant games available on tele­
vision almost always involved nationally promi­
nent or highly rated teams which had consider­
able appeal outside their own region. Though 
fans generally take a greater interest in teams 
within their own region and the availability of 
such games on television would be presumed to 
offer stronger competition to actual attendance, 
it is possible that Notre Dame is as popular in 
the East as Eastern teams ore, and that Army 
and Novy are as popular in the West as Western 
teams are. 
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HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDANCE TRENDS 

Large and medium size high schools have 
been affected by television competition in much 
the same way that small colleges are affected.* 
Football attendance at high schools located out­
side of television areas has been consistently 
better, ever since 1949, than attendance at 
schools exposed to TV competition. 

Furthermore, the gap has been steadily widen-

ing each year: the 12-point difference observed 
in 1949 attendance rose to 17 points in 1950,. 
and reached a level of 20.5 last season. Where­
as high schools outside of TV areas reported 
attendance 6 % better than in the 1947-48 base 
years, those schools which faced TV competitio~ 
found attendance down 14.5 % from their base 
year averages. Table 9 depicts the trends in the 
two groups. 

TABLE 9 

THE HIGH SCHOOL "TV DIFFERENTIAL", 1949-51 
Percent of 
Expected Attendance 

1949 1950 1951 
'Not enough smoller high schools responded to our questionnaire to permit a separate analysis 
of this group. 

The apparent lack of success of the NCAA 
experimental program in slowing up the rate of 
decline in TV areas during 195 J season is simply 
explained by the fact that less than one-third of 
the high school games in these areas were 
played on Saturday afternoon . 

The great majority took place on Friday nights 
or at other times when there was less college 
competition. Consequently, the high schools in 
television areas generally faced the some sort 
of competitive TV situation which they faced 
in 1950, and the restricted Saturday afternoon 
football telecasts could not greatly affect their 
attendance trends. 

When high schools in TV areas were free from 
televised college football competition, either be­
cause they played on other than Saturday after­
noon dates or because their area was "blacked 
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out", their attendance was significantly higher 
than it was when a college football game was 
being simultaneously telecast. 

Average attendance in TV areas when no 
direct competition prevailed was 89.7% of 
" expected"; when faced with competitive tele­
casts, it was only 7 6 % . A difference of this mag­
nitude, considering the number of cases involved, 
could have occurred by chance in fewer than 
five times in l 00. 

Table 10. shows that, just as in the case of 
colleges, relative "game attractiveness" was a 
very important factor in attendance, but that with 
both more attractive games and less attractive 
games, high schools which were not exposed to 
TV competition reported higher attendance than 
those which were. 



TABLE 10 
HIGH SCHOOL TV EFFECTS BY GAME ATTRACTIVENESS 

Percent of Expected Attendance 

Non-TV 
Areos 

TV 
Areos 

All 
Areas 

More attractive games ········------------·--------------------- 124.6 

Less attractive games -···------------····------------------------ 83.0 

98.5 

69.4 

111.2 

76.0 

Detailed analyses of trends in high school 
football attendance by region, size and other 
factors were not possible because of the small 
sample size and the fact that complete returns 
were received from only about half of the 
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schools circulated. However, every NCAA region 
is represented in the 124 high schools on which 
our tabulations are based, and we believe that 
the sample is broadly representative of the expe­
rience of all except the smallest schools. 
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IV 

PROFILES 
THE FAN AND THE TV OWNER 

The foregoing attendance analyses compared 

the over-all behavior of groups of football fans 

inside and outside of television areas, and under 

varying game and television situations. 

As a result of the two national surveys · con­

ducted before and after the 1951 season, the 

personal interviews with cross-sections of fans in 

Boston and Pittsburgh, telephone surveys in six 

other cities, and stadium questionnaires received 

from more than 25,000 spectators at 36 differ­

ent games, we have collected much evidence on 

what might be called the composition of the col­

lege football market. 

It is the purpose of this section of the report to 

describe the characteristics of football attenders 

and non-attenders, TV owners and non-owners, 

and to compare their interests and behavior dur­

ing the last few seasons. 

First, football fans are primarily men rather 

than women. Men express greater interest in the 

game and they attend more frequently. 

In the national survey, 62 % of all persons 

expressing an interest in college football were 

men. The stadium questionnaires reveal that 

78 % of all fans attending the games were men, 

and in Boston and Pittsburgh, where the samples 

comprised a randomly selected cross-section of 

individuals who had attended one or more 

games during the last four years, about three­

fourths of both samples were men, with the men 

also reporting a higher level of interest than 

women did. Similar findings are recorded in the 

six other areas in which fans were interviewed. 

As shown in Table 11, which is taken from 

the national survey, approximately two-thirds of 

all women in the United States express no inter­

est at all in college football and have never 
attended a game. 

TABLE 11 

INTEREST AND ATTENDANCE, BY SEX 
(National survey of adult population, September 1951) 

Great interest in college football ······ ···---- -------- -·· -- ---- ------------- -·-·· 

Some interest in college football ----·- -- · ----·· -- ·-·-- ------·· -- ·--·--·-·- --- --· 

No interest in college football -- ·-· ··------------- ------··----·------ ------··· ·- --

Attended college football game in 1950 -·--··-·--·--·--·--··-··--·--· · -· --· 

Attended prior to 19 50 ····-··· ······- --··----··- ···· ·· --·--------·-· -- ·· ----····· ··· 

Never attended college football game ·····--·--·--· --- --·--·--· --· -- · -- · -·- --

Men 

29% 

30 

41 

100% 

20% 

35 

45 

100% 

Women 

9% 

26 

65 
---
100% 

8% 

26 

66 
---

100% 

Football fans are primarily younger people. 
Persons under 45 express greater interest in the 

game and they attend more frequently. Two­

thirds of all adult persons with at least some 

interest in college football are under 45 years of 

age; only one-sixth are 55 or older. 

attendance is under 40 years old; in Boston 

72% of our sample of " attenders" was under 

40, and in Pittsburgh the figure was 66 % . In 

both Boston and Pittsburgh, too, the attenders 

under 40 expressed greater interest in football. 

The pattern of attendance is similar. The com ­

bined stadium surveys reveal that 58 % of the 
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Table 12 shows interest and attendance data 

from the national survey, for selected age 
groups. 

- --, 



TABLE 12 
INTEREST AND A TIENDANCE BY AGE 
(National survey of adult population, September 1951) 

Interest in Last College Game 
College Football Atte nded 

Prior fo 
Great Som e No ne 1950 1950 Never 

AGE: 
21-24 -------- -- ---- -- 20% 38 42 = 100% 21% 25 54 = 100% 

25-34 ---------------- 23% 32 45 

35-44 ---- ------------ 24% 32 44 

45-54 ---------- ------ 17% 28 55 

55-64 ---------------- 13% 22 65 

65 and older ------ 10% 13 77 

Evidence gathered from the stad ium surveys 
indicates, too, that the attendance pa.fferns of 
older fans are more stable from year to year, 
while those of younger fans tend to change as 
they become older. 

Thus, when asked whether the level of their 
attendance in 1950-51 was greater, less or the 
same as in 1947-48, fans over 40, at nine of the 
thirteen stadiums studied, more often reported 
no change in their attendance. Younger fans, on 
the other hand, were more likely to report gains 
or losses from the earlier period, presumably as 
the result of entering or leaving college, moving 
to different areas, or acquiring greater family 
responsibilities. 

The higher attendance levels of young people, 
however, appear to be a function of their 
greater interest .in college football, rather than 
of age itself. As might be expected, the degree 
of interest the person takes in the game strongly 
affects his attendance. 

On the national survey, no less than 84 % of 

20% 35 45 

17% 32 51 

12% 32 56 

5% 31 64 

4% 17 79 

the greatly interested g roup had attended a col­
lege game at some time in their lives, while only 
18 % of the uninterested had ever attended. In 
Boston and Pittsburgh, where all our respondents 
had attended at least one game in the last four 
years, there were still wide differences in attend­
ance levels, depending on interest. The greatly 
interested male fans in Boston, for example , 
attended 3.06 games per season and those in 
Pittsburgh 2.1 2; for those with little or no inter­
est, on the other hand, the figures were 1.17 and 
.82, respectively. 

Table 13, based on the Boston and Pittsburgh 
samples, shows that when the level of interest is 
control led, the factor of age itself does riot 
affect attendance . The small differences are not 
statistically significant and are in opposite direc­
tions in the two cities. Older fans who are greatly 
interested attend a s many games as younger 
fans who are greatly interested. It is just that 
interest drops off in the older age groups. 

TABLE 13 
ATTENDANCE BY AGE, WITH INTEREST CONTROLLED 

Average Numbe r o f Ga mes 
Attende d Annually, 1947-50 

Bosto n Pittsburgh 

Male fans under 40 years of age -- --- --------------------------------------·-- 2.06 

Male fans 40 years of age or ove r - --- -- -- - - - - ·- - -- - - - ~ - ----- -------------·· - - 1. 97 

1.43 

1.51 

College football, as might be expected, has a 
stronger appeal to the small part of the national 
population which has attended or is attending 
college. 

Tab le 14 shows interest and attendance 
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among the national cross-section, by educational 
level. It will be noted that 90 % of the college 
group have, at one time or another, attended a 
college game, while only 21 % of those with 
only a grammar school education ever atte nded. 
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TABLE 14 
INTEREST AND ATTENDANCE, BY EDUCATION 

(National survey of adult population , September 1951) 

Great interest in college football · ··- --- ------ --·---- ------ -· 
Some interest in college football ··-··- ·--·-· ·-·---------- -- ­
No interest in college football ----------- --------- --- ------- --

Attended college football game in 1950 ------ -------- -­
Attended prior to 1950 ----- ----- ----- -- -------- ------------- -- -­
Never attended college football game -------- ----------·-

College_ 

42% 
36 
22 

100% 

40 % 
50 
10 

100% 

Educational Le vel 

High 
School 

20% 
36 
44 

100% 

14% 
36 
50 

100% 

Grammar 
School 

9% 
17 
74 

100% 

4% 
17 
79 

100% 

Further evidence of the effect of education on 
attendance comes from the post-season national 
survey in late November, 1951 . In this study, 
31 % of the colle.ge-educated respondents re­
ported that they hod attended a game during 
the most rece nt season, in contrast to only 9 % 
of the high school group and only 3 % of the 
grammar school group . 

" attenders" hod gone to college; in Boston only 
1 % of these fans were in the grammar school 
group, in Pittsburgh only 8 % did not hove at 
least a high school education. 

In both Boston and Pittsburgh, we found that 
almost 60% of our randomly se lected sample of 

Since occupation and education are highly 
correlated, we are not surprised to find that pro­
fessional people have the highest interest and 
attendance levels of any occupational group. 
Industrial, service and form workers report the 
lowest interest and attendance. 

TABLE 15 
INTEREST AND ATTENDANCE BY OCCUPATION 

{National survey of adult population, September 1951) 

Intere st in Last College Ga me 
College Football Atte nde d 

Prior to 
Great Some No ne 1950 1950 Neve r -- - - - - - --

Professional, semi-prof. -· -------· 34% 35 31 =100% 31% 40 29 = 100% 
Clerical, sales workers ......... ... 28% 31 4 1 26% 34 40 
Proprietors, managers --- ------ --- 26% 29 45 - 20% 40 40 
Operatives, kindred wor kers . .. . 16% 25 59 11% 25 64 
Craftsmen, fo remen -- ····· ··-·----- 15% 37 48 9% 35 56 
Service worke rs -- ·-- ---- -----·- --- -., 14% 27 59 7% 28 65 
Non-form laborers ----- -- ---- ---- --- 14% 17 69 1% 17 82 
Farm owner, manager, worker 13% 23 64 8% 24 68 

Table 16 shows the characteristics of the "col­
lege football market" by size of place. As indi­
cated by the figures for the form group in the 
occupational breakdown, there are signficantly 

fewer fans in the rural areas, though interest and 

attendance are just about as high in the smaller 

urban places as they are in the largest cities. 

TABLE 16 
INTEREST AND ATTENDANCE, BY SIZE OF f>_LACE 

(National survey of adult population, September 1951 J 

Large metropolitan areas ---- -- -· 
Small metropolitan areas --·· ·· ·-
Towns 2,500-50,000 .... ......... . 
Rural non-farm ··--·------ --·-·--- ---·-
Form ···- ---·. ___ .. --·- --·--··-- -·-- -·-·-- · 

lnteresl in 
College foo tba ll 

Greot 

22% 
20 % 
20% 
15% 
16% 

Some None 

29 49=100 % 
32 4 8 
27 53 
24 61 
23 61 
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La st College Ga me 
Attended 

1950 

13% 
17% 
15% 
12% 
13% 

Prior to 
1950 Never 

34 53 = 100% 
33 50 
29 56 
25 63 
24 63 
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Finally, it is clear that college football fans 
are generally fou.nd among the upper and mid­
dle economic levels in their community. 

In Boston and Pittsburgh, only 3-4 % of the 
" attenders" were classified by our interviewers 
in the lowest economic level, a group which by 
definition includes the one-third of the families 
who have the lowest standard of living in any 

area. In Pittsburgh 50% and in Boston 39% of 
the " attenders" were found in the upper eco­
nomic level, which accounts for only one-sixth of 
the population. 

As Table 17 demonstrates, over 70 % of the 
lower economic level, nationally, take no interest 
at all in college football, and 77% of this group 
hove never attended a game. 

TABLE 17 
INTEREST AND ATTENDANCE, BY ECONOMIC LEVEL 

(National survey of adult population, September 1951) 

Interest· in Last College Gam e 

Pe rcent Coll ege Football Attended 
Economic of Prior to 

l eve l 
~ Great Some None 1950 1950 Never 

Upper ---- (16%) 29% 34 37= 100% 25% 43 32 = 100% 

Middle .... (52%) 20% 32 
lower .... .. (32%) 12% 17 

THE TELEVISION OWNER 

Though television ownership is growing more 
universa l in TV areas each month , the character­
istics of set-owners still differed during the 19 51 
season from those of non-owners. And the char-

48 
71 

15% 33 52 
6% 17 77 

acteristics of TV owners closely resemble those of 
college footbafl fans, in that they are found 
more heavily in the upper and middle income 
groups. Nationwide, only 9% of the TV owners 
are found in the lowest economic level, com­
pared with 34 % of the non-owners. 

TABLE 18 
TV OWNERSHIP BY ECONOMIC LEVEL 
(Notional survey of adult population, September 1951) 

Upper economic level ···--- -----·--···- ----------------------·-········· --·-····· 
Middle income level ··· ··· ·-···· ··--·-······-·--·-···-·· ···--····· ·· ········· ······· 
Lower economic level ··········--······· ·········· ·· ···- ··-···--- -·· ··············· 

Non­
Owners 

28% 
63 

9 

100% 

TV 
Owners 

13% 
53 
34 

100% 

TV ownership is also highly correlated with 
interest in college football . Almost half of the 
adults in the country who take a great interest in 

the game own a television set. Among those who 
take no interest at all in college football, fewer 
than one-fourth ore owners. 

TABLE 19 
TV OWNERSHIP BY INTEREST IN COLLEGE FOOTBALL 

(National survey of adult population, September 1951) 

Percent of TV Owne rs 
in Each Gro up 

Great interest in college football ·····-·· ··· -····· ··--·············· ········· · ··· ··· -·· ·· 47 % 
Some interest in college football ........ ...... ... ... ...... .... ... ..... .... ......... .. ... 39 

No interest in college football ···-···· ·-·· --· -·· ············ ······ ·-····- ·· ··· --· -··--·· -· 24 

Again, like football interest and attendance, 
TV ownership is related fo educational level. The 
level of ownership is greater for the college and 
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high school groups than for the grammar school 
group . 
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TABLE 20 

TV OWNERSHIP BY EDUCATION 
(National surveys, September and November 1951) 

Percent cf TV Owners' 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL: 

College -------------------.,-------------------------------------------------------'----­
High school ----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Grammar school 

Pre­
Season 

38% 
37 
24 

Total population -------------------------------------------------------------------- 32 % 

Posf­
Season 

41 % 
44 
26 

36% 
*'An independent test of the representativeness cf ou-r natior.a.1 cross~section is afforded by NBC 
data on TV set sa·fes. Their national· estimates of TV ownership were within 1 % of the above 
sample estimates at the time of each survey. 

The foregoing data on the characteristics of 
football fans and of TV owners help explain the 
findings developed in the following section of the 
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report, on the effect of TV ownership on the indi­
vidual's attendance behavior. 
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EFFECTS OF TV OWNERSHIP 

In attempting to ascertain the effects of tele­
vision through a comparison of TV-owner and 
non-owner behavior, one must bear in mind not 
only the differing characteristics of the two 
groups-in terms of such factors as education, 
economic level and interest in football-which 
we have just noted. 

A further important consideration is the fact 
that the influence of TV is not restricted to only 
those individuals who own television sets. In 
areas where television exists, the overwhelming 

majority even of non-owners report watching TV 
programs at /east occasionally. 

In Table 21 below, it is interesting that in Bos­
ton and Pittsburgh, where our sample comprises 
persons who had attended a college football 
game during the last four seasons-in contrast to 
the national survey, which included non-attend­
ers as well-the proportion of non-owners who 
report at least occasional viewing is markedly 
higher. 

TABLE 21 
PER CENT OF NON-OWNERS WHO WATCH TV 

Quite often 

Percent of Non-Owner Group 

All Adul!s 
in TV Areas 

Football Attenders in 
Boston Pittsburgh 

Occasionally -------·--------------------·--·-----·--------------------

15% 
59 
26 

18% 
67 
15 

22% 
70 

Never --------------------····------------------------·--·--·--··-··-····· 8 

In Pittsburgh particularly, telephone callbacks 
during the course of the 1951 season revealed 
that such games as Pitt-Duke and Notre Dame­
Michigan State found more than one-fourth of 
the non-owner fans watching the game in public 

100% 100% 100% 

places or on a friend's TV set. As shown in Table 
22, over one-third of the Boston non-owners in 
our sample, and over half of the Pittshurgh non­
owners managed to watch at least one of the 
NCAA games during 1951. 

TABLE 22 

PER CENT OF "ATTENDERS" VIEWING ONE OR MORE 
GAMES ON TV 

Boston 

TV Non-
Owners Owners 

1950 76% 39% 
1951 69% 34% 

The fact that the level of viewing was slightly. 
less in 1951, in spite of the increased sales of TV 
sets, probably reflects in part the fewer local 
games which were telecast, as well as the 
decreased opportunities for the viewer under 
the NCAA experimental program with its two 
blacked-out Saturdays. 

Though some of these fans watched only one 
game on TV, much of the viewing is multiple. 
During the 1950 season, of the fans who 
watched any games at all on television, approx­
imately 40 % in both Boston and Pittsburgh 
watched four or more. 

The influence of television, even on non-own-

Pittsburgh 

TV Non-
Tola I Owners Owners Tota.! 

66% 82% 65% 75% 
58% 79% 57% 73% 
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ers, is further supported by the results of our sta­
dium surveys, where of all the non-owners, 41 % 
claimed to have watched at least one game on 
TV during 1951. Even this large figure is proba­
bly understated since we could not include the 
TV-viewing non-owners who did not turn up at 
the stadiums, and since some of the stadium sur­
veys were conducted while the season was still 
fairly young, with the big games coming up. 

The magnitude of these figures, reflecting the 
relative ease with which a non-owner can gain 
access to a TV set and watch a televised football 
game, points up the difficulty in establishing sig­
nificant differences in attendance trends among 



own.ers and non-owners-in spite of the obvious 
adverse effects of television which ore demon­
strated consistently in the college attendance 
data. 

The magnitude of non-owner TV-viewing tokes 
on further importance when we consider the rela­
tively few games attended by the average fan 
each year. Though there is o hard core of season 
ticket buyers, students and other faithful attend­
ers, the average person who follows college 
football attends infrequently. The average 19 51 
a ttendance of our past attenders in Boston and 
Pittsburgh, for example, was less than one game 
per fan, and even in pre-television years in cities 
which hod strong teams, the average fan would 
attend no more than two or three games o 
season. 

If non-owners con partially satisfy their foot­
ball interest by watching o few games on tele­
vision during the season, even a reduction of one 
game in their annual atte ndance on this account 
would make it extremely difficult, from o survey 
point of view, to establish any significant differ­
ences from the behavior of TV owners. 

It might be noted that the difficulty of obtain­
ing reliable reports of pre-ownership behavior 
after a period of time has elapsed, and the large 
number of interviews that are required if the 

data are to be properly analyzed, ore further 
limitations in the personal interview approach to 
the demonstration of statistically significant 
differences. 

THE BOSTON-PITTSBURGH DATA 

Our best opportunity of making controlled 
comparisons, however, lies in the Boston-Pitts­
burgh data. Here we have representative cross­
sections of the football audience and o wealth of 
material, recorded during the detailed pre-sea­
son personal interviews, on most of the relevant 
variables. 

In both cities, using an aided-recall method of 
questioning, we attempted to get a complete his­
tory of each fan's attendance during the years 
1947-50, a measure of his interest in football , 
and in the case of TV owners the date of their 
purchase of a set. 

Table 23 shows the average number of col­
lege games attended per year for mole TV own­
ers and non-owners in Boston and Pittsburgh, 
with age and interest in football controlled.• No 
significant difference is found in Boston, but in 
Pittsburgh the TV owners do report a definitely 
lower attendance, in spite of the factors men­
tioned earlier which tend to obscure such com­
parisons . 

TABLE 23 

EFFECT OF TV OWNERSHIP IN BOSTON AND PITTSBURGH 
WHEN AGE AND INTEREST ARE CONTROLLED 

Ave rage Annual 
At!e nd<1nce, 1947-50 

MALE ATTENDERS WHO ARE: Boston • Pittsburgh ' 

* *TV owners -· -····--·--·-····---------· ··---------- ---------·· ··-- ·--··-····--·-·· --··- 1. 98 

Non-owners -··-·--·-·· ······-········ -·--·----········-- ·· ·· ····-······-·· ··· ··-··· ·· 2.03 

1.32 

l.62 

*The Boston difference could be a· random sampling variation and has no statistical significance. 
The Pi ttsburgh d ifference is significa n•t al the 5% level. 

.. TY owne rs were cla•sifoed a ccordi ng to the tim e th ey bought th e ir set. A fan who became a TV 
owner in the foll of 1950 wa s cla ss ified cs a non -owne r in 1947-49 end as on owner in 1950. 

Table 24 on the next page reveals the inter· 
action of TV ownership and interest in college 
football on attendance behavior. In both Boston 
and Pittsburgh, no significant differences occur 
among the greatly interested group. Fons with a 
great deal of interest in the game appear to 
a ttend just about as often, whether or not they 
own a TV set. 

But in the lower two interest groups in Pitts­
burgh, and in the lowest interest group in Boston, 
t~e non-owner ' '. attenders" report a significantly 
higher attendance. It appears, then, that it is 
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among the marginally interested football audi­
ence that TV ownership has its greatest depress­
ing effect on attendance . 

As we implied earlier, however, in remarking 
on the low attendance of the overage football 
fan, these marginally interested groups represent 
a substantial part of the audience at most 
stadiums . 

•Detailed a nalysis of TV effe cts on foo tball fans is restricted 
to male attenders, beca·use fewer than ten cases a·re found 

' in many classification s ·wh en· the Wom en or~ grouped ac· 
co·rd ing to age, interest and televi sion ownership, 



TABLE 24 

AVERAGE ANNUAL ATTENDANCE IN BOSTON AND 
PITTSBURGH, 1947-50, BY INTEREST AND TV OWNERSHIP 

Bosten Attenders Pittsburgh Attenders 
Whose Interest Is Whose lnlerest Is 

Very Quite or None Very Quite Little 
Great a Bit little Great a Bit or None 

TV owners -- --- --- --- --- --- --- -- 3.09 1.87 1.02 2.04 1.33 .58 
Non-owners -------------------- 3.02 1.75 1.32 2.22 1.60 1.05 

Difference ------------------ .07 .12 .30* .18 .27*' .47* 
*Differences marked with (*) ore significant at the 5% level of confidence. Unmarked differences 
could be due to sampling fluduotions. 

On all our stadium surveys combined, 43 % of 
the total audience expressed only "some" or 
"little or no" interest in college football. On 
our pre-season national survey, 36 % of those 
who had attended a game during J 950 said 
they did not take a great interest in the game. 

Analysis of the interaction of TV ownership 
and age, with interest in football held constant, 
indicates that the attendance of younger fans, 
under 40, is more seriously affected. This is con-

sistent with an earlier finding that the attendance 
patterns of older fans tend to be more stable, 
less subject to other considerations. 

No significant differences were found in either 
city among TV owners and non-owners in the 
"40 and over" group. But in Pittsburgh the 
younger TV owners attend significantly less fre­
quently, and in Boston the difference is just short 
of statistical demonstration. 

TABLE 25 

AVERAGE ANNUAL ATTENDANCE IN BOSTON AND 
PITTSBURGH, 1947-50, BY TV OWNERSHIP AND AGE 

Boston 

Aged 
·······-··_!'.itts~_r:~~--­

Aged 
Under 40 40-up Under 40 40-up 

TV owners ..................................... . 
Non-owners ................................... . 

Difference ................................. . 

1.98 
2.14 

.16 
"Difference is statistically signiflcont (5% level}. 

The foregoing analyses are based on total 
average attendance during the four seasons, 
1947 to 1950. In 1951 college football attend­
ance in both Boston and Pittsburgh was consid­
erably below the average for the preceding 
years, so that the attendance differences be­
tween TV owners and non-owners were neces­
sarily very small and below the level of statistical 
significance. 

For the same reason, our analysis of atten­
dance variations among TV owners, according to 

2.01 
1.93 

.08 

1.21 
1.66 

.45* 

1.42 
1.59 

.17 

the length of time they had owned their set, 
failed to turn up any marked or consistent differ­
ences in the two cities. Thorough study of the 
Boston-Pittsburgh fans' behavior during the ear­
lier years 1947-50, and of the results of all our 
stadium surveys, also foiled to show any conclu­
sive differences between older, as compared with 
more recent, TV owners. 

All of the differences observed in Table 
26 below could be due to random sampling 
variations. 

TABLE 26 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF 1951 GAMES ATTENDED, 
BOSTON AND PITTSBURGH 

Boston 

TV owners ................................................................................... . .80 
Non-owners ................................................................................. . .82 

TV owners, less than 2 years ....................................................... . .76 
TV owners, 2 years or more .................................... , .................... . .84 
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Pittsburgh 

.71 

.79 

.72 

.67 

t) 

tH11 -~ 
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NATIONAL SURVEY RESULTS 
In our post-season national survey, all persons 

who expressed some interest in college football 
were asked to list the games they had attended 
during 19 51, and in television areas they were 
shown a card and asked to check those games 
which they happened to watch on TV. 

Again, the number of attendances was so 
small, on the average, that the differences which 
were found do not approach the level of statisti­
cal confidence. The . direction of these differ­
ences, however, is interesting to observe, for 
they tend to match the pattern found in our anal­
ysis of the college attendance data. 

During the nine-week football season from 
September 29 to November 24, 1951, in areas 
where there was no television competition, an 
average of 5.3 % of all fans attended a game 
in any given week. In television areas, by con­
trast, only 3.3 % of the fans attended in the 
overage week. 

On blackout days in the television areas, 
5.5 % of the fans attended a game, but when a 
game was available on TV, only 2 .5% appeared 
at the stadium. Hod our national sample been 

larger, such differences could have been ac­
cepted with complete confidence, but as it is, 
they must be viewed as suggestive rather than 
conclusive. 

The some problem of too few cases because 
of the small average attendance confounds us in 
comparing the attendance of TV owners and 
non-owners, on the basis of the post-season 
national survey. The differences again are inter­
esting in their direction, but they could be due to 
chance sampling variations. 

When the TV areas were blacked out, on ov­
erage of 4.7% of the TV-owner fans come to 
games. When games were available on televi­
sion, only 2 .3 % of the TV-owner fans actually 
attended. Among non-owners, the comparable 
figures were 3.7% during blackouts and 2.9% 
when televised football was available. 

Table 27 summarizes the typical Saturday 
afternoon activity of football fans during the 
1951 season. The national survey results ore 
based on all persons in TV areas expressing a 
great deal or some interest in college football; 
the Boston and Pittsburgh totals represent our 
sample of past " attenders". 

TABLE 27 

1951 SATURDAY AFTERNOON ACTIVITY 
OF FOOTBALL FANS 

Noti<rnol 
Survey Boston Pittsburgh 

Attended college game ............................... .......... . 4% 
16 
80 
80 

7% 8% 
Watched college game on TV ····· ······ ······ ······· ·--· ·· ·· 16 30 
Listened to college game on radio ... ......... ... .... ..... . . 17 20 
Did something else ...... ......................... .................. . 60 42 

It is to be noted that the great majority of fans 
neither attend nor watch a college game on TV 
on the overage Saturday, although in Pittsburgh 
TV and radio combined account for half of the 
fan population. Unfortunately, no figures on 
rad io listenings are available from the national 
survey. 

STADIUM SURVEY RESULTS 

The stadium surveys also presented many 
technical problems which mode very difficult any 
analysis of the effects of TV ownership on at­
tendance. Aside from the difficulty of getting a 
representative sample of returns and accurate 
statements of past attendance from these self­
administered questionnaires, what differences we 
did find between TV owners and non-owners 
proved small and not statistically significant. 

The proportion of TV owners in attendance at 
the stadiums was generally about equal to the 
proportion of TV owners in the area, and was 
about the same during blackouts as it was when 
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a game was being televised. Since these surveys 
were conducted primarily at large colleges, 
where gate soles ore not significant, this finding 
confirms the attendance analyses reported in 
Section II on "blackout effects" . 

At a number of colleges, however, more non­
owners than owners reported a declining attend­
ance during 1950-51 as compared with 1947-
48. Such a result is in a direction opposite from 
the expected, in view of what we know about TV 
effects, but a more refined analysis of the two 
groups of stadium fans helps explain the tend­
ency. 

TV owners attending the games report greater 
interest in football, are generally o lder and are 
less often college alumni than the non-owners 
which attend. Since all of these characteristics 
would operate to reduce attendance losses 
among the TV owners, and their opposites (lower 
interest, younger age, alumni status) would tend 
to increase the rote of loss among non-owners, 
the observed differences are not likely to be 
caused · by television ownership. 



VI 

FACTORS UNDERLYING ATTENDANCE 
DECISIONS 

From the personal interviews conducted with 
cross-sections of football "attenders" in Boston 
and Pittsburgh, we have amassed a considerable 
body of information on the factors underlying 
attendance decisions and on the nature of inter­
est in footbal l. 

Both the relatively small number of cases (511 
in Boston and 3 31 in Pittsburgh) and the priority 
of the college attendance data analysis deterred 
us from completing an exhaustive mining of these 
materials, but even the over-all findings shed 
useful light on the reasons which impel fans to 
act as they do. 

It should of course be emphasized that what is 
true of the Boston and Pittsburgh football audi­
ence is not necessarily true in smaller cities or in 
other parts of the country; but it is probable that 
in many areas of concern the Boston and Pitts­
burgh fan adequately represents his brothers 
elsewhere. 

TIME OF TICKET PURCHASE 

In connection with our study of " blackout 
effects" during 1951, we noticed that almost 
three-fourths of the decisions to attend a game 
are made considerably in advance and that 
95% of the fans go to a game in the company 
of other people. 

Mixed couples (husband-wife, boy friend­
date), either alone or in parties, account for 
roughly one-third of the attendances in both 
Boston and Pittsburgh, while family groups 
{father-son, parents-children) account for another 
20 % . The remainder of approximately 40 % in 
both areas is made up of pairs or groups of the 
same sex, generally men. 

In both cities, the most frequently mentioned 
reason for buying tickets in advance was the 
assurance of a good seat location, while the 
reason next most often given was fear of a sell­
out. These two reasons account for 73 % of the 
decisions to buy in advance in Boston and for 
54 % of such decisions in Pittsburgh. 

Other reasons' offered for advance purchases 
were the receipt of advance ticket applications 
from alumni groups, fraternities or other college 
sources; the routine purchase of a season ticket, 
and the desire to get adjacent .seats for a large 
party. 

The much smaller group who bought their tick­
ets at the gate most often explained that they 
decided to go only at the last minute or that they 
could not be sure in advance that they would be 
able to attend. Fifty-six percent of the Boston 
group · and 63 % of the Pittsburgh fans gave 
these reasons. 
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Twenty-five percent of the day-of-game pur­
chasers in Boston and 12 % in Pittsburgh re­
marked that good seats were almost always 
available, few games sold out and there was no 
reason to buy in advance. Only 8 % in Boston 
and 13 % in Pittsburgh mentioned fear of bad 
weather as a deterrent to advance purchase. 

TRAVEL ATTENDANCE 

In Boston and Pittsburgh college football at­
tendance among the fan population is over­
whelmingly local. Ninety-two percent of the at­
tendances of the Boston area fans are at local 
stadiums; only 8 % are out of town. In Pittsburgh, 
the comparable figures are 87% and 13 % . 

This very high concentration on local games is 
probably a function of the size of these two met­
ropolitan areas, the local teams available to 
them and the distance to other football centers. 
In smaller communities with no local teams, travel 
would be mandatory for the fan, and reports 
from college athletic directors, particularly in the 

· South, Midwest and Southwest, indicate that at­
tendance from adjacent and distant areas often 
forms an important part of the total. 

Information gathered at the stadium surveys 
in these regions supports the latter conclusion. 
About one-third of the attendance at Maryland 
U. games came from outside the local TV area, 
while over half the fans attending Cornell, Minn­
esota and Michigan U. games lived outside the 
local TV areas. 

