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I

INTRODUCTION

This is a research report of public re­
action to "Phonevision"--that is, subscrip­
tion or "pay-as-you-see" television as
developed by Zenith Radio Corporation of
Chicago. During 1950 'and 195~ the National
Opinion Research Center was retained by
Zenith to assist in the conduct in Chicago
of a test of Phonevision or subscription
television. That test simulated commer­
cial conditions in providing a subscrip­
tion service to certain selected families
in Chicago and was conducted during the
period of January 1 to April 1, 1951,under
the authority of the Federal Communications
Commission, for the purpose of making
available to t4at Commission evidence and
findings pertaining to the interest of the
public in Phonevision or subscription
television and the willingness of the
public to pay for television programs
directly on a subscription-fee basis. This
report is submitted by the Center as its
independent findings and conclusions with,
respect to public reaction to Phonevision.
It is predicated on the test, in combina­
tion with an additional survey of some
2,322 Chicago families who did not partic­
ipate in the test.

The National Opinion Research Center was,
of course, in no way concerned with either
the basic engineering problems of Phone­
vision or its practical operational prob­
lems. As background to the Center's
research problems, however, the form of
Phonevision employed during the test must
be described. Briefly, the transmitting
apparatus was equipped with a coding device
to transmit a television program signal,
including video, synchronizing and audio
components, in coded form, so that receiv­
ing apparatus required decoding informa­
tion related to the coding schedule of the
broadcast in order to reproduce the pro­
gram signal; without such decoding infor­
mation, the reproduced picture "jittered"
and was unintelligible. For the 'first
nineteen days of the test, the video por­
tion alone was coded, while the audio
information was not; thereafter, both the
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video and audio portions of the program
were coded.

Each of the families participating in
the test was provided with television
apparatus equipped with a suitable decod­
ing mechanism and was further provided
with a telephone line extending from a
priYate branch exchange which controlled
the dissemination of the decoding informa-'
tion. Upon the request of any given family
participating in the test, this telephone
line was connected at the private branch
exchange with a source supplying a signal
that corresponded to the coding schedule
employed at the transmitter during the
requested program interval. The line con­
nection was maintained throughout that
program interval, and a decoding signal
was delivered to the subscriber's receiver
throughout the program to control its de­
coding mechanism continuously, so that the
receiver produced a clear and enjoyable
picture and the accompanying sound.

In connection with the te~t of this form
of Phonevision, the Center was responsible
for the design and execution of research
which would permit the drawing of conclu­
sions for the city as a whole from results
based on the relatively few participating
families. This report presents fully the
design of the research conducted in con­
nection with the test and the substantive
findings derived from it. Because of the
lengthy and detailed character of the pre­
sentation, it is desirable to review here,
in the introduction to the full report,
the nature of the problem to which the re­
search was addressed, the approach adopted
to meet this problem, and the internal
organization of the report itself.

SELECTION OF PHONEVISION
TEST PARTICIPANTS

Preliminary Considerations

The basic research problem may be put,
most simply, as one of determinin~.how the



residents of Chicago would have responded
to Phonevision, if this system of subscrip­
tion television had been commercially
available to them. "Response to Phonevi­
sion" was regarded as three-pronged: the
number of families who would subscribe to
Phonevision; the size of expenditures that
would be made for Phonevision; and the
more subjective evaluations of Phonevi­
sion--its desirability, appeal and public
support.

Two general approaches to evaluating
this response existed: the "experimental"
approach, in which families would be ex­
posed to Phonevision under conditions as
nearly as possible approximating normal
commercial operation conditions and their
reactions to Phonevision determined; and
the "survey" approach, in which families
would be asked to forecast what their
behavior and reactions to Phonevision would
b~ in the hypothetical situation of Phone­
vision's being commercially available. If
the sample of families to be used can be
determined in accordance with theoreti­
cally-indicated principles, there can be
IitHe doubt that the experimental approach
will yield more precise and reliable re­
sults, but, since it is often impossible
to implement the experimental design ade­
quately, the survey approach must be sub­
stituted.

In the case of Phonevision, the experi­
mental approach at first seemed wholly
feasible, since a test was to be conducted
for which families were to 'be selected.
Some consideration of how the families
participating in the test were to be
selected, or, more especially, of what
group the sample of test families should
be representative, at once indicated that
the experimental approach would be severe­
ly limited, however. One theoretical pos­
sibility was to make the sample of test
families themselves representative of the
city as a whole, but it was obvious that
the practical difficulties involved in
securing the cooperation of families chosen
at random for the test would be almost in­
surmountable. That is, some number of the
randomly-selected families could be ex­
pected to refuse to participate in the
test; to regard these families as among
those who would never become subscribers
to Phonevision would not necessarily be a
correct assumption, and there would be
little evidence to indicate exactly what
assumption should be made about them; to

substitute for them would introduce biases
of unknown order. Moreover, among these
randomly-selected families, there would be
some who, while making expenditures for
Phonevision during the test, would never
became subscribers under ordinary condi­
tions, so that this experimental design
would have to be combined with a survey
approach in order to determine what pro­
portion of families would be subscribers
and what the expenditures of this sub­
group would be like, as well as what the
subjective reactions to Phonevision were.
Given the limitation of the test sample to
three hundred families and the improbabil­
ity of executing this sample design per­
fectly, it appeared to be an uneconomic
use of research resources.

Another theoretical possibility was to
divide the city's families by some method
into those who would become subscribers to
Phonevision under normal conditions and
those who would not. If this division
could be made, there would be, at once, an
estimate of the number of subscribers, and,
if a sample of the subscribing group were
selected for the test, their expenditures
could be extrapolated to all subscribers
without any need for correction. Since
all the families in the test sample would
be future subscribers, this approach would

·constitute the most efficient use of the
sample size. A sampl~ of this kind would,
however, have the same kind of problems of
implementation as a random sample of fami~

lies in the city; that is, not all future
subscribers would agree to participate in
a test, and the loss of those who would
not would bias the sample in ways difficult
to estimate.

More important, however, was the fact
that no sure method existed by which to
make the initial division into future sub­
scribers and non-subscribers. A survey
could have been executed in which fore­
casts of probable response to the hypo­
thetical situation of Phonevision's being
available were obtained and used as a
basis for making the sampling stratifica­
tion into future subscribers and non­
subscribers, but, since there was, at that
time, almost no public familiarity with
either Phonevision or subscription tele­
vision generally, a survey of this kind
would have posed a completely unknown
hypothetical situation. Given this un­
familiarity, the public would have found
it most difficult to grasp fully all the
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*The detailed Census tabulations necessary to base these comparisons on 1950 data are
not available as yet.

implications of the situation to which
they were being asked to react and could
not, therefore, be expected to .forecast
their responses to Phonevision accurately.
Even if the survey could have been carried
out in the face of the lack of information
which was known to exist, it would have
been a most unreliable basis for the selec­
tion of the test sample.

The Sample Design

The solution finally adopted attempted
to approximate a sample of future sub­
scribers, although it had admitted the­
oretical deficiencies which were to be
met by complementary survey research.
Before this sampling scheme is described"
however, one further factor, complicating
the research design, must be touched on.
Since this test of Phonevision involved
the use of supplementary telephone lines,
the sample design was, in part, dependent
on the ability of the Illinois Bell Tele­
phone Company to provide these lines. When
it became apparent that telephone lines
were not freely available throughout the
city but, instead, 250 of the 300 lines
would have to be concentrated in one area
of the city, the possibility of a city­
wide sample, of whatever kind, had to be
abandoned. The ~ea of the test was then
defined not as the city of Chicago but as
the Lakeview-Lincoln community in which
the telephone lines were available. While
ail of the theoretical problems just dis­
cussed apply as well to sampling this sub­
area of Chicago as to sampling the city as
a whole, the limitation of the test to the
Lakeview-Lincoln area created the further
research problem of determining whether,
and to what extent, results derived from a
Lakeview-Lincoln sample could be extended
to the city as a whole.

An examination of 1940 Census data*
indicated that the area differed from the
city as a whole primarily in being an area
of apartment houses to a far greater ex­
tent than the rest of the city and,
correlatively, being more frequently char­
acterized by small, and childless, house­
holds. Beyond this, the area had no Negro
population and had slightly higher socio­
economic levels than the averages for the
city as a whole. The presentation of

demographic data of this kind, which were
derived from surveys of Cbicago and of the
Lakeview-Lincoln are~ conducted just after
the close of the Phonevision test, opens
the first main section ·of this report.
Throughout the report, survey results are
presented separately for the city as a
whole and for the Lakeview-Lincoln area in
order to document the conclusion that the
Lakeview-Lincoln area corresponds closely
with the city as a whole in opinions,
tastes and preferences, so that the results
of the Phonevision test conducted exclu­
sively in the Lakeview-Lincoln area may be
regarded as quite representative of the
results that would have been obtained if a
city-wide sample were used, especially
when allowance is made for the composi­
tional differences that existed.

To return to the actual sample design,
the basic decision was to derive the sam­
ple of families to participate in the test
from among families who volunteered for
participation. Since it appeared impossi­
ble to define rigo~ously the universe of
those who would become subscribers to
Phonevision if it were commercially avail­
able, interest in Phonevision was substi­
tuted as an approximation, and v~lunteer­

ing for the Phonevision test was taken as
a workable index of interest in Phonevision.
These successive approximations introduced
some inaccuracy, of course; on the one
hand, not everyone who was interested in
Phonevision could be regarded as a poten­
tial subscriber, and, on the other hand,
not everyone who was interested in Phone­
vision and/or a potential subscriber to
Phonevision would volunteer to participate
in a test. While there was, undoubtedly,
a relationship among willingness to sub­
scribe, interest in Phonevision and vol­
unteering for the Phonevision test, it
could not be expected that this relation- .
ship would be perfect in any case, and, in
practice, the relationship was further
attenuated by the introduction of other
considerations.

Under ordinary market conditions, it was
obvious that the minimum essentials a·per­
son would need in order to become a sub­
scriber to Phonevision were, first, the
desire to do so--an intangible which
created the sampling problems thus far



discussed; in addition, however, the
would-be subscriber must have a television
set and, for the form of Phonevision
tested, a telephone, in order to make use
of Phonevision. Possession of a telephone
presented no sampling problems: since the
distribution of telephones in Chicago is
relatively stable, the universe to be sam­
pled was simply restricted to residential
telephone service subscribers. Television
ownership, on the other hand, was growing
rapidly, so that any sample drawn from
among television owners, exclusively, would
be unrepresentative of television owners
shortly after it was drawn. In order to
allow the sample of families participating
in the Phonevision test to reflect changes
in television ownership, it w~'therefore,

necessary to allow both owners and non­
owners to volunteer for and participate in
the Phonevision test. This necessity, in
turn, meant that television sets had to be
furnished to at least some of the test
participants, and, since even television
owners might be reluctant to participate
in a test which required adaptation of
their television sets for test purposes,
the Phonevision test was announced to the
public as including the free loan of a
test television set.

In view of these test conditions, volun­
teering for the Phonevision test repre­
sented interest in the Phonevision test,
but it could not be regarded as necessarily
interest in the idea of Phonevision, since
volunteering could be motivated by the
extraneous consideration of free use of a
television set. The final sampling scheme
adopted, then, aimed at securing a repre­
sentative sample of those residential
telephone subscribers in Lakeview-Lincoln
who were interested enough to volunteer
for participation in the Phonevision test.
Insofar as the process of volunteering for
the test might yield families with little
intrinsic interest in Phonevision, the
volunteering process would probably lead
to overestimates of the extent of interest
in Phonevision, but the response of a sam­
ple of these volunteers to Phonevision
would probably be an underestimate of the
magnitude of response--for instance, ex­
penditures--among those actually interested
in Phonevision. On the other hand, insofar
as volunteering for the test required
greater effort and even greater interest
in Phonevision than actual subscription to
Phonevision would have, the number of
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volunteers would probably underestimate the
extent of interest in Phonevision, while a
sample of these volunteers could be ex­
pected to overestimate the magnitude of
expenditures for Phonevision. Because of
these ambiguities--the uncertain corres­
pondence of the universe actually sampled
to the universe theoretically desired--a
program of survey research, which will be
described shortly, was designed to compen­
sate for the unavoidable shortcomings of
the experimental design. In conjunction
with this survey research, the results of
the Phonevision test, which cannot them­
selves be taken as a representative of the
city's response to Phonevision as regards
either the extent of interest or the mag­
nitude of response of those interested, do
permit estimation of this response.