It should be noted, of course, that the propor­
tion of non-local attenders found in any stadium 
will generally far exceed the proportion of foot­
ball fans of any large city who travel to the 
games. Thus, at any given game, visitors will be 
found from among the home-town supporters of 
the opposing team, from alumni coming from 
scattered areas and from the fans in surrounding 
areas who have no alternative games. But in any 
given large city, the great majority of fans will 
confine their attendance to local games. 

INTEREST IN FOOTBALL 

We have already noted in our "profile of the 
fan" in Section IV that football attendance is 
very highly correlated with interest in the game, 
and the Boston-Pittsburgh findings confirm the 
point. About three-fourths of our randomly 
selected sample of post "attenders" say they 
take a considerable or great interest in college 
football; only about one-fourth were "occidental 
attenders" who have little concern with the sport. 

Furthermore, the football fan generally liv.es, 
works and associates with people who, like him- t 
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self, take an interest in the game. In both cities 
the majority of fans say that other members of 
their household are also interested in college 
football and three-fourths of them tell us that 
" quite a number" of their friends and associates 
are interested. Over one-third in both areas say 
that "practically all" of their friends take an 
interest in the game. 

The social aspects of football interest are also 
indicated in other parts of these interviews: in 
Bosto·n, for example, 25 % of those who report 
a loss of interest in the game explain that their 
friends are no longer interested; in both cities, 
about one-fourth of those who were uncertain at 
the beginning of the 1951 season whether they 
would attend any games explained their indeci­
sion in terms of other people : ''If I'm invited, " 
"If I can get someone to go with me." 

When asked how they first become interested 
in college football, only one "attender" in 100 
mentioned television viewing as the reason. Most 
fans ployed foolball as a kid {38 % ), followed 
their high school team { 16 % ) or became inter­
ested while in college (15 % in Pittsburgh, 8 % 
in Boston). An additional 1 5 % explain that they 
became interested through relatives (usually 
father or brother), and the remainder just hap­
pened to be taken to a game at some time or 
other and thus began to follow the sport. 

Reasons for loss of interest, among those re­
porting a decline, generally refer to advancing 
age and changing circumstances: they left col­
lege, got married, acquired family responsibili- · 
ties, lost touch with their old friends, became 
engrossed in their business or profession. Four­
teen percent of this group in Boston and 25% in 
Pittsburgh, however, list the disappointing per­
formance of their favorite team as the reason for 
their loss of interest in the game. 

INTEREST IN OTHER SPORTS 

The interest of college football fans often 
extends also to high school and professional 
football. More than two-thirds of the Boston and 
Pittsburgh college fans have attended a high 

school game during the last four seasons, and in 
Pittsburgh 65 % have bought tickets to watch the 
"pro" team. Even in Boston, where there has 
been no professional league team for the past 
several seasons, 29 % of our fans attended at 
least one "pro" game in the years 1947-50. 

Active interest in non-college football is much 
more limited, however, with more than half the 
fans expressing little interest in the following 
high school games, and 80 % in Boston and 
43 % in Pittsburgh stating that they now have 
little interest in the professional teams. 

But beyond football, the great majority of col­
lege football fans are interested in other sports 
as well. Fan activity will vary, of course, accord­
ing to the season of the year and the type of 
community he lives in, but the weekly telephone 
checks with our Boston and Pittsburgh respond­
ents leave no doubt as to their sports interest. 

In Pittsburgh, on no single Saturday afternoon, 
were fewer than 57% of the fans watching, lis­
tening to or attending a sports event; in Boston 
the average figure approximated 40 % . 

On the World Series Saturday · in Pittsburgh, 
51 % of the college football fans were either 
watching this event on TV or listening to it on 
the radio; 26% were watching the Illinois-Wis­
consin game on TV and 13 % were listening to 
college football on the radio; 2 % attended a 
college football game out of town {there were no 
local college or high school games that Satur­
day). 

Eighteen percent were working, and of the 
82 % who were not, only 13 % were not watch­
ing, listening to, or attending a sports event. 
Since the percentages on most weeks add to 
more than 100, it is apparent that many of these 
fans switch their radio and TV sets from game to 
game, or perhaps listen to one game while they 
are on their way home from another. 

Table 2 8 further documents this generalized 
sports interest. It will be seen that more than 
three-fourths of the college football fans in both 
Boston and Pittsburgh bought tickets to at least 
one other type of sports event during the last 
year. 

TABLE 28 
OTHER SPORTS ACTIVITIES OF COLLEGE FOOTBALL FANS 

Percent Who Sought a Ticket 
During 1950-51 

College football only -· ····· · · ·· · ·· ··· · -·· ·· ···· · ····· · ~- · · · ····· · - ·· · ··-·· ·· ·· · ·· · 
Other sports as well ······· ·-·· ·· ·-· ···· -····· · ···· ····· ···············--· -- -·· ·· ··· 
Baseball -·· · ··· ·················· ···· ······-······-···· -··· ··· ··-·······-······ ·-······· 
Hockey ·-······ ···-·· ········· ········· ·· ······· ···· ···· ·· ····· ······-· ·········· ···· ···· 
Basketball .. ... ........ ....... .. .... ............. .. ... ... ........... ·····--·-··········· 

Boxing ·· ···· ··· ··· ···· ···-··-··· ······ ······ ····· ··· ······· ·············-···-·-··········· 
Other ·-········· ·-···-········· ······ ····· ·········-··· ··· ······························ · 
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Boston 

19% 
81 

64% 
32 
23 
10 
16 

Pittsburg h 

23% 
77 
65% 
21 
23 
13 
17 



WHY FANS GO TO GAMES 

To get at the reasons for specific game attend­
ance, all fans in the Boston and Pittsburgh sam­
ples were asked why they attended the last game 
they saw. About three out of ten explained that 
they had been invited to go, that friends had 
tickets, or that a whole group was going-an-

other indication of the "social interest" attached 
to college football. 

Table 29 lists the reasons offered. It is perhaps 
noteworthy that approximately 1 0 % of the deci­
sions were influenced by a particular player in 
the game-sometimes a friend or relative, some­
times a local or visiting star. 

TABLE 29 

REASONS FOR GOING TO LAST GAME ATTENDED 

Boston Pittsburgh 

Invited to go, friend had tickets, with a party -- ------- ----· --·-------- ­
Go as often as can, try to see all team's games ------·--·--·- ------- ­
Traditional game, always try to make that one ----- -- ---------------- ­
Had the time, only game in town, felt like going ----- ---· ·- ·- ------- ·­
Knew one of players, interested in particular player ------- ------- -­

Big team, favorite team was in town --------------- -· --· --- -- ·--·· ··-- ---- --

30% 
24 
23 
14 

9 
4 

22 

30% 
23 

8 
10 
11 
13 
19 Other reasons --------------------- --- --- --- --- ---- ----- ·- -- ---- ----- ---· ---- ------- -· 

Some people gave more than one reason -- --····- -- --· ----··- ·· ···-· 126% 114% 

Additional evidence on the nature of fa ns' 
attendance decisions comes from the pre-season 
question put to our Boston and Pittsburgh sam­
ples: "Do you plan to cittend any college football 
games during this 1951 season?" Fifty-five per­
cent of the Boston group and 60 % in Pittsburgh 
expressed a positive intention, while about 20 % 
in both cities were uncertain, and the remaining 
20 % did not plan to attend any games. 

On the basis of the weekly telephone checks 
with these same people throughout the season, 
we find that only about half of those who 
planned to go actually did attend a game in 
1951; the other half did not carry out their plans. 
Partly offsetting this loss was the finding that 
approximately 20 % of the uncertain or negative 
group actually did report attendance ai one or 
more games during the season. 

Those who planned to attend reported a much 
higher level of attendance in previous years than 
those who did not plan to attend or who were 
uncertain; but among the intenders, those who 
actually bought tickets and those who failed to 
do so hod about the same overage attendance 
in the past. These findings were also analyzed in 
terms of television ownership, but both TV owners 
and non-owners proved to be equally consistent 
or inconsistent in the relationship of their actual 
behavior to their pre-season intentions. 

Clues as to the reasons that so many intentions 
failed to evolve into ticket purchases may be 
found in the replies of our respondents to such 
questions as "Why do you plan to attend?", 
"Why don't you plan to attend?" and "Why 
have you been attending fewer games in recent 
years?" 

Reasons for planning to attend the games they 
mentioned almost always referred to special 
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interest in ceriain colleges or teams. Almost half 
of the Boston fans, for example, were either 
alumni or had friends or relatives who were 
alumni or students, or knew one or more of the 
players personally. An additional 24 % had no 
connection with the university but explained that 
!·hey always followed that team, and 21 % ex­
pressed particular interest in the outcome of the 
game they planned to attend; J 3 % merely said 
they "always" went to those games and would 
do so again this year. 

Many respondents gave two or more reasons 
for their intention, so. that these figures cannot be 
totaled as if they were each volunteered by a 
different person . But it is clear that almost all of 
the reasons given are in terms of a very special 
interest in a particular college or game, and that 
very few represent merely a generalized inten­
tion to watch some college football. 

This fact is underscored by an analysis of the 
past attendance history of the Boston and Pitts­
burgh fans . Excluding the minority in each sam. 
pie which had attended only one game in the 
four years 1947-50, we find that almost half of 
the Boston ferns and more than half of the Pitts­
burgh fans restricted their entire attendance to 
the games of only one college. Approximately 
four-fifths of the fans in both cities reported two­
thirds or more of their attendance concentrated 
in the games of only one college. 

This specialized interest in particular teams 
and games, and the difficulty of traveling to 
other cities or "shopping around" for a good 
game, help explain the very large effects we 
noticed earlier of team performance and game 
attractiveness on college football attendance. If 
the favorite team has a bad year or plays an 
unattractive schedule, the fan tends to reduce his 
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attendance rather than to attend elsewhere, and 
it is this factor which certainly accounts in a large 
part for the severe attendance declines in Boston 
and Pittsburgh in recent years. 

Among those fans who said they did not plan 
to attend a college game in 1951 (23 % of all 
past attenders in Boston and 21 % in Pittsburgh}, 

the factor of disappointing teams or unattractive 
schedule was not often volunteered as a specific 
reason, although it may be reflected in such 
other reasons as "Busy with other things", "Lost 
interest lately", etc. Table 30 presents the rea­
sons given for not planning to attend during 
1951. 

TABLE 30 

REASONS FOR NOT PLANNING TO ATTEND 
DURING 1951 SEASON 

Boston Pittsburgh 

Working at time, busy on job ------ ----- -- ----· ·· ········· ··-··-··--· -··· ·--· 
No time, can't plan ahead, busy with other things···· -··· ---· ······ 
Lost interest lately, no longer interested --·· ·· ·----·····---·· -··-· ·· ··· · 
Costs too much, can't afford it -----·-·· ·- -··· ·· ··· ··········· ···· -·· -··- ·· ·· 
Poor local team, no interest in local teams --·--·--· ·· ··--···· ·--·-···· 

32% 
21 
16 
18 
14 
10 

20% 
20 
20 
16 
17 
10 Prefer television, will watch TV instead .... .. ...... ... ...... ... .. .. .. . .. . 

Prefer high school games, attend them instead ..... .... .. .... ...... . 6 3 
Prefer professional games, attend them instead ... ... ...... .. .... . . 5 

19 Other reasons -- ··----------·-········-····--·-····· ··-- ·- ··--··· ·· ······ ···· ·· ·--· - 13 

Some people gave more than one reason --·--· ··· ......... ....... . 130 % 130% 

It will be noted that 1 0 % of both groups (the 
figure is 15 % among television owners) sponta­
neously mentioned television effect. The full TV 
effect is probably much greater than this finding 
would indicate, since television can partially sat­
isfy the marginal interest of persons who are 
busy with other things or who have a declining 
interest in the game. 

The interaction of financial considerations with 
television is also possible. One can speculate 
that a fan in a TV area who finds college foot­
ball attendance a luxury and who con watch a 
game on television is less likely lo buy a ticket 
than one who has no access to TV and can only 
satisfy interest by appearing at the stadium. 

The reasons given by those fans who were 
uncertain about their 1951 attendance support 
two observations we have made earlier: the 
"social aspect" of college football attendance 
and the attractiveness of the games. "If I'm 
invited, if I can get company" and "Depends on 
the teams, how the season shapes up" were the 
two reasons volunteered more often than any 
other. The third most frequent reason was "De­
pends on my work schedule, if I can get a free 
Saturday." 

Finally, we have the reasons offered by the 
infrequent attenders for their failure to attend 

27 

as many as two games a year during 1949 and 
1950. These answers parallel those presented in 
Table 30: they are working at the time the games 
are played, they find the expense too great, 
they are busy with family responsibilities, they 
complain about the poor local teams, or they say 
they have " outgrown" the sport and lost their 
former interest. 

TELEVISION VIEWING BEHAVIOR 

Football fans, like other TV owners (and per­
haps more so) spend a great deal of time watch­
ing their sets. Sixty-eight percent of the Boston 
fans and 60 % of the Pittsburgh group reported 
television ownership, and as a measure of their 
normal viewing habits outside of the football 
season, they were asked in the pre-season inter­
view to tell us at what hours they were watching 
TV programs during the weekend of September 
14-16, 1951. 

It will be noted from Table 31 that all but 
13 % of the Boston group and all but 7% in 
Pittsburgh spent at least some time watching TV 
during the Friday night-to-Sunday period. Satur­
day afternoon viewing was relatively low on this 
pre-season weekend, and the peak of viewing 
appears to have occurred Saturday night and 
Sunday. 



TABLE 31 
PRE-SEASON WEEKEND VIEWING BY TELEVISION OWNERS 

Friday 
Night 

NUMBER OF HOURS: Bos. ~ 
None ------------------------------ 57% 45% 

2 hours or less ---------------- 20 16 
Over 2 to 4 hours __________ 19 27 
Over 4 to 6 hours __________ 4 12 

Over 6 to 8 hours ----------
Over 8 to 1 0 hours ________ 

Over l 0 hours ----------------

100% 100% 

It will be remembered that although 55-60% 
of the Boston-Pittsburgh fans expressed a pre­
seoson intention to attend a college game during 
1951, only about half of these intentions materi­
alized. Comparable data on television-viewing 
intentions reveal a much greater stability. 

Sixty-two percent of the Boston fans and 7 4 % 
of those in Pittsburgh told us in September that 
they expected to watch at least one game on tel­
evisidn during 1951, and as we noted in Table 
22, the proportions actually watching one or 
more games were 58 % and 73 % . 

It is particularly striking, however, that where­
as for oil fans, and for TV owners as a group, 
actual TV-viewing of college football games did 
not quite meet pre-season expectations, the re­
ported TV-viewing among non-owners equalled 
or even surpassed iheir intentions. 

In Boston 34 % of the non-owning fans told us 
in September that they expected to watch at 
least one game on television, and at the end of 
the season, exactly 34% of the group had done 
so. In Pittsburgh no fewer than 52 % of the non­
owners expressed on intention to watch one or 
more games, and when the season was over, 
57% of them had actually done so. 

Saturday Total 
Afternoon Weekend 

Bos. ~ Bos. _!~ 

75% 56% 13% 7% 
10 19 10 8 
14 22 14 12 

3 14 13 
13 12 
10 12 
26 36 

----
100% 100% 100% 100% 

A further sidelight on television habits is the 
fact that, like actual attendance, the viewing of 
football games on TV is almost always done in 
company with other people. We hove no data 
for 1951, but during the 1950 season, only 18 % 
of the Boston viewers and 8 % of those in Pitts­
burgh said they were by themselves when they 
watched the games on television. In many cases 
the viewing groups formed small parties. 

Finally, we may note that our college football 
fans like to watch other sports on TV, just as we 
have already noted that they frequently buy 
tickets to other sports events. Only about one in 
eight, in both Boston and Pittsburgh, restricts his 
sports-viewing to football. Over 60 % follow 
baseball on TV; and in Boston 50 % and in Pitts­
burgh 32 % mention boxing. 

Tobie 32 below shows the proportion of ticket­
buyers to each of various types of sports events 
from September 1950 to September 1951, and 
the proportion who soy they "enjoy watching" 
the some sports on television. Bearing in mind 
that these ore samples of college football attend­
ers, the relationship between "Purchasers" and 
"Viewers", especially in the cases of boxing and 
hockey, is interesting. 

TABLE 32 
PROPORTION OF TICKET-PURCHASERS IN PAST YEAR, 

AS COMPARED WITH PROPORTION WHO "ENJOY 
WATCHING" VARIOUS SPORTS ON TELEVISION 

Sample of All College Football Attenders in Boston and Pittsburgh 

Boston 

Purchasers 

College football -------------------------

Baseball ------------------------------------
Basketball ----------------------------------

63% 
64 
23 

Hockey -------------------------------------- 32 
Boxing ----------~----------------------------- 1 0 
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Viewers 

66% 
62 
15 
14 
50 

Pittsburgh 

Purchasers. 

53% 
65 
23 
14 
13 

Viewers 

75% 
61 
42 

9 
32 
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VII 

PUBLIC ATTITUDES 
TOWARD THE NCAA PLAN 

The NCAA's 1951 experimental television plan 
endeavored to provide TV areas with a variety 
of test situations in which differences in actual 
attendance could be observed. The four major 
situations were (a) a complete blackout of the 
area, (b) the telecasting of a local game, (c} the 
telecasting of a non-local game from the same 
geographica l region, and (d} the telecasting of a 
game from a distant region. 

An implicit assumption underlying the whole 
research design was that fan decisions to attend 
or not to attend particula r games would be made 
with some knowledge of the TV situation and 
schedule in mind. In order to test this assumption, 
a cross-section of fans (all people who said they 
took some interest in college football) were ques­
tioned in our post-season national survey regard­
ing their knowledge of, and attitudes toward, 
"the NCAA college football television plan this 
season." 

The results of the survey revealed widespread 
ignorance and misunderstanding. No less than 
two-thirds of all fans in television areas were 
completely unaware of the program and told 
interviewers they had never heard of it. Even 
among TV owners only 40% had heard or read 
anything about the plan. 

It may be, of course, that some of those who 
answered "No" had some knowledge that the 
telecasting of college football had been re­
stricted, but did not connect this circumstance 
with "the NCAA college football television 
plan." Yet one would expect that at the end of 
the season people in TY areas who took some 
interest in football would report at least some 
familiarity with the plan. 

Even among those who did claim at least an 
awareness of the plan, the majority were very 
poorly informed about it. One-third of those who 
said they had heard or read something turned 
out to have no knowledge at all. When asked 
what the plan was or how it worked, they 
answered, "I don't know. I just saw something 
about it in the paper and didn ' t pay any 
attention.' ' 

Almost half of those who claimed awareness 
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revealed misconceptions of the plan. Twenty-two 
percent of the m thought its only purpose was to 
protect local games (somewhat in the manner of 
boxing or professional football blackouts); 1 5 % 
thought the NCAA had tried to enforce a total 
ban on telecasting, and 7% had miscellaneous 
ideas of an erroneous nature . 

Actually, fewer than one-fourth of those who 
claimed some knowledge of the plan, and only 
about 7% of the fan population in TV areas 
may be said to have been properly informed. 
TV owners were slightly better informed than 
non-owners, but only 1 2 % of them had correct 
knowledge. 

Perhaps largely as a consequence of the mis­
conceptions of the plan, the majority of those 
who held opinions about it were unfavorable. 
The main reason for opposing the pion was the 
view that TV owners have a right to see the 
games on thei r screens and that they were being 
arbitrarily deprived of them. 

About one-third of the critics said: "The games 
are in the public interest. People bought their 
sets in expectation of watching them. It isn't fair 
not to show them ." This point was made more 
frequently by TV-owners than by non-owners. 

Non-owners placed more emphasis on the fact 
that the plan deprived shut-ins and others who 
would not be able to attend from the satisfaction 
of seeing the game. About one-fourth of the crit­
ics claimed that television doesn't hurt attend ­
ance at all and that consequently there was no 
need for any restrictions, while about one-sixth 
compla ined that the plan was a monopolistic 
device adopted for commercial purposes. 

Yet there seems to have been no widespread 
feeling of deprivation on the part of TV-owner 
fans. When asked: "Were there any particular 
games you wanted to watch on TV this year, 
which were not shown?", 60 % of the TY owners 
answered " No." 

It is interesting that the 40 % who did mention 
a game they felt deprived of named, in the 
majority of cases, games that they presumably 
could have attended. Only 2 8 % of these fans 
mentioned games played in other parts of the 



country outside their geographical region; 27% 
mentioned only focal games, 13 % mentioned 
both local and regional games, and 32% men­
tioned only regional games. 

It is clear that the absence of widespread and 
accurate information about the 1951 telecasting 
schedule obscured many of our findings regard­
ing the effects of blackouts and of the telecasting 
of distant-vs.-regional games. 

Football fans in most cases seem to have gone 
about making their decisions in the usual way, on· 
the assumption that if they did not attend, there 
would be some game available on television. ft 
is noteworthy that the newspaper and public 
complaints about the NCAA plan which arose in 
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Washington, Detroit and Louisville did not arise 
when the schedule was first announced, but only 
during the week immediately preceding the 
game, when most attendance decisions had al­
ready been made. 

While most fans were unaware of the specific 
games which would be telecast under the NCAA 
schedule, they undoubtedly did know that very 
few of the local games would be shown on TV 
this year. It was this drastic reduction in the num­
ber of local telecasts which was primarily respon­
sible for the success of the 1951 Experimental 
Plan in boosting attendance in TV areas and 
narrowing the "TV differential." 
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APPENDIX A 

College Football Attendance 

I. INTRODUC.TION. 

In our first report to the NCAA Television Committee, in which pre­
vious research in this area was evaluated, it was recognized that 11 In 
order to assess the effects of television on college football attendance, 
a nrime necessity is complete, a.ccurate and comparable data on actual 
attendance." 

Only in a systematic "nose count" of actual fan attendance is it 
possible to measure overall trends which are free from the defects and 
personal biases involved in fan interview and mail surveys. It was decid­
ed, therefore, at the very outset of this study to place primary reliance 
upon game attendance reports for securing statisticai measures of tele­
vision effects and to use fan interview techniques principally to gather 
information on personal characteristics and reasons for attendance be­
havior patterns, 

While analysis of attendance figures undoubtedly offers the best de­
vice for measuring significant TV differences, there are some limitations 
in this method which should be recognized. In the first place, some of the 
smaller colleges and even a few of the larger ones maintain incomplete 
records of total ticket sales. Furthermore, a number of colleges which 
did not maintain detailed reQords for all years had to approximate the 
volume of free admissions and other attendance breakdowns. Reoognizing this 
problem, however, every effort was made to minimize reporting errors by 
intensive review of all attendance data. Every game report was scrutinized 
and all marked changes in attendance levels were questioned by NORG staff 
and verified by the colleges before the report was tabulated. In addition, 
at the end of the season a summary of all game attendance totals was sent 
to each college for final review and verification. 

The second obvious deficiency in a variance analysis of attendance 
reports is the inability to measure or control differences in personal char­
acteristics of attending fans -.., the ownership of a TV set, the length of 
such ownership and the availability of TV to non-owners, the age, sex, 
economic and other differences, etc. -- as well as the reasons behind dif~ 
ferent attendance decisions. These factors, of course, are treated in our 
fan interview surveys. 

A final limitation involves the universal problem of securing a suf­
ficient number of games played under similar conditions to permit statistical 
comparisons. While there are probably any number of different game variables 
which ideally should be controlled, the fact that only about 1200 NCAA col­
lege games were scheduled for the entire 1951 season placed an absolute limit 
on the possible number of sub-classifications. Nevertheless, as the attached 
college attendance questionnaire indicates on Page23, it was possible to 
collect information on most of the important attendance conditions. 

- 1 -
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It was possible, for example, to classify attendance according to 
the following factors: 

1. Paid and free admissions. 
2. Types of tickets sold -- gate, season and other advance sales. 
3. Size of college. 
4. Location of college -- regional differences as well as availability 

of TV competition. 
5. Extent of TV ownership in the area. 
6. Types of TV competition available in accordance with the NCAA ex-

perirriental plan. 
7. Differences in local interest and attendance at college games. 
8. Relative attractiveness of games. 
9. Favorable and unfavorable weather. 

10. Extent of r~dio broadcasting of games. 
11. Trends in student enrollment. 
12. Special 11 commercial 11 bowl games as compared to regular college 

competition. 

II. GENERAL PROCEDURES. 

a. Pre-season Questionnaire. 

During the first week of September 1951, a pre-season questionnaire 
was sent to each of the 269 football-playing NCAA member colleges, in­
troducing the 1951 attendance reporting program, and requesting the fol­
lowing information: 

1. An up-to-date schedule of 1951 home games. 
2. A check-list of games to be broadcast or telecast. 
J. A description of any known special factors influencing attendance 

at each game, including special promotional arrangements such as 
pre-game plugs on radio and TV, post-game films, homecoming, etc. 

4. A statement of normal stadium capacity. 
5. A listing of the nearby cities or towns usually considered part 

of the college "football market". 
6. A statement concerning the relative importance of student, alumni 

and general public ticket sales. 
7. A pre-season forecast of attendance at each of the 1951 home 

games. 

Returns which were received from 227 colleges provided valuable in· 
formation for determining the analysis classifications described in 
Section,;ttl. of .. this appendix. 

b. Game Attendance Reports. 

Every Friday preceding a scheduled home game, a separate attendance 
questionnaire was sent to each home team. This questionnaire, No. 311-F, 
was in the form of a special self-addressed and stamped business reply 
envelope which required very little handling. The ease with which the 
report could be completed and mailed greatly reduced "non-response"• 
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After two weeks, if the game report was not returned, a special fol­
low-up reque~t was sent with each additional new home game questionnaire, 
until a reply was received. If, in the course of staff review for con­
sistency and completeness, a game report was considered questionable in any 
respect, a special "correction memo" was sent to the college to verify the 
results. At the end of the season, prior to tabulation, a memorandum was 
sent to all colleges sunnnarizing the data which had been submitted on a 
week-to-week basis. Colleges were requested to complete missing items and 
to check the reported figures. These painstaking efforts were responsible 
for a number of important changes in reported information. 

And finally, a telegraphic request was sent to all major colleges 
and most minor ones which still had missing 9r incomplete schedules. Due 
to this intensive follow-up, almost 90% of the l,2o4 scheduled games were 
properly reported and were used in our attendance analysis. An analysis 
of the 10% "non-response" revea.led no particular bias by type of area or 
TV competition. Table l shows a comparison of scheduled and completed game 
reports for colleges of all sizes, with and without TV- competition. 

TABLE l 

Schedu_led and Completed Ga.me Reports, 1951 

Incomplete or 
Games Complete Missing Grune 

Scheduled Game ReEorts ReEorts 

Large Colleges. • • 365 328 37 
With TV • • • • • 250 m 24 
No TV • • • • • • 115 102 13 

Medium Colleges • • 307 265 42 
With TV • • • • • 164 144 2o 
No TV •• • • • • 143 121 22 

Small Colleges. • • 532 456 76 
With TV • • • • • 295 259 'jb 
No TV ••• • • • 237 197 40 

Total With TV . ... 709 629 80 
Total With No TV • • 495 420 ..12 
Total All Colleges. 1204 1049 155 

In terms of college participation, Table 2 indicates the number of 
cooperating colleges submitting complete reports. 



TABLE 2 

Extent of College Participation 
in 1951 Attendance Analysis 

Colleges Colleges With 
Total With TV No TV NCAA Football-Playing Colleges . -

Total. • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Number participating • • .. • • 
Number not participating • • • 

• • 
• • 
• • 

III. CLASSIFICATION OF GAME VARIABLES. 

l. Paid and Free Admissions. 

269 158 111 
239 142 97 
30 lb 14 

Since the major objective of' this study was to determine the impact 
of TV on attendance decisions, it was felt that free admissions should be 
excluded -- as failing to provide a bona fide test of equal alternatives. 

Consequently, all colleges were requested to report only paid ad­
missions in 1951, and to indicate the number of free admissions pre­
viously reported in the base years of 1947-1948, so that comparable trends 
could be computed. Limiting attendance data to actual ticket sales also 
provided more ·accurate information, since some records are generally kept 
of paid admissions for Federal tax purposes. 

2. Types of Tickets Sold. 

For all 1951 home games, a separate breakdown was requested for 
season tickets and other advance ticket sales and for gate sales on the 
day of the game. This information was useful in indicating both the rela­
tive number of "regularn fans (season tickets), and the time that most of 
the attendance decisions were made. The gate sales figures, as described 
later in the appendix, were used to adjust for losses in attendance during 
unfavorable weather conditions. 

The range in football game attendance varies from almost 100,000 to 
only a few hundred per game. Obviously these two types of' games are com­
posed of entirely different classes of fans and must be separately analyzed. 
The question of how many different size classifications and where to fix 
the cut-off limits, however, is a more difficult one to aruiwer. Ideally, 
it would be desirable to have a large number of size groupings to maintain 
small homogeneous class intervals, but considering the problems of se­
curing enough games in each of the smallest sub-groups, it was decided 
empirically to divide all colleges into only three groups. From the 
frequency distribution of the pre-television 1947-1948 average college 
game attendance, it was found that the use of the following class intervals 
provided a fairly even distribution of colleges. 



Average Base At-
Size tendanoe Per Game -
Large 15,ooo or more 

Medium 5,ooo - 14,999 

Small Under 5,ooo 

Total 

4. Location of College. 
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TABLE 3 

Number of NCAA Football-Playing Colleges -­
~ Size of Pre-Television Average Attendance 

TV Areas No TV Areas ~ 

42 27 69 

43 33 76 

73 51 124 

158 111 269 

In order to permit regional comparisons and to analyze attendance 
trends of colleges located in areas with and without TV competition, it was 
necessary to define the primary "football markets 11 for each college. In 
the first place, all colleges were grouped into the eight NCAA. regional 
districts. 

Genel'.'.2.lly, colleges compete with other colleges located within the 
same geographical area. In a few instances, however, a college plays pri­
marily teams located in an adjoining NCAA district. For example, while 
Navy is located in Maryland, 'Which is part of the southern NCAA District #3, 
many of its rivals are in the eastern District #2. Since our findings indi­
cate that fans of a particular team generally also follow the performance 
of rival teams which play in the same league, and since one of the experi· 
mental questions was the relative competitive effect of telecasting nearby 
regional teams vs. distant interregional games, it was decided to classify 
each college in terms of the NCAA District of its most usual rivals. · 

In deciding whether or not a college was subject to TV competition, it 
was also necessary to decide upon the location of most of the colleges' 
football fans, and whether these fans could readily receive TV programs in 
their homes. In most instances, where a college is located within a TV 
reception area, as defined by the NBC in their "Market Data" book, it was 
assumed that the bulk of the fans also lived within the TV area and that 
its attendance was subject to 'IV competition. In a number of instances, 
however, while the college campus is just outside the range of TV, the bulk 
of the fans expected to attend games do reside within an area of good TV 
reception- Where the athletic directors confirmed this fact on the pre-. 
season questionnaire, the college was classified as within a TV area. Where 
there was a doubt as to the proper grouping, a special letter was sent to 
the college inquiring whether 11 a significant number of f'ans who generally 
attend (the local college) games come from nearby communities which receive 
TV programs." If the answer was "Yes", the college was classified as sub­
ject to TV competition. A complete listing of cooperating NCAA football 
playing colleges by NCAA district and TV area is presented in Table 4• 
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TABLE 4 

LISTING OF NCAA FOOTBALL PLAYING COLLEGES 

NCAA DISTRICTS 1 & 2 

Boston TV Area 

Boston College 
Boston University 
Dartmouth College 
Harvard University 
Holy Cross College 
New Hampshire Univ. 
Northeastern Univ. 
Tufts College 
Worcester Poly. Inst. 

Providence TV Area. 

Brown University 
Rhode Island State 

New Haven TV Area 

Yale University 
.America.n Int'l. Col. 
Amherst College 
u.s. Coast Guard Acad. 
Connecticut University 
Massachusetts University 
Springfield College 
Trinity College 

New York TV .Area 

Wesleyan University 
Army 
Columbia University 
Fordham University 
New York University 
Rutgers University 
Hofstra College 
Kings. Point 
Upsala College 
Wagner College 

Schnectad:y TV Area 

Williams College 
Rensselaer Poly. Inst. 
Union College 

Utica TV .Area 

Colgate University 
Hamilton College 

Syracuse ·TV Area 

Syracuse University 

Binghamton TV Area 

Cornell University 
Cortla.nd State Teachers 
Ithaca College 

Rochester TV Area 

Hobart 
Rochester University 

Buffalo TV Area 

Buffalo University 
St. Bonaventure Univ. 

Erie TV Irr-ea 

Allegheny College 

Pittsburgh TV Area 

Pittsburgh University 
West Virginia Univ. 
Slippery Rock 
Waynesburg College 
Westminster College 

Johnstown TV Area 

St. Francis College 
Pennsylvania State Tchrs. 

Lancaster TV &rea 

Franklin & Marshall 
Millersville State Tchrs. 

Philadelphia TV Area 

Pennsylvania University 
Princeton University 
Temple University 
Villanova College 
Haverford College 
Lafayette College 
Lehigh University 

Philadelphia Area !cont'd) 

MoraviBn College 
Muhlenberg College 
Pennsylvania Military 
Swarthmore College 
West Chester State Tchrs. 

Wilmington TV Area 

Delaware University 

Huntington TV Area 

Marshall College 

Baltimore TV Area 

u.s. Naval Academy 
Gettysburg College 

Outside of TV Areas 

Bates College 
Bowdoin College 
Colby College 
Maine University 
Middlebury College 
Norwich University 
Vermont University 
.Alfred University 
Bucknell University 
Clarkson College 
Lock Haven Teachers Col. 
St. Lawrence University 
Shippensburg. 