Procedures Used in Selecting Participants

Once these fundamental decisions about
. sample design had been made, the process

of implementing the design was relatively
straightforward. For a period of two
weeks, the Zenith Radio Corporation adver­
tised the coming Phonevision test in
Chicago newspapers in order to acquaint
the public with the idea of Phonevision.
Immediately after this advertising, a let­
ter inviting participation in the test was
sent to each of the 59,560 residential
telephone subscribers residing in the
Lakeview-Lincoln area. Within the time
period allowed, 13,889 (23.3$) returned an
enclosed postcard, signifying their desire
to participate in the Phonevision test.
These "partial volunteers," as they were
calle~ were then sent questionnaires which
asked for basic demographic information
necessary to stratification in sample se­
lection. About two-thirds of the partial
volunteers--9,426--completed ~ volunteer­
ing process by returning usable question­
naires within the time period allowed for
this ste~so that, of the families origin­
ally canvassed, 15.8% became full volun­
teers, 7.5% remained partial or incomplete
volunteers, and 76.7$ were never heard
from.

Interviews, conducted shortly after the
volunteering period closed, with repre­
sentative samples of the last two groups
indicated that the volunteering procedures
had yielded only about half of the families
who belonged in the universe from which



the test families were to be chosen. That
is, it could be estimated from these inter­
views that 33.0% of the families canvassed
had been interested in participating in
the test, but that over half these families
had eliminated themselves from considera­
tion through carelessness in completing
forms, assumptions about the qualifications
needed to participate, misunderstandings
and misinformation about the conduct of
the test, and so forth. Thus, the 15.8%
who did complete volunteering and of whom
the sample of families to participate in
the Phonevision test was made representa­
tive must be regarded as a selection from
among the 33.0% who made up the true uni­
verse into which unknown biases entered.
One bias which seems fairly certain, how­
ever, is that almost by definition, by
virtue of the fact that they did complete
volunteering, the families from whom the
test participants were selected would
appear to have represented the "more­
interested" end of the continuum of inter­
est in the Phonevision8 test.

Since no information other than this
presumed difference in degree of interest
was then available to indicate how the
complete volunteers might have differed
from incomplete volunteers and non-volun­
teers who were nevertheless interested in
participation in the Phonevision test, the
sample of families who were actually to
participate in the test could not be made
representative of all those interested in
test participation; instead this sample
was so selected as to make it representa­
tive of the complete volunteers. The 9,426
complete volunteers were stratified in
terms of five variables--television owner­
ship, family income, education of head of
household,number of children in household,
and number of adults in household--which
appeared likely, a priori, to be related
to expenditures for Phonevision and which
tended to differentiate between television
set owners and non-owners. A total of 158
strata were defined, and, from the 79
strata applicable to television set owners,
participants were selected randomly from
each stratum in proportion to the relative
size of the stratum among the television
set owner complete volunteers. Participants
from among the non-owner complete volun­
teers were selected in the same way from
the 79 strata applicable to them. The
sample of test participants were arbitrarily
divided equally between television set
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owners and non-owners, although only 35.7%
of the complete volunteers were set owners
at the time of application. Because of
this over-sampling of television set
owners, results deriving from the 300 test
families are representative of the universe
of complete volunteers only when the set
owners and non-owners among them are
weighted by their actual proportion in the
universe.

The Effect of Substitutions in the Phone­
vision Test Sample

In the process of qualifying 300 families
for participation in the Phonevision test,
a total of 630 complete volunteers were
considered. The need for substitution
came about primarily for one of two rea­
sons: either the telephone company was
unable to provide the additional telephone
line needed to a particular household, or
the household could,not secure permission
for the installation of a roof antenna,
which, because of the desire to eliminate
poor reception as a factor in the tes~ had
been made a condition of participation.
These two reasons, together, accounted for
about four-fifths of the rejections, while
moving outside the test area, refusal to
participate and failure to respond to the
offer of participation accounted for the
rest.

When substitutions were necessary, they
were made in a systematic way which ensured
that the sample maintained its demographic
representativeness in terms of the five
variables used in the original selection.
At the time the original sample was drawn,
nine additional, equivalent samples were
drawn in exactly the same way. If a family
in the original sample did not qualify for
participation, the corresponding family
from the second sample were substituted;
if this family was not available, the
corresponding family from the third sample
was substituted, and so on, until the sam­
ple of 300 participating families were
obtained.

Although this procedure maintained re­
presentativeness for the controlled varia­
bles, it was, of course, possible that the
sample of test participants was no longer
representative of complete volunteers in
uncontrolled respects. A detailed examina­
tion of the possible sources, kinds and



extent of bias which might have resulted
from the substitutions led to the conclu­
sion that, in terms of the known factors
which operated to affect the sample, the
net effect on the representativeness of
the sample was probably slight. Neverthe­
less, any possible tendencies toward bias
that might have existed were probably con­
sistently in the direction of overrepre­
senting families who were more inclined to
be interested in and spend money for
Phonevision, although it appears that such
tendencies toward bias could have operated
in only a relatively small segment of the
sample. It would thus appear wise to re­
gard estimates based on the sample of
Phonevision participants as tending toward
the upper limit of the distribution of
estimates ordinarily obtained from a series
of samples. The reader who wishes to
examine for himself the evidence leading
to these conclusions is referred to the
presentation in Section II of the main
report.

Characteristics of Test Participants

In terms of the known demographic varia­
bles, complete volunteers for the Phone­
vision test, and the actual participants
chosen from among them, differed from other
residential telephone subscribers in the
Lakeview-Lincoln area in two major re­
spects:

1. Family patterns--Test volunteers and
participants tended to be complete
family groups: only about 3% were
one-person families as compared with
about 11% among residential telephone
subscribers generally in Lakeview­
Lincoln; families were larger--an
average of 3.3 persons per volunteer­
ing family as compared with 2.9 gener­
ally in Lakeview-Lincoln's telephone­
subscribing families; and they had
more children--an average of 1.1 as
against 0.7 children per family.