NC.AA DISTRICT 3 

Washington TV .Area 

George Washington Univ. 
Maryland University 
Howard University 

Balttmore TV Area 

Western Maryland Col. 
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LISTING OF NCAA FOOTBALL PLAYING COLLEGES (Continued) 

NCAA DISTRICT 3 (cont'd) Outside TV .Areas {cont'd) 

Richmond TV Area 

Rich.~ond University 
Virginia University 

Norfolk 'IV Area 

William and Mary 
Hampton Institute 

Mississippi Sta.te College 
Sewanee 
South Carolina Univ. 
Southwestern Louisiana Inst. 
Tenne$see University 
Tuskegee Institute 
Virginia Mil. Institute 
Virginia Poly. Institute 
Wake Forest College 

Cleveland TV Area (cont': 

Western Reserve University 
College of Wooster 

Toledo TV Area 

Bowling Green State Univ. 
Toledo University 

Detroit TV .Area 

Greensboro TV Area 

Duke University. 
North Carolina Univ. 
North Carolina Sta.te 

Washington & Lee Univ. 
Western Kentucky State 
Miami University 
Tulane University 

Tchrs.Michigan University 
Michigan State Normal 
Wayne University 

Charlotte TV Area 

Davidson College 

Atlanta TV .Area 

Georgia Inst. of Tech. 
Georgia University 

Birmingham TV Area 

Alabama University 

J a.cksonville TV Area 

· Florida University 

Memnhis TV Area 

Mississinpi University 

Nashville TV Area 

Vanderbilt University 

Louisville TV Area 

Kentucky University 
Louisville University 
Kentucky State College 

Xavier University 

NCAA DISTRICT 4 

Cincinnati 'IV Area 

Cincinnati University 
Miami University 

Dayton TV Area 

Central State College 
Wilmington College 

Bloomington TV Area 

Indiana University 

Indianapolis TV Area 

Butler University 
De Pauw University 
Waba.sh College 

Columbus TV Area 

Ohio State University 
Denison University 
Kenyon College 
Ohio Wesleyan Univ. 

Cleveland TV Area 

Akron University 
Outside of TV Area.s Ashland College 

Baldwin Wallace Col. 
Auburn Clemson Agri. Col. Case Institute 
Florida State University Jolm Ca.rroll University 
Furman University Kent State University 
Louisiana State UniversityMount Union College 
Mississippi College Oberlin College 

Lansing TV Area 

Michigan State College 

Kalamazoo TV Area 

.Albion College 
Kalamazoo College 
Western Michigan College 

Chicago TV . J..rea 

Northwestern University 
Notre Dame University 
Leke Forest College 
Valparaiso University 
Wheaton College 

Milwaukee TV krea 

Marquette University 
Wisconsin University 
Carroll College 

Dav.-Rock Island TV Area 

Iowa State University 
Monmouth College 

Minnesota-St. Paul TV Area 

Minnesota University 
Carleton College 
Gustavus Adolphus College 
College of St. Thomas 

Outside of TV Areas 

Beloit College 
Illinois State Normal 
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LISTING OF NCAA FOOTBALL PLAYING COLLF.GES (Continued) 

Outside of TV Areas (cont'd) Outside of TV Areas (cont'd) Outside of TV Areas 

Illinois University 
Lawrence College 
Michigan College of M & T 
James Millikin University 
Central Michigan College 
Ohio University 
Southern Illinois Univ. 
Superior State Tchrs. Col. 
Western Illinois State Col. 
Youngstown College 
Purdue University 

NCAA DISTRICT ) 

Detroit TV Area 

Detroit University 

De.v. -Rock Island TV Area 

St. l\mbrose College 

Ames 'JV Area 

Drake University 
Iowa State College 
Grinnell College 

Omaha TV Area 

Nebraska University 
Oma.ha. University 

Kans8.s City TV Area 

Kansas University 
William Jewell College 

St. Louis TV Area 

Washington University 

_Outside of TV Areas 

Okla. A & M College 
Houston University 
Bradley University 
Coe College 
Colorado University 
Cornell College 

Idaho Sta.te College 
Kansas State College 
Lincoln University 
Missouri University 
Missouri Valley College 
North Dakota University 
Wartburg College 
Nebraska State Teachers 
Wichita University 
Central State College 
Oklahoma t'Jniversity 
Tulsa University 
Iowa State Tchrs. Col. 

NCAA District 6 

Outside of TV i..reas 

11bilonc Christian College 
11rizona State (Flagstaff) 
Arizona University 
Arkansas University 
Baylor University 
Hardin-Simmons University 
McMurry College 
Midwestern University 
New Mexico A & M College 
Phila.nder S111ith College 
Sam Houston State Tchrs. 
Sul Ross State Tchrs. 
Texa.s A & M College 
Texas Tech.. College 
Texas University 
Texas Western College 
West Texe.s State Col. 
Arizona State (Tempe) 
Rice Institute 
Southern Methodist Univ. 
Texas Christian Univ. 
North Texe.s State Col. 
Trinity University 

NCAA DISTRICT 7 

Selt Lnke Cit;y: TV Area. 

Brigham Young University 
Uta.h University 

Colorado A & M Col. 
Colorado College 
Colo. Sch. of Mines 
Colo. State Col. of Ed. 
Colorado Western 
Denver University 
Montana State Col. 
Ut~.ll State Agricul. 
vJyoming University 
New Mexico Univ. 

NCAA District 8 

San Francisco TV Area 

California Univ. 
College of Pacific 
San Francisco Univ. 
San Jose State Col. 
Santa Clara Univ. 
Stanford Univ. 

Los Angeles TV Area 

Loyola University 
S.Galif. University 
u. of Cal.,Los Ang. 
Occidental College 
George Pepperdine Col. 

San Diego TV Area 

San Diego State Col. 

Outside of TV Areas 

California Univ. 
Calif. State Poly. 
Fresno State Col. 
Hawaii University 
Idaho University 
Montana State Col. 
Oregon State Col. 
Oregon University 
Santa Barbara Col. 
State Col. of Wash. 
Whitworth College 
Washington Univ. 
Coll.ege of Puget 

Sound 
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S. Extent of TV Ownership -- "TV Saturation". 

In our 1950 report it was found that there was a progressively more 
serious TV-differential as 11'l'V set-saturation" increased in the area. With 
Nashville the only television area reporting less than 20% of its families 
owning a set, it was impossible to test the effects of "light" saturation. 
It was possible, however, to group colleges into areas of moderate or 
medium saturation and to compare them with colleges in areas of heavy 
saturation. The area saturation data are regularly reported by NBC and 
are based principally on area sales of TV sets. Of the 52 TV areas carry­
ing network football games, 38 were "heavily satu;rated11 , with 40% or more 
families owning a TV set, while only 14 were "moderately saturated" 
with less than 40% of all families possessing a set. 

6. TyPes of TV Competition. 

The design of the NCAA experimental plan of telecasting during the 
1951 football season endeavored to provide each community with a variety of 
test situations in which differences in actual attendance could be observed. 
The four major situations were {a) a complete TV blackout of the area., · 
(b) the telecasting of a game from a distant region, (c) the telecasting 
of a non-local game from the same region, and (d) the telecasting of a local 
game. 

Ideally, from a research standpoint, the actual scheduling of the tele­
casts and blackouts would have been done in a purely random fashion, so that 
the laws of probability would insure unbiased results and sufficient test 
situations within each category; or it would have been done in careful se­
lective fashion, with the appropriate situation and game schedule in each 
area thoroughly weighed. This was the substance of the experimental design 
recommended by NORC. 

Actually, neither of these ideal methods could be rigidly used by 
the sponsor in deciding the TV schedule in each area. The limitations of 
the inter-connected network and the impossibility of picking up games from 
certain areas and of getting them into others necessitated many compromises; 
the fact that game schedules were fixed and could not be changed dictated. 
that in a few areas on some weekends no local games would be played; the 
need to set the schedule at the earliest possible date, following agreement 
on the principles involved, precluded any deta.iled study of each individual 
local situation. 

The schedule of blackouts and of the games to be televised in each com­
munity was, nevertheless, worked out as nearly as possible in accordance 
with the ideal design, subject to the necessary compromises noted above. 
Each area was blacked out on two of the nine Saturdays, and there were ap­
proximately the same number of areas blacked out on each Saturday; each area 
was to be provided with approximately the same number of distant games and 
regional games, to avoid a concentration of bad-weather effects in any ex­
perimental category. 

Each game played in a Tl! area was coded as subject to one of the three 
types of TIT competition -- the telecasting of a local, regional, or inter­
regional game -- or as subject to "blackout" -- not competing with any .foot­
ball telecast. 
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A local telecast is defined as one involving at least one team which 
is located within the TV area. Since the 1951 "limited TV program" scheduled 
very few local telecasts, and then generally only the most attractive ones, 
it w~ not possible to secure a measure of the effect of local telecasts 
comparable to the 1950 experience • 

Regional telecasts are def'ined as including at least one team from the 
same NCAA district as the college home team being classi.fied. For purposes 
of TV classification, however, NCAA districts l and 2 were combined, since 
many traditional rivals were located in both districts, and it could be as­
sumed that fans in either district had a high :interest in the performance 
of rival teams in the other district. Local telecasts were also combined 
with other regional telecasts, since they are in fact a special type of 
r egional competition. 

Inter-regional or non-regional telecasts are those involving teams 
which are not located in the same NCAA district as the home game being 
classified. 

Finally, a 11blackout 11 is defined as a game played within a TV area with ... 
out TV competition. It includes a Saturday afternoon game played during a 
scheduled "blackout" -- or any game which was played prior to September 29 
(the day of the first NCAA telecast), or on a Friday night or other non­
Saturday afternoon date when there was no competing football telecast. As 
was mentioned in the text of the report, a complete 100% "blackout" was tech­
nically impossible in many areas where fans could tune in an adjacent station 
which was not "blacked out 11 • This difficulty was unavoidable in many areas 
because of the desire not to black out an entire region, (which would have 
been necessary in some parts of the East and Midwest, where a sequence of 
adjacent stations are involved), and to have approximately the same number of 
blackouts each week in order to minimize the risk of unfavorable weather un­
duly influencing any one weekf s telecast schedule. 

7. Level of Local Interest and AttendallCe at College Games. 

In combining games played under similar conditions into single averages, 
the problem arises of weighting games with different attendance levels. Of 
course, the three-fold size classification offers some help, but attendance 
differences are still considerable. The Michigan - Ohio State game, for 
example, with 94,000 paid admissions in 19.51, would have the weight of six 
or seven average large college games. Furthermore, if some areas traditionally 
have more ardent fans who usually attend many games, the chance grouping of 
these higher-attendance colleges in TV areas or Non-TV areas might bias our 
analytical comparisons. 

To minimize these size differential effects and to permit comparisons 
among large, medium and small colleges as well, it was decided to use in-
dices of attendance rather than natural numbers. The index of attendance at 
any 1951 home game is expressed as a percentage of the "expectedn average game 
attendance of that college in the pre-television years 1947-48. Thus, i.f 
college A averaged 10,000 paid admissions per game in the base years of 1947-48, 
a 1951 game which drew 9,000 :fans would have an index of 90; a game which drew 
12,000 would be scored as 120. In this way, each college, regardless of size 
and fan differences, is given an equal weight, and each 1951 game attendance is 
compared with the colleges' characteristic base attendance level. 
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8. Relative Attractiveness of Games. 

Game attractiveness is the composite description of the many factors 
responsible for variations in fan interest in different games. There are 
numerous considerations underlying the general reaction of a fan to a par­
ticular game. However, in view of our overall objective of reducing the 
number of independent variables to as .few as possible in order to have suf­
ficient numbers of games in each group, it was felt that it would be nece$sary 
to treat all of the game attractiveness factors as one combined variable; 
and it was further decided to group all games into only two categories of 
attractiveness. · 

Basically, the characterization of a game as "more attractive" or 
"less attractive" depends upon the subjective appraisal of the college ath­
letic director. A number of procedure.l safeguards, however, were employed 
to minimize the potential element of personal bias. The 1951 pre-season 
questiormaire asked for absolute nguesstimates 11 of attendance at all 1951 
scheduled home games. It also asked for explanations of differences in game 
estimates in terms of any special factors which might affect attendance. 
While the estimates and explanations were not too useful as a measure of 
~ctual attendance levels, they were extremely valuable in eliciting the pre­
season estimate of ·relative attracti~eness of different games and a descrip­
tion of each game in terms of its tradition, expected strength of rivals, 
special promotions, etc ••• 

During the season, as the win-loss records changed, the athletic 
director was asked to describe the relative attractiveness of his next 
home game -- usually at least one week in advance of the actual conteS't. 
Furthermore, he was asked to explain his overall judgment in terms of the 
presence or absence of the following objective factors: 

1. Traditional rivalry. 
2. Both teams have good records. 
3. One team only has good record. 
L.. Teams evenly matched (although record may be poor). 
5. Special promotions (home-coming, etc.). 
6. other special factors -- excludjng TV effects ..... such as alumni 

day, World Series, or other competing events. 

The accuracy of most of these statements was checked by NORC with the 
seasons' record and with the pre-season questionnaire. Where there was a 
question of the accuracy of a game attractiveness designation, special 
checks were made with the college to insure consistency of available informa­
tion or to secure a valid explanation for apparent differences in reporting. 
Furthermore, since the final "attractiveness" determination was generally 
made a.t lea.st a week in advance of the game, there was less likelihood that 
the actuai favorable or unfavorable game experience would influence the 
rating. In any event, the determination of the athletic director was final. 
If ai'ter our inquiry he insisted on his re.ting, even if we still had some 
question, we did not change his classification. Such differences, however, 
were usually resolved by mutual agreement, with only a handful of differences 
actually remaining. 
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9. Weather Effects. 

Since our definition of "attendance" throughout this project is paid 
admissions, or ticket sales, the effects of weather are felt almost entirely 
in gate saJ.es. Season ticket sales and other advance purchases are almost 
totally unaffected by considerations of weather, and once the fan buys a 
ticket, he is included in our totals even if bad weather keeps him from at­
tending th~ stadium on the day of the game. 

Gate sales, however, are sensitive to changes in weather and are usually 
lower during poor weather. In order to avoid any bias due to a chance cluster 
of bad-weather games in any single sub-group, therefore, each athletic dire;tor 
was asked to specify for each home game whether the weather was favorable or 
unfavorable for gate sales. 

In outlining the variance analysis design, it was possible either to 
treat weather as an independent variable, or to eliminate the unfavorable 
effects of poor weather in advance of our calculations through the use of a 
special correction factor. Since unfavorable weather could exercise a sig­
nificant effect on ticket sales only in the case of small colleges, where 
gate sales are really important, it was more expedient to develop special 
correction factors for bad-weather games. This approach had the further ad­
vantage of si.-nplifying the variance calculations and of increasing the number 
.of cases in each sub-class by reducing the number of independent variables 
to be controlled • . 

The first consideration in developing a correction factor was to de­
termine what other variables, if any, besides weather, affected gate sales. 
Analysis of our gate-sale data established no significant differences de­
pending on the availability or absence of TV competition, nor on the type of 
TV competition where television existed. Gate sales did vary greatly, how­
ever, according to the attractiveness of the game, and from one college to 
another. 

Since for any particular college, the only two significant factors a£­
fecting gate sales were weather and game attractiveness, the correction factor 
for weather was quite easily developed. When a game was played under bad 
weather conditions, its gate sales were simply corrected to the average level 
of gate sales at that college, for good-weather games of equal attractiveness. 
For example, if the college's gate sales for more attractive games played in 
good weather averaged 4,ooo, the gate sales for a more attractive game played 
in bad weather would simply be adjusted up to that amount, thus correcting 
for the bad weather. 

In some cases, however, it was not possible to follow this procedure 
because the college played no good-weather games of equal attractiveness 
with the bad•weather games. In such cases, either of two alternative pro­
cedures could have been employed. 

Firs1;, we could have increased the bad-weather gate sales by the average 
/ ratio of good-weather gate sales to bad-weather gate sales, based on a matched 

sample of all colleges with both good and bad weather games, of equal attractive­
ness. On the average, for all such colleges, good-weather gate sales exceeded 
the bad-weather figures by two-thirds, so that the correction ration would be 
1.67. 
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This method has the virtue of simplicity, but it suffers from the great 
variability we observed in bad-weather gate sales. Averages deduced from 
extremely variable figures cannot be applied with as much confidence as when 
the va.riability is less. In the case of good-weather gate sales, the var­
iability ~ much less for any given college_. 

For this reason, we used the correction factor of 1.67 based on the 
above procedure only in thQse few instances in which the college played no 
good-weather games at all. 

Where good-weather games were also played, but they were not of the 
same attractiveness as the bad-weather games, we employed a second procedure. 
As noted, the good-weather gate sale figures were much less variable than 
the bad-weather, and we established that in general, for all colleges with both 
more and less attractive good-weather games, the attractiveness differential 
of gate sales was 25%. By applying a ratio of 1.251 therefore, the effects 
of attractiveness could be eliminated, and the bad-weather gate sales could 
be adjusted to this newly derived average good-weather figure. 

To summarize, them Bad-weather gate sales were adjusted to equal good­
weather gate sales, thus controlling the effects of weather on ticket sales. 
The good-weather gate sales figure used for the adjustment was either the 
college's own average for such games or, where this could not be computed~ 
an estimate was based on the average experience of all colleges under the two 
types of weather conditions. 

The final test of the efficiency of the above weather correction factors 
is the observed absence of any significant bias in the "adjusted" average 
a.ttendance figures for colleges in Tv areas and those in other areas. . . 

Table 5 sho~rs that for large colleges the weather correction increased 
tota.l ticket sales in TV areas by slightly more than 1% above the adjustment 
in areas ·with no TV. In medium size colleges, the weather correction bias 
is about ~ of 1% of total attendance; in small colleges there is no difference 
due to the weather correction. One must conclude, therefore, that no sig­
nificant bias was introduced by our method of weather correction! 

TABLE 5' 

1951 FOOTBALL TICKET SbLES 
BEFORE I.ND hFTER .ADJUSTMENT FOR BAD WEATHER 

Actual Tickets Weather hdiustment 
Size of Colle~e Sold NU11'lber Added · - Increase 

Large - All colleges 9,344,735 202)o67 2.2 
With TV competition 6,314,484 163,550 2.6 
With no TV 3,030,251 38,517 1~3 

Medium • /ill colleges 1,921,692 84,374 4.4 
With TV competition 827;832 38,822 4.7 
With no TV 1,093,850 45,552 4~2 

Small - All colleges 763,318 67,250 8.8 
With T\T competition 397,081 34,991 8.8 
With no TV 3fi6,237 32;259 8.8 

All Colleges 12;029;74S 355,691 .3.0 
With TiT competition 7,539,397 239,363 ).2 
With no TV 4,490,348 116,328 2.7 
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10. Extent of Radio Broadcasting. 

On each game report, the college indicated whether or not a game was 
to be broadcast by radio. It was found that practically all games in TV 
areas and in other areas were scheduled for radio broadcasts; consequently 
it was decided to disregard this variable since most games would be sub­
ject to the same type of ra.dio competition. Any differences in football 
attendance, therefore, could not be attributed to radio. 

11. Trends in Student Enrollment. 

From the U.S. Office of Education, the following information was 
secured on overall trends in college enrollment, 1947-1951: 

TABLE 6 

TRENDS IN U. S. COLLEGE ENROLLMENT 
. 1947 - 1951 

Percent of Change Percent of Change 
Yea.r Total Enrollment from 1947 -- 1948 Male Enrollment from 1947 -- 1948 

1947 2,338,000 1,659,000 

1948 2,408,000 1,712,000 

1950 2,297,000 -3.2 1,569,000 -6.9 

1951 2,116,000 -10.8 1,399,000 -11.0 

Since the total enrollment figures include many "all women" and 
technical colleges not playing football, the trend in ~ enrollment 
more nearly approximates the trend in NCAA football-playing colleges. 
To be certain that enrollment in colleges in TV areas was not declining 
at a more rapid rate and thus contributing to the "TV dif.ferential", a 
separate comparison was made of enrollment trends in NCAA co1leges. 
Table 7 indicates that, if 8nything, a more rapid decline is occuring in 
non-TV colleges. Consequently, to a slight extent the 11TV differential" 
is probably understated rather than overstated. 
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TABLE 7 

ENROLLMENT TRENDS IN NCAA FOOTBf\11 PLAYING COLLEGES 
1947 - 1951 

TV Areas Non-TV Areas Total 
(80 Colle~es) % Decline (49 Colle~ea) % Decline (129 Colleges) 

from 147- 148 · from 147 .. 148 
% Decline 

from 147-48 

1947- 433,957 ..... 230,671 664,628 --1948 

1949 

1950 

195'1 

433,161 -0.2 228,233 -1.l 661,.394 -o.5 

hoo,455 .. 7.3 208,493 -9.6 6o8,948 -9.4 
351,065 -19.1 178,286 -22.7 529,351 -20.4 

12. Special 11Commercial11 Bowl Games. 

Since there are vecy few commercially sponsored non-league games, it 
was dec:Ved to exclude them entirely from the main attendance analysis. 
In a sense, many regular league games also involve special promotional efforts, 
such as alumni day, high school day, etc. • • Ideally we should isolate these 
attendances, but again due to the small number of cases, this was not feasible. 
For regular games, the special promotion becomes just one of the factors which 
is considered in making a game "more attractive". 

IV. VARIANCE ANALYSIS. 

After all the considerations discussed in the previous section, it was 
decided to sub-stratify all game attendance data into the following 108 
basic cells - 12 for no-TV colleges and 96 for TV colleges. 

TABLE 8 

CLASSIFICATION OF GJ\i.VIE VARIABLES 

All Colleges 

Size 
Weather 
Game Att~activeness 

Total sub-classes - no TV 

TV Colleges Only 

TV Saturation 
TV Competition 

Total sub-classes TV 
Total sub~classes all colleges 

No. Sub-Classes 

~ times 
2 times 

12 

2 
4 

% 
lo8 

times 

times 

Sub Class Names 

"Large11 - "1fodium" - 11Small" 
HFa.vorable" - "Unfavorable" 
11~ore11 & 11Less 11 attractive 

"Heavy" - 11Moderate11 

"Blackout" -"Local1'-"Regional tt 
-- · 11Non Regional11 
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~ explained in the previous section, it was further possible to 
eliminate the two weather classes, and to combine 11Local" and "Regional" 
telecasts into one group. Thus the final tabulation was based on six groups 
for No-TV and 36 classes for TV colleges -- a total of 42 basic classifica-
tion cells. · 

l. Analzsis of Size, Game Attractiveness and Overall TV Effects. 

The following table indicates how the completed 1049 home game re­
ports which were submitted to NORC in 1951 were distributed according to 
the 42 basic cells. 

TABLE 9 

NUMBER OF 1951 GAMES INCLUDED IN ATTEND.ANCE .ANALYSIS 
BY SELECTED GAME VARIABLES 

No TV Colleges 

More attractive games. • • • • • • 
Less attractive games ••••••• 

TV Colleges- More Attractive Games 

Blackout - High Saturation • . • 
Moderate Saturation 

Regional - High Saturation • • 
Moderate Saturation 

. .. 

. -
• • 
• • 

Non-Regional - High Saturation • • 
Moderate Saturation • • 

TV Colleges ... Less Attractive Games 

Blackout - High Satura.tion • • • • 
Moderate Saturation • • 

Regional - High Sa,turation • • 
Moderate Saturation 

Non-Regional - High Saturation 
Moderate Saturation 

• • 
• • 
. .. 
• • 

Total Games • • • • • • 

Lar~e Medium ~ 

55 70 100 
47 51 97 

40 35 58 
12 12 6 

34 16 42 
4 3 l 

30 10 39 
12 3 

36 28 49 
12 10 9 

13 10 33 
4 

22 14 22 
-1. -2 
328 265 456 

~ 

225 
195 

133 
30 

92 
8 

79 
15 

113 
31 

56 
4 

58 
_1Q 

1049 

As can be seen from the above table, there are too few moderate 
saturation games in the smallest cells to compute separate TV variable ef­
fects. As will be described later, however, by collapsing the TV compe• 

J titian variables, we can get an overall measure of TV saturation"' 

The following table summarizes the variance of college football at­
tendance by size, attractiveness and the availability of TV in an area. 



- 17 -

TABLE 10 

V .ARIANCE ANALYSIS OF 19.51 COLLEGE FOOTBALL ATTENDANCE 
BY SIZE BY ATTRACTIVENESS BY AVAILABILITY OF TV 

Main Effects 

Game attra.ctiveness 
TV ... No TV va.ilability 
Size of college 

Interactions 

Attractiveness vs. TV-No TV 
Attractiveness vs. size 
Size vs. TV - No TV 

Unexplained Va~isnce 
I 

~ 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

1 
1 
2 

1 
2 
z 

1039 

1048 

Mean 
Squares 
512,604 
104,868 
14,224 

553~212 ** 272,538 ** 14,380 * 
2,688 

"F" Ratio l) 

** .190.7 

** 39.0 

* .5.3 

205.8 
101.4 

5.4 

-
1) An 11F" ratio with one asterisk (*) is significant at the. 5% level 

(F.05 : 3.9) .• 

.An 11F11 r atio with two asterisks ( **) is significant at the 1% or 
better level (F.Ol: 6.7). 

2. Blackout - · Effect. 

A simplified 2X2 proportional analysis was used for each size of col­
lege group to determine the effects of different types of T\T competition. 
Table 11 S'Unlinarizes these results for the "Blackout 11 ef.f ect. 

. In terms of differences in "Blackout" average attendance ratios, 
·Table 12 also confirms the general lack of blackout effects. 

TABLE 12 

ATTENDANCE DURING TV COMPETITION AND BLACKOUTS 
1951 

Percent of "Expected" Attendance 

1) Actual 

.. 

11Blackouts11 TV Competition Difference 

Size of Colle~e 

Large. • • • • • aa.2 94.4 6.2 
Medium • · • • .. • 85~9 90 • .5 .5.4 
Small •• • • • • 89.9 1a.9 11.0 

1) All games played in TV areas without TV competition are 
classified as "blackouts 11 in this table. 

Possible 
Difference 

Due to Chance 
(P,...oS) 

11,8 
18.6 
12.0 
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TABLE ll 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF 1951 COLLIDE FOOTBALL ATTENDANCE 
BLACKOUT - EFFECT 

Large Colleges 

Game attractiveness. •· . " . • • 
"B.0. 11 vs TV competition ••• • • 
Interaction. • • • • • • • • • • 
Unexplained variance • • • . . • 

:t:fedium Colleges 

Game attre.ctiveness. • . ·• . • • 
"B.0. 11 vs TV competition . • . ' Interaction. • • • . • . • . • • 
Unexplained variance . • • • • • 

Small Colleges 

Grune attractiveness. • • • 
11B.0. 11 vs. TV competition ..... 
Interaction. • • • • • • • • • • 
Unexplained variance • • • • • • 

Degrees 
of Freedom 

l 
1 
1 . 

222 

1 
1 
1 

140 

1 
1 
1 

255 

Mean Square 

111,080 
2,15S 
1,329 
1,992 

61,121 
731 

2,238 
3,129 

92,646 
7,828 
1,680 
2,44.3 

t1F11 Ratio 

** 55.8 
l.l 
.7 

"* 19.5 
.2 
.7 

'** 37.9 
* 3.2 

.7 -
l) An 11F11 ratio with one asterisk (*) is significant at the 7% level 

(F.0$::: ).9). 

An 11F11 ratio with two asterisks (**) is signifiqant at the 1% level 
or better (F.01;; 6.8). 

3. Regional or Non-Regional Telecasts. 

1) 

For the reasons mentioned in the text of the report, no significant 
differences are noted in competitive effects of regional and non-regional 
telecasts among large and small colleges. While medium colleges do barely 
meet the S% test of significance, only a s:rMJ.l number of games were available 
for comparison, i.e., 29 regional and 30 non-regional games. With s• few 
cases · it is more than likely that the observed difference in attendance is 
due to the chance variations in TV-area saturation and in the relative at~ 
tractiveness of the telecast games which were not controlled. Table 13 
indicates the variance analysis, 8nd Table 14 shows the differences in 
average regional and non•regional ratios. 



- 19 -

TABLEU 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF 1951 COLLEGE FOOTBALL ATTEND.ANGE 
REGIONAL VS. NON REGIONAL TELECASTS 

Degrees 
of Freedom Mean Square 

1} 
Large ColleEies 

Gmne attractiveness. . • • • • • l 49,946 
Regional vs. non-regional. • • • l 2,148 
Interaction. • • •• • • • • • • l 41 
Unexplained variance • • • • • • 122 2,209 

2) 
Medium Colle~es 

Grune attr~.cti veness. • • • • • • l 28,669 
. Regional vs. non-regional. •• • 1 12,132 
Inte!'action. • • • • • • - • • • 1 449 
Unexplained variance • • •• • • 55 2,723 

1) 
Small Colle~es 

Game attractiveness. • . . . • • • 1 62,~18 
Regional vs. non-regional. • • • l 1,951 
Interaction. • • . .. • • •. . • • 1 202 
Unexplained vari.~nce • • • • • • 133 2,211 

"F" Ratio 

** 22.6 
l.O 

-
** 10.5 
* 4.5 

.2 
~--

** 28.1 
.9 
.1 

1) An 11F11 ratio with one asterisk ( *) is significant at the 5% level 
(F.o5 = 3.9). 

An "F" ratio with two asterisks (**) is significant at the 1% level 
{F .Ol: 6.8). 

2) An "F" ratio with one asterisk (*) is significant at the 5% level 
(F .OS : 4.0). 

An "F" ra.tio with two asterisks (*I~) is significant at the 1% level 
(F.01: 7.1). 

T.ABLE 14 

ATTENDANCE DURING REGIONAL ANn NON•REGIONA1 TELECASTS 
1951 

Percent of 11Expeoted11 Attendance 

Size of College 

Large. • .. • • 
Medium •••• 
.small ••••• 

• • 
• • 
• • 

. •· 
• • . .. 

Non-
Re~ional Regional 

91.8 100.2 
105.3 76.7 
83.9 76.3 

Possible 
Difference 

Actual Due to Chance 
Difference {P- .OSl 

8.4 16.7 
28.6 27.8 
7.6 16.o 
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4. TV-Saturation Effects. 

In the main attendance analysis it was not possible to utilize the 
TV saturation vari~e. In most. cells, there were fewer than 10 games 
available for comparison. By combll.ing all types of TV competition, how­
ever, it is possible to get an overall meaEure of the effect of TV satura­
tion. As indicated in Ta.bles l.5 and 16, there is a significantly greater 
TV effect in highly saturated areas for large and medium colleges. In 
the cDse of small colleges, no effect was measurable due to the small number 
of cases, i.e., there were only 16 games reported in moderately saturated 
are!'l.s. 

TABLE 15 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF 1951 COLLEGE FOOTBALL ATTENDANCE 
TV-Ji.REA SATURATION 

Large Colleges 

Degrees 
of Freedom 

Game attractiveness. • • • • • • • 1 
High vs. moderate saturation •• • l 
Interaction. • • • • • • • • • • • l 
Unexplained variance • • • , • • • 222 

Medium Colleges 

Game a.ttractiveness. • • • • • •• 
High vs. moderate saturation ••• 
Interaction. • , • • • • • • • • • 

·Unexplained variance • • • • • • .. 

Small Colleges 

Game attractiveness. • • • • • 
High vs. moderate saturation • 
Interaction. • • • • • • • • • 
Unexplained variance • • • • • 

• t 

• • 
• • 
• • 

1 
1 
l 

140 

l . 
l 
l 

255 

Mean Sguare 

120,100 
32,515 

930 
1,817 

56,504 
78,.0.50 

14 
2,625 

87 ,599 
489 
345 

2,497 

1) 
"F" Ratio 

** 66,.o 
** 17.9 

·' 

-

** 35.l 
.2 
.1 

1) .An "F" ratio with one asterisk (*) is significe.nt at the 5% level 
(F.05 :: 3.9). 

An "F" ratio with two asterisks (-i*} is significant at the 1% level 
(F,01 : 6.8). 
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TABLE 16 

1951 ATTENDA.l.IJCE IN AREAS OF MODERATE AND HIGH TV SATURATION 

Percent .of 11Expectedtt Attendance 
High 

Saturation 
Moderate Actual Possible Chance 

Sature.tion Difference Diff. (P - .05) 
SIZE 
Size of College 

Large. • • • • • • • 
Redium •••• • •• 
Small. • • • • • • • 

85.o 
75.5 
84.6 

113.7 
132.2 
78.9 

5. Blacked Out Saturdays vs. Non-Saturdays. 

28.7 
56.7 
5.7 

10.7 
17.2 
12.7 

Many colleges during the past season played games on Friday nights and 
other non-Saturday e£ternoort dates when there was al.so no direct TV competi­
tion. The following tables compare attendance on Saturday afternoon black­
out dates with attendance on non-Saturday afternoon periods. 

TABLE 17 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF 1951 COLLEGE FOOTBALL ATTENDANCE 
BLACKED-OUT SATURDAYS vs. NON-SATURDAYS WITHOUT TV 

Main Effects 

Degrees 
of Freedom 

Game attractiveness. • • • • • • • • 1 
Saturday B.O. vs. Non-Saturday • • • l 
Size •••••••• . • • • • • • • • 2 

Interactions 

Game attractiveness x Saturday-
Non-Saturday • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

Game attractiveness x Size • • • • • 2 
Saturday-Non-Saturday x Size • • • • 2 

UnexPlained Vanance 241 

Mean Square 

86,292 
9,900 
1,ll2 

108,496 
52,245 
5,216 

1,733 

npn Ratio 

** 49.8 . 
* 5.7 

.6 

** 62.6 . 
*',(- 30.1 

3.0 

-
1) Im 11F" ratio with one asterisk (*) is significant at the 5% level 

(F.05 : 3.9). 