2. Socio-economic status--On the average,
test volunteers and participants ten­
ded to come from higher income groups-­
the difference in median income between
them and other Lakeview-Lincoln resi­
dential telephone subscribers was in
the neighborhood of $900 a year; heads
of volunteering families had almost a
year's advantage in median educational
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attainment, and well over a third of
them were in the "upper" occupations-­
professional and managerial--as com­
pared with less than a fourth of the
heads of all Lakeview-Lincoln families
with telephone service.

In comparison with all families in the
Lakeview-Lincoln area, regardless of tele­
phone-subscription status, all of these
tendencies among test volunteers and par­
ticipants were somewhat accentuated.

It is easy to see, simply in terms of
these objective differences, why the re­
sults of the Phonevision test could not be
immediately generalized to the city of
Chicago. While the results of the test
might have been standardized on the demo­
graphic distributions applicable to the
city as a whole, in order to indicate that
test results would have been like if test
participants had been demographically
representative of the cit~ this projection
would leave out of account the important
factor of possible differences between
test families and other families in inter­
ests, tastes and preferences, which were
already implied in the sheer fact that
test families had volunteered for partici­
pation in the Phonevision test while other
families had not. To put it another way,
projection of Phonevision test results to
the city as a whole by simple standardiza­
tion of demographic differences was only
justifiable under the assumption that every
family in the city would want to subscribe
to Phonevision and that only fortuitous
circumstances associated with the proce­
dures used in securing volunteers had led
to the demographic unrepresentativeness
of the test participants.

At the time of selection of test partic­
ipants, it was not yet clear whether
these differences in composition as between
test families and Chicago families gener­
ally were related to volunteering for the
Phonevision test,to interest in the Phone­
vision test, to interest in Phonevision
itself, or to the probability of becoming
a subscriber to Phonevision under ordinary
circumstances. Generally speaking, if
these compositional differences were sim­
ply functions of the first two of these
possibilities and not of the last two,
they should have been discounted in pre­
dicting the response of the entire city
under ordinary conditions of operation,



but, if they were functions of eith~r of
the last two possibilities, they were im­
portant considerations to take into account
in estimating the size and character of
the market for Phonevision. These were
the kinds of problems which had to be
answered in order to estimate, from the
Phonev1sion test's results, what city-wide
response would have been. Since they could
not be adequately met in the sample design
for the test itself, they became the basic
problems of the supplementary survey re­
search.

THE BACKGROUND OF RECREATIONAL
HABITS AND INTERESTS

The Survey Design

The original survey plan called for in­
terviews with the sample of families chosen
for participation in the Phonevision test,
an equivalent sample of complete volun­
teers who had not been chosen for partici­
pation, a sample of partial volunteers and
a sample of non-volunteer telephone sub­
scribers; these basic samples were to be
supplemented by a general sample of the
Lakeview-Lincoln district and a similar
sample of Chicago. These samples were to
be interviewed before the start of the
Phonevision test in order to ascertain to
what extent differences existed among
these several groups with respect to:

I. Demographic composition.
2. General recreational tastes, interests

and preferences, including attitudes
toward television and motion pictures.

3. Interest in the Phonevision test.
4. Interest in the idea of Phonevision

itself •
5. Probability of becoming subscribers to

Phonevision.

From this survey, the interrelations
among these five factors could be derived.
Once the Phonevision test was concluded,
these factors, individually or in combina­
tion, were to be related to the actual
behavior with respect to Phonevision of
the test families. Estimates for groups
of wider generality than the test family
sample--including estimates for the city
as a whole--could then be made by taking
account of any differences between test
families and the group being estimated
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with regard to those factors which re­
lated to Phonevision behavior. The general
scheme was to divide the test families
into strata defined by whichever of these
factors proved to be related to expendi­
tures for Phonevision; for each of these
strata, a mean stratum rate of expendi­
tures for Phonevision would be derived
from the actual expenditures of test fami­
lies in that stratum. The group for which
an estimated expenditure rate was desired
would be similarly stratified, and the
test families' mean strata expenditure
rates would be weighted by the frequency
of occurrence of the corresponding stratum
among the group being estimated. Thus,
standardization of expenditure rates for
Phonevision among test families on the
actual distribution in the general popula­
tion of those characteristics relevant to
Phonevision expenditures was the basic aim
of this phase of the research. Refinements
of this basic procedur~ of course, planned
to exclude from the analysis the behavior
of those test families who were not inter­
ested in Phonevision and who were not
likely to become subscribers.

In addition, the survey plan called for
reinterviews with the test families after
the conclusion of the Phonevision test in
order to ascertain their more subjective
reactions to Phonevision and the extent to
which earlier attitudes, tastes, prefer­
ences and interests had been modified by
participation in the test. At the same
time, samples of the other groups included
in the survey preceding the tes~ were also
to be interviewed in order to determine
whether estimates needed revision in the
light of possible increased public knowl­
edge of and interest in Phonevision, which
might result from the publicity attending
the conduct of the test.

In practice, it was not possible to pro­
ceed with this projected ideal survey
design. In the first place, the high rate
of substitution and the elaborate process
of qualifying a family for participation
delayed completion of sample selection to
such an extent that the last families in
the participating group were not known in
time to carry out "before-test" interview­
ing. In the second place, installation of
test television sets was carried out over
a period of several months, so that, for
many of the fam~lies in the half of the
test group who had not previously had



television sets, an important "before­
test" condition which affected tastes,
interests and preferences--the possession
or lack of a television set--would have
been modified for some period of time
before the supposedly "before-test" survey
could be carried out.

The only research which seemed feasible,
then, was the post-Phonevision test half
of the original design, and the interviews
obtained in this survey telescoped both
the "before-test" and the post-test objec­
tives just de~cribed into one interview.
The survey included samples of all of the
groups which had been projected. The major
weakness of this research design is that
the only factors which can be regarded as,
in some sense, determining test families'
response to Phonevision and which, there­
fore, lend themselves, through an analysis
of the distribution of these factors in
the group to be estimated, to estimating
the response to Phonevision that might be
expected of groups which differed from the
test family group, are those which existed
prior to exposure to Phonevision. Since
the data pertaining to test families were
obtained only after their participation in
the Phonevision test, it can never be
entirely certain, when a relationship be­
tween their tastes, preferences, and in­
terests and their response to Phonevision
is found, that this relationship would have
obtained prior to their experience with
Phonevision. While the objective is to
discover the relationships which determined
responses to Phonevision, the research may
simply be uncovering relationships which
resulted from experiences with Phonevi­
sion.

Two safeguards against this possibility
were included in the research design: (1)
Both the test families and a sample of
complete volunteers not chosen for inclu­
sion in the test were interviewed. Since
the sample of volunteers and the sample of
test families had been comparable to begin
with, it seemed reasonable to suppose that
the differences between the test families
and the sample of volunteers must be at­
tributable to one or another feature of
participation in the test. Only when both
the test family group and the volunteer
sample differed in the same direction from
the other groups interviewed, were differ­
ences regarded as existing prior to the
start of the test. (2) An attempt was
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made, through retrospective questioning,
to learn from the test families the extent
to which their attitudes and preferences
had altered during the Phonevision test.
Because of the unreliability of such re­
trospective report~ these data are treated
cautiously and are regarded primarily as
corroborative rather than basic informa­
tion.

Recreational Patterns and Attitudes

A review of general preferences in the
recreational field, preferences for enter­
tainment in the home as against entertain­
ment outside the hom~ the relative appeals
of movies and television programs, actual
ownership of and intention to own tele­
vision--including likes, dislikes and sug­
gestions for improvement of both program­
ming and more general aspects of television,
and movie attendance, indicated that there
was relatively little difference in these
habits and tastes between families who
volunteered for the Phonevision test and
families who did not. Most of the differ­
ences which did occur could be accounted
for on the basis of the differences in
family composition and socio-economic
status that were present and an associated
difference in rate of television ownership.

Among the topics covered, the major
tendencies which appeared to distinguis~

Phonevision test volunteers from other
families of similar composition and socio­
economic status were:

1. A somewhat greater interest in tele­
vision, as indicated by higher rates
of ownership and more frequent inten­
tions to buy sets among those who were
not already owners.

2. A greater tendency to value television
because it permits of the physical
comfort and convenience of staying
home, while furnishing entertainment
comparable to that obtainable outside
the home.

3. A more frequent choice of movies as a
recreational preference, combined with
no more frequent actual movie atten­
dance and a more frequently expressed
desire to have newer movies shown on
television.



This confluence of attitudes--a liking·
for movie~ counterbalanced by a preference
for the comforts of home and a liking for
television, which in turn led, on the one
hand, to probably less frequent movie
attendance than the degree of preference
for movies would otherwise imply and, on
the othe~ to a desire to have these movies
shown on television--so completely sums up
the basic appeal of Phonevision and the
Phonevision test that it is not remarkable
that the families who volunteered for the
Phonevision test exhibited tendencies
toward this pattern. These tendencies
were, however, not extreme in magnitude;
they do not, for example, describe the
majority of Phonevision test volunteers;
rather, they simply occurred sufficientl~

more frequently to be statistically sig­
nificant tendencies.

On the other hand, when opinions,
·interests and preferences more directly
and specifically bearing on subscription
television and Phonevision are examined,
larger differences between Phonevision
test volunteers and other families are
found. All of these differences are in
the direction that might have been inferred
from the fact that the former group had
volunteered for the Phonevision test and
will be briefly summarized here:

1. Volunteers were, naturally, far more
familiar with Phonevision. Much more
frequently than the average family,
they had heard of Phonevision and
could explain its basic principles
correctly.

2. Volunteers, similarly, indicated
greater interest in the Phonevis ion
test. They had, on the averag~watched

the jittered Phonevision programs more
frequently and for longer periods of
time than had other families. They
were also a good deal more likely to
indicate willingness to participate in
the Phonevision test, if it were just
being proposed, than were Chicago
families generally.

3. Volunteers were more likely to favor
subscription television, generally,
and more likely to regard subscription
television as a means of improving
television programming, of presenting
On television types of programs not
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otherwise availabl~ and of eliminating
commercials from television entertain­
ment. In line with these attitudes,

.. volunteers, more often than other
families, indicated that they would
pay for such programs if they were
available.

4. Volunteers more frequently than other
families chose seeing a Phonevision
movie on television over competing
forms of entertainment, when Phone­
V1S10n movies were compared with see­
ing the same movie at a motion picture
theater, listening to a favorite radio
program, watching a favorite televi­
sion program and watching "run-of-the­
mill" television.

5. Volunteers were more likely than other
families to indicate that they would
become subscribers to Phonevision, if
it were commerciaJly available.

Thus, volunteers for (and, presumably,
participants in) the Phonevision test
differed from families in the city gener­
ally in three main ways. There were,
first of all, the demographic differences,
which may be summed up as a tendency toward
larger, complete families, including
children, among the volunteers, as well as
higher socio-economic status. Secondly,
volunteers were, on the average, much more
favorably predisposed toward subscription
television in general and toward Phonevi­
sion and the Phonevision test in particular.
Finally, though these differences were of
a smaller order, volunteers for the Phone­
vision test exhibited tendencies toward a
pattern of recreational attitudes--a liking
for forms of entertainment usually found
outside the home combined with a liking
for the comfort and convenience of enter­
tainment in the home--which was quite con­
sistent with their interestm and approval
of Phonevision. While these three sets of
differences were interrelated--that is,
even among all families in the city, the
larger families and the families of higher
socio-economic status were more likely to
be favorably oriented toward subscription
television and Phonevision and more likely
to express the more general recreational
attitudes underlying this orientation, the
differences in attitudes and interest can­
not be accounted for solely in terms of
the objective demographic differences.