An 11F11 ratio with two asterisks (~'*) is significant at the 1% level 
(F.01: 6.8). 

1) 
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TABLE 18 

ATI'ENDANCE DURING SATURDAY AFTERNOON 11BLACKOUTS11 

.AND NON-SATURDAY AFTERNOON DATES 
1951 

Percent of "Exuected11 Attendance 
Possible 

Size of College 

Large •••• 
Medium • • • 

. . . . . . 
• • • • • • 

Small. • • • • • • • • • 
All Colleges • • • • • • 

Non-
S at urday 

86.4 
93.9 
93.3 
91.2 

Saturdays Actual Chance 
Blackouts Difference Diff. (P-.05) 

91.2 
70.4 
69.1 
76.9 

4.8 
23.5' 
24.2 
l4.3 

10.6 
10.6 
10.6 
l0.6 

Table 19 indicates the estimated number of paid admissions at regular 
college football games during the 1951 season. 

TABLE 19 

ESTIMATED 19Si . ATTENDANCE AT NCAA COLLEGES 

Availability Estimated 
Size of Collef;e of TV No Games Attendanc5l 

Large With TV 250 1,165,970 
Without TV' 115 3145~1886 
All large 365 10,62 ,856 

Medium With TV 164 987,014 
Without TV 143 11346.586 
All medium 307 2,333,600 

Small With TV 295 492,120 
Without TV 237 478 1588 
All smpll 532 970, 708 

All with TV •••• • • • • • • 709 8,645,104 
All without TV • • • • • • • • . 495 2i28.5ao60 
All colleges • • • • • • ~ • • 1~204 i.;,930,164 



Conducted by 

· · National Opinion Research Center, University· of ·Chicago 

--~----"-'--~------~--,--=------GAME 
(Home Team) (Vioiting Team) 

Home Team __________ ,---_Visiting Team ________ -,-__ 

3. WAS GAME AT YOUR HOME STADIUM OR IN A NEUTRAL STADIUM? 0 Home 0 Neutral 

IF HOME .STADIUM, GIVE NUMBER OF TEMPORARY SEATS ADDED, IF ANY~--------

8. IF NEUTRAL STADIUM, GIVE NAME AND SEATING CAPACITY~---~-.,----------

4. TOTAL NUMBER OF TICKETS SOLD FOR GAME .......................................... ~-~--------

Total. At"9ate. Sale 

Season tickets 

Other pre-game 

5: WAS THIS GAME TELECAST LOCALLY?. 

6. WAS THIS GAME BROADCAST LOCALLY? 

. 7. WERE ANY OTHER GAMES TELECAST LOCALLY? 

A. IF YES: Which other game was telecast? 

Yes 0 
Yes 0 
Yes 0 

Was WEATHER FAVORABLE OR UNFAVORABLE for ticket sales at gate? 

A .. If unfavorable, indica.te why. (Rain, snow, extreme cold or wind, etc.} 

· Approximate No. of Tickets Sold At: 

Top Price ...................... , ..... ,---~ 

General Admission· Price ___ _ 

No 0 
No 0 
No 0 

0 Favorable 0 Unfavorable 

In relation to the other games on your 1951 home schedule, how would you rank the ATIRACTIVENESS OF THESE 
(;AMES? (Not considering TV competition or weather.) 

Check why more or less attractive: 

More attractive 
Less attractive 

Traditional rivals.... . ................................ .. 
Both teams have good records .................. . 
One team has good record ......................... . 
Teams evenly matched .................................. .. 
Special promotion (Homecoming, 

spot plugs,.etc.) ........................................ . 
Other factors (excluding TV 

broadcasts) Specify .................................. . 

l,Jse other side if necessary for comments on attendance. 

D 
D 

Yes 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D 

D 

D 
D 

No Yes No 
D D D 
D D 0 
D D D 
D D D 

D D D 

D D D 



APPENDIX B 

High School Attendance Analysis 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

In many localities of the U.S., high school football games provide the 
only major sports attraction during the fall season. In other areas where 
there are also college games available, they actively compete with colleges 
£or the attendance of fansM It was decided, therefore, as part of the 1951 
research program, to supplement the college attendance analysis with a study 
of recent trends in paid admissions at high school football games. 

Since very little systematic information has ever been collected on 
high school sports .s.ttendance, it was necess.s.ry to rely very heavily on the 
expert knowledge of Mr. H. v. Porter, executive secretary of the National 
Federation of Sta.te High · School Athletic Associations. Without his complete 
and active participation, this portion of the study would have been im­
possible. 

As in the case of colleges, game attendance reports are used to establish 
the statistical trends, while the college stadium surveys and fan interview 
studies provide some information on the relationship of interest in high 
school and college sports. These special studies, of course, also provide 
information on fan characteristics and attendance decisions for those col­
lege fans who also attend high school games. 

To the extent that it was feasible, the high school attendance analysis 
was made exactly comparable to the college attendance phase. Consequently, 
frequent cross-references will be made in this appendix section to the 
college study, and only differences in the two studies will be described 
here. 

II. GENERAL PROCEOORES. 

1. Selection of a sample of football playing high schools. 

According to the U.S. Office of Education, there are about 24,000 
public high schools and over 3,000 private high schools in the u .. s. Ob­
viously, it was necessary to confine our study to a representative sample of 
these schools. It is interesting to note that three-fourths of all schools 
report enrollments of less than 300, and only 6,ooo public high schools in 
the country have enrollments of 300 or more. Due to limitations of time and 
budget, it was decided to concentrci.te on these larger schools. 

Without a complete listing of high schools, it was impossible to select 
a regular probability sample. Furthermore, a simple random selection would 
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not necessarily provide the most efficient sample design. It must be remember­
ed that this was entirely a voluntary report and that many schools either did 
not play inter-scholastic football, did not charge admissions, or did not keep 
records of their ticket sales. A purely random selection would have resulted 
in a very large non-response and in few complete reports. 

After extensive discussion with high school officials, Mr. Porter as­
sisted us in selecting a purposive sample broadly representative of the larger 
public and private schools, in urban and rural areas with and without TV com­
petition. Questionnaires were a.ctually sent to 255 high schools which were 
members of 29 different football leagues in 19 different states. 

2. Atten,dance Questionnaires. 

On October 23, 1951, a s.eries of questionnaires were 
schools in the sample, reques\ing information ~n all home 
years 1947-1950. As the attadhed Form #311 Gl indicates, 
questions were asked: 

sent to al), high 
games playe'Ci in the 
the following 

a) Student enrollment and stadium capacity for each year. 

b) A list:ing of all home games, by date, time played, number of 
tickets sold, attractiveness of game, and any special factors 
affecting attendance. 

c) Team standing in league at end of season. 

d) Team's season won-loss record. 

. On December 4, 1951, the attached 1951 attendance questionnaire, 
Form #311 G2 was sent to each cooperating high school. In addition to the 
items requested for back yea.rs, this schedule asked for a breakdown of gate, 
season, and other advance ticket sales, a statement for each home game whether 
weather was .favorable or unfavorable for gate sales, 1md whether the game 
was televised or broedcast., As in the case of colleges, several follow-up 
letters and telegrams were sent to each school included in the sample in an 
effort to get a maximum response. Special correction memoranda were sent 
to schools with incomplete or ~uestionable replies, and finally, a number of 
telephone calls were . made to insure a representative panel of schools. 

Due to these intensive efforts, complete reports were received from 124 
schools fot 637 home games in 1951. In genera.l,. as Table l indicates, the 
number of sample schools in each NCAA district are roughly proportional to 
the total number of public high schools in that district. The only significant 
exception is in the Southeast, which was under-represented in our replies. 
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TABLE 1 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF HIGH SCHOOLS INCLUDED IN ATTENDANCE Ji.l.\TALYSIS 

NCAA Percent of Schools Included in SamEle 
District All Schools>~ Number Percent 

1 and 2 (East). • • • • • • 30% 42 34% 
3 (Southeast) • • • ... , . 21 7 6 
4 '(Midwest) •• . • • . • 21 29 23 
s (West Central). ~ . .. . 8 15' 12 
6 {Southwest) • • • • •· . 7 10 8 
7 (Mountain). .. • • • • 3 3 2 
8 (Pacific) • • . • • . . 10 18 lS 

loo% 124 100% 

* Based on all public high schools with enrollment of 300 or more in 
1946 as listed in the Biennial Survey of Education by the U.S. 
Office of Education, Chapter v. 

In terms of relative size of school, as Table 2 shows, our sample is 
somewhat more heavily weighted with larger schools. The size distribution 
of the sample schools in relation to the availability of TV, however, is 
not unequal, so that any overall bias in this respect could not affect our 
major conclusions. 

TABLE 2 

SIZE OF HIGH SCHOOL INCLUDED IN SAMPLE 

19)1 Percent of Percent of 
Enrollment All Schools-::- Sam.ele 

Less thar. i ,ooo 75 53 
l,000-2,499 22 45 
2,500 and up 3 2 

* Based on all public high schools with enrollment 
of 300 or more in 1946 as listed in the Biennial 
Survey of Education by the U .s. Office of Educe.tion, 
Chapter v. 
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All schools failing to provide complete attendance reports were asked 
to explain why. Of the 131 schools f8.iling to complete their game reports, 
only 17 were completely non~cooperative and did not answer any of our in ... 
qu1r1es. Most of the other schools explained that they did not have ade­
quate records or staff to compile the answers. In the case of those schools 
submitting incomplete reports but not specifying any particular reasons for 
doing so, it may be presumed that lack of clerical assistance generally pre­
vented complete cooperation. Table .3 summarizes the reasons for incomplete 
cooperation. 

TABLE 3 

RESPONSE OF HIGH SCHOOLS INCLUDED IN SAMPLE 

Number 

Submitted complete reports. • • • •••• 124 
No records or staff to compile answers. • 56 
Wo rea.sons given, but incomplete reports. 44 
Discontinued football • • • • • • • • • • 14 
Non-response. • • • • • • • •. • • • • • • 17 

Total •••• m 

III. GP.ME VARIABLES. 

Percent 

49 
22 
17 
6 
6 

100~ 

All high school game variables are defined in the same way as the com­
pa.ra.ble college variables. A complete description of these attendance 
factors is included in Appendix A, Part III. Likewise, as in the case of 
colleges, all attendance data are in terms of pe.id a.dmissions and the 
effects of weather are elimine,ted prior to statistical tabulations. 

In the ce.sc o:f high schools; however, the number of game variables in­
cluded in the variance analysis was considerably reduced due to the small 
number of schools and games for which complete data were available. It was 
necessary to collapse TV saturation and type of TV competition.. Four sub­
groups were used for schools without TV competition, and only six groups 
for TV schools. Ta.ble 4 indicates the distribution of the 637 games among 
these 10 classificetions. 



TABLE 4 

DISTRIBUTION OF 1951 HIGH SCHOOL GJJ1ES BY GAME VAHIABLES 

No TV Areas 

TV 

More a.ttractive -- Saturday afternoon• • • 9 
Non-Sat. afternoon. • • 149 

Less attractive - ... Saturday afternoon. • • 13 
Non-Sat. a.fternoon. • • 138 

Areas 

More attractive -- Saturday blackout • • • 18 
Non-Sat. blackout • • • 130 
Saturday telecasts. • • 46 

Less attractive Saturday blackout • • • 16 
Non-Sat. blackout • . • 88 
Sat• Telecast • • • • . 30 

Total All Areas • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

TOTAL 

309 

Table 5 prBsents the regional distribution of the sample high schools 
with and without TV competition. 

TABLE 5 

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF HIGH SCHOOLS 
INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 

NCAA 
District TV lire as No TV Areas 

1 - New England. • . ,. . 4 4 
2 - Middle Atlantic. • .. 32 2 
3 - Southeast. • . . • • 7 .__ 
4 - Midwest. • . . . . • 19 10 
5 - West Central * . .. • $ 10 
6 - Southwest. . . . • • .... 10 
7 - Mountain . . . • -- 3 
8 ... Pacific. • . • • • • ~ 17 

Total. • • ~ 

Total -
8 

34 
7 

29 
15 
10 
3 

18 
124 
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rv. V .ARIANCE ANALYSIS. 

Simple 2 X 2 proportional analysis were used to measure the high school 
TV effects. Table 6 presents the major variance analysis findings. 

TABLE 6 

ANALYS].S OF V P..RIANCE OF 1951 HIGH SCHOOL FOOTBALL ATTENDANCE 

Degrees of 
Variables: Freedom Mean Square npn Ratio 

Availa.bili ty of TV 
Grune attra.cti veness. • .. . . • 1 194,729 ** 82.4 

·TV vs. No TV • . • • . • . . • 1 66,912 *''l- 28.J 
Interaction. • • . . • • . • • 1 4,149 1.8 
Unexplained variance • . • . • 633 2,362 -

Blackout Effects 

Game attractiveness. • • • • • 1 67,427 ** 30.8 
Blackout vs. TV.·· . • . • • • 1 11,012 * 5.o 
In;teraction. • • • . • • • • • 1 181 .1 
Unexplained variance • . • . • 324 2,191 

Da;'!: of Geme 

Game attrectiveness. • • • . • 1 54,292 ** 21.5 
Saturday blackout vs. Non-

Saturday • . • . . • • 1 3,631 1.4 
Inte r Hct ion. • • • • • . . • • 1 1,873 .1 
Unexplained vari.ance • • . • • 248 2,530 -
* An 11F11 ratio with one ( *) asterisk is significant at the 5% level 

(F.05: 3.9). 

*")} An 11F11 ratio with two ( ~<-i~) asterisks is significant at the 1% level 
(F.Ol-;: 6.7). 

In terms of differ ences in attendance averages, Table 7 summarizes the 
actual averages and their fiducial limits. 



TAB:i;,E 7 

ANALYSIS OF 1951 HIGH SCHOOL FOOTBALL ATTENDANCE 

{Attendance expressed as percent of 11 expected"attendanee, 
based on 1947 ... 48 average for each school) 

Availability of TV 

More Less 
Attractive Attractive 

No TV. • • • • • • •· • • • • . • • 124.6 83.0 
TV • • • • • • • • • • . • . . . . 98.5 69.4 

Difference 1) • • • • . . • 26.l 13.6 

1) A difference greater than 7.6 is significant (P: .oS). 

Blackout • • • • . 
TV competition . • 

Difference 

Effects of Blackouts 

• . • . • . . • . . • • • • • . 
2) • " • • • • • 

1) 

102.0 
86.8 

1$.2 

72.0 
60.4 

11.6 

Total 

104.3 
86.6 

17.7 

1) Games played, on non-Saturday dates without TV are also con­
sidered "blackouts.n 

2) Difference greater than 10.S is significant (P = .OS). 

Saturday vs. Non-Saturday Blackouts 

Non-Saturday. • • • • . . • • • • 104.2 72.2 91.0 2> 
Saturday blackouts. • . . . . . • 86.4 ~ ~ 

Difference l} • . . • . • • 17.8 1.6 11.l 

l) A difference greater than 13.4 is significant (P : .0$). 

2) Only 16 less attractive and 18 more attractive games available 
for comparison. 

Table 8 indicates the trend in high school attendance compared to the 
pre-television base. 



Year 

1949. • • • • 

1950. • • • • 

1951. . • .. • 
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TABLE 8 

HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDANCE TRENDS COMPARED 
TO PRE-TELEVISION B.ASE YEARS 1947-1948 

Percent of 11Elcpected11 Attendance 

Total TV No TV TV Differential -
• • • • • • • • 107.7 100.7 112.4 11. 7 

• • • • • • • • 99.2 90.9 107.9 17.0 

• • • • • • . • 95.2 85.5 lo6.o 20.5 

Table 9 indicates the trend in student enrollment for high schools 
with TV competition and those without it. As can be seen, schools in TV 
areas report a slight drop in enrollment, while schools outside of TV 
areas report very little change. While these opposite trends contribute 
to the TV differential, they are only a minor cause. I.E., in 1951, 
the TV differential was 20.5 percent, while the enroll.ment differential 
is only two percent. 

TABLE 9 

STUDENT ENROLLMENT IN SJ\MPLE HIGH SCHOOLS 

Percent Change from 1947-1948 

Year Total TV l'ireas No TV Areas -
1949. • • • • • • • • • • ., • • ...2.2 -4.3 1.5 

1950. • • • • • • • • • . • • • -1.3 -3.0 1.6 

1951. • • • • • • • • • • • • • - .7 -1.5 .5 
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APPENDIX C 

ln both of the earlier NORC reports on the effects of television on 
college football attendance, it was pointed out that per$onal interviews 
with an adequate sample of football fans would be needed to explain the 

· "howu and the nwhy" of the adverse TV effects discovered in the atten-
dance analysis. 

The statistical study of attendance reports for the 1950 and earlier 
season$ revealed that, over-all, the colleges exposed to TV competition 
had poorer attendance trends. But such data could not explain the :illlpact 
of TV on the individual set-owner, the factors underlying decisions to 
attend or not to attend particular games or the differential effects of 
television on different types of fans. 

In planning the 1951 research, therefore, it was early agreed that 
a substantial part of the total budget would be apportioned to personal 
interview studies, in which a cross-section of fans would be questioned 
about their past attendance behavior, their interest in football and 
their TV-viewing habits. 

The carrying out of such a survey on a national scale was discarded 
for a number of reasons: the number of interviews in any one city would 
be insufficient to perniit generalizations about that area, and the 
nature of football attendance was subject to such large local variations 
that national averages would have little practical usefulness. In any 
national survey, too, many of the interviews would be unproductive for 
such reasons as an absence of attendance opportunities in the area.. 

It was thus decided to restrict the interviewing to the fans of one 
or more specific areas. Originally, we had hoped to conduct such sur­

veys in four types of areas all located within range of television: one, 
a large metropolitan area containing a number of colleges; two, a smaller 
metropolitan area containing only one major college; three, a large 
city with no major local college, where most of the attendance involves 
travel to other cities; and four, a small city or town containing a 
major college and drawing much of its attendance from other areas. 

Cost considerations ultirnatoly persuaded us to restrict the inten- · 
slve personal interviewing to only two areas, and the two selected were 
Boston and Pittsburgh. Boston was chosen as representative of many large 
metropolitan areas, containing a number of major and minor colleges, 
where TV 11 saturation11 was heavy and attendance trends had been particu­
larly poor. Pittsburgh was thought to be representative of s:illlilar areas 
where only one major college accounted for the great majority of total 
attendance. 

It was realized, of course, that those two areas - or, for that 
matter, any two areas - could not be regarded as 11 typical'1 of all situa­
tions, and that purely local factors could easily influence maey of the 
findings. This fact must always be borne in mind in evaluating the 
Boston-Pittsburgh r esults. It is our mm feeling that most of the major 
findings we report from those two surveys can be applied equally to other 
areas, but each reader must judge for hirnseif the degree to which the 
Boston-Pittsburgh data fit his own cornmuni ty. 

- 1 ... 
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The Sample 

Once Boston and PittsbUrgh had been decided upon, the next question 
was: Who qualifies as a 11fan11 ? To what group should we restrict our 
interviewing? 

Since our major concern was the effect of TV on attendance, we de­
cided not to include those people who take an interest in·college foot­
ball, but who never attend a game. Though television might affect the 
interest of such 11 fans11 , it could not affect their attendance except 
possibly in the distant future. 

On the-other hand, since it was assumed that a large part of col­
lege football attendance was contributed by persons with only a marginal 
interest in the game, we did not want to restrict our interviewing 
solely to those fans who were regular attenders. One of our hypotheses, 
later demonstrated in the data, was that TV effects operate most 
strongly on those with less interest in the game. In this regard, we 
did not want to exclude any person who used to attend but who may have 
recently substituted watching a game on TV for actual attendance. Our 
definition of 11 fan11 , for purposes of the Boston-Pittsburgh study, was 
anyone who had attended a colle e football game during the four ears 
19 7- O. This four-year period coincided with our attendance data, and 
included the two earlier years, when no TV effects were observed, and 
the two later years, when they became quite marked in these two areas. 
It was realized that this definition would give us a number of 11 accidcn­
tal attenders" who took little or no interest in the game, _but since 
such individuals make up a portion of the attendance at ev.ery game, it 
was necessary to include them in the sample. 

It was further decided to include in our survey not only the central 
cities of Boston and Pittsburgh, but the adjacent suburban connnunities 
making up the metropolitan area. In such large metropolitan districts, 
the line between city limits and suburbs is usually artificial, and the 
whole area may be regarded as a relatively homogeneous TV reception area. 

In order to find a random sample of such past attenders in the two 
areas, UP'..vards of 4,000 telephone calls were made in Boston and 2,500 in 
Pittsburgh. It had previously been ascertained from the national survey 
th.::,t a high correlation exists between telephone ownership and college 
football attendance; only 7% of non-tclcph0 ne-ovrncrs had attended a 
gc.une in 1950 and 73% l:k;d never attended. The omission of persons not 
listed in the phone book, therefore, could not have seriously distorted 
the results, while their inclusion would have meant a costly and time­
consuming process of selection. · 

The phone numbers to be called were taken in systematic fashion 
from the pages of metropolitan area telephone directories arranged alpha­
betically by streets. A sampling unit of 20 or 25 consecutive names was 
called along one street on every "n'th11 page of the directory starting 
with every "k'th11 position on the sample page. The street-address direc­
tories and the clustering of names elong particular streets were decided 
on, in order to reduce tho time and costs involved in interviewing a 
purely random sample of individuals scattered over the entire motropo-
li tan area. In any event every rrumber had an equnl probability of 
selection. 
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· Actually, the clusters of calls did produce only single past 
attenders in many areas. In other areas, however - often suburban 
districts inhabited chiefly by college graduates - the clusters of 
calls would produce as many as six or eight fans who met our defini• 
tion • . Cn the average, approximately one call in six turned up someone 
in the household who had attended a college game during 1947-50, and we 
completed the telephoning with about 650 names of attenders in Boston 
and about 400 in Pittsburgh. 

The procedure on the telephone screening wo.s to say: 11 Hello. We're 
making a survey of college football a"ttendance. Has anyone in your 
household ever attended a college football game?" If the answer was 
11No11 , the nrune was crossed off the list and the next ·number called. 

If the answer was "Yes", the person was asked: llAbout how long ago 
was the last time anyone attended?" If the date was 1946 or earlier, 
the interview was discontinued and the next number called. 

If the date was 1947 or later, the person was asked: 11And which 
member of your family went to that game?" If more than cne parson in 
the household had attended, we normally interviewed only the one who 
took the initiative in going; ie., if husband and wife wont together, 
we interviewed only tho husband. If two people in the household had 
attended different games on their own initiative (e.g., two brothers, 
father and son, etc.), we interviewed both. · 

Names of individuals who appeared to qualify for the personal 
interview were then transcribed, and their addresses and phono numbers 
given to interviewers. 

Despite the effor-t;.;g.in the preliminary telephone interview to make 
clear that we were referring only to college football attendance during 
the years 1947-50, it was inevitable that some of tho calls produced 
false information. A wife, answering for her husband., would tell us he 
had attended a college game, but when our interviewer called, we would 
find that actually it had beon a professional game; or, on socond thought, 
tho fan would remember that it wasn't in 1948 but in 1945 thnt ho had 
attended his last game. 

When all such names were discarded, and when we abandoned efforts to 
interview those who refused to bo interviewed or who could never be found 
at homo, we had less than 600 interviews 'tdth qualified attenders in 
Boston and under 400 in Pittsburgh. Refusals were generally low, 
because of tho high interest of most respondents in tho subject matter 
of the interview, and at least three calls were made on each person who 
refused in an effort to persuade him to contribute his answers .. 

Tho Interviewing 

In both cities, tho interviewers were hired and trained by full­
time NORG staff members -- Paul Sheats~ey in Pittsburgh and Dcve Ryan 
in Boston. Once hired and trained, the staff was supervised by local 
porsonnel -- Drusilla Reuschcll in Pittsburgh and Letitia Phillips in 
Boston. 
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The interviewing began on September 20, 1951, and while every 
effort was made to complete it by Saturday, September 29, the first 
day of the local football season, only 64% of the interviews had been 
collected in Boston by that time, and 73% in Pittsburgh. The inter­
viewing was thus continuecl into the follciving week, with the question­
ing in these later interviews made retroactive to pre-season intentions 
and behavior. 

The interview itself covered the following topics: 

Last game attended, reasons for attending_, number in party, 
date of ticket purchase, method of travel. 

Attendance history during the years 1947-50, with reasons 
from infrequent attenders for their failure to attend more 
often. In obtaining the attendance history, interviewers 
had with them a list of all local games played during the 
years in question and encouraged the respondent to utilize 
any available means of correct recall. 

Usual Saturday afternoon activities during the Fall season. 

Attendance intentions during 1951 and reasons therefor. 

Interest in college football: manner in which it arose, 
reasons for any decline in interest, particular teams fol­
lowed most closely, with reasons; degree of interest among 
friends, associates and other members of the household. 

Interest and attendance at high school and professional 
games. 

Radio listening to college football: frequency, and interest 
in particular games vs. generalized interest. 

TV ownership and length of same, channels available with 
degree of clarity of reception of each, hours spent watching 
TV during past weekend. 

for non-TV-owners: expectations of purchase and reasons for 
sa.11e, degree and type of TV-viewing elsewhere. 

TV-viewing of college games during 1950 (interviewers again 
had a list of all those gan;es telecast locally), and expec­
tations of viewing during 19.51. 

I\nowledge of the NCAA plan for restricted telecasting. 

Attendance at other sports during the past year, and interest 
in other sports on television. 

Background data on each fan, including: length of residence 
in area, family composition, automobile ownership, occupation, 
education, with particular re£erence to college attachment, 
age, sex, economic level, race, and place of residence within 
the area .. 
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This detailed personal interview took 30-35 minutes to complete, 
on the average. Interviewers' biggest difficulties were the fact that 
callbacks were often' necessary when the respondent failed to keep an 
appointment and, since so many of the fans were men, that most of the 
interviewing had to be done during the evenings or weekends. On the 
other hand, almost all fans were highly interested in the questionnaire 
and, according to the interviewers, gave serious thought to their 
answers. 

The Callbacks 

The same interviewers who conducted the personal intervie1-ts made 
weekly telephone calls to their respondents throughout the 1951 foot­
ball season. These calls began on Honday, October 1, and continued 
through the week following the football games played on November 24. 

The form of questioning on these calls was always identical, and 
covered the following matters: 

Saturday afternoon activity, with particular reference to 
{a) attendance at sports events, movies or other entertain­
ment, (b) radio listening, and (c) TV-viewing. 

Friday night, Saturday night and Sunday activity, again 
with particular reference to sports attendance, radio lis~ 
tening and '.IV-viewing. 

In general, each respondent was called nine times during the 
season and asked to account for his activity on each of the football 
weekends; but occasionally, when the respondent could not be reached 
during a given week, two or more weekends would be covered in the 
same· call. 

Some loss from the panel during the nine weeks was not unexpected, 
of course, as respondents died, moved away, or refused to cooperate any 
longer. At the conclusion of the season, complete data on each of the 
nine weekends had been obtained from 511 respondents in Boston and 
from 331 respondents in Pittsburgh. 

The Analysis 

Most of the significant findings have already been presented in the 
body. of the text or as text tables. In addition, there are literally 
hundreds of cross-tabulations which were prepared during the course of 
the analysis. Since the mere liGting of each of these tables would 
require a considerable amount of space and would be of interest to only 
a few persons, it was decided to present only a few of the more impor• 
tant additional tables here, and to indicate the further detail which 
is available in l'J.0.R.C. files. Unless otherwise specified, all tests 
of sicnificance are cm..;.square tests of homogeneity. 
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Table 1 describes TV ownership by sex. In the case of Boston, 
the proportion of male owners is much greater than male non-owners; 
but in Pittsburgh the differences are not significant. 

TABLE 1 

TY CWNERSHIP BY SEX 

Boston 1) 
All Fans Own TV Not Ctm TV 

Male. • • 75% 
Female. • 25 
Total 100% 

80% 
20 

100% 

67% 
33 

100% 

Pittsburgh 2) 
All Fans own TV Not Own TV 

76% 
24 

100% 

73% 
21 

100% 

77% 
23 

100% 

1) In less than l case out of 100 could this difference be due to 
chance. 

2) In about 60 cases out of 100 differences as great as those ob• 
served could be due to chance. 

Age 

TV ownership among attenders does not vary greatly by age. 

TABLE 2 

TV OWNERSHIP BY AGE 

Boston Fi ttsburgh 1) 
Age All Fans TV No TV All Fans TV No TV 

Under 17. • • 3 3 2 4 5 s 
18 - 22 • . . 13 13 Hr. 9 8 11 
23 - 29 • 23 20 26 24 20 29 
30 - 39 • . . 32 34 28 29 33 21 
40 - l.19 ••• 13 15 11 21 21 20 
50 & older. 16 15 19 13 13 14 
Total l05jb 100% 100% 100% W0% 100% 

1) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 40 cases 
out of 100. 
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Economic Level 

TV owners are consistently among the upper income groups. 

TABLE 3 

TV OVJNERSHIP BY ECCNOMIC LEVEL 

Boston ·l) Pittsbur~h 
Economic All All 
Level Fans 'IV No 'IV __.__ Fans TV No TV 

Upper 39 39 40 50 52 L.7 
Middle 57 59 .5.1 47 46 47 . 
Lower _lL 2 --2... _i_ 2 6 

Total 100% . 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

1) In less than 1 case out of 100 could the observed difference: 
be due to chance. 

Education 

An analysis indicates that more non owners went to college. 

TABLE 4 

TV OWNER.SHIP BY COLLEGE EDUCATICN 

Boston l) Pittsburgh 2) 
Total TV No TV Total TV No TV 

Went to college 59 54 
_M_ 

58 
~ 

52 
48 

67 
..]l_ Not go to college .J±!_ 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

1) The observed difference could have occurred by chance in only 
7 cases out of 100. 

2) The observed difference could have occurred by chance in less 
than l case out of 100. 
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Occupation 

More professional people who attend football games do not own TV 
sets.. This, of course, is correlated with the above finding that more 
of them went to college. 

TABLE 5 

TV OWNE;RSHIP BY OCCUPATICN 

Boston l) Pi ttsbur~h 2) . 
Occupation Total TV No TV Total TV No TV 

Professional 22 
1 

Clerical, sales 19 
Proprietors, mgrs., 
etc. 13 

Other ~ 

18 
21 

13 
J&.. 

29 
13 

13 
. L.S 

22 
23 

10 
..1§... 

19 
25 

12 
..l!!L 

27 
21 

s 
Jil_ 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

1) Differences are significant at the 1% level 

2) Differences are significant at the 20% level. 

2. Overall Attendance T~~ by TV Ownership 

The following tables indicate the over~ll annual attendance trends 
from 1947 - 1951. While there are no significant differences by TV 
ownership, the data are presented as indicative of the pattern of 
game attendance. In a subsequent section, when age, sex and interest 
in college football are controlled, some TV ownership variations are 
observed. 

Number of games 
Attended 

0 
1 
2 

3-4 
5-up 

Total 

TABLE 6 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF BOSTON 
FANS BY NUNBER OF GAMES ATTENDED 

1947 - 1948 l) 

All 
2!£_ups No TV TV - less 2 ;zrs. 

24 23 28 
21 23 20 
18 20 1.5 
15 13 16 
22 21 21 

100% 100% 100% 

TV - 2 Y'f:S·- up 

22 
20 
19 
16 

..&. 
100% 

1) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 85 cases 
out of 100. 
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1949 2) 

Number of games All 
Attended Groups No TV 

-·· TV - less 2 yrs. TV - 2 yrs.- up 

0 29 29 32 27 
1 20 17 19 25 
2 15 11 16 18 

3.,..4 9 10 8 9 
5-up .2J_ _11._ 25 21 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

2) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 20 cases 
out of 100. 

Number of games 
Attended 

0 
1 
2 

3-4 
5-up 

Total 

All 
Groups 

36 
25 
13 
18 

8 

100% 

1950 3) 

No .TV TV - less 2 yrs. TV - 2 y_rs .... up 

3lt 40 34 
28 23 2L~ 
14 14 12 
18 16 19 

6 _l 11 

100% 100% 100% 

3) Observed differences could have occurred. by chance in 70 cases 
out of 100. 

1951 4) 

Number of games All 
Attended Groups No T'V TV - l ess 2 yrs. TV - 2 yrs,.- u;e 

0 61 61 61 61 
1 21 22 22 18 
2 8 8 7 11 

3-4 7 5 9 7 
5-up _3 _J±_ 1 _]_ 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

4) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 80 cases 
out of 100. 



Number of games 
Attended 

0 
1 
2 

3-L~ 
5•up 

Total 
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TABLE 7 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PITTSBURGH 
FANS B'I NUMBER OF GAMES ATTENDED 

1947 - 1948 l) 

All 
Groups No TV TV - less 2 ~rs. 

22 24 16 
26 26 24 
16 13 20 
15 13 18 
21 ~ 21 

100% 100% 100% 

TV - 2 yrs.- up 

29 
33 
16 

8 
..1E_ 

100% 

l) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 10 c~ses 
out of 100. 

1949 2> 

Number of games All 
Attended Groups No TV TV - less 2 ~rs. TV - 2 yrs.- up 

0 33 33 31 37 
l 32 28 3.5 35 
2 15 16 16 10 

3-4 10 9 11 12 
5 ... up 10 ..& 8 6 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

2) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 50 cases 
out of 100. 

1950 3) 

Number of games All 
Attended Groups No TV TV - less 2 yrs. TV - 2 yrs.- UE 

0 47 47 50 39 
l 28 27 26 . 35 
2 10 11 8 10 

3-4 10 8 10 12 
5-up -2... _L _£ _J:L 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

3) Observed differences could have occurred by cha.nee in 80 cases 
out of 100• 
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1951 4) 

Number of games 
Attended 

All 
Groups No TV TV - less 2 yrs. TV - 2 yrs.- up 

0 
1 
2 

3-4 
5-up 

Total 

58 
24 
9 
7 
2 

100% 

.58 
23 
9 
8 
2 

.100% 

58 58 
25 25 
8 . 10 
6 7 

-1. 
100% 100% 

4) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 99 cases 
out of 100. 

In parts IV and V of the text of the report, it was observed that 
sex, age and interest in football are highly correlated with TV owner­
ship and attendance; younger men generally have greater interest and 
attendance at football games. $ince our Boston and Pittsburgh owners 
and non-owners differed in these characteristics, it was felt that our 
failure to discover any significant variations in attendance may have 
been due to lack of control of these personal factors. The following 
separate tabulations of attendance were therefore prepared for each 
year, holding these factors constant. 

SERIES I 

TV owners and non-owners. • • •. . " 

Interest in college football. • 

Total groups 

.SERIES II 

Total owner - interest groups Series I 

Sex • . . . . .. . . . •- . . . . . . . . . . 
Total groups 

SERIES III 

3 groups 
times 

. 3 groups 

9 groups 

9 groups 
times 

2 groups 

18 groups 

Total owner - interest - sex groups ~ Series II • 18 groups 
times 

Age ( U nd~r 40, 40 and up) • • • • • • , • • • • • • 2 grouJZS 

Total groups 36 groups 
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While the average effect of these factors on attendance was con­
firmed, when they were controlled and homogeneous groups were compared, 
no significant TV ownership differences were observed. 

As described in the text, this failure was in part due to the 
following three factors: small n1Jl11ber of cases in each sub group; low 
average attendance and consequent small difference by ownership groups, 
and the ease with which non-owners could and did see TV games. These 
separate tabulations and measures of significance are on file at NORG. 

3. Average Annual Attendance Trends - Sex, Age, Interest Controlled. 

In an effort to secure a sufficient number of cases to permit valid 
comparisons, attendance data for the four years 1947 - 1950 were com­
bined into a single attendance average. Since there were relatively few 
female attenders in the overall sample, and very few cases in the smallest 
sub-class, only attendance data for males could be used in the variance 
analysis. Tables 23 - 25 in the text summarize these findings. 

4. Saturday Afternoon Activity During 1951 Football Season. 

The following tables indicate the average weekly Saturday afternoon 
activity of our sample of attenders during the 1951 season. While TV 
owners and non-owners are presented separately for each interest group 
in all instances, apparent ownership differences could be due to chance. 

TABLE 8 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION SATURD.PS AFTERNOON 
ACTIVITY BY BOSTON OWNERS AND NON-CWNERS 

Sept. 29 - Nov. 24, 1951 

Attenders with 
Very: great interest 

Attended a college game • • • • •• 
Listened to game on radio • • • • • • • 
Watched game on TV • •••••••• 
Did something else. • • • • ..... 

At tenders with 
Some interest 

Attended a college game • 
Listened to game on radio 
Watched game on TV. . . . 
Did somethinr: else. 

I!' 

. . 

. • . . 

Tota1 

. . • . • . • • 
• • . . • . . • 
Total 

TV owners 

11 
15 
21 

-2.L 
100% 

6 
13 
22 
~ 
100% 

Non-owners 

ll 
26 
8 

-2£ 
100% 

6 
28 
5 

61 

100% 
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TABLE 8 (Continued) 

.Attenders with 
Little or no interest 

Attended a college game • • • • • • • • 
Listened to game on radio • • • • • 
Watched game on TV. • • ••• 
Did something else. • • • • • • • 

Total 

All attenders 

Attended a college game • • ••• 
Listened to game on radio • • • 
Watched game on TV. . •••• 
Did something else. • • • • • 

Total 

TABLE 9 

TV owners 

4 
11 
16 

_22._ 

100% 

7 
13 
20 
60 

100% 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTICN SATUF.Di:Y AFTERNOON 
ACTIVITY BY PITTSBURGH GWNERS Al\ID NON-OWNERS 

Sept. 29 - Nov. 24, 1951 

Attenders with 
Very great interest 

Attended a college game • • • • 
Listened to game on radio • • • • 
Watched game on TV. • • • • • • •• 
Did something else. • • • • • • • • 

.Attenders with 
Some interest 

Attended a college game • • • 
Listened to game on radio • • 
Watched game on TV •• 
Did something else. 

.Attenders with 
Little or no interest 

Total 

. . . 

Total 

Attended a college game ••• 
Listened to game on radio • • • • • 
Watched game on TV. 

. . 

. . 

Did something else. • • • • • • • 

Total 

TV owners 

10 
21 
40 

22_ 

100% 

6 
17 
39 

-1§_ 

100% 

4 
10 
31 

...& 
100% 

Non-owners 

5 
20 

2 

-1.l.. 
100% 

7 
25 
5 

_§_ 

100% 

Non-owners 

10 
29 
23 

..].§_ 

100% 

13 
31 
11 

J£.. 
100% 

3 
17 
19 
61 

100% 
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TABLE 9 (continued) 

All attenders 

Attended a college game • • • • • 
Listened to game on radio • • 
Watched game on Ti!. • • • • • • • • 
Did sanething else. • • • • • • • • • • 

Total 

5. High School Attendance 

TV owners 

7 
17 
38 

_.1§_ 

100% 

Non-owners 

9 
26 
18 

_w._ 
100% 

Table 10 indicates the average number of high school games attended 
by our sample of college attenders during the four years 1947 - 1950. 

TABLE 10 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COLLEGE FANS BY AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF HlGH SCHOOL GAMES ATTENDED BACH YEAR 1947-1950 

Boston 

Games 
Attended Non... owners TV owners '.I.'otal 

0 42 32 35 
Less than 1 17 11 13 
1 - 1.9 17 20 19 
2 - 2.9 6 7 7 
3 - 3.9 2 10 7 
4 - L~.9 4 5 5 
5 - up 12 _!L .JdL ~ 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

P:i,.ttsburgh 
Ga.mes 
Attended Non-owners TV owners Total --

0 32 30 31 
Less than 1 12 13 12 
1 - 1.9 12 9 10 
2 - 2.9 13 9 10 
3 - 3.9 9 7 8 
4 - 4.9 10 6 8 
5 - up 12 ..-- 26 21 

Total 100% 100% 100% 



6. Professional Game· Attendance 

Table 11 indicates the professional game attendance of our panel 
of college fans. 

TABLE 11 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COLLEGE FANS BY AVERA.GE 
NUMBER OF PROFESSIONAL GAMES ATTENDED EACH YEAR 1947 - 1950 

Games 
Attended 

0 
Less than l 
1 - 1.9 
2 - 2.9 
3 - 3 .. 9 
4 - 4.9 
5 - up 

Total 

Games 
Attended 

0 
Less than 1 
1 - 1.9 
2 - 2.9 
3 - 3.9 
4 .. 4•9 
5 - up 

Total 

7. Other Data 

No TV 

79 
16 
4 
1 

--
. 100% 

No TV 

41 
28 
13 

8 
4 
2 

__.!!_ 

100% 

Boston 

TV 

67 
19 
9 
3 
1 
l --

100% 

Pittsburgh 

TV 

32 
20 
15 
10 

6 
7 

10 

100% 

Total 

71 
18 

8 
2 
1 

100% 

Total 

35 
23 
14 

9 
6 
5 
8 

100% 

Complete answers to all questions included on the listing on 
· page 4 which have not been given in the text or appendix, are available 
in the files of N.O.R.C. All basic answers were cross-tabulated by TV 
ownership class . 



APPENDIX D 

As noted in Appendix C , it was deemed wiser to invest our inter­
viewing budget in a small number .of surveys of football fans in specially 
chosen areas than in a large-scale national cross-section. Nevertheless, 
it was apparent that national surve3' data would contribute to our under­
standing of the problem at many points in the analysis. 

Such basic information as the proportion of football f ans to the 
population and the fr c.istribution by sex, age, economic level, geograph­
ical region., etc., could be gathered only through a national survey . In 
addition, national survey data would be a useful benchmark against which 
to evaluate the results of the Boston-Pittsburgh and stadiun1 studies. 

Fortunately, a relatively inexpensive means of collectir1g the neces­
sary data from a national cross-section was available in the regular 
monthly surveys which NORG conducts for other purposes on other matters 
of public interest. It was possible, therefore, on an early September 
national survey to add four questions dealing with television and college 
football, and on a late November survey to add six more. 

These regular NORG national surveys are conducted by means of per­
sonal interviews with a representative corss-section of the adult popu­
lation. The pre-season survey was based on 1,292 such interviews and the 
post-season survey on 1,281 different interviews. 

This size of sample, as we have observed in the main body of our 
report, is not large enough to permit detailed analysis of particular 
groups which represent only a small fraction of the population. But it 
is large enough to provide stable national estimates and to permit simple 
breakdowns of the data by two, three or four population groups. 

The interviewing was conducted by NORG ts permanent national staff, 
all of whom hmre been hired and trained personally by our supervisors. 
A modified "quota-type 11 sarnpling procedure was employed, in which inter­
viewers in the large urban areas are assigned to randomly selected block­
si tes from which they fill their quotas according to age and sex, and in 
other areas are assigned quotas of respondents in each of four rental or 
home-value brackets. 

On the pre-season survey, the questions included telephone and tele­
vision ownership; in the case of TV owners, the channels they could 
satisfactorily receive in their area; interest in college football, and 
attendance at college football games, both 11 ever11 and during the preced .. 
ing $eason of 1950. From the routine 11 factual data11 at the end of the 
interview, we ascertained each respondent's occupation, amount of educa­
tion, age, sex, economic level and place of residence• 

These findings were used to define the groups who were interested in, 
and/or attended, college football games; to ascertain, for the purposes 
of our Boston-Pittsburgh.research, that very few football fans lacked 
telephone service, and to obtain some indication of the amount of 11 over­
lap11 in the major TV areas. 

-1-
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The post-season survey obtained the following information: date of 
attendance at last college football game, reasons for not attending 
more frequently, 1951 attendance experience, interest in college foot­
ball, TV mmership and length of same, amount of viewing normally done 
by non-owners, exposure to football telecasts during the 1951 season, 
knowledge of the NCAA experimental plan and attitudes toward it, and the 
extent of feelings of deprivation that particular games had not been 
telecast. Again,.the routine "factual data" on each respondent was used 
in the analysis of the results. 

Data from this post-season survey were coded in terms of each fan's 
actual behavior (attendance, TV-viewing or ne:i,ther) on each Saturday of 
the football season, with special reference in TV areas to the television 
schedule on each particular date. 

The major findings have already been presented in the text of the 
report. Additional information on length of TV ownership, and geographic 
location etc., is available in NORC files. 



APPENDIX E 

SPECIAL STUDIES WITH COOPERATING COLLEGES 

I. Introduction 

This phase of the research program was developed to supplement 
the detailed information obtained from the intensive Boston and Pitts­
burgh interviews and from the national cross-section polls. As noted 
in Appendix C, cost considerations limited the full-scal e area studies 
to only Boston and Pittsburgh. In view of the wide diversity in types 
of fans located in various towns <::nd regions, ho~·rever, it was hoped 
that a number of additional less detailed studies could be obtained by 
college research personnel working in cooperation with N0RC. 

Three types of cooperative sur-1reys were plaI?ned: 
l) Stadium surveys, cons.isting of one-page self-administered 

questionnaires of fans actually attending a game. 
2) Area checks on week-end activity, using a short telephone 

interview with a representative cross-section of all local fans similar 
to the weekly call-backs in Boston and Pittsburgh. 

3) Alumni and Student surveys,consisting of self-administered 
questionnaires to get additional information about these special groups 
of fans. 

In general, the plan was for NC'RC to furnish technical assistance 
.in planning each project and for members of the graduate school or 
teaching staff to be responsible f or collecting and tabulating the data. 
In the case of four schools, however, NCRC personnel, in cooperation 
with the college athletic director s, assumed full responsibility for 
the research, and in most other cases, due to considerations of t ime 
and cost, NORG also did the basic tabulations. 

II. Selection of Colleges 

A number of factors were cnnsidcred in the selection of colleges 
where cooperative projects would be undertaken. In the first place,. 
it was desirable to have representation from as many geographic regions 
as possible. Secondly, for •each cooperating college, stlidies were 
needed of games played during different types of TV competition and 
during blackouts. And to the extent possible, colleges should be 
selected from areas with such attendance variables as: high and moderate 
TV saturation, high school and professional football competition, large 
primary football markets involving considerable tra•rel distance for 
attending fans, etc. 

In early September, all ~thle tic directors were asked to specify 
on the pre-season questionnaire t he names of local r Gscarch personnel 
who might be willing to participate in the research program. In early 
October, a letter outlining the three types of studios was mailed to 
120 NCM1 colleges. After consideration of the criterin listed above, 
cooperative agreements wore concluded with 24 of these schools. He 
wish to thank in particular tho following college personnel who helped 
direct this r esearch:* 

In the case of four schools - Holy Cross, naryland, Northwestern 
and Pittsburgh Univ. - the surveys were conductod by NCRC person­
nel with the cooperation of the athletic directors; in the case 
of UCIJ~, the surveys were conducted by Dr .. Neil Warren and Mr. 
Maxim Goode of the Universit~ of Southern California. 



Allegheny College. • • 
U .s. Military Academy. • • 

Columbia University. 
Cornell University • 

. . . 
Franklin and :Marshall. • • 

Harvard University •••• 
Kentucky University •••• 

}lichigan University •• 
Hinncsota University • 

. . 
Nebraska University. . . . 
New Hampshire Univ. • • • 

Northeastern College • 
Notre Drune Univ •••• 

Oklahoma University •• 

Pennsylvania Univ •• 

Pennsylvania State Col. 

. . 

Southern California Univ•• 

Wayne University • 

Yale University •• 

Miss Cynthia Britten, senior student. 
Major Joseph F.H. Cutrona, .P.ssistant 

Public Information Officer. 
Mr. Thomas Blair, graduate student. 
~Ir. Gordon Streib, Department of 

Sociology and Anthropology. 
Mr. Jerry Neprash, Deaprtmcnt of 

Sociology. 
Mr. Edgar Lo-well, graduate student. 
Dr. E.G. Sulzer, Department of Radio 

Arts. 
Mr. John s. Aird, graduate student. 
Mr. Ralph D. Casey, School of 

Journalism. 
Hr. George s. Round, Director of 
Public Relations .. 
Prof~ Joseph E. Shafer, Department of 

Economics and Business Administration. 
Prof. Edward Willett, Economics. 
Dr. Daniel G. 0 1Grady, Department of 

Psychology and Philosophy. 
Dr. Marshall E. Milligan, Department of 

Business Statistics. 
Prof. Donald F. Blankertz, Department 

of Marketing - Wharton School. 
Doan Carl P. Schott, Physical Education 

and Athletics. 
Dr. Neil Warren, Mr. Maxim Goode, Di;;pt. 

of Psychology. 
Mr. Paul Pentecost, Division of Com­

munity Relations. 
Miss Mildred L. Hackett, Secretary for 

Student Employinont. 

The principal analysis design of tho stadium surveys and telephone 
. area chocks was to study d:l.fferences in the behavior of TV owner and 
non-owner fans under different TV conditions. For this reason several 
colleges which completed surveys of only single games were not utilized 
,in the final tabulotions. 

Unless otherwise specified, the Chi Square (x2) test of homogeneity 
was used to establish significant differences between analytical groups. 
This technique demonstrates uhether any observed difference between two 
groups (st,ch as owners and non-owners) might be due to chance sampling 
fluctuations or whether observed differences reflect actual differences 
in the populations from which the samples are dravm. An observed 
difference is generally considered statistic2lly significant when, by 
the x2 test, we find that the difference could have occurred by chance 
in only five cases out of 100. 
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III. Stadium Surveys 

Data on the characteristics of approximately 2$,000 football 
attenders were secured at 35 ·games of 13 colleges,-~ under a variety of 
television conditions. Table 1 lists these schools and games, as well 
as the TV variables, the weather and the attractiveness ratings of 
each of the games. 

'I:ABLE 1 

STADIUM SuRVEYS 

Percent of.i<-:-'l<-
Questionnaires TV -lh~ Game 

School Games . Returned Situation Attractiveness Weather 

Army Dartmouth 40% N.R. More Favorable 
Columbia 36 B.o. Less Favorable 
Citadel 32 N.R. Less Favorable 

Columbia Dartmouth 25% N.R. Less Favorable 
Navy 15 L More Favorable 
Brown 30 B.O. Less Unfavorable 

Cornell Columbia 7% N.R. More Unfavorable 
Michigari 15 N.R. · More Favorable 

Franklin & Swartl1!llore 52% B.O. More Favorable 
Marshall Wash.&Jeff. 44 L Less Favor2.ble 

Gettysburgh 19 B.Cl. 1''-ore Favorable 

Harvard Dartmouth 35% L Maro Favorable 
Princeton 27 N.R. More Favorable 
Brown 18 s Less Favorable 

Maryland Missouri 15~~ N.R. Less Unfavorable 
N.Carolina St. 34 B.O. More Unfavorable 
Wost Virginia 29 B.O. Less Unfavorable 

Michigan Minnesota 627i B.O. More Unfavorable 
Northwestern 43 N.R. Less Unfavorable 
Ohio State 49 s More Favorable 

Minnesota Indiana 40% N.R. Less Favorable 
Wisconsin 6 B.O. Hore Unfavorable 

New <s Hampshire Maine 70';~ N.R. Moro Favorable 
Vermont 63 L Less Favorable 
Tufts 48 N.R~ Less Favorable 

* This does not include one game of Kentucky University and one game of 
Penn State College and it likewise excludes two Oklahoma Univ. games 
where technical difficulties prevented use of the data. 

~8~- N.R.=non-regional, L=-local, s=sectional or regional, ·B.O.;;;))lackout. 
~*~~* Percentage based on number of questionnaires distributed. 



-4-

TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Percent of 
Questionnaires TV G81ne 

School Game Returned Situation Attractiveness Weather 

Northwestern Wisconsin 39% L More Favorable 
Purdue 46 B.o. Less Favorable 

Pittsburgh Ohio State n.a. * N.R. More Favorable 
West Virginia n.a. B.o. Less Unfavorable 

S. Calif omia. Notre Dame 13% L Less Unfavorable 
T.c.u. 49 B.o. Less Favorable 
u.c.1.A. 25 N.R. More Favo'.r'able 
Stanford 44 B.o. More Favorable 

u.c.L.A. Washington 21% B.o. Less Favorable 
California 6 s. More Favorable 

1. Stadium Survey Procedures 

In general, questionnaires similar to form #311E-l were distributed 
to a 10% random sample of each stadium audience. In most cases ushers 
handed them to every tenth person entering each stadium section. At 
several games, however, local Boy Scouts or students handled the distri­
bution and collection of questionnaires. 

This design was varied somewhat where the total audience exceeded 
L.o,ooo and where sufficient time and research personnel permitted the 
use of a more controlled sampling plan~ For example, at some of the 
larger games every "n"th row in every "k 11th section was sampled. In 
other similar situations, randomized rows in every section were used. In 
every sampling plan, however, every attender had an equal probability of 
selection. 

The average questionnaire return was just under 40% •. To encourage 
returns and to minimize nossible bias in response, announcements were 
made over the public address systerllS during the quarter-and/or half-time 
explaining that a survey of audience chara.cteristics was being conducted 
by the college and urging full cooperation. In order to curcu..mvent the 
nroblem of late arrivers and early leavers as a possible source of bias, 
Questionnaires were generally collected at half time.1H~ 

As described later, comparisons were made of time-ot-ticket....purchase 
reported by tho sample of respondents and the actual control totals of 

* Information is not available on the number of questionnaires 
distributed at t'i1ese games 

~* At Northwestern, it was not feasible to collect the question­
naires at the game, so a pre~folded, stamped, self-addressed 
envelope form was distributed with instructions to drop it in 
a mail box after answering the questions. 
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game ticket sales. Such checks revealed that in most surveys the 
respondents were fairly representative of the stadium sudience. 

2. Analysis Design 

The questionnaires from each game were tabulated separately. 
Student questionnaires were separated from non;_student: 11studcnt11 in 
this case referring only to those resnondents who indicated that they 
were attending either one of the two schools playing in the game. 
This report deals exclusively with the data from non-student question­
naires.·:~ 

The non-student questionnaires were first sorted on the basis of 
the respondent's past attendance trend--his reply that his attendance 
at college football games in 1950 and 151 was 11greatertt, 11 about the 
same", or 11less 11 than it was in the 1947 and 148 football seasons. 
Each of these attendance groupings was then subdivided according to TV 
owne r ship and length of ownership. Wit hin this basic grouping of 
attendance and TV ownership, hand tabulations were prepared on degree 
of interest in college football, time of ticket purchase, number of 
games attended in 1950, whether a football game had been watched on TV 
in 1951, school affiliation, age, and sex. 

The second part of the stadium tabulations involved replies to 
questions on other college football games attended and televiewe.d in 
1951. Each reported attendance or televiewing was tallied according 
to the TV situation (blackout, local, regional and non ... regional telecasts) 
prevailing on the date of the activity in the respondentrs TV area. 

Before tallying, the questionnaires were sorted according to TV owner­
ship and length of OYmership subdivided by type of ticket purchased 
(season, non-season advance, day of game). This further sub classifica. 
tion of fans by type of ticket purchase was necessary if t he influence 
of the different types of TV corn.petition were to be tested. It is 
reasonable to assume that fans with season tickets would attend as 
many home games as possible, without regard to the variations in the TV 
situation. If there is a behavior variation by type of TIT competition, 
it would be manifested by the non-season ticket purchasers and to combine 
them with the season ticket group would only obscure the analysis. 

3. Stadium Survey Results 

Prior to an analysis of the statistical data obtained from the 
stadimn surveys, it is important to have some understanding of the 
possible biases reflected in the so:,mples of respondents. Only one 
partial test of representativeness could be made, since for t he most part 

* The decision .to utilize only the non-student findings was based 
on two considerations. First, opportunities for attendance are 
generally greater arnong students than among non students. Second, 
students'opportunities for televiewing could not be accurately 
determined, Some student s who replied that they owned a t ele­
vision set may in fact have been referring to a TV set in their 
parents t homes and thus not have had a set available during 
football season. , 
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there are no objective data from other sources describing the general 
characteristics of the stadium audience against which the character ... 
istics observed in our sa.npl.~s . could . be compared. 

As indicated previously, a comparison was made of the types of 
tickets bought ey the sample with school records of actual ticket sales. 
In 12 of the 35 games a disproportionate number of season-ticket 
holders were found in the samples. There is no way of determining how 
this bias affected the personal characteristics found in our samples of 
stadium audiences. 

Two techniques were employed to minimize the possible effects of 
this bias. Rather than present separate results for each game, data 
from all of the games of each school were combined into composite 
school results. Tlrus the relative importance of any over weighting 
found in one game would be lessened in the larger size of the merged 
samples. Further, in the analysis of the 19.51 attendances of TV 
owners and non-owners as described in the analysis designs, only the 
data from non-season ticket holders were included. 

Another possible source of bias, not related to the representa ... 
tiveness of the sample, might be mentioned here. Th:i.s is the extent 
to which respondents were aware of the true purpose of the study (as 
one of determining the effects of TV on college football attendance). 
This purpose was not made explicit in t he questionnaires not in the 
stadium announcements; however, it is possible that via general 
publicity or by inference from the survey situation and materials, a 
portion of the fans were aw2..re of the nature of the study. It is 
possible, also, that thi s 11a.warenes s11 bias may have affect ed TV owners 
differently from non-owners, in that owners may have attempted to 
understate any loss in attend&nce. By minimizing the effect of TV, 
they may have thought they would increase t he number of available 
football telecasts. 

One further general precaution which should be considered in 
interpreting the results of stadium surveys is the f act that the data 
are limited necessarHy to only those football fans who actually 
attended games during 1951. Consequently, results cannot be general­
ized to the entire universe of college football fans, including those 
who have an interest in the game but did not attend a game this year. 
The telephone surveys which are described in the following section, 
however, were designed to r epr esent all fans - attending or doing 
something else on selected Saturday afternoons. 

a. General Audience Characteristics: 

Some of the overall audience characteristics are presented in 
Table 2. 



- 7 -

TABLE 2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 25,000 FANS WHO 
ATTENDED 35 GAMES OF 13 COLLEGES IN 1951 

.. ,... -·· -

. . 

Sex 

Hen •••• 
Women • 

• • • . . . 78% 
22 

17 and under. 
18 - 22 years 
23 ... 29 years 
30 - 39 years 
ho ... 49 years 
50 and over • 

. . 
5% 
8 

19 
26 
22 
20 

Interest in football 
• • 

Very great. • • • 60% 
Quite a bit • • • 35 
Little or none. • 5 

Types of Football Games Attended in 1950 

College games only • 
College and other. 

. . . . . . . . 28% 
57 
15 · No college games • • . . . 

Table 3 indicates the composition of each college's audience by 
TV owner and non-owner group. As can be seen, practically all colleges 
are faced with hoavy TV saturation. 

TABLE 3 

COMPOSITION OF STADIUM AUDIENCE BY TV OWNERSHIP 

Colle~ 

Arrrr:f' • • • • • • • • • • .. • • 
Columbia • • • • • • • • • 
Cornell. • • • • • . • • . • • • • 
Franklin and Marshall. • • • • • • • • 
Harv-ard.. • • • • • • • • • • 
Maryl-and • • • • • • • • • • • 
Michigan • • • • • .. • • • • • 
Minnesota. • •' .. • • • • • • . . • 
New Hampshire. • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Northwestern • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Pittsburgh • • •••• 
u.c.1.A. . • . . . .... 
u.s.c. . . . .. 

Percent 
TV Owners 

68% 
63 
47 
63 
50 
67 
64 
64 
38 
69 
56 
70 
60 
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Table 4 describes some of the other audience characteristics on 
the basis of the composite garne data. To conserve space, the full 
distribution on each item has not been presented but can be calculated 
easily as the difference between the figures given and 100%. 

TABLE 4 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AUDIENCE CHARACTERISTICS BY COLLEGE 

School Type of 1950 
Interest A~e Sex Affiliation Games Attended 

Very Little Non- -i~ Coliege College 
School Great Or None Under 40 Male Alumni res2onse Onl;y: and other 

Army 49% 9% 65% 71% 22% 20% 39% 
Columbia 49 8 63 75 34 ll 40 
Cornell 56 5 48 77 46 ll 48 
Franklin & 

Marshall 51 8 47 77 29 10 26 
Harvard 50 8 L.8 88 42 6 41 
Maryland 65 4 77 85 24 16 21 
Michigan 57 5 61 73 22 25 19 
Minnesota 71 2 49 80 37 23 32 
New Hampshire 40 18 48 79 43 10 34 
Northwestern ·56 7 44 84 40 1 32 
Pit ts burgh 50 8 50 75 31 5 14 
u.c.1.A. 68 3 58 79 24 14 20 
u.s.c. ' 68 3 61 79 28 16 24 

c. Effects of TV.OwnershiE 

Two types of tests were made of the possible effects of TV 
ownersbip. The first considered owner and non-owner attendance 
differences during the 1951 season without regard to any v~iations 
in .the TV situation, and also during TV competition and 11blackouts 11 • 

. The second compared recent 1950 and 1951 attendance trends with the 
pre television years 1947 and 1948. 

1) 1951 Trends in Attendance 

In general owners and non-owners attended about the same number 
of games in 1951. As fully discussed in the text of the report, there 
were many reasons for this inconclusive finding. The assumption that 
owners and non-owners were two distinct groups was to some extent 
negated by the ready accessibility of TV to non-owners. In addition, 
1951 average attendance was low for both owners and non-owners so that 

42% 
44 
41 

61 
45 . 
61 
62 
58 
47 
60 
71 
69 
64 

{~ On this question, there was an unusually high rate of non-response. 
To prevent any upward bias in the alumni pe~centage, the figures 
have been calculated on a total base which includes the fans 
who failed to answer this question; the percent of non~response 
is also listed. · 
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differences in attendance were bound to be small and short of statis­
tical significance. Finally, technical tabulation problems prevented 
the simultaneous control of personal differences among fans, which is 
expecially important when group differences are small. 

A comparison of the proportion of TV owners in the stadium audience 
with the proportion of TV owners in the area revealed that the percent 
of owner--attenders was about equal to the overall p1·oportion in the area. 

Another comparison was made of average weekly attendances of 
owners and non-owners during the 1951 season. In this analysis, as 
mentioned earlier, only respondents who did not purchase season tickets 
were included. Each reported attendance at a 1951 college game was 
coded according to the type of TV situation prevailing in the local TV 
area at the ti>11e of the attendance. A comparison of the weekly average 
attendance of owners and non-owners, regardless of TV situation, 
indicated that there were no significant differences in any of the 13 
colleges. 

In evaluating the effects of the different types of TV situations, 
the games of each college were divided into two groups - those with 
TV competition and those without TV ( 1tblackout11h 

Two measures were used to determine the possible 11blackout 11 effects 
on owners and non-owners: 

1) The relative proportions of TV owners at "blacko1.1t11 games 
compared with TV competition games. If a 11blackout 11 significantly 
helps attendance, a relatively greater number of TV owners would 
be expected to attend during 11blackoutsll than when a football 
game was available. 
2) A comparison of the nUlnber of "losers" at 11blackout11 and 11 com­
peti tion11 games. If TV ownership was contributing to the number 
of 111osers" - fans with less attendance in recent yea:rs compared 
to pre.:television years .. a relatively greater number of 11 losers11 

would be expected to attend during blackouts than during TV 
competition. 

These analyses involved ten schools for which data were available 
from both 11blackout11 and 11 compctition" games. With regard to our first 
hypothesis, in only four o:ut of the ten schools was there a significant 
difference in the proportions of owners and non-owners attending games. 
In only one case did more owners attend during a "blackout11 , while in 
three cases relatively more non-owners attended. Similarly, in testing 
our second hypothesis (proportion of 11 losers" among ow ers at "blackout" 
and "competition" games), only two schools showed a statistical 
difference while eight did not, and tho differences were again incon­
sistent -- in one case more 11 loso:rs 11 at the blackout garne; in the other, 
fewer 111osers" at such games. 

From what we now know about game attendance and from our Boston 
and Pittsburgh findings, these inconclusive 11blackout11 results were to 
be expected. In the first place, most fans were poorly informed about 
blackout dates; secondiy, most of the ten colleges were large ones with 
relatively unimportant gate sales. Consequently, with no overall 
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11blackout11 effects observed in our attendance data among the universe of 
large colleges, it was to be expected that a sample of large college 
audiences would ·confirm this result. 

2) Recent Attendance Trends Compared to Pre-Television Years 

A special check was made of the historical attendance trends of 
owners and non-owners who reported that their attendance in 1950 and 
1951 was less than during the pre--television years 1947 and 19h8. Such 
fans are called 11 losers11 , and if there are more 11 losers11 among ".FV 
owners, an inference might be drawn about the harmful effects of TV. 
Actual results, however, do not confirm the above hypothesis. 

In eight of the thirteen schools significant differences were 
observed. But in seven schools, there was a higher proportion of 
111osers11 among the non-owners; in only one, the 'N owners showed a 
higher number of "losers". In four of the five schools where no 
significant di.fference was found, the direction was also toward a 
greater number of 11 losersu ~!111ong the non-owners. 

Upon closer analysis, however, the apparent discrepancy can be 
explained. It should again be recalled that. in these overall comparisons 
there may be some bias in the sample of respondents due to the over rep .. 
resentation of season ticket purchasers. Secondly, there is the 
possibility of a differential memory bias. TV owners who saw many gaxnes 
on TV during the past fe~ seasons may new be unable to recall which 
games tLey attended and which they saw on 'l'V. It may be that they are 
unconsciously inflating their attendance in the more recent years. In 
addition, there is some possibility that TV owners who were aware of 
the purpose of the stu:dy me.y have tended to understate their recent 
losses. In a number of instances colTlI!lents which were voluntarily written 
on questionnaires attempted to explain away the possible inf luence of 
TV on their attendance. It must also be recalled that only actual 
attenders are studied here. 'I'V owners who no longer attend games would 
not appear in our staditim surveys. And in addition to these possible 
biases, there are the problems of controlling per::onal differences 
between owners and non-owners. 

We know from our Boston and Pittsburgh studies and from the 
national cross~.section polls that level of interest in i'ootball, age, 
sex, school affiliation, economic level, etc., strongly influence 
attendance. ·By means of the x2 test of homogeneity, we determined that 
there were differences in these characteristics among the mmer and 
non-owner groups in the stadium audiences and that when these character­
istics are controlled, the past attendance differences largely disappear. 

Interest Differences: 

Our analysis indicates that the owner and non-owner groups, as 
represented by our stadium samples, do differ with respect to interest, 
Primarily, TV owners attending games have a higher level of interest 
than non-owners. In eight out of thirteen schools, a difference was. 
found that could be attribut8d to chance sampling fluctuations in only 
two chances out of 100; in each of these schools more owners reported 
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11very great interest" and more non-owners only "quite a bit" or "little" 
interest. Of the five schools where there were no statistically signi­
ficant differences, three again showed a higher concentration of 11very11 

interested fans among the TV 01-mers. 