It can only be concluded that, granted
the differences in family composition and
socio-economic status that distinguished
families who volunteered for the Phonevi­
sion test from other families in Chicago,
the test-volunteer families were more
favorably disposed toward subscription
television and Phonevision than was gener­
ally true of Chicago families of that
demographic background. Test families
cannot, therefore, be regarded as repre­
sentative of either all families in the
city or those families in the city of
similar background, so far as their re­
sponse to Phonevision is concerned. It
can, nevertheless, be that these test
families were representative, in their re­
sponse to Phonevision, of those families
who would have become subscribers to
Phonevision if it .had been commercially
offered. This last consideration--both
the number of Chicago families who can be
regarded as potential subscribers to
Phonevision and the extent to which the
test results can be taken as representative
of their response to Phonevision--is post­
poned, for simplicity of presentation,
until the results of the Phonevision test
and city-wide reactions to Phonevision can
be described.

RESULTS OF THE PHONEVISION TEST

Test Expenditures for Phonevision

During the three month period of the
Phonevision test, the three hundred par­
ticipating families spent $6,751.00, or an
average of $22.50 per family. The largest
single family expenditure for Phonevision
programs during the test period was $74.00
while the smallest family expenditure was
$2.00. It can be estimated, after a cor­
rection for the overrepresentation of
television set owners among test families,
that the average expenditure for Phonevi­
sion among test volunteers, generally,
would have been $22.15± $1.38, but, since
it has been indicated that estimates based
on the test families will probably be near
the upper range of chance occurrence, it
is probably wiser to regard estimated ex­
penditures for the universe of volunteers
as somewhere between $20.77 and $22.15.

Expenditures for Phonevision were not
constant throughout the thirteen week"test
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period. Put briefly, the cycle of expen­
ditures may be described as novelty, reac­
tion, recovery and nostalgia. That is to
say, during the first week of the test
expenditures were at their highest--$3.09
per test family--as curiosity, excitement,
publicity and the general novelty of
Phonevision dominated. By the second week

,of the test, expenditures had already fall­
en by more than a third to $1.90 per
family. Expenditures during the third
week were about the same as during the
second ($1.87 per family), while the fourth
week dropped significantly below the pre­
ceding week to $1.68 per week per family.
This pattern of declining expenditures
continued through the eighth week, when
the test low of $1.44 per family occurred.
In the ninth through twelfth weeks of the
test, a slight upturn occurred, with a
weekly average, over the four-week period,
of $1.57 per family. The final six days
of the test were characterized by a sharper
rise in expenditures, as people took ad­
vantage of their last chance to see Phone­
vision during the test, so that in the
six-day period test families spent an
average of $1.69, or an estimated $1.97 if
a seven-day week is considered.

The ninth through twelfth weeks of the
Phonevision test had been predesignated as
the period in which test 'expenditures
would approach "normal," through a prior
hypothesization that the cycle, just de­
scribed, would occur. When expenditures
for this period are corrected for the
overrepresentat ion of television owners,
it can be estimated that the typical
Phonevision test volunteer family would
have spent from $1.43 to $1.67 a week,
with $1. 43 to $1. 55 the more probable
limits' of average weekly expenditure.

The Role of Test Conditions

In any analysis of expenditures for
Phonevision during the test, it is well to
remember that these were expenditures made
at a given period of time, for a given set
of programs, in the course of a publicized
test of Phonevision. There are, then,
problems growing out of the fact that the
test was unique, so there was no opportun­
ity to determine how much variation in
Phonevision expenditures there might have
been under varying seasonal and program­
ming conditions. In addition, there are



problems growing out of the simple fact
that it was a tes~ for it is always possi­
ble that people, acting in the knowledge
that they were part of a test which was
being closely observed, acted differently
than they would have acted if Phonevision
had simply been a commercially available
service to which they chose to subscribe.

The problems growing out of the fact
that the test was conducted only once,
with consequent unique attendant condi­
tions, could not be thoroughly treated
within the limits of this research. It
should, however, be borne in mind that the
Phonevis ion test was conducted during the
winter months, which are probably the
optimum time for home, in-door entertain­
ment; thus, expenditures in this period
may well be regarded as an annual high, in
the interest of conservatism. Conversely,
the fact that Phonevision was tested with
programs consisting of relatively old
movies makes it reasonable to suppose that
the use of new movies would have led to
higher rates of expenditure, and the re­
search supported this supposition. While
the expenditure data available refer only
to expenditures for older movies, the use
of older movies in the Phonevision test
would tend to make these expenditures a
conservative estimate of expenditures
under more popular programming conditions.

A number of factors must be considered
under the heading of "test effect" -- the
question of whether the results observed
in the test may be regarded as typical of
behavior in a non-test situation. Among
the major factors are the motives of the
families who volunteered. It has been
suggested earlier that these motives were
varied enough so that volunteering for the
Phonevision test could not be regarded as
coterminous with interest in Phonevision.
Thus, the inclusion in the Phonevision
test of families who volunteered for rea­
sons which had less to do with Phonevision,
itself, than with other features of the
test--particularly, the free use of a
television set--might affect expenditure
rates. A second consideration is that
those participants who owned television
sets of their own found themselve~ because
of the Phonevision test, in possession of
two television sets--a situation which
relatively few families would otherwise
have encountered. It is easy to speculate
that this circumstance could have affected

11

expenditure for Phonevision, also, since
family conflicts over which program to
view--say, a Phonevision program versus a
free television program--might well be re­
solved in favor of the less expensive pro­
gram, where only one television set was
available, but might lead to a viewing of
both programs, where there were two sets
to use. Finally, regardless of their ini­
tial motives for volunteering, test fami­
lies found themselves in a spotlight of
attention and publicity which would not
attend their usual behavior. It is, thus,
quite possible that a certain self-con­
sciousness, a sense of their role as test
participants, some feeling of identifica­
tion with the Phonevision test or feelings
of obligation or responsibility to help
the test succeed could have influenced
families to act differently than they
otherwise would have. Each of these
aspects of test effect can be examined for,
at least, an indication of its extent and
the direction in which" it influenced test
results.

1. Motives for volunteering -- As test
families looked back to the time when
they decided to volunteer for the
Phonevision test, they most frequently
referred to having been curious or
interested;they recalled having wanted
to see for themselves how Phonevision
would work and having been eager to
try something new. Closely allied to
the novelty of Phonevision, though
less frequently directly mentioned,
were feelings that participation in
the test would have high status and
social prestige. Some test families
recognized that selection forpartici­
pat ion made them members of a special
and limelighted elite--the lucky and,
presumably, envied few to be chosen,
and others liked the idea of having
something that other people couldn't
have, of being "first with the latest."
The second leading single motive for
volunteering that was reported, how­
ever, was the opportunity to secure
free use of a television set. While
this motive was, of course, far more
typical of families who did not have
television sets, a few families with
small screen television sets or sets
that gave unsatisfacto~y reception
also saw the advantage of this detail
of the test plan. Finally, there were
a number of categories of explanation



which referred to the appeal of in­
trinsic features of Phonevision: im­
provement in television programming,
increased comfort and economy of seeing
movies at home, elimination of televi­
sion commercials, etc.

It is thus apparent that there were
three main lines of motivation in
applying for participation in the
Phonevision test; intrinsic interest
in Phonevision itsel~ novelty-prestige
elements in the Phonevision test, and
use of a television set as part of the
mechanics of the test. Of these, only
the first group of motives can be re­
garded as relevant to interest in
Phonevision, while volunteers with
motives concerned with extraneous
factors introduced by the conduct of a
test simply indicate the extent to
which volunteering for a test fails to
correspond with intrinsic interest in
the subject-matter of the test. On
this basis, it can be estimated that
slightly over half of those who volun­
"teered for the Phonevision test did so
at least in part because of intrinsic
interest in Phonevision, while the re­
mainder were motivated primarily by
considerations of novelty and prestige
or the free television set or both.

The effect of the inclusion in the
test of families of the latter kind
was to decrease expenditures for
Phonevision, since families motivated
by prestige or by the use of the tele­
vision set tended to spend less, on
the average, for Phonevision programs
than did families who were intrinsic­
ally interested. The effect is not
large, however; it can be estimated
that, if the test results were based
only on those participants who had
been interested in Phonevision, mean
family expenditures would have been
about $0.06 a week higher. The use of
expenditure rates based on all partic­
ipating families is, therefore, so far
as this factor is concerned, a con­
servative procedure which somewhat
underestimates the expenditures which
would be made by families interested
in Phonevision.

2. The second television set--This factor
proved to have little but theoretical
import8rce, since only 39 families
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used both their own and the test set
during the months of the test, and
only 18 families reported that they
had ever been in the situation where
one set was used to view the Phone­
vision movie while the other set was
being used to see a regular program
preferred by some members of the
family. In terms of actual behavior,
the 39 families who used both sets
spent $1.67 a week on the average,
while those television set owners who
used only the test television set spent
$1.66. The exclusion of all of the
families who tested Phonevision under
the atypical condition of using two
television sets would, therefore, in
no way affect estimates of expendi­
tures.

On the other hand, the smaller group
who did use both sets under conditions
of viewing the Phonevision program and
a competing regular program simulta­
neously did have a substantially higher
rate of expenditure for Phonevision
than those who used both sets, but in
some other fashion. If it is assumed
that the higher expenditure of these
18 families are attributable to the
peculiar circumstances of having access
to two television sets, the effect of
the second television set appears to
have been to raise Phonevision test
expenditures by not more than $0.03 a
week.

3. Compulsions of the test--While the
test families could not help being
aware that they were part of a test,
few of them were conscious of any com­
pulsion, either internal or external,
to regulate their purchases of Phone­
vision programs from the standpoint of
the needs of the test rather than of
their personal preferences. Only 8.6%
reported ever having felt that they
had to buy Phonevision programs when
they didn't particularly want to, and
8.0% reported having bought more pro­
grams than they actually wanted to.
Those who felt that they spent more
than they wanted to were about equally
divided between families who were in­
fluenced entirely or in part by condi­
tions pertinent to the Phonevision
test rather than to Phonevision itself
and families whose increased expendi­
tures appeared to be an inherent



effect of Phonevision. (In t.4e.,tirst
group were families who explained
their excess expenditures in terms of
the sense of obligation they felt to
participate or the initial novelty of
Phonevision, while in the second were
families for whom the Phonevision
programs proved so attractive that
they found themselves spending more
than they at first intended.) The
former group is the only group whose
expenditures might reasonably be re­
garded as inflated by the compulsions
of the test, and its size--only twelve
families were in this' category--alone
indicates that it could have had Iittle
effect on average expenditures.

It thus appears that none of the condi­
tions peculiar to tests involving human
subjects in general or to this test in
particular could have led to any substan­
tial overestimation of the expenditures of
the same families under non-test condi­
tions. On the, contrary, the participation
of families with mixed and questionable
motives, on the one hand, and the use of
older movies, on the other, probably led
to an underestimation of expenditures
under ordinary operating conditions.

Attitudes of Participants toward the Phone­
vision Test

Statements about the amount of money
spent for Phonevision do not in themselves
demonstrate what the subjective reactions
of the participants were, even though one
way of judging the success of such a pro­
gram as Phonevision is to examine expendi­
tures without reference to attitudes. From
this standpoint of how the participants
felt, the Phonevision test can be jUdged
quite successful. Despite the fact that
over half the participating families had
approached the Phonevision test with exag­
gerated hopes and expectations about
Phoneyision which the test did not fulfill
--test families had frequently expected
much newer movies, stage plays, and other
program types, and many had expected to
have their choice of any entertainment
program playing in the Chicago area, four­
fifths of the families reported that they
had found Phonevision at least as good as
they had expected it to be. Even among
those families who, by objective criteria,
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had unrealistic expectations of PhonevisioD,
over two-thirds reported that Phonevision
was as good as or better than they had
expected.

The major appeals which Phonevision, as
they saw it in the test, had for these
test families were, first, the high value
they placed on being able to have such
entertainment in the comfortable and con­
venient surroundings of their homes;
second, the pleasure they derived from
seeing full television programs with no
interruption by commercials; and third,
the improvement over regular television in
the type of program made available. Thus,
what Phonevision offered to these families
corresponded fairly well with what they
had been seeking, insofar as they had any
intrinsic interest in Phonevision, in taking
part in the Phonevision test. The major
criticisms of Phonevision, on the other
hand, centered around the particular pro­
gramming of the test--the age and quality
of the movies, the lack of other enter­
tainment forms, with almost no objection
to any intrinsic feature of Phonevision.