When TV owners and non-owners of equal interest are compared, no 
reliable differences occur among the "little interested", and only 4 
of the 13 colleges demonstrated a significant number of 11 very interested" 
non-owners still reporting more "losers". Among the f ans with moderate 
interest in 6 of t he 13 cases, more non-owners are classified as 11 losers 11 • 

Within the owner and non-owner groups themselves, the relationship 
between level of interest and attend~tnce trends was similar; in both 
cases, the "very" interested more frequently reported gains in atten­
dance, and the "quite" and Blittle11 interested reported attendance 
losses. For t he TV owners, this was true in six out of the thirteen 
schools; for the non-owners~ in eight out of the thirteen schools .. 

Since more non-owners state they have only a 11moderat e 11 interest 
in football, this factor pl~obably is most important in explaining the 
overall owner vs.-non ovmer comparison. That even as many as 6, or less 
than half of the cases of equal moderate interest, still r eport more 
non-owner "losers" may be due to other personal differences among owner 
and non-owner groups which are not controlled. 

Af!t Differences: . 

Two comparative age groupings, which had revealed the greatest 
attendance differences on the national poll, were used - under 40 
years old and 40 and over. Our analysis indicates that the owner and 
non-mmer groups tend to differ also with respect to age, although 
these differences are not as great as those observed for interest in 
football. In general, TV owners a.t football games were found to be 
older than non-owners. In three schools a difference was found that 
would appear by chance in only one case out of 100; in each of these 
three schools, there were more younger f ans under 40 in the non-owning 
group and a greater number over 40 among the owners.. Of the ten schools 
where the differences did not quite meet the standard of significance, 
six also showed more older Tl owners. 

When comparing owners and non-owners of equal age, a s i gnificant 
difference between proportions 11 losing11 was found much more frequently 
in the younger group. In seven out of thirteen schools, a difference 
was observed which could occur by chance in only 5 cases out of 100; in 
an eighth school the difference could have arisen from chance sampling 
fluctuations in only 7 cases out of 100. In all of these eight schools 
more non-owners than owners under ho years of age were losing in 
attendance. In contrast, only two out of the thirteen schools reported 
a significant difference for those over ho; in only one there was a 
greater proportion of non-owners losing and in the other, more owners 
were losing. These data indicate that the greatest di.fference betc.;een 
owners and non-owners is concentrated in the younger group which 
contains rel&tively more non-owners. 
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The owner and non-o~~er groups separately shov1ed a similar pattern 
of relationship between age and attendance trend. In every case, the 
older group more often reported stable attendance whereas the younger 
group included both more "gainer s•; and more 11 losers 11 • F'or the TV 
owners, this occured in eight out of thirteen schools; for the non­
owners, in ten out of the thirteen schools . 

School Affiliation: 

To test t he importance of school affiliation in determining dif­
ferences between owners and non-owners, the respondents were separated 
into two groups, alumni and general public (non-alumni). 11Alumni11 

here refers to those fans who were graduates of either of the two 
schools playing in the gaine and does not include people who may have 
been alumni of some other college. 

The high rate of non-response to this question (described in 
Table ~-) disqualified many schools from this part of the analysis. 
Only tln·ee colleges consistently r eported fewer than 10% non-response 
and at three other specific games missing answers were not too impor­
tant. Recognizing the 11mitati ons of baving only 6 cases available for 
analysis, the data do point up a possible difference between owner and 
non-ovmer alumni. In four of the six cases, more altllllili were found in 
the non-owner group, and in three of these cases the non-owner alumni 
reported a greater number of trloserstt. As for the proportions of 
general public losing attendance, more non-owners were 11 losers11 in 
only one case. These findings suggest that the greater differences 
between owners and non-owners 2.re also found in the alumni group. 

In summary., our analysis of interest level, age, and school 
affiliation provides some insights into the differences between TV 
owners and non-owners and their relative proportions "losing11 in 
attendance. We have seen that loss in attendance is more frequent 
in the lower interest groups, in those under 40 years of age, and in 
aluroni. And our data also indicate that each of these characteristics 
appears more frequently among the non-owners than among TV owners. If 
we had been c.ble to separate younger alumni with equal interest, of the 
same sex and economic status_, it is more than likely t hat the owner -
non-owner attendance comparisons would have been different. Unfor­
tunately, due to the number of cases and the use of inflexible hand 
tabulations, we were unable to control all of these variables 
simultaneously. 

IV. Area Telephone Surveys of Saturday ;,.fternoon iicti vi ty 

1. Introduction 

Ci ties were selected for t he telephone surveys on the basis of the 
same general factors which detennj.ned the choice of football games for 
the stadium studies. Selections were ma.de in various sections of the 
country where the home schedule of the local teams presented an oppor­
tunity for studying fan activity during a 11 'Qla.ckout11 and dtl!'ing TV 
competi tion. In addition, we were especially interested in local TV 
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competition.~~ 

Telephone surveys were conducted in eight cities, and except for 
one case, following two or more different "ti'teekends. Table 5 lists the 
Saturday dates and the prevailing TV situation when the surveys in 
each city were conducted. 

TABLE 5 

TELEPHONE SURVEYS 

City Date Type TV competition ~P~ -
Detroit, Mich. 10/27 Blackout 

11/17 Inter-regional 
11/24 Sectional 

New Haven, Conn. 10/20 Local 
10/27 Blackout 
11/3 Inter-regional 
11/24 Blackout 

Lancaster, Pa. 11/10 Local 

Minneapolis, Minn. 11/10 Inter-regional 
11/24 Blackout 

Philadelphia, Pa. 10/20 Sectional 
10/27 Sectional 
ll/3 Blackout 

·worcester, Mass. 10/27 Local 
11/3 Blackout 
ll/10 Inter ... regional 
11/17 Sectional 

Los Angeles, Calif. 11/10 Blackout 
11/17 Blackout 
11/24 Inter-regional 
12/l Local 

Lincoln, Neb. 11/3 Inter-regional 
11/17 Local 

* A special consideration entered into the selection of Worcester. 
We wanted to see what happened when a local game was telecast 
in a nearby major city (Boston). 

** Sectional and local competition, when combined are considered 
regional in the college attendance analysis. 
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2. General Procedure 

The proceedures followed in the telephone surveys were identical 
with those used in Boston and Pittsburgh call backs. In general, each 
survey consisted of about 2000 initial telephone calls from which a 
sample of 400-500 football fans in each city was secured. 

Each sample was randomly selected in accordance with the following 
proceedures. Starting from a randomly selected page of the local 
telephone directory and a randomly selected listing on this page (k), 
twenty consecutive listings were called. The position of the first 
number to be called on each successive (nth) sample page was regularly 
rotated (k - 1, etc.) with the average assigmnent consisting of 100 
initial calls and approY..irnately twenty - thirty call backs on each of 
the follow-up inter-views. 

In the initial call, which was used to select the panel of college 
football fans, each respondent was asked if anyone in the household had 
ever attended a college football game and if so who that person was and 
the date of the last attendance. He was then asked if there were a TV 
set in the home and when it had been purchased. If he did not have a 
set, he was asked about the frequency of te1ev iewing on someone else 1s 
set -- either at the home of a friend or in a public place. Similar to 
the Boston and Pittsburgh studies, arry person attending since 1946 was 
considered a football fan. Each fan was then asked questions relating 
to his sports attendance, radio listening and televiewing activities 
over the weekend and especially during the Saturday afternoon of the 
home team football ga:me. 

All the fans in the household who were mentioned. by the respondent 
as having attended since 1946 were interviewed except in cases where 
two or more related people were reported as having attended the same 
last game together. Then the interviewer detennined who had been the 
initiator of the activity and only interviewed him. (E.g., in cases 
of husband and wife, the husband was usually interviewed.) If a person 
were mentioned as a· fan but was not available to be interviewed at 
that time, the student was instructed to call back at least two more 
times at different hours. 

All interviews were conducted during the week (usually Monday through 
Friday) following the local football game. In a few surveys, respon ... 
dents were asked about two weekends in one interview, when there had 
not been time to make the calls earlier. In this case, the questions 
concerning the last weekend were asked and then the interviewer inquired 
about the previous weekend, mentioning it by date. If the respondent 
could not recall his activity, the interviewer probed with a mention of 
a local game played that weekend. The same fans were interviewed on 
the succeeding call backs. During the last call, in addition to his 
activities, the fan was asked about his age, sex, and past attendance 
trend -- whether his attendance at college football games was 11 greater11 _, 
11 about the same", or 11 less11 in the 1950 and '51 seasons than in 1947 and 
148. . 
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J. Analysis 

The procedures used in tabulating the telephone questionnaires 
were s:i.mila1· to those already described in the stadium surveys. Respon­
ses were tabulated separately for each city and for each weekend. The 
ballots werE: sorted on the basis of reported past attendance trend and 
television ownership. Further, they were sorted into 11 complete 11 and 
11 incomplete 11 groups; the 11 completen group representing those fans for 
whom there was a complete set of questionnaires for all call backs. 
In the final analysis, only the responses of the 11 complete11 group were 
used, so that any changes in the proportion of fans engaging in one 
activity or another could not be attributed to a difference in the 
composition of the sample~ Even more important, the nincompletes" 
were usually missing the last interview, so that we did not have the 
essential information on past attendance trends~ 

The results of the telephone surveys were analyzed separately for 
each city. Our first step was to compare the proportions of TV owners 
and non .. owners reporting 11lossn in attendance.. Of the six cities for 
which complete data were av~ilable,-i~ in only one ·was a difference 
observed which could not have been due to chance sampling fluctuations. 
In this city, the non-owners more often reported loss than the owners. 

The next step was to compare the Saturday afternoon behavior 
of the two groups according to the types of TV competition. 11Bohavior11 

was grouped into three activities: 1) attended a college football game; 
2) listened to college football game on the radio or watched it on TV; 
3) did something else (worked, another kind of attendance or televiewing, 
etc.). Owner - non-owner differences were inconsistent among the various 
cities. In no case did the same sample of attenders in any city report 
significant differences in more than one type of ~V situation. In 
three cities, while an inter~regional game was televised, a significant 
difference between owners and non-.owners was foundo In two of these 
Cities, more of the owners were attending the game; while in one 
city, more non-owners were attending and more owners were listening to 
the radio or watching TV. During a sectional telecast., a significant 
difference emerged in only one city, with more of the non ... owners listen­
ing to the radio and watching TV. Finally during 11blackouts" in only 
one city was there a significant difference with more non-owners 
attending~ 

BecaU.Se of the inconsistency of these findings for any one city 
and betu-reen cities, the data for all week~nds were combined into an 
average behavior index for owners and non-owners in each city. Using 
these indices, no statistically significant difference was found in the 
behavior of owners and non-owners. It is more than likely that the 
above inconsistencies would not have occurred if we had been able to 
control for differences in personal characteristics among the owner and 
non-owner groups~ Unfortunately, due to the size of the samples and 
the lack of flexibility in hand tabulations, such analyses were not 
possible. 

* In one city, the question on attendance trend was not asked; 
in another city, the findings could not be utilized because of 
a confusion in sampling procedure. 
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IV. STUDENT ALUMNI SURVEYS: 

1. Introduction 

Since students and alumni represent large segments of stadium 
audiences, we were interested in getting a more detailed picutre of 
their behavior and characteristics.. In selecting the colleges for these 
surveys, we fe.el it would be desirable to have representat:i,on from 
both large and small colleges in dffferent geographic,al areas. Due 
to limitations of time and cost, however, only a relatively small number 
of student and alumni surveys were actually undertaken. As a result, we 
felt that this section of the study should be considered as only 
exploratory. 

In all, four colleges conducted surveys of' alumni~~ and three 
colleges, surveys of the student body~~i{.< Lack of uniformity in the 
collection and treatment of tho student data, in addition to the 
priorities placed on other phases of this resoarch, have prevented 
i'ulJ.utilization of the student surveys. This report, therefore, does 
not include a separate discussion of the .student questionnaires. Data, 
however, are available in NORG files. 

2. General Procedures 

The alumni questionnaires were mailed at the end cf November, 
at the close of the 1951 football season, to a random sample representing 
approximately 10% of each 8.lumni listing, College alumni listings were 
generally used as the source for names and addresses; in one case, the 
Athletic Department mailing list was used to facilitate the mailing 
procodure, since about 807.~ of the list consisted of alumni. 

In selecting each random sample, the procedure used was similar 
to tho one employed in the telephone surveys. The entire list was 
divided into nn11 equal sub groups, A sampling unit of twenty consecutive 

. names was then taken from each sub group. The first cluster of twenty 
names was started from a random point (k), and each successive cluster 
was started at point equal to k t- 1 - - - i. 

To encourage alumni replies, a note signed by tho Athletic depart­
ment was printed at the top of the first page of. each three page 
questionnaire asking each respondent to cooperate in filling out and 
returning the questionnaire. As a further step to facilitate response, 
a self ... addressed stamped business reply envelope was enclosed with each 
questionnaire. 

Alumni were asked questions on a variety of matters pertaining to 
their football behavior, as indicated in the attached form #311 E-2. 
There were items concerning the last game they had attended -- type of 
ticket used and who had accompanied thorn to the game; there were . questions 
on their activities at the time of each of the 1950 and 1951 home games 

-\} Alumni surveys were conducted at Columbia u., Notre Dame, U. of So. 
California, and Wayne u. 

iH:- Students surveys were undertaken at Allegheny College, Northeastern 
u., and Oklahoma u. 
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(whether they attended, toloviewed, listened to a game on the radio, or 
did ncnc of these things); there were items concerning the number and 
types of football games attended in 1950, on sports attendance in 151 
and on sports enjoyed on TV; there was also a question on past atten­
dance trend - whether attendance in the 1950 and 151 football seasons 
was "greater", nabout tho samen, or 11 lessn than in 1947 and •48. Items 
on personal characteristics inquired about age, sex, graduating class, 
occupation, location of residence and television ownership - length 
of ownership and degree of non-owner tcleviowing .. · 

3. Analysis 

The tabulating procedure was similar to that used in the stadium 
surveys. First tho ballots were chocked to eliminate those respondents, 
negligible in number, who had never been to a college football game. 
Then the questionnaires were sorted accordinrr to TV ownership and length 
of ownership and according to reported pa.st attendance trend; responses 
to the different questions were hand-tallied within these sorted groups. 
For the question on activities during the time of tho 151 home games, 
only those.respondents were used whose residence was within the local 
TV center.~< 

This discussion of the findings deals only with the data from the 
alumni surveys of Columbia and Hayne Universi t;i.es.~H*' As a first step 
in investigating some of the characteristics of tho alumni, the 
proportions of TV owners in tho samples were compared with the proportions 
in the TV. areas. In the case of Columbia u., there was no significant 
difference in TV ownership between the sample and the area as a whole. 
In the Wayne University study, there was a higher rate of TV ownership 
among alumni than in the general Detroit area. 

The second characteristic which was investigated was age distribu­
tion ...... under 40 and over 40 years of age. In Columbia, 55% of the 
alumni were under 40; at Wayne, 68% were under 40 years of age. As for 
the differences between. owners and non-owners, in Wayne we found that 
more of the TV ovmers were under 40 years of age, a difference that 
could have arisen from chance sampling fluctuations in only one case in 
100.. In the case of Columbia, however, no significant age difference 
was found between the owners and non-owners. 

The altimni.data were also.analyzed for the proportion of "losers 11 

among owners arid non-owners. In the case of Wayne, a higher proportion 
of owners reported 11 loss11 in attendance (probability 8;~) • It should 
be noted that it wns at Wayne that there were more owners under 40 
years of ate. At Columbia, on the other hand, there was no significant 
difference between the two groups in the proportions reporting loss in 
attendance., 

~~ Arrangements had been made to tabulate separately the ballots 
of any sizeable group of alumni from another TV area, but this 
did not prove necessary. In one of the schools, questionnaires 
were mailed only to local alumni. 

*l~ One college returned completed questionnaires too late and the 
small number of cases included in tho sample made its represen­
tativeness highly questionable. In another case, technical 
difficulties in the treatment of the data prevented the inclusion 
of the findings. 
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' !n analyzing the proportions of 11 losers11 among owners and non-
owners of equal age, neither of the surveys demonstrated a significant 
difference. Thus our earlier finding in the Wayne survey of more 
owners losing attendance seems to be accounted for in a large part 
by the younger age of the owner group. Furthermore, in the Columbia 
survey, when comparing age and attendance trends within the owner and 
non-owner groups, a significantly greater number of younger TV owners 
than older owners were found to be losing attendance. The difference 
at Wayne was in the same direction but did not quite meet the 
standard of significance. This also confirms the previous stadium 
findings of the greater stability in the attendance trends of older 
fans. 

For the non-owners~ however, younger and older alumni reported 
no significant differences in their historical attendance trends. 
In both cases, however; there was a tendency for younger almnni to report 
greater loss in attendance; the difference could be que to chance, in 
17 cases out of 100 in Wayne, and in 10 cases out of 100 in Columbia. 

Of the two alumni surveys, only Columbia afforded an opportunity 
to compare behavior under local, non regional TV competition and 

· during blackouts. In this survey however, there was no significant 
difference between owners and non-owners in the proporti~ns of alumni 
attending the different games. · 

Both owners and non-~vners attended games more frequently under 
TV competition than under t1blackout11 conditions. For the TV owners this 
was a significant dj,.fference; the difference for the non-owners was 
not quite significant. However, the Columbia 11blackout11 grane was 
generally less attractive and was played under poor weather conditions. 
Since these factors weren't controlled, the higher attendance during 
TV competition, has very limitQd meaning. 

To further test whether there was a difference in attendance 
between the owners and non-owners, regardless of type of TV competition, 
an average weekly behavior index for the five Saturdays when home gar.es 
wewe played was derived for Columbia alumni. This indux was identical 
to the one used in the telephone surveys. It was found that there was 
no significant difference in the attendance of TV owning and non­
owning alumni. This same an2.lysis was made of the data from the Wayne 
survey and again, there was no significant difference between the 
attendance of owners and non-01'\Tners. 

In s'\lilll'llary, we did find a d:i.fforence between owner and non•owner 
alUllllli losing in attend;ince in ono survey, but this difference disap­
peared when age was held constant in the two groups. Youngor alumni 
(under 40) more frequently report loss in attendance than older alumni, 
regardless of TV ownership~ And there was no difference between TV 
owning and non.owning almnni in our sample with regard to frequency of 
attendance on selected Saturdays during the 1951 season. 
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NCAA FOOTBALL STADIUM STUDY FOR GAME 
-------------~----....~-

We are trying to find out something about football fans~ who they a.re, where they 
come from,, etc.,,, and would greatly appreciate your answering the folJ.a.ving questions: 

lt How much interest would you say you take 6,. A. Do you happen to 2wn a radio or 
in college football? television set? 

( 
( 
( 

) 
) 
} 

Very great interest 
Quite a bit 
Only a little or none 

( 
( 
( 

2. Was your ticket to the ganie bot.tght in 
ad•rance or on the day of thr.:tgamO?-
~~----~-----.;,__.~ 

) 
) 
) 

In advance ( ) * 
Day of game ( ) 
Don•t know ( ) 

M. IF 11 IN ADVANCE": Is it a season 
tick(Jt? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) 
3. A. How many college football gro;;.es did 

you attend in 1950? -------
B. How many h,f !:!~ .school g~es did you 

attend in 9;)0? 

c. How many _E'ofessional ga.-nes did you 
attend in 1950? . 

4. Please list any other c~J.:..leg~_!2otbell 
i~~~e! you have attended ~ar.(1951) 

5. A. vfould you say your atfondance .'.lt col­
lego football games

0

·"d:urI11f;1950-.5l 
was gronte:r, <'.bout tbo-~~<lino Ol" Toss 
than the 1947-1948 seasons? 

Greater 
Abcut the same 
Loss 

B. If greater or loss, why? .........,__ ............. 

( 
( 
( 

) 

~ 

Re.die 
Television 
Neither 

B. If you ovm a television set, how 
~,one. have you o'W!led one? -

C.., How clearly do you receive the .fol­
lowing channels? 

D. Ifave you watched any football 
gemes on 'T'V"°tlus year? . 

Yes ( ) No ( ) 

E. If "YES11 : Which ones? 

F. Irld you SQe any of these tele­
vised in a movie theatre?____.. -·--... ·----,,-.. ~ ... - --·-.·-
Yes ( ) No ( ) 

7 • Are you a student or aliunnus of the : 

Home school 
Visiting school 
Noi thcr school 

Student -c) ' 
( ) 
( ) 

Alumnus 
TT 

~ ~ 
8. For purposes of classification, we 

would like to know: 

Ae Your approximflte a~e; ------

B. Your~: Male ( ) Female ( ) 
c. Your ..s,c.c~e~o,!!:_. ______ __ 

D. Locution of 'l.Su.!' rcsi~: 

'(city) '' • ' (State) 
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Segment 
Number Address 

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~--....._..-...._~~~~~~ 
Phone ------(Stre;;t) (City) 

Q~STIONNAIRE ~LOCAL TELEPHONE~,]:~ 

Hello. This is ( ) • We 're doing a SUI'Vey of leisure. time activities, (what 
people do in their spare time), for (the National Opinion ·:ttesearch Center of the 
University of Chicago) The first question 
is: 

l. Is t here anyone in your household who has ever attended a colle~e f2otba.ll game? 

Yes ( ) ·ll- No ( ) 

~~A. IF 11YES 11 : Who are they -- that is, which :members of your family have ever 
gone to a college football game, and about how long ago was the 
l ast time (you) (he) (she) attended? 

LIST EACH 

Year Last 
Attended 

Year La.st 
Attended 

ELIGIBLE MEMBER: lo 3. 
~-~~-~~~-~~~-(A ttcnded Game) 

2. 
--~~~~~~~~~--

----~--~---~--~~ 

4. --~~~~~~--~~~ 
2. Do you happen to have a television sot in your home? Yes ( )* No ( )-r'* 

~~A. IF 11 YES11 : A. What was the month and year in which first set was purchased? 

B. What channels C?J:l you receive on your sot? 
~~--~~~~~ 

1. A.SK ABOUT EACH: Does that channel usually come in very well, 
only fairly well,, or poorly? · 

Vory well 
Only fairly well 
Poorly 

Channel Number 

{8:- IF 11 N011 : How often do you watch television at the home of your friends or 
in public places -- qui te oft en, only occasionally, or never? 

Qui to of ten ( ) 
Only occasionally ( . ) 
Never ( ) 

NOTE: A. IF NO MEivJ3ER OF THE FAMILY HAS ATTENDED A FOOTBALL Gl'J,lE IN 1947 OR LATER, 
DISCONTINUE THE INTERVIEW. 

B • . IF THE PERSON WHO ANSi11iEHS THE PHONE HAS AT'l'ENDED b. COLLEGE FOOTBALL G.AME 
IN 1947 OR LATER', ASK HIM THE FOLLCWING QUE,STIONS-;-THEN J~SKTOSPEAK TO 
AlqY CYi'ffi.m"1;1.;IeiJFLE N1MBERS OF THE HOUSEHOLD. IF HE HAS NOT RECENTLY A'l"­
TENDED L GfJ'J.E , ASK TO SPEAK TO ANY ELIGIBLE l'1IEMBER, E.'CPLAINHTG THAT YOU 
HAVE JUST A FE.W QUES'l'IONS WBICH EACH ELIGIBLE MEMBER COULD ANSWER BETTER 
F'OR BIMSELF. (FOR EXPLLNA'rION OF 11 ELIGIBLE11, SEE Nom BOTTm OF PAGE 2.) 

Upcn contacting each ehgible :member of a household, use the introduction 
at the too of this ouestionnaire and ask the following questions: 
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Name of Phone Segment 
Number: *Eligible: Number: 

~~~~~~~~--~~~~~·~ ~~~-

1. How did you spend the afternoon last Satuniay? (What were you doing from about 
2 o'clock till about 5?) 

PROBE: Did you listen to the radio or watch television at all on Saturday 
afternoon? 

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX OR BOXES BELOW AND SPECIFY HATURE O:B' A'ITENDANCE, RADIO 
~~R TELEV1SI,9N VIEWING: 

( ) A ttend.ed colle~e fobtball game 

Which? 

( ) Attended. hi.gh school football 

Which? 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

) Attended. other football gaoo 

( ) Attend.ed other sports event 

Which? 

) Attended. movies 

What theatre? 
-----~~--~~~-

( ) Attenied ether entertainment 

Specify: 

( Listened to radio 

( ) Football games (Which?) 

) Other sports (Wbich 1) 

( ) Other programs 

) Watched. television 

) Football game (Which?')· 

( ) Other sports (Which?) 

) Other programs 

) DID NONE OF ABOVE - - No attendance, no radio, no TV viewing. 

(What did. he do?) 
2. Did you attend any (other) en;l:;ertairunent or sports events last weekend 

Friday night, ·satu:rtl.ay night, or Sunday? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

3. And cl.id you listen to a:rry (other) sports events on the radio, or watch any on 
television last weekend -- Friday night, or Satumay night, or Sunday7 

( ) Yee, radio (epecify) 

( ) Yee, TV (specify) 
( ) No, neither 

INTERVIE"W'ER'S 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

DATE OF FIRST 
SIGHC1.TURE: CALL: 

DATE OF IAST 
CALL: 

-l< A.n eligfole member must have attended a college football game since 1947 to be 
asked these questions. 
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*Name of Phone Segment 
Number: Eligible: Number: 

~~~~~~·~-~~~~~~~- -----
l. Now, how d.id. you spen:d the afternoon on Saturday a week ago --that would be 

(:month and day). (Probe: that wae the day of the football game.) (What 
were you doing from about 2 o'clock til about 51) 

PROBE: Did you listen to the radio or watch television at all on Satunlay 
afternoon1 

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX OR BOXES BELOW AND SPECIFY NA.TUBE OF ATTENDANCE, F.A.DIO 
LISmIEC>R ~V'ISI ON VIEWING l. 

( ) Attended ~~ge football g~ 

Which? 
~~~~~~~~~~ 

) Attended high school football 

) Attended other football game 

( ) A ttend.ed other sports event 

Which? 

( ) Attended ~~ 

What theatre? 

( ) Attend.eel other entertainment 

Specify: 

) Listened to radio 
( ) Football games (Which?) 

{ ) Other sports (Which?) 

( ) Other programs 

( ) Watched television 
( ) Football game (Which?) 

( ) Other sports (Which?) 

( ) ·Other programs 

( ) DID NO:NE OF ABOVE -- No attendance, no radio, no TV viewing 

(What did he do?) 

2. Did you attend. any (other) entertainment or sports events that weekend -­
Friday night, Saturday night, or Sunday? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

3, And did you listen to any (other) sports 
·television that weekend -- Friday Night, 

( ) Yes, radio (specify) 

events on the radio, or watch any on 
or Saturday night, or Sunday1 

( ) Yes, TY (specify) ------------------------­
( .) No, neither 

INTEBVI'1'viER 1 s 
SIGNATURE: 

DATE OF FIRST 
CALL: 

~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~DATE ~OF""'"""IA::-:.--::S~T=--~~~~~~ 

CALL: 

* An eligible member must have attended a college football game since 1947 to be 
askeQ these questions. 
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SURVEY OF A l.UMNI 

Dea.r Alumnus: 

Columbia University .is cooperating with the National Opinion Research Center 
in a nation-wide study of college football attendance. We are trying to find out 
something about alumni activities during the football season and we would greatly 
appreciate your answering the following questions. For your convenience in return­
ing this i.11formation, a stamµid self-addressed envelope is enclosed. Please fill 
in the ouestionnaire and mail it to NORC. Thank you. 

1. Have you ever attended a college foot­
ball gameY-

·*Yes ••••• 
No • • • • 

• • • . . ( 
( 

*A. IF 11YF.Sn: ANSWER THE FOLLOWING 
QUESTIONS; IF "N0°: PLEASE SKIP 
TO O. 6 • . 

) 
) 

2. A. Do you remember whether you went 
alone or with someone to the last 
game you attended? 

Alone. • • • • 
*With someone • 
Don't remember 

• • 
• • 
• • 

( 
( 
( 

) 
) 
) 

*B. IF 11t\-JITH S(]··IEONE": How m.t>,ny 
were-in the pa.rty, and who were 
they? (Family, fellow stu­
dents, alumni, another couple, 
etc.) 

c. Was your ticket bought in ad­
vance or on the day of the game? 

*In advance • • • • ( ) 
Day of game. • • • ( ) 
Don't r emt:rr>ber • • ( ) 

D. IF "IN ADVANCEn: Was it a sea­
son ticket? 

Yes. • •• 
No • • • • 

• • 
• • 

• • . . ( 
( 

) 
) 

Ralph Furey 
Director of Athletics 
Columbia University 

3. Please check whether you attended the 
following Columbia home games in 1950, 
watched them on TV, or listened to 
them on the radio, or did none of 
these things: 

14. 

I 

Hobart (Sept. JO) 
Attended ( ) TV ( ) Radio ( None ) 
Penn (Oct. 21) 
Attended ( ) TV ) Radio ( ) None ( ) 
Army (Oct. 28) 
Attended ( ) TV ( Radio ( ) None ( ) 
Cornell (Nov. 4) 
Attended ( ) TV ( Radio ( ) None ( ) 
Nav:r (Nov. 18) 
Attended ( ) TV ( ) Radio ( ) None ( ) 

Did you attend an.y other football 
games duririg 19SO? 
___,.. *Yes No 

College. • • • 
High School. • 
Professional 

... n CT . . . ( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 

*A. IF ttYESH: Which ones? 

5. Would you say your attendance at col­
l ege football games during 1950 and 
1951 was greater, about the same, or 
l ass than i.n the 1947 and 1948 sea-
sons? 

*Greater. • • • • • • 
About the same • • • 

*Less • • • • • 

( 
( 
( 

) 
) 
) 

~~A . IF 11GREATEH11 OR "LESS 11 : Could you 
t oll us why? 

'"'+:= . ' 
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6. Now., could you check the general way in which you spent each of the Saturday a.f~ernoons on which 
Columbia played a home game this year: 

Attended Attended Attended Watched TV Listened to Other 
Columbia other Football Other Sports Program Radio Program (Please 
Game Game ('Which?} Event (Which?~ (Which?2 (Which?) SEecify) 

(Oct. 6) 
Harvar<;L . ... .. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

(Oct. 13) 
Yale . • ""''· ... . ,. .. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ), 

{l\lov .. 10) 
Dartmouth. .. .. { ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

(Nov. 17) 
Ua.vy :'" ·-...... .... . . { ) ( ) 

-- - -------------- ( ) - · -- · · ------- - - ----~ ( t~. ( }_ ---· ·- -- · ·-""- -- ( ) 

{Nov. 24) 
Brown ...... ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )_ - - - - ( ) 
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7 .• Have you attended or do yoh expect to ·· 10. IF YOU HJ\.VE A RADIO: Have you listen ... 
a.ttend any (o:ther) football gs.mes in ed to any football games during 
1951? 1950-1951: 

*Yes. ,. • • .• .•. • • ( ) 
No • • .• • ,. . l • • ( ) 

*List Games: 

8. Do you happen to own a ra.dio or tele .. 
vision sot? 

Radio ••.• , ~ .,. ( ) 
1~Television • ~ •. • ( ) 

Neither. • • • • • ( ) 

~'*-A· IF 11TV11
: How long have You owned 

one? y.,..~_;' Mos. ~ ~ \...· .. _._...,._ 

B. IF "NO TV": How often db you wa.tcl1 
TV programs at the homo$ of your 
friends or in public pi~ces'? 

-lH<Quite often. l ( .• • • 
{Hf0ccasfonally "' • " 

( 
Never. • .• • .. . . . ( 

iH~IF YOU OWN A TV SET OR WATCH TV 
PROGRAMS OCCASIONALLY OH OF'TEN: 
Hl>,Ve you watched c;ny football 
games on TV during the 1951 
season? 

~.~Yes. . . .. . . . . 
No • • • • • ft • • 

*A. IF 11YES 11 : Which games? 

( 
( 

9,. Did you watch any football games on 
TV during the 1950 .sc.9.son? 

Yes.· .... ". ·• 
No • • • .• .. ,. .. .. 

( 
( 

~:.A • . IF- 0 YEStt: How rna.ny· ga.mes a.nd can 
you tell us which ones? 

) 
) 
) 

) 
) 

) 
) 

*Yes. . . .. 
No • • • • 

~A-A •. IF nYES11 : How often? 

. ... 
• • • 

( 
( 

) 
) 

Regu1arly. • • • ( ) 
Occasionally • • ( ) 
Seldom or never• ( ) 

11. Aside from football ., have you attend ... 
ed any other sport ·events or games 
during 19$1: 

·*Yes. . . -.. . • 'ii 

No . " • • • • • • 
*A~ IF "YES11 : Which ones? 

r.. 

( 
( 

12. Aside from football, ere there any 
sports you l:mjoy watching on TV? 

~*'Yes. • • • • 
No ...... 

~~A • .IF 11YES": Which ones? 

• • . .. ( 
( 

13. Aside from Columbia, did you attend 
any other colleges or universities? 

~Yes. 
No • 

. . . •· . . 
• • • • • • 

*A. IF rtYES 11 : Which ones? 

( 
( 

14:. For purposes of' classification, we 
would like to know: 

) 
) 

) 
) 

) 
) 

A. Your approximate age: ·----­
B., Your sex: Male ( ) Female ( ) 
c. Your Columbia graduating class: --·-·----..,_ __ ....._ ____ _ 
D. Your occupa.tion --.....------
E. Loca.tion of your home residence: 

(City) (State) 



Number of games 
Attended 

0 
1 
2 

3-L~ 
5-up 

Total 
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TABLE 7 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PITTSBURGH 
FANS B'l NU1'IBER OF GAMES AT1'ENDED 

i9h7 - 1948 l) 

All 
Groups No TV TV - less 2 ~s. 

22 24 16 
26 26 24 
16 13 20 
1.5 13 18 
21 2lt 21 - -

100% 100% 100% 

TV - 2 yrs.- up 

29 
33 
16 

8 
_lb_ 

100% 

l) · Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 10 cases 
out of 100. 

1949 2) 

Number of games All 
Attended Groups No TV TV - less 2 zrs. TV - 2 y_rs.- U;E 

0 33 33 31 37 
l 32 28 35 35 
2 15 16 16 10 

3-4 10 9 11 12 
5•up 10 . 14 ·B 6 -

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

2) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 50 cases 
out of 100. 

Number of games All 
Attended Groups No TV TV - less 2 yrs. TV .. 2 yrs.- UE 

0 47 47 50 39 
1 28 27 26 35 
2 10 11 8 10 

3-4 10 8 10 12 
5-up -2... _]_ -2... _lL 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

3) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 80 cases 
out of 100. 
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1951 4) 

All Number of games 
Attended Groups No TV - TV - less 2 yrs. TV - 2 yrs.- up 

0 
l 
2 

.3-4 
5-up 

Total 

58 
24 
9 
7 
2 

100% 

58 
23 
9 
8 
2 

100% 

58 58 
25 25 
8 10 
6 7 

-1... --
100% 100% 

4) Observed differences could have occurred by chance in 99 cases 
out of 100. 

In parts IV and' V of the text of the report, it was observed that 
sex, age and interest in football are highly correlated with TV owner• 
ship and attendance; younger men generally have greater interest and 
attendance at football . games.. Since our Boston and Pittsburgh owners 
and non-owners differed in these characteristics, it was felt th11t our 
failure to discover any significant variations in attendance may have 
been due to lack of control of these personal factors. The following 
separate tabulations of attendance were therefore prepared for each 
year, . holding these .factors cons tant. 

SERIES I 

TV owners and non-owner.s. . • • . • • . 

Interest in college football. • 

SERIES II 

Total groups 

3 groups 
times 

3 g;:oups 

9 groups 

Total owner - interest groups - Series I •• · 9 groups 

Sex • . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 
Total groups 

SERIES III 

Total owner - interest - sex groups - ·Series II 

times 
2 groups 

18 groups 

• · 18 groups 
times 

Age (Under 40, 40 and up) • • • • . . •.. . . . . •.. 2 groups . 

Total groups 36 groups 
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While the average effect of these factors on attendance was con­
firmed, when they were controlled and homogeneous groups were compared, 
no significant TV ownership differences were observed • 

.As described in the text, this failure was in part due to the 
following three factors: small number of cases in each sub group; low 
average attendance and consequent small difference by ownership groups, 
and the ease with which non-owners could and did see TV games. These 
separate tabulations and measures of significance are on file at NORG. 

3. Average Annual Attendance Trends - Sex, Age, Interest Controlled. 

In an effort to secure a sufficient number of cases to permit valid 
comparisons, attendance data for the four years 1947 .. 1950 were com­
bined into a single attendance average. Since there were relatively few 
female attenders in the overall sample, and very few cases in the smallest 
sub-class, only attendance data for males could be used in the variance 
analysis. Tables 23 - 25 in the ·text smnmarize these findings. 

4. Saturday Afternoon Activity During 1951 Football Season. 

The following tables indicate the average weekly Saturday afternoon 
activity of our sample of attenders during t he 1951 season. While TV 
CYwners and non-owners are presented separately for each interest group 
in all instances, apparent ownership differences could be due to chance. 

TABLE 8 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION SATURDAY AFTERNOON 
ACTIVITY BY BOSTON OWNERb AND NON-OWNERS 

Sept. 29 - Nov. 24, 1951 

Attenders with 
Very great interest 

Attended a college game ••• 
Listened to game on radio • • • • 
Watched game on TV •• 

. . . . . . 
Did something else. • • • 

Attenders with 
Some interest 

Attended a college game • 
Listened to game on radio 
Watched game on TV. • • , • 
Did something else. • • • • 

Total 

. . . . . .. . . . . . 
Total 

TV owners 

11 
15 
21 

_& 

100~~ 

6 
13 
22 

22... 
100% 

Non-owners 

11 
26 
8 

__.& 

100% 

6 
28 
5 

61 

100% 
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TABLE 8 (Continued) 

Attenders with 
Little or no interest 

Attended a college game • • • • • • • • 
Listened to game on radio • 
Watched game on T'J. • • • • • • • • 
Did something else. • • • • 

All attenders 

Attended a college game • • 
Listened to game on radio • • 
Watched game on TV. • 
Did something else. • • • 

. . . 
Total 

.. . . . 
. .. . 
Total 

TABLE 9 

TV owners 

4 
11 
16 
~ 

100% 

1 
13 
20 
60 

100% 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTICN SATURDi:Y AFTERNOON 
ACTIVITY BY PITTSBURGH OWNERS AND NON-OWNERS 

Sept. 29 - Nov. 24, 1951 

.Attenders with 
Very great interest 

Attended a college game • • • • • ••• 
Listened to game on radio • • • • . • • 
Watched game on TV. • • • • • • • • 
Did something else. . • • • • • • 

Attenders with 
Some interest 

Attended a college game • • 
Listened to game on radio • • 
Watched game on TV. • 
Did something else. 

Attenders with 
Little or no interest 

Attended a college game • 

Total 

Total 

Listened to game on radio • • • • • 
Watched game on TV. • • • • • •• 
Did something else. • • • • • • • • • • 

Total 

TV owners 

. 10 
21 
40 

22.... 
100% 

6 
17 
39 

-1§_ 

100% 

4 
10 
31 

-22_ 

100% 

Non-owners 

5 
20 

2 
_]]_ 

100% 

7 
25 
5 

_fil_ 

100% 

Non-owners 

10 
29 
23 
~ 
100% 

13 
31 
11 

.M... 
100% 

3 
17 
19 
61 

100% 
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TABLE 9 (continued) 

All attenders 

Attended a college game • • • • • 
Listened to game on radio • 
Watched gmne on TV. • • • •• 
Did sar.ething else. • • • • • • • 

. . . 

. . .. . . . 
Total 

5. High School Attendance 

TV owners 

7 
17 
38 

2§... 

100% 

Non-owners 

9 
26 
18 

J!.?... 
100% 

Table 10 indicates the average number of high school games attended 
by our sample of college attenders during the four years 1947 - 1950. 

TABLE 10 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COLLEGE FANS BY AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF HIGH SCHOOL GAMES ATTENDED GACH YEAR 1947-1950 

Boston 

Games 
Attended Non-owners TV owners Total 

0 42 32 35 
Less than 1 17 11 13 
1 - 1.9 17 20 19 
2 - 2.9 6 7 7 
3 - 3.9 2 10 7 
4 - h.9 h 5 5 
5 - up 12 -1:2_ 2!!... 
Total 100% 100% 100% 

Pittsburgh 
Games 
Attended Non-:-ownors TV owners Total -

0 32 JO 31 
Less than 1 12 13' 12 
1 - 1.9 12 9 10 
2 ... 2.9 13 9 10 
3 - 3.9 9 7 8 
4 - 4.9 10 6 8 
5 - up 12 26 21 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
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6~ Professional Game Attendance 

Table 11 indicates the professional garne attendance of our panel 
of college fans. 

TABLE 11 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COLLEGE FANS BY AVERA.GE 
NUMBER OF' PROFESSIONAL G.AJ-;ES .ATTENDED EACH YEAR 1947 - 1950 

Garnes 
Attended 

0 
Less than 1 
l - 1.9 
2 - 2.9 
3 - 3 .. ~ 
4 - 4 .. 9 
5 .. up 

Total 

Games 
Attended 

0 
Less than 1 
l - 1.9 
2 - 2.9 
3 .. 3.9 
4 - 4.9 
5 - up 

TotaJ. 

7. Other Data 

No TV 

79 
16 
4 
l 

-
. 100% 

No TV 

41 
28 
13 

8 
4 
2 

__lL 

100% 

Boston 

.Pittsburgh 

TV 

67 
19 

9 
3 
1 
1 

100% 

TV 

32 
20 
15 
10 

6 
7 

10 

100% 

Total 

71 
18 . 

8 
2 
1 

100% 

Total 

35 
23 
14 

9 
6 
s 
8 -

100% 

Complete answer$ to all questions included on the li6ting on 
page h which have not been given in the text or appendix, are available 
in the files of N.O.R.C. All basic answers were cross-tabulated by TV 
ownership class. 



APPENDIX D 

As noted in Appendix C , it was deemed wiser to invest our inter­
viewing budget in a small number of surveys of football fans in specially 
chosen areas than in a large-scale national cross-section. Nevertheless, 
it was apparent that national surve~r data would contribute to our under­
standing of the problem at many points in the analysis. 

Such basic information as the proportion of football fons to the 
population and their distribution by sex, age, economic level, geograph­
ical region, etc., co1·\ld be g3.thered only through a national survey. In 
addition, national survey data would be a useful bencl:unark against which 
to evaluate the results of the Boston-Pittsburgh and stadium studies. 

Fortunately, a relatively inexpensive means of collectii"lg the neces­
sary data from a national cross-section was available in the regular 
roonthly surveys which NORC conducts for other purposes on other matters 
of public interest. It was possible, therefore, on an early September 
national sur~.rey to add four questions dealing with television and college 
football, and on a late November survey to add six more. 

These regular NORC national surveys lire conducted by means of per­
sonal interviews with ·a representative cor-ss-sectionof the adult popu­
lation. The pre-season survey was based on 1,292 such interviews and the 
post-season survey on 1,281 different intertriews. 

This size of sample, as we have observed in the main body of our 
report, is not large enough to permit detailed analysis of particular 
groups which represent only a small fraction of the population. But it 
is large enough to provide stable national estimates and to permit simple 
breakdowns of the data by two, three or four population groups.-

The interviewing was conducted by NORC's permanent national staff, 
all of whom have been hired and trained personally by our supervisors~ 
A modified 11quota-typett Satapling procedure was employed, in which inter­
viewers in the large urb~h areas are assigned to randomly selected block­
si tes from which they fill their quotas according to age and sex, and in 

.other areas are assigned quotas of respondents in each of four rental or 
home-value brackets. 

• On the pre-season survey, the questions included telephone and tele­
vision ownership; in the case of TV owners, the channels they could 
satisfactorily receive in their area; interest in college football_, and 
attendance at college football games, both "ever11 and during the preced­
ing season of 19.50. From the routine "factual data" at the end of the 
interview, we ascertained each responctent 1s.occupation, amount of educa­
tion, age, sex, economic level and place of residence. 

These findings were used to define the groups who were interested in, 
and/or attei1ded, college football games; to ascertain, for the purposes 
of our Boston-Pittsburgh research, that very few football fans lacked 
telephone service, and to obtain some indication of the amount of "over­
lap" in the major TV areas. 

-1-
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The postMseason survey obtained the following information: date of 
attendance at last college football game, reasons for not attending 
more frequently, 1951 attendance experience, interest in college foot­
ball, ·TV otmership and length of same, amount of viewing normally done 
by non-owners, exposure to football telecasts during the 1951 season, 
knowledge of the NCAA experimental plan and attitudes toward it, and the 
extent of feelings of deprivation that particular games had not been 
telecast. Again, the routine 11factual data11 on each respondent was used 
in the analysis of the results. 

Data from this post-season survey were coded in terms of each fan's 
actual behavior (attendance, TV-viewing or neither) on each Saturday of 
the football season, with special reference in TV areas to the television 
schedule on each particular date. 

The major findings have already been presented in the text of the 
report. Additional information on lengt~ of TV ownership, and geographic 
location etc., is available in NORC Tiles. 



APPENDIX E 

SPECIAL STUDIES WITH COOPERATING COLLEGES 

I. Introduction 

This phase of the research program was developed to supplement 
the detailed information obtained from the intensive Boston and Pitts­
burgh interviews and from the national cross~section polls. As noted 
in Appendix C, cost considerations limited the full-scale area studies 
to only Boston and Pittsburgh. In view of the wide diversity in types 
of fans located in various towns e.nd regions, however, it was hoped 
that a number of additional less detailed studies could be obtained by 
college research personnel working in cooperation vd.th N0RC. 

Three types of cooperative surveys were planned: 
l) Stadium surveys, consisting of one-page self-admi nistered 

questionnaires of fans actually attending a game. 
2) Area checks on week-end activity, using a short telephone 

interview with a representative cross-section of all local fans similar 
to the weekly call-backs in Boston and Pittsburgh. 

3) Almnni and Student sur11eys,consisting of self-administered 
questionnaires to get additional information about these special groups 
of fans. · 

In general, the plan was for NCRC to furhish technical assistance 
in planning each project and for members of the graduate school or 
teaching staff to be responsibl e for collecting and tabulating the· data. 
In the case of four schools, however, NORG personnel, in cooperation 
with the college athletic directors, assumed full responsibility for 
the research, and in most other cases, due to considerations of time 
and cost, NORC also did the basic tabulations. 

II. Seleetion of Colleges 

A number of factors were a:insidered in the selection of colleges 
whore cooperative projects would be undertaken. In the first place, 
it was desirable to have representation from as many geographic regions 
as possible. Secondly, for each cooperating college, stndies were 
needed of games played during different types of TV competition and 
during blackouts. And tel' the extent possible, colleges should bo · 
selected from areas with such attendance variables as: high and moderate 
TV saturation, high school and professional football competition, large 
primary football markets involv.ing considerable travel distance for 
attending fans, etc. 

In early September, all ~thletic directors were asked to specify 
on the pre-season questionnaire tho names of local rosoarch personnel 
who might be willing to participate in the research program. In early 
October, a letter outlining tho tlrroe types of studios was mailed to 
120 NCAA colleges. .After consideration of t.he criteria listed above, 
cooperative agreements wore concluded with 24 of thGse schools. We 
wish to thank in particular the. following college personnel who helped 
direct this research:* 

In the case of four schools - Holy Cross, Maryland, Northwestern 
and Pittsburgh Univ .... the surveys were conduct0d by NCRC person­
nel with the cooperation of the athletic directors; in the case 
of UCLl~, the surveys were conducted by Dr. Neil Warren and Mr. 
Maxim Goode of the University of Southern California. 
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Allegheny College ...... 
U.S. Military Academy ••• 

ColUlllbia University. 
Cornell University • 

. . . 
, . . 

Franklin and Marshall. • • 

Harvard University •••• 
Kentucky University •••• 

Michigan University •• 
Mirmesota University 

Nebraska University •••• 

New Hampshire Univ. . . . 
Northeastern College • • • 
Notre Dame Univ •••••• 

Oklahoma.University. • • • 

Pennsylvania Univ •• . . . 
Pennsylvania State Col. 

Southern California Univ •• 

Wayne University • 

Yale University •• . . .. .. 
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Miss Cynthia Britten, senior student. 
Major Joseph F.H. Cutrona, Assistant 

Public Information Officer. 
Mr. Thomas Blair, graduate student. 
Mr. Gordon Streib, Department of 

Sociology and Anthropology. 
Mr. Jerry Neprash, Oeaprtment of 

Sociology. 
Mr. Edgar Lowell, graduate student. 
Dr. E.G. Sulzer, Department of Radio 

Arts. 
Mr. John s. Aird, graduate student. 
Mr. Ralph D. Casey, School of 

Journalism. 
Hr. George s. Round, Director of 
Public Relations. 
Prof. Joseph E. Shafer, Department of 

Economics and Business Administration. 
Prof. Edward Willett, Economics. 
Dr. Daniel c. 0 1Grady, Department of 

Psychology and Philosophy. 
Dr. Marshall E. Milligan, Department of 

Business Statistics. 
Prof. Donald F. Blankertz, Department 

of Marketing - Wharton School. 
Dean Carl P. Schott, Physical Education 

and Athletics. 
Dr. Neil ·warren, :Mr. Maxim Goode, Dept. 

of Psychology. 
Mr. Paul Pentecost, Division of Com­

munity Relations. 
Miss Mildred L. Hackett, Secretary for 

Student Employment. 

The principal analysis design of the stadium sur,reys and telephone 
area ch0cks was to study differences in the behavior of TV owner and 
non-mmer fans under different TV conditions. For this reason several 
colleges which completed surveys of only single games wero not utilized 
in the final tabulations. 

Unless otherwise spocified, the Chi Square (X2) test of homogeneity 
was used to establish significant differences between analytical groups. 
This technique demonstrates whether any observed difference between two 
groups ( sv.ch as owners and non-otmors) might be due to chance sampling 
fluctuations or whether observed differences reflect actual differences 
in the populations from which the samples are drawn. An observed 
difference is generally considered statistically significant whon~ by 
the x2 test, we find that tho difference could have occurred by chance 
in only five cases out of 100. 
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III. Stadiurn Surveys 

Data on the characteristics of approximately 25,000 football 
attenders wero secured at 35 games of 13 colleges,* under a variety of 
television conditions. Table 1 lists these schools and games, as well 
as the TV variables, the weather and the attractiveness ratings of 
each of the games. 

TABLE 1 

STADIUM SURVEYS 

Percent of~HSf-
Questionnaires TV"~' Game 

School Games Returned Situation Attractiveness Weather 

Army" Dartmouth 40% N.R. More Favorable 
Columbia 36 B.O. Less Favorable 
Citadel 32 N.R. Less Favorable 

Columbia Dartmouth 25% N.R. Less Favorable 
Navy 15 L More Favorable 
Brown 30 B.O. Less Unfavorable 

Cornell Columbia 7<t. ,o N.R. More Unfavorable 
Michigan 15 N.R. More Favorable 

Franklin & · SwE>.rtbmore 52% B•O. More Favorable 
Marshall Wash.&Jeff. L.4 L Less Favorable 

Gettysburgh 19 B.o. Eore Favorable 

Harvard Dartmouth 35% 1 :MoI'G Favorable 
Princeton 27 N.R9 Hore Favorable 
Brown 18 s Loss Favorable 

Maryland Missouri 15% N.R. Less Unfavorable 
N.Carolina St. 34 B.O. More Unfavorable 
Wost Virginia 29 B.O. Less Unfavorable 

Michigan Minnesota 62% B.O. More Unfavorable 
Northwestern 43 N.R. Less Unfavorable 
Ohio State 49 s More Favorable 

Minnesota Indiana 40% N.R. Less 1''avorable 
Wisconsin 6 B.o. Hore Unfavorable 

New Hampshire Maine 70% N.R. More Favorable 
Vermont 63 L Less Favorable 
Tufts 48 N.R. Less Favorable 

~~ This does not include one game of Kentucky University and one game of 
Penn State College and it likewise excludes two Oklahoma Univ. games 
where technical difficulties prevented use of the data. 

-i:..>,:. N.R.=non-regional, I,::local, s;scctional or regional, B.O.:tilackout. 
~({~* Percentage 'based on number of questionnaires distributed. 
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TABLE 1 (Contimied) 

Percent or 
Questionnaires TV Game 

School Game Returned Situation Attractiveness Weather 

Northwestern Wisconsin 39% L Mor~ Favorable 
Purdue 46 B.o. Less Favorable 

Pittsburgh Ohio State n.,a. * N.R. More Favorable 
West Virginia n.a. B.o. Less Unfavorable 

S.California Notre Dame 13% L Less Unfavorable 
T.c.u. 49 B.o. ,J:ess Favorable 
u.c.1.A. 25' N.R. More Favorable 
Stanford h4 B.o. More Favorable 

u.c.1.A. Washington 21% B.o. Less Favorable 
California 6 s. More Favorable 

1. Stadium Survey Procedures 

In general, questionnaires similar to form #311E-l were distributed 
to a 10% random sample of each stadium audience. In most cases ushers 
handed them to every tenth person entering each stadium section. At 
several gBlTles, however, local Boy Scouts or students handled the distri- . 
bution and collection of questionnaires. 

This design was varied somewhat where the total audience exceeded 
40,000 and where sufficient time and research personnel permitted the 
use o:f a more controlled sampling plan. For example 1 at some of th\:1 
larger games every "n"th row in every 11k 11 th section was sampled. In 
other similar situations, randomized rows in every section were used. In 
every sampling plan, however, every attender had an equal probability of 
selection. 

The average questionnaire return was just under 40%. To encourage 
returns and to minimize nossible bias in response, announcements were 
made over the public address systems during the quarter-and/or half-time 
explaining that a survey of audience characteristics was being conducted 
by the college and urging full cooperation. In order to curcumvent the 
problem of late a.rri vers and early lea.vers as a possible source of bias, 
auestionnaires were generally collected at half time.-iH~ 

As described la.ter, comparisons were made of time-at-ticket-purchase 
reported by the sample of respondents and the actual control totals of 

* Informa.tion is not available on the number of questionnaires 
distributed at t'hese games 

-:H~ At Northwestern, it was not feasible to collect the question­
naires at the game, so a pre-folded, stamped, self-addressed 
envelope form was distributed with instructions to drop it in 
a mail box after answering the questions. 
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game ticket sales. Such checks revealed that in most surveys the 
respondents were fairly representative of the stadium sudience. 

2. Analysis Design 

The questionnaires from each game were tabulated.separately. 
Student questionnaires were separated from non-student: nstudent 11 in 
this case referring only,, to those resnondents who indicated that t hey 
were attending either one of the UNO schools playing. in the game. 
This report deals exclusively with the data from non-student question­
naires.-!} 

The non-student questionnaires were first sorted on the basis of 
the respondent's past attendance trertd--his reply that his attendance 
at college football games in 19.50 and '51 was ngreater 11 , "about the 
same"> or 11 less 11 than it was ;Ln the 1947 and •48 football seasons. 
Each of these attendance groupings was then subdivided according to TV 
ownership and length of ownership. Within this basic grouping of 
attendance and TV ownership, hand tabulations were prepared on degree 
of interest in college football, time of ticket purchase, ntunber of 
games attended in 1950, whether a football game had been watched on TV 
in 19)1, school affiliation, age, and sex. 

The second part of the stadium tabulations involved replies to 
questions on other college football games attended and televiewed in 
1951. Each reported attendance er televiewing was tallied according 
to the TV situation (blackout, local, regional and non-regional telecasts) 
prevailing on the date of the activity in the respondent's TV area. 

Before tallying, the questionnaires were sorted according to TV owner­
ship and length of ot-mership subdivided by type of ticket purchased 
{season, non-season advance, day of game). This further sub classifica­
tion of fans by type of ticket purchase was necessary if the influence 
of the dif ferent types of TV competition were to be tested. It is 
reasonable to assume that fans with season tickets would attend as 
many home games as possible, without regard to the variations in the TV 
situation. If there is a behavior variation by type of TV competition, 
it would be manifested by the non-season ticket purchasers and to combine 
them with the season ticket group would only obscure the analysis. 

3. Stadium Survey Results 

Prior to an analysis of the statistical data obtained from the 
stadium surveys, it is important to have some understanding of the 
possible biases reflected in the sanples of respondents. Only one 
partial test of representativeness could be made, since for the most part 

* The decision to utilize only t he non-student findings was based 
on two considerations. First, opportunities for attendance are 
generally greater among students than among non students. Second, 
students 1opportunities f or t eleviewing could not be accurately 
determined. Some student s who replied that they owned a tele­
vision set may in fact have been referring to a TV.set :in their 
parents' homes and thus not have had a set available during 
football season. 
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there are no objective data from other sources describing the general 
characteristics of the stadium audience against which the character­
istics observed in our samples could be compared. 

As indicated previously, a comparison was made of the types of 
tickets bought by the sample with school records of actual ticket sales. 
In 12 of the 35 games a disproportionate number of season-ticket 
holders were found in the samples. There is no way of determining how 
this bias affected the personal characteristics found in our samples of 
stadiufu audiences. 

Two techniques were employed to minimize the possible effects of 
this bias. Rather than present separate results for each game, data 
from all of the games of each school were combined into composite 
school results. Thus the relative importance of any over weighting 
found in one game would be lessened in the larger size of the merged 
samples. Further, in the analysis of the 1951 attendances of TV 
owners and non-owners as described in the analysis designs, only the 
data from non-season ticket holders were included. 

Another possible source of bias, not related to the representa­
tiveness of the sample, might be mentioned here. This is the extent 
to which respondents were aware of the true purpose of the study (as 
one bf determining the effects of TV on college football attendance)~ 
This purpose was not made explicit in t he questionnaires not in the 
stadium announcements; however, it is possible that via general 
publicity or by inference from the survey situation and materials, a 
portion of the fans were aware of t he nature of the study. It is 
possible, also, that t his nawa.reness" bia.s may have affected TV owners 
differently from non-owners, in that owners may have attempted to 
understate any loss in attend&nce. By minimizing the effect of TV, 
they may have thought they would increase t he number of available 
football telecasts. 

One further general precaution which should be considered in 
interpreting the results of stadium surveys is the fact that the data 
are limited necessarj_ly to only those football fans who actually 
attended games during 1951. Consequently, results cannot be general­
ized to the entire universe of college football fans, including those 
who have an interest in the game but did not attend a game this year. 
The telephone surveys which are described in the following section, 
however, were designed to repr esent all fans - attending or doing 
something else on selected Saturday afternoons. 

· a. General Audience Characteristics: 

Some of the overall audience characteristics are presented in 
Table 2. 
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TABLE 2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 25,000 FANS WHO 
ATTENDED 35 GAMES OF 13 COLLEGES IN 1951 

17 and under. 5% 
8 

19 

Sex 

Men •••• 
Women • 

. . . . . . 78% 
22 18 - 22 years • • 

23 - 29 years • • 
30 - 39 years • • 
40 - 49 years 

. 26 
22 
20 

Interest in football 

50 and over • Very great. • • • 60% 
Quite a bit • • • 35 
Little or none. • 5 

Types of Football Games Attended in 1950 

College games only • 
College and other •• 
No college games • • 

• • • • • • • • 28% 
57 
15 

. . . . . . 
. . . . .. . 

Table 3 indicates the composition of each college's audience by 
TV ov.mer and non-owner group. As can be seen, practically all colleges 
are faced with heavy TV saturation. 

TABLE 3 

COMPOSITIC<N OF STADIUM AUDIENCE BY TV O\r.JNERSHIP 

College 

Army • • • • 
Columbia • • • • • • • • 
Cornell. • • • • • • • • • 
Franklin and Marshall. 
Harvard. • • • • • • • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
~4arJrland • • • • • • • . • . • • • • 
Michigan • • • • • • • • 
Minnesota. • • • . • • • • .. . . . • • 
New Hampshire.. • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Northwestern • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Pittsburgh • 
u.c .. 1.A ••••• . . . . .. 
u.s ... c. • • . . . . . 

Percent 
TV Owners 

68% 
63 
47 
63 
50 
67 
64 
64 
38 
69 
56 
70 
60 



- 8 -

Table 4 describes some of the other audience characteristics on 
the basis of the composite game data. To conserve space, the full 
distribution on each item has not been presented but can be calculated 
easily as the difference between the figures given and 100%. 

TABLE 4 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AUDIENCE CHARACTERISTICS BY COLLEGE 

School Type of 1950 
Interest A~e Sex Affiliation Games Attended 

Very Little Non- -i< College College 
School Great Or None Under L.o Nale Alumni res;eonse Onl;y_: and other 

Army 49% 9% 65% 71% 22% 20% 39% 
Columbia 49 8 63 75 34 11 40 
Cornell 56 5 48 77 46 11 48 
Franklin & 

Marshall 51 8 la 77 29 10 26 
Harvard 50 8 h8 88 42 6 41 
Maryland 65 4 77 85 24 16 21 
Michigan 57 5 61 73 22 25 19 
Minnesota. 71 2 49 80 37 23 32 
New Hampshire 40 18 48 79 43 10 34 
Northwestern 56 .7 I.Ji 84 40 1 32 
Pittsburgh 50 8 50 75 31 5 14 
u.c.L.A. 68 3 58 79 24 14 20 
u.s.c. 68 3 61 79 28 16 24 

c. Effects of '.IV Ownershi,E 

Two types of tests were made of the possible effects of TV 
ownership. The first considered owner and non-owner attendance 
differences during the 1951 season without regard to any va~iations 
in the TV situation, and also during 'I'V competition and ilblackouts 11 • 

The second compared recent 1950. and 19.51 attendance trends with the 
pre television years 1947 and 1948. 

1) 19.5i Trends in Attendance 

In general owners and non-owners attende}i about the same number 
of games in 1951. As fully discussed in the text of the report, there 
were many reasons for this inconclusive finding. The assumption that 
owners and non-owners were two distinct groups was to some extent 
negated by the ready accessibility of TV to non-ovmers. In addition, 
1951 average attendance was low for both owners and non-owners so that 

42% 
44 
41 

61 
45 
61 
62 
58 
47 
60 
71 
69 
64 

{} On this question, there was an unusually high rate of non-response. 
To. prevent any upward bias in the alumni percentage, the figures 
have been calculated on a total base which includes the fans 
who failed to answer this question; the percent of non~response 
is also listed. 
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differences in attendance were bound to be small and short of statis­
tical significance. Finally, technical tabulation problems prevented 
the simultaneous control of personal differences among fans, which is 
expecially important when group differences are small. 

A comparison of the proportion of TV owners in the stadium audience 
with the proportion of TV owners in the area revealed that the percent 
of owner-attenders was about equal to the over'.'J.11 proportion .in tpe area., 

Another comparison was made of average weekly attendances of 
owners and non-owners during the 1951 season~ In this analysis, as 
mentioned earlier, only respondents who did not purchase season tickets 
were included. Each reported attendance at a 1951 college game was 
coded according to the type of TV situation prevailing in the local TV . 
area at the time of the attendance. A comparison of the weekly average 
attendance of owners and non-owners, regardless of 'i'V situation, 
indicated that there were no significant differences in any of the 13 
colleges. 

In evaluating the effects of the different types of TV situations, 
the games of each college were divided into two groups - those with 
TV competition and those without TV ( 11blackout11). 

Two measures were used to determine the possible 11blackout11 effects 
on owners and non-owners: 

1) The relative proportions of TV owners at "blackout" games 
compared with TV competition games. If a "blackout11 significantly 
helps attendance, a relatively greater number of TV owners would 
be expected to attend during 11blackouts11 than when a football 
game was available. 
2) A comparison of the nmnber of 11 losers11 at "blackout" and 11 com­
peti tion" games. If TV ownership was contributing to the number 
of "losers" - fans with loss attendance irt recent years compared 
to ~re-television years ... a relatively greater number of 11 losers 11 

would be expected to attend during blackouts than during TV 
competition. 

These analyses involved tan schools for which data were available 
from both "blackout" and 11 compotition11 games. With regard to our first 
hypothesis, in only four out of the ten schools was there a significant 
difference in t he proportions of owners and non-owners attending games. 
In only one case did more owners attend during a llblackoutn, while in 
three cases relatively more non-owners attended. Similarly, in testing 
our second hypothesis (proportion of 11 losers" among ow ers at 11blackout11 

and 11competitic•n11 games), only two schools showed a statistical 
difference while eight did not, and tho differences were again incon­
sistent -- in one case more 11losers11 at the blackout garne; in the other, 
fewer 11 losers11 at such games. 

From what we now know about game attendance and from our Boston 
and Pittsburgh findings, these inconclusive 11blackouttr results were to 
be expected. In the first place, most fans were poorly informed about 
blackout dates; secondly, most of the ten colleges were large ones with 
relatively unimportant gate sales. Consequently, with no overall 
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11blackout11 effects observed in our attendance data among the universe of 
large colleges, i~ was to be expected that a sample of large college 
audiences would confirm this result. 

2) Recent Attendance Trends Compared to Pr~-Television Years 

A special check was made of the historical attendance trends of 
owners and non-owners who reported that their attendance in 1950 and 
1951 was less than during the pre--television years 19W and 19L~8. Such 
fans are called "losers11 , and if there are more 11 losersH among '.li'V 

owners, an inference might be drawn about the harmful effects of TV. 
Actual results, however, do not confirm the above hypothesis. 

In eight of the thirteen schools significant differences were 
observed. But in seven schools, there was a higher proportion of 
11 losers11 among the non-owners; in only one, the 'N owners showed a 
higher number of 11 losers11 • In four of the five schools where no 
significant difference was found, the direction was also toward a 
greater number of 11 losersn e.mong the non-owners. 

Upon closer analysis, however, the apparent discrepancy can be 
explained. It should again be recalled.that in these overall comparisons 
there may be some bias in the sample of respondents due to the over rep .. . 
resentation of season ticket purchasers. Secondly, there is the 
possibility of a differential memory bias. TV owners who saw many games 
on TV during the past few seasons may nc:w be lmable to recall which 
games they attended and which they saw on 'l'V. It may be that they are 
unconsciously inflating their attendance in the more recent years. In 
addition, there is some possibility that TV owners who were aware of 
the purpose of the study may have tended to understate their recent 
losses. In a number of instances comments which were voluntarily written 
on questionnaires attempted to explain away the possible influence of 
TV on their attendance. It must also be recalled that only actual 
attenders are studied here. TV owners who no longer attend games would 
not appear in our stadium surveys. Jlnd in addition to these possible 
biases, there are the problems of controlling per::.onal differences 
between owners and non-owners. 

We know from our Boston and Fi tt.sbiirgh studies and from the 
national cross-section polls that level of interest in football, age, 
sex, school afi'iliation~ economic level, etc., strongly influence 
attendance. By means of the x2 test of homogeneity, we determined that 
there were differences in these characteristics among the ovmer and 
non-owner groups in the stadium audiences and that when these character­
istics are controlled, the past attendance differences lar~ely disappear. 

Interest Differences: 

Our analysis indicates that the owner and non-owner groups, as 
represented by our stadium samples,, do differ with respect to .interest. 
Primarily, 'I'V owners attending games have a higher level of interest 
than non-c;iwners. In eight out of thirteen schools, a difference was . 
found that could be attributi;;d to chance sampling fluctuations in only 
two chances out of 100; in each of these schools more owners reported 
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11very great interest" and more non-owners only "quite a bit11 or 11little11 

interest. Of the five schools where there were no statistically signi­
ficant differences, three again showed a higher concentration of 11very11 

interested fans among the TV owners. 

When TV owners and non-owners of equal interest are compared, no 
reliable differences occur among the 11little interested", and only 4 
of the 13 colleges demonstrated a significant number of 11very interested" 
non-owners still reporting more 11 losers 11 • Among the fans with moderate 
interest in 6 of the 13 cases, more non-owners are classified as 11losers11 • 

Within the owner and non-owner groups themselves, the relationship 
between level of interest and attendance trends was similar; in both 
cases, the 11very11 interested more frequently reported gains in atten­
dance, and the 11quite 11 and "littlen interested reported attendance 
losses. For the TV owners, th.i..s was true in six out of the thirteen 
schools; for the non-owners; in eight out of the thirteen schools. 

Since more non-owners state they have only a nmoderate 11 interest 
in football, this factor probably is most illlportant in explaining the 
overall owner vs.-non owner comparison. That even as many as 6, or less 
than half of the cases of equal moderate interest, still report more 
non-owner 11 losers11 may be due to other personal differences among owner 

·and non-owner groups which are not controlled. 

Age Differences: 

Two comparative age groupings, which had revealed the greatest 
attendance differences on t he national poll, were used - under 40 
years old and 40 and over. Our analysis indicates that the owner and 
non-Oimer groups tend t.o differ also with respect to age, although 
these differences are not as great as those observed for interest in 
football. In general, TV owners at football games were found to be 
older than non-owners. In three schools a difference was found that 
would appear by chance in only one case out of 100; in each of these 
three schools, there were more younger fans under 40 in the non-owning 
group and a greater nu!llber over 40 among the owners. Of the ten schools 
where the differences did not quite meet the standard of significance, 
six also showed more older TV owners. 

When comparing owners and non-owners of equal age, a s i gnificant 
difference between proportions "losing" was found much more frequently 
in the younger group. In seven out of thirteen schools, a difference 
was observed which could occur by chance in only 5 cases out of 100; in 
an eighth school the diff erence could have arisen from chance sampling 
fluctuations in only 7 cases out of 100. In all of these ei ght schools 
more non··owners t han owners under hO years of age were losing in 
attendance., I n contrast, only two out of the thirteen schools reported 
a significant difference for those over L.O; in only one there was a 
greater proportion of non-owners losing and in the other, more owners 
were losing. These data indicate that the greatest difference between 
owners and non-owners is concentrated in the younger group which 
contains rel&tively more non-owners. 
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The ot~ner a,nd non-owner groups separately showed a s:ilnil.ar pattern 
of relationship between age and attendance trend. In every case, the· 
older group more often reported stable attendance whereas the younger 
group included bot.h more 11 gaii.'1.e1~s 11 and more 0 losers0 • F'or the TV 
ov;ners, this occured in eight out of thirteen schools; for the non ... 
owners, in ten out of the thirteen schools ~ · 

School Affiliation: 

To test the importance of school affiliation in determining dif­
ferences between owners and non-owners, the respondents were separated 
into two groups, alumni and general public (non-alumni). 11Alurnni11 

here refers to those fans who were graduates of either of the two 
schools playing in the game and does not include people who may have 
been alumni of some other college. 

The high rate of non-response to this question (described in 
Table 4) disqualified many schools from this part of the analysis• 
Only three colleges consistently r eported fewer than 10% non-response 
and at three other specific games missing answers were not too impor­
tant. Recognizing the lj..mitations of having only 6 cases available for 
analysis, the data do point up a possible difference between owner and 
non-owner alumni. In four of the six cases, more alumni were found in 
the non-owner group, and in three 6f these cases the non-owner alumni 
reported a greater number of 11 losers11 • As for the proportions of 
general public losing attendance, more non-owners were 11 losers 11 in 
only one case. These findings suggest that the greater differences 
between owners and non-owners are also found in the alumni group. 

In summary, our analysis of interest level, age, and school 
affiliation provides some insights into the differences between TV 
owners and non-owners and their relative proportions 11 losing11 in 
attendance. We have seen that loss in attendance is more frequent 
in the lower interest groups, in those under 40 years of age, and in 
alumni. And our data also indicate that each of these characteristics 
appears more frequently among the non-owners than among TV owners. If 
we had been able to separate younger alumni with equal interest, of the 
same sex and economic s tatus, it is more than likely t hat tho owner -
no.n-owner attendance comparisons woul d have been different.. Unfor­
tunately, due to the number of cases and tho use of inflexible hand 
tabulations, we were unable to control all of t hese variables 
simultaneously. 

IV. Area Telephone Surveys of Saturday .Hternoon Activity 

1. Introduction 

Cities were sel ected for the telephone surveys on the basis of the 
same general f actors which determined the choice of football games for 
the stadium studies. Selections were made in various sections of the 
country where t he homo schedule of t he local teams presented an oppor­
tunity for studying fan activity dnring a 11bla.ckoutil and during TV 
competition~ In addition, we were especially interested in local TV 
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competi tion.-:i-

Telephone surveys were conducted j.n eight cities, and except for 
one case, following two or more different weekends. Table 5 lists the 
Saturqay dates and the prevailing TV situation when the surveys in 
eacb city were conducted. 

TABLE. 5 

TELEPHONE SURVEYS 

City Date Type TV competition -IH:--
Detroit, Mich. 10/27 Blackout 

11/17 Inter-regional 
11/24 Sectional 

New Haven, Conn. 10/20 Local 
10/27 Blackout 
11/3 Inter-regional 
11/24 Blackout 

Lancaster, Pa .. 11/10 .Local 

Minneapolis, Minn. 11/10 Inter-regional 
11/24 Blackout 

Philadelphia, Pa. 10/20 Sectional 
10/27 Sectional 
11/3 Blackout 

Worcester, Mass. 10/27 Local 
11/3 Blackout 
11/10 Inter-regional 
11/17 Sectional 

Los Ang~les, Calif. 11/10 Blackout 
11/17 Blackout 
11/24 Inter-regional 
12/l Local 

Lincoln, Neb. 11/3 Inter-regional 
11/17 Local 

* A special consideration entered into the selection of Worcester. 
We wanted to see what happened when a local game was telecast 
in a nearby major city (Boston). 

** Sectional and local competition, when combined are considered 
regional in the college attendance analysis. 
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2. General Procedure 

The proceedures followed in the telephone surveys were identical 
with those used in Boston and Pittsburgh call backs. In general, each 
survey consisted of about 2000 initial telephone calls from which a 
Sal!lple of 400-500 football fans ~n each city was secured. 

Each sample was randomly selected in accordance with the follow:i.ng 
proceedures. Starting from a randomly selected page of the local 
telephone directory and a randomly selected listing on this page (k), 
twenty consecutive listings were called. The position of the first 
number to be called on each successive (nth) sample page was regularly 
rotated (k - 1, etc.) with the average assignment consisting of 100 
initial calls and approY.ilnately twenty - thirty call backs on each of 

, the follow-up interviews. 

In the initial call, which was used to select the panel of college 
football fans, each respondent was asked if anyone in the household had 
ever attended a college football game and if so who that person was and 
the date of the last attendance. He was then asked if there were a TV 
set in the home and when it had been purchased. If he did not have a 
set, he was asked about the frequency of te1eviewing on someone else's 
set -- either at the home of a friend or in a public place. Similar to 
the Boston and Pittsburgh studies, any person attending since 19Lf6 was 
considered a football fan. Each fan was then asked questions relating 
to his sports attendance, radio listening and televiewing activities 
over the weekend and especially during the Saturday afternoon of the 
home team football game. 

All the fans in the household who were mentioned. by the respondent 
as having attended since 1946 were interviewed except in cases where 
two or more related people were reported as having attended the same 
last game together. Then the interviewer determined who had been the 
initiator of the actiYity and only interviewed him. (E.g., in cases 
o;f husband and wife, the husband was usually interviewed.) If a person 
ware mentioned as a fan but was not available to be interviewed at 
that time, the student was instructed to call back at l east two more 
times at differ.ent hours. 

All interviews were conducted during the week (usually Monday through 
Friday) following the local football game. In a few surveys, respon­
dents were asked about two weekends in one interview, when there had 
not been time to make the cails earlier. In this case, the questions 
concerning the last weekend were asked and then the interviewer inquired 
about the previous weekend, mentioning it by date. If the respondent 
could not recall his activity, the interviewer probed with a mention of 
a local game played that weekend. The same fans were interviewed on 
the succeeding call backs. Du.ring the last call, in addition to his 
activities, the fan was asked about his age, sex, and past attendance 
trend -- whether his attendance at college football games was "greatern, 
11 about the samett, or 11 J:ess 11 in the 1950 and '5.1 seasons than in 1947 and 
1 L~8. 
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3. Analysis 

The procedures used in tabulating the telephone questionnaires 
were similar to those already described in the stadium surveys. Respon­
ses were tabulated separately for each city and for each weekend. The 
ballots were sorted on the basis of reported past attendance trend and 
television ownership. Fur,ther, they were sorted into 11 complete•i and 
11 incompiete 11 groups; the 11 completen group representing those fans for 
whom there was a complete set of questionnaires for all call backs. 
In the final analysis, · only the responses of the 11 complete 11 group were 
used, so that any changes in the proportion of fans engaging in one 
activity or another could not be attributed to a difference in the 
composition of .the sample.. Even more important, the "incompletes 11 

were usually missing. the last interview, so that we did not have the 
essential information on past attendance trendso 

The results of the telephone surveys were analyzed separately for 
each city. Our first step was to compare the proportions of TV owners 
and non ... owners reporting "loss11 in attendance.. Of the six cities for 
which complete data were av~ilable,~~ in only one was a difference 
observed which could not have boen due to chance sampling fluctuations. 
In this city, the non-owners more often reported loss than the owners. 

The next step was to compare the Saturday afternoon behavior 
of the two groups according to the types of TV competition. "Behavior" 
was grouped into three activiti~s: 1) attended a college football game; 
2) listened to c.ollege football game on the radio or watched it on TV; 
3) did something else (worked, another kind of attendance or televiewing, 
etc.). owner - non-owner differences were inconsistent among the various 
cities. In no case did the same sample of attenders in any city report 
significant differences in more than one type of 'I'V situation. In 
three cities, while an inter-regional game was televised, a significant 
difference between owners and non..,owners was found. In two of these 
cities, more of the owners were attending the game; while in one 
city, more non-owners were attending and more owners were listening to 
the radio or watching TV. During a sectional telecast_, a significant 
difference emerged in only one city, with more of the non~owners listen­
ing to the radio and watching TV. Finally during 11blackouts11 in only 
one city was there a significant difference with more non-owners 
attending. 

Because of the inconsistency of these findings for any one city 
and between cities, the data for all weekends were combined into an 
average behavior index for owners and non-owners in each city. Using 
these indices, no statistically significant difference was found in the 
behavior of owners and non-owners. It is more than likely that the 
above inconsistencies would not have occurred if we had been able to 
control for differences in personal characteristics among the owner and 
non-owner groupsG Unfortunately, due to the size of the samples and 
the lack of flexibility in hand tabulations, such analyses were not 
possible. 

* In one city, the question on attendance trend was not asked; 
in another city, the findings could not be utilized because of 
a confusion in sampling procedure. 
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IV. STUDENT ALUMNI SURVEYS: 

1. Introduction 

Since students and alumni represent large segments of stadium 
audiences, we were interested in getting a more detailed picutre of 
their behavior and characteristics.. In selecting the colleges for these 
surveys, we fe.el it would be desirable to have representation from 
both large and small colleges in different geographical areas. Due 
to limitations of time and cost, however, only a relatively small number 
of student and alumni stirveys wore actually undertaken. As a result, we 
felt that this section of the study should be considered as only 
exploratory. 

In all, four colleges conducted surveys of alumni~~ and three 
colleges, surveys of the student body .~i* Lack of uniformity in the 
collection and treatment of tho student data, in addition to the 
priorities placed on other phases of this research, have prevented 
fulJ utilization of the student surveys. This report, therefore, does 
not include a separate discussion of the student questionnaires. Data, 
however, are available in NORC files. 

2. General Procedures 

The alumni questionnaires were mailed at the end cf November, 
at the close of the 1951 football season, to a random sample representing 
approximately 10% of each alumni listing. College al'Ulllni listings were 
generally used as the source for names and addresses; in one case, the 

. Athletic Department mailing list was used to facilitate the mailing 
procedure, since about 807~ of th0 list consisted of alumni. 

In selecting each random sample, the procedure used was similar 
to the one employed in the telephone surveys. 'l'he entire list was 
divided into 11 n11 equal sub groups;, A srunpling unit of twenty consecutive 

. names was then taken from each sub group. The first cluster of twenty 
names was started from a random point (k), and each successive cluster 
was started at point equal to k t-1 - - - i. 

To encourage alumni replies, a note signed by the Athletic depart­
ment was printed at the top of the first page of each three page 
questionnaire asking each respondent to cooperate in filling out and 
returning the questionnaire. As a further step to facilitate response, 
a self-addressed stamped business reply envelope was enclosed with each 
questionnaire. 

Alumni were asked questions on a variety of matters pertaining to 
their footb&ll behavior, as indicated in the attached form #311 E-2. 
There were items concerning the last game they had attended _,,.. type of 
ticket used and who had accompanied them to the game; there were questions 
on their activities at the time of each of the 19SO and 1951 home games 

1} Alumni surveys 1.terc conducted at Columbia u., Notre Dame, U. of So. 
California, and Wayne u. 

i* Students surveys were undertaken at Alleghel'.\}r College, Northeastern 
u., and Oklahoma U. 
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(whether they attended, teloviewod, listened to a game on the radio, or 
did ncno of these things); there were items concerning the number and 
types of football games attended in 195C, on sports attendance in 151 
and on sports enjoyed on TV; there was also a question on past atten­
dance trend •- whether attendance in the 1950 and 151 football seasons 
was "greatcr11 , 11about the same11 , or 11 less11 thnn in 1947 and •i~8. Items 
on personal characteristics inquired about ago, sex, graduating class, 
occupation, location of rosidonco and television ownership - length 
of ownership and degree of non-owner teloviewing. 

3. P.palysis 

The tabulating procedure was similar to that used in the stadium 
surveys. First tho ballots were chocked to eliminate those respondents, 
negligible in number, who had never been to a college football game. 
Then the questionnaires were sorted acc-ording to TV ownership e.hd length 
of ownership and accord~ng to reported past attendance trend; responses 
to the different questions were hand-tallied within these sorted groups. 
For the question on activities during the timo of tho tSl home games, 
only those respondents were used whose residence was within the local 
TV center.* 

This discussion of the findings deals only with the data from the 
alumni surveys of Columbic. -and Wayne Universi t;ies.~8~ As a first step 
in investigating some of the characteristics of the alumni, the 
proportions of TV owners in the samples were compared with the proportions 
in the TV areas. In the case of ColUirlbia u., there was no significant 
difference in TV mmership between -the sample and the area as a whole. 
In the Hayne University study, there was a higher rate of 'N ownership 
among alumni than in the genera.1 Detroit area. 

The second characteristic which was investigated was age distribu­
tion -- under 40 and over 40 years of age. In Columbia, 55% of the 
alumni were 'l..mder 40; at Wayno, 68% were under 40 years of age. As for 
the differences between owners and non-owners, in Wayne we found that 
more of the TV owners were under ~.O years of age, a difference that 
could have arisen from chance sampling fluctuations in only one case in 
100. In the case of Columbia, however, no significant age difference 
was found between the mmers and non-owners. 

The alumni data wore also analyzed for the proportion of 11 losers11 

among owners and non-owners. In the case of Wayne, a higher proportion 
of owners reported 111oss11 in attendance (probability 8%). It should 
be noted that it was at Wayne that there were more owners under 40 
years of ate. At Columbia, on tho other hand, there was no significant 
difference between the two groups in the proportions reporting loss in 
attendance. 

* Arrangements had been made to tabulate separately the ballots 
of any sizeable group of alumni from another TV area, but this 
did not prove necessary. In one of the schools, questionnaires 
were mailed only to local alumni. 

~y~ One college returned completed questionnaires too 1ate and the 
small number of cases included in the sample made its represen­
tativeness highly questionable. In another case, technical 
difficulties in the treatment of the data prevented the inclusion 
of the findings. 
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tn analyzing the pi-opc>rtions of 11losers11 among ownerB and non• 
owners of equal age, neither of the surveys demonstrated a significant 
difference. Thus our earlier finding in the Wayne survey of more 
owners losing attendance seems to be accounted for in a large part 
by the younger age of the owner group.. Furthermore, in the Columbia 
survey, when comparing age and attendance trends within the owner and 
non .. owner groups, a ·significantly greater number of younger TV owners 
than older owners were found to be losing attendance. The difference 
at Wayne was in the same direction but did not quite meet the 
standard of significance. This also confirms the previous stadium 
findings of the greater stabil:i,. ty in the attendance trends of older 
fans. 

For the non-owners, however, younger and older alumni reported 
no significant differences in their historictl attendance trends. 
In both cases, however, there was a tendency for younger alumni to report 
greater loss in attendance; the difference Could be due to chance, in 
17 cases out of 100 in Wayne, and in 10 cases out of 100 in Columbia. 

Of the two alumni surveys, only Columbia afforded an opportunity 
to compare behavior under local, non regiontl TV competition and 
during blackouts. In this survey however, there was no significant 
difference between owners and non-owners in the proporti~ns of alumni 
attending the different games. 

Both owners and non .. owners attended games more frequently under 
TV competition than under "blackout" conditions. For the 'IV owners this 
was a significant difference; the difference for the non-owners was 
not quite significant. However, the Oolumbia 11blackout" game was 
generally less attractive and was played under poor weather conditions. 
Since these factors weren't controlled, the higher attendance during 
TV competition, has very limitQd meaning.. · 

To further test whether there was a difference in attendance 
between the owner.s and non-owners, regardless of type of TV competition, 
an average weekly behavior index for the five Saturdays when home gar.es 
welt'e played was derived for Columbia. alumni. This indux was identical 
to the one used in the telephone surveys. It was found that there was 
no significant difference in the attendance of TV owning and non­
owning alumni. This same analysis was made of the data from the Wayne 
survey and again, there was no significant difference between the 
attendance of owners and non-owners. 

In summary, we did .find a d:i.fference between owner and non-owner 
alumni losing in attendci.nce in one survey, but this difference disap­
peared when age was held constant in the two groups. Younger alumni 
(under 40) more 'frequently report loss in attendance than older alumni, 
regardless of TV ownership. And there was no difference between TV 
owning and non-owning alumni in our sample with regard to frequency of 
attendance on selected Saturdays during the 1951 season. 
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NCAA FOOTBALL STADl'UM STITDY FOR GAME 
--~~~~--~~---

We are trying to find out something about football fans ,t who they are, i;-rhere they 
come from, etc., and would greatly appreciate your answering ,Ghe following questions: 

1~ How much interest would you stly you take 6.. A. Do you hapPcn to own a radi~ 
in college football? television set? 

Radio C ) Very great interest 
Quite a bit 
Only a little or none 

( 
( 
( 

) 
) 
) 

2. Was your ticket to the game bought in 
advance or on the~l of theiine?-

In advance ( ) * 
Day of game ( ) 
Don't know ( ) 

*A. IF HIN ADVANCE 11 : Is it a season 
ticket? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) 
3. A. How many college football gan~es did 

you attend in 1950? ------­

B.. How many .¥-g5 ~c:r.ool games did you 
attend in 19 O?-------------

c. How many l?.:ro~~ssional games did you 
attend :i.n 19~0? ·-

4. Please list any othe.~?~U.~~_s1be~]. 
£a!ne! you have attended ~s y~ar .. [f9~1) 

------·---· -·-· _ .. ..._.,._.. __ .~ ............ _ ___. 

5. k. Would you say y::::iur attr-mde.nco at col .. 
l a go football gnn:es-·cilITTDP:-Y950-51 
was greate:r, r.baut tJiosiilr:-o-01''"1'0'ss 
than the 1947-1948 seasons? 

Groat.er 
Abcut thD snme 
Less 

B. If greater or loss, why? --- -
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

·---·-·~""-·---

Television ( ) 
Neither ( ) 

B. If you own a television set, how 
~one have you owned one? -

C" How clearly do you receive the fol­
lowing charmels? 

Channel Number ·n-;n--:-rTrr) 
Ver'/ well E·-:r=-·' .r·1 Only fa:i.:rly well _;_·----l 1. _ 
Poo;rly -t--..l.-j__ 
Not at all , · ; -~11 

t.------··---.....,,___J 
D. Have you ~ched an:z. foot.ball 

gemes on TV this year? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 

E. 1f HYES1t: Which ones? 

F. Did you SGC any of these tele• 
V"isod in a movie theatre?----
~·-~·--- ............. , .... -.. - .·--....... ~ 

Yes ( ) No ( } 
7. JI.re you a student or alumnus of the: 

Home school 
Vlsi t,ing school 
Noi thcr school 

Stwfont 
'{ . ") 
( ) 
( ) 

Alumnus 1 ). . 
( ) 
( ). 

8. For purposes of classification~ we 
would like to know: 

A. Your approximate ,a,f!.,0,: ------

B. Your~: Male ( ) Female ( ) 
C • Your .£.<?2~'!£.a~,E :. _________ _ 

D. Location of ~~our residonc.~: 

''(City) ' \State) 
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Segment 
Number Address Phone 

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~ ------(Stre;:;t) (City) 

Hello. This is ( ) • Werre do:l.ng a survey o-t leisure time activities~ (what 
people do in their . spare time), for (the National Opinion 1tesearch Center of th:! 
University of Chicago) The first q~estion 
is: 

l. Is there anyone in your hous"3hold who has ever attended a colle~e football game? 

Yes No ( ) 

{~A. IF 11"....TES 11 : Who are they -- that is,, which members of yout' family have ever 
gone to a college football game, and about ho.w long ago was the 
last, time (you) (he) (she) attended? 

LIST EACH 

Year Last 
At.tended 

Year Last 
A~~ 

ELIGIBLE MEMBEI-l: lo 
3. ----------------(A ttcndod Gmno) 

2. 
~~~~~~~~~----

2. Do you happen to have a television sot in your home? Yes ( )~:- No ( ){HI-

~t4.. IF 11 YES11 : A. What was the month and year in which first set was purchased? 

B. What channels can you receive on your set? 
~~--~--~~~-

1. ASK ABOUT EACH: Does that channel usually com3 in very well, 
. only fairly well, or poorly? 

VcriJ well 
Only fairly well 
Poorly 

Channel Number 

{H<- IF 11 Non: How often do you watch television at the home of your friends or 
in public places -- quite often, on..1y occasionally, or nover? 

Qui to often ( ) 
Only occasionally ( ) 
Never ( ) 

NOTE: A. IF NO MEMBER OF THE FAMILY HAS ATTENDED A FOOTBALL GAHE IN 1947 OR L.ATER, 
DISCONTI!IJW TI-IB INTEHVIEW • 

B. IF THE PERSON WHO ANS1N~HS THE PHONE HAS ·ATTENDED J... COLLEGE FOOTBALL Gi\ME 
IN 1947 OR Li\TER, ASK HIN 'l'HE FOLLOWING QUESTIONs:-TI-IENTSKTO.':fflli.YTo 
ii.NY b'.i.'HE"l:TKL!CD..l!r.E Ml!;MBERS OF THE HOUSEHOLD. IF HE HAS NOT RECENTLY AT­
TENDED A GLNE, ASK TO SPEAK TO ANY ELIGIBLE MEMBER, EXPLAINING THAT YOU 
HAVE JUST il. F"rtW QUESTIONS WHICH EACH ELIGIBLE :ME:MBER COULD ANSWER BETi'ER 
FOR HIMSELF. (FOE EXPLANATION OF "ELIGrnrn11, SEE NO'l'l!: BOTTOM OF PAGE 2.) 

Upon contacting each eligible member of a household, use the introduction 
at the top of this questionnaire and ask the following questions: 
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Name of 
*Eligi ble: 

Page 2 

~~~~~~~---~~~~~~ 

Phone Segment 
Number: Numbe r: ·-----

1. How d.id you spend. the afternoon last Satumay? (What were you doing from about 
2 o'clock till about 5?) 

PROBE: Did you listen to the radio or watch television at all on Se.turtl.ay 
afternoon? 

CHECK APPROPRLA.TE BOX OB BOXES BELOW AND SPECIFY N"ATUHE O~~CE, BP.DIO 
J,ISTENING OR TELlWiSION VIEWING: 

( ) Attended ~ge football game 

( ) Attended ~~E- school football 

Which? 
~~~~~·~~--~~~~ 

) Attend.ea. other football g13me 

( ) A ttend.ed. other sports event 

( ) At tended. movies 

What theatre? 
~~~-~--~~~ 

( ) fl.ttend.ei other entertainment 

( Listened to radio 

( ) Football games (Which?) 

} Other sports (Which?) 

) Other programs 

) Watched television 

) Football game (Which?} 

) Other sports (Which?) 

Other 1n·og1'ams 

) DID NONE OF ABOVE -- No attendance, no radio, no TV viewj.ng. 

(What did he do?) 
2. Diel you attend. any (other) entertainment or sports events last weekend 

Frid.ay :night, Satuma.y night, or Sunday? 

( ) Yee 
( ) No 

3. And did. you listen to a:ny (other) sports events on the radio, or watch any on 
television last weekend. -- Friday night, or Satunla.y night, or Sunday~ 

( ) Yee, radio (epecify) 
~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~--~~~--~-

( ) Yes, TV (specify)----------------------­
( ) No, neither 

INTERVIEWER'S DA'I'E OF FIJ?.ST 
SIGHA.TTJRE: CALL: 

DATE OF IAST 
CAI.L: 

e;- A.n e ligH,le member must have atter.d.ed a college football game since 1947 to be 
a ekei these questions. 
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*Name of Phone Segment 
Number: Eligible: Number: 

~---~~~--~~~~~~~~~ ----
1. Now, how d.id. you spell!rl. the a~ernoon on Saturday a. week ago --that would be 

(month arid day). (Probe: that wae the day of the football game.) (What 
were you doing from about 2 o'clock til about 5?) 

PROBE: Did you listen to the radio or watch television at all on Saturday 
afte rn.oon 1 

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX OR :BOXES BELOW AND SPECIFY NA.TORE OF ATTENDANCE, PADIO 
LISTENING OR TEL."EVISION VIEWII~G': --

( ) Attended. college football game 

Which? 
~---~~~~~·~~~ 

{ ) Attended. high school football 

( ) Attended other football ge:me 

Which? 
~~~~~~---~~~ 

( ) Attended other sports event 

) Attended ~ 

What the at re? -------
( ) Attended other entertainment 

Specify: 

( Listened to radio 
( ) Football games (Which?) 

( ) Other sports (Which?} 

( ) Other programs 

( ) Watched. television 
( ) Football game (Which?) 

( ) Other sports (Which?) 

( ) «Other programs 

) DID NONE OF ABOVE -- No attendance, no :radio, no TV viewing 

(What did he do?)---------------------------

2. Did you attend any (other) entertairunent or sports events that weekend 
Friday night, Saturday night, or Sund.ay? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

3. And. did you listen to any (other) sports events on the radio, or watch any on. 
television that weekend -- Friday Night, or Saturday night, or Sunday? 

( ) Yes, radio (specify) 
( ) Yes, TV (specify) 
( } No, neither 

nrTERVIEWER 1 s 
SIGNATURE~ 

DATE OF FIRST 
CALL: 

~~~~--~----~~---~~~~--~~~DATE -OF--lA~S-T~~~~~---~ 

CALL: 

·it An eligible member must have attended. a college football game since 1947 to be 
asked these questions. 
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SURVEY OF ALUMNI 

Dear Alumnus: 

Columbia University is cooperating with the National Opinion Research Center 
in a nation-wide study of college football attendance. We are trying to find out 
something about alumni activities during the football season and we would greatly 
appreciate your answering the following questions. For your convenience in return­
ing this information, a stamp::id self ... addressed envelope is e:nclosed. Please fill 
in the questionnaire and mail it to NORC. Thank you. 

1. Have you ever a.ttend&d a college foot­
ball gamer-

*Yes. 
No • 

• • • • • • • . . . . . . . ( 
( 

*A. IF 11YF..S 11 : ANSWER THE FOLLOWING 
QUESTIONS; IF "NO": PLEASE SKIP 
TO o. 6. 

) 
) 

2. A. Do you remember whether you went 
alone or with ·someorte to the last 
game you attended? 

Alone. • • • • • • ( ) 
*With someone • • • ( ) 

Don't remember • • ( ) 

*B. IF 11i\rJITH SOi''lEONE'i: How many 
were-in the party, and who were 
they? (Family, fellow stu­
dents, alumni, another couple, 
etc.) 

c. Was your ticket bought in ad­
vance or on the day of the game? 

~~In advance • • • • ( ) 
Day of game. • • • ( ) 
Don't remember • • ( ) 

D. IF "IN ADVANCE": Was it a sea­
son ticket?-

Yes. 9 ... 

No • • • • 
• • . . • • ( 

( 
) 
) 

Ralph Furey 
Director of Athletics 
Columbia University 

3. Please check whether you attended the 
following Columbia home games in 1950, 
watched them on TV, or listened to 
them on the radio, or did none of 
these things: 
Hobart (Seot. 30) 
Attended ( ) TV ( ) Radio None ( ) 
Ponn (Oct. 21) 
Attended ( ) TV ( ) Radio ( ) None ( ) 
Army (Oct. 28) 
Attended ( ) TV ( ) Radio ( ) None ( ) 
Cornell (Nov. 4) 
Attended ( ) TV ( ) Radio None ( ) 
Navy (Nov. 18) 
Attended ( ) TV ( ) Radio ( ) None ( ) 

4. Did you attend any other football 
games duririg l9SO? 

College. • • • • • • 
High School. • • • • 
Professional • • • • 

*A• IF HYEsn: Which ones? 

~~Yes 

n 
( ) 
( ) 

No 
CT 
( ) 
( ) 

Would you say your attendance at col­
lege football games during 1950 and 
1951 was greater, about the same, or 
loss than in the 1947 and 1948 sea-
sons? 

*Greater. • • • • • .. 
About the same • • • 

·.*Less • • • • • 

( 
( 
( 

) 
) 
) 

IF "GHEATEHH OR "LESSr': Could you 
tell us why? 

_____ , ____ ......,. __ -------
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6.. Now, could you check the general way in which you spent each of the Sa.turday aft.ernoons on which 
Columbia played a home game this year: 

Att€nded Attended Attended Watched TV Listened to Cther 
Columbia Other Football Other Sports Program Radio Program (Plea.SB 
Game Game (Which?) Event {~lbich? ~ (Wr..ich?2 (Which?) s:eecify2 

(Oct. 6) 
Harvard. • • • ( ) ( ) ( ) { ) ( ) ( ) 

(Oct. 13) 
Yale • • • • • ( ) ( ) - ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

{Novo 10) 
Dartmouth. • .• ( ) ( ' ) ( ) ( ) { ) { ) 

(Nov. 17) 
N8.vy . ...... ( ) ( ) ( ) ( } ( ) ( ) 

(Nov. 24) 
Brown. • • • • ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) . { ) 
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?. Have you attended o:r do you expect to 
Attend arry (other) footbcill games in 
1951? 

8. 

*Yes. -
No • • 

. . . . . ,. ( 
( 

) 
) 

Do you happen to o;.in a ra.dio or tele'."" 
vision se:t? 

Radio. • • ~ .1. • • ( ) 
*Television . • • • ( ) 

Noither. • • • • ( ) 

-r--A. IF 11 Tvn: How long have you 01-me.d 
one? Yrs; lfos,, - -

B. IF t1NO TV"; How often do you watch 
I 

TV progrl'l.ms at tho horn613 of your 
friends or in public places? 

~~-~~Quite oftcn1 • • • ( 
~**Occasionally, .. • . ( 

Never. • • • • . • ( 

-lh'l-IF YOU OWN A TV SET OR WATCH TV 
PROGRA.i'·'IS I OCCASI ONAI.LY OR OFTEN: 
Have you watched any football 
games on TV during the +951 
season? 

.i~Yes .. • • • • • • • 
No • • • • • • • • 

~~A. IF "YEsn: Which games? 

( 
( 

) 
) 
) 

) 
) 

9. Did you watch any football gamos on 
TV during the 1950 sc.s.son? 

. . ,. . .., • • 
( 
( 

IF "YES" : How many games and c.sn 
you tell us which ones? 

) 
) 

10, IF YOU HAVE A RADIO: Have you listen­
ed' to any fodbalr""games during 
1950-1951; 

*Yes. • • 1' • • • ( ) 

No••••••• () 
-1:-A. IF 11YEStt: How often? 

Regularly. • • • ( ) 
Occn.sionally • , ( ) 
Seldom or never~ ( ) 

11. Aside from football, have you attend .. 
ed any other sport events or games 
during 1951: 

-i~Yes. • • , • • • ( 
No .. • • • • • ~ ( 

~!-A. IF "YES11 : Which ones? ---

12. Asid-:J from football, are there any 
sports you enjoy watching on TV? 

*Yes •••• • 
No ••••• 

~~A. IF nYESll: Which ones? 

• • 
• • 

( 
( 

) 
) 

) 
) 

13. Aside from Columbia, d.id you attend 
any other colh=:ges or universities? 

14 .. 

¥-Yes. • • • • • • ( 
No " . • • { 

*A. IF nyEsn: Which ones? --
For purposes.of classification, we 
wodd 1ike to know: 
A. Your approximate age: 
B. Your sex: Male ( ) Female ( 
c. Your Columbia graduating clc.ss: 

) 
) 

) 

D. Your occupation 
~----~~~~~~ 

E. Location of your home reside.nee: 

(City) (State) 