In further confirmation of the favorable
reception the test families by and large
gave Phonevision, it may be noted here
that all but 12 of the families were sure
that if they had it to do over, they would
still decide, in the light of what they
had seen of Phonevision, to take part in
the test, and 7 of these 12 based their
uncertainty or decision not to take part
simply on the fact that they weren't
satisfied with the use of old movies. In
fact, although far fewer families had been
intrinsically interested in Phonevision to
begin with, all but five of the test fami­
lies said they would sign up as subscribers
to Phonevision immediately, if it were
commercially available.

One final subjective result of the
Phonevision test was a change in the atti­
tudes of those who participated in the
test. While the research was carried out
too soon after the close of the test to
indicate how permanent these effects may
be, at least temporarily all of the com­
plex of attitudes which tended to dis­
tinguish test volunteers from other Chicago
families in the first place had been
further intensified among the actual test
participants. Thus, there had been,
during the period of the test:



1. An increase of interest in and liking
for television,at the expense of
interest in radio and movies.

2. A decrease in preference for entertain­
ment outside the home, accompanied by
a sharp decline in movie attendance.

3. An increase in criticism of commer­
cials on television programs.

4. An increase in desire to have new
movies on television, in general, and
to have Phonevision commercially
available, in particular. Test fami­
lies had become almost unanimous in
their approval of subscription tele­
vision and almost unanimous in their
intention to become subscribers to
Phonevision.

Factors in Phonevision Test Expenditures

Even among the test families themselves,
there were differences in the rate at
which Phonevision programs were purchased.
For the most part, the factors which
served to differentiate Phonevision test
volunteers from other families in Chicago
also differentiated the relatively high
from the relatively low spenders among the
test families. In summary:

1. Large families spent a good deal more,
on the average, for Phonevision than
did smaller families, the difference
in expenditures between a one-or a
two-person family and a five-or-more­
person family averaging $0.39 a week.
Expenditures were also relatively high
for families with children, but only
if at least some of the children were
five years of age or older.

2. Families with higher incomes spent
somewhat more on the average than did
families of less means. Differences
were not large, however, with families
with incomes of $7,500 or more a year
spending $0.12 a week more on the
average than families with annual in­
comes of $5,000 or less.

3. Families with the generally-predis­
posing recreational attitudes de­
scribed earlier--that is, those who
liked both television and movies and
wanted newer movies on television-­
spent somewhat more for Phonevision
than did other test families.
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4. Families whose attitudes, after their
test participation, were favorable
toward subscription television, Phone­
vision, and the Phonevision test had
spent a good deal more for Phonevision.
Thus, families who found Phonevision
better than they had expected it to be
spent an average of $0.77 a week more
for Phonevision than families who
didn't like it as well as they expected
to.

These trends tend to indicate that dif­
ferences between test families and other
families in Chicago were not so much a
function of the particular selection
process used in obtaining test participants
as they were an indication of the under­
lying differences to be expected in a city
like Chicago between families who will
become subscribers to Phonevision and
families who will not. Further substan­
tiation of this observation will be pre­
sented after a description of city-wide
reactions to Phonevision.

CITY-WIDE REACTIONS TO PHONEVISION

Familiarity with Phonevision

While the test families were participat­
ing in the Phonevision test and forming
their impressions of Phonevision, a good
deal of familiarity with and interest in
the Phonevision test was created through­
out Chicago. By the Spring of 1951, just
after the Phonevision test ended, about
three-fourths of the families in Chicago
had heard of Phonevision and over three­
fifths could offer a reasonably correct
explanation of what Phonevision was. In
fact, just about one-third of Chicago
families had learned about Phonevision
prior to the start of the test, either
through publicity attending the recruitment
of volunteers or through interim publicity
about attempts to secure movies for the
test.

Much of the knowledge of Phonevision
came about through actual viewing of jit­
tered Phonevision programs, which, in
itself, attests to the interest the Phone­
vision test aroused. A survey conducted
in the second week of the test, while the
picture but not the sound of the Phone­
vision program was scrambled, indicated
that 62% of the households with television
sets had already watched some part of a



Phonevision program at least once, and
about 1.5% of the television sets in use
at the times of Phonevision program show­
ings were tuned to the Phonevision channel.
Even at this early point in the test, the
majority of those who had watched Phone­
vision at all had watched it more than
once. About a quarter of these jittered­
Phonevision viewers had watched the program
for at least a half an hour during their
last viewing.

By the end of the Phonevision test,
about four-fifths of the households with
television sets had watched the jittered
picture at least once, and over a quarter
of the families without television sets
had also seen it. Almost two-thirds of
the television set owners had watched
Phonevision programs more than once. Even
if all the families who watched Phonevi­
sion only once, no matter how long they
viewed it, are regarded as having been
only initially curious, and all families
who watched Phonevision more than once,
but never for more than five minutes, are
regarded as mere casual viewers in the
course of channel-tuning, -there still re­
mained over a quarter of the television
owners who watched Phonevision more than
once and who, at least once, watched it
for mOre than a casual glance. In fact,
one-eighth of the television-owning fami­
lies had watched at least one complete
Phonevision movie.

The Question of Subscription Television

By the close of the Phonevision test,
then, the majority of families in Chicago
had some familiarity with Phonevision.
This familiarity and the interest in
Phonevision implied by it might well have
been expected in the light of the recrea­
tional interests of Chicago families. At
the time this research was done, over half
the families in Chicago (56.9% of the sam­
ple) already owned television sets and
another quarter (26.0%) expected or hoped
to acquire television sets. Watching
television had become the leading recrea­
tional preference of Chicago families to

the extent that 56.0% of Chicago families
mentioned watching television as one of
their favorite pastimes, while no other
recreational activity was mentioned by as
many as 40.0% of all families. This
interest in television made it likely that
any new development in television would
attract public attention, and Phonevision,
as a new development, was interesting to
the pUblic, especially because much of the
criticism of television centered around
programming. In particular, while only
10.9% said they disliked television, 20.5%
spontaneously referred to their dissatis­
faction with the kind of movies shown on
television and their desire to see newer
movies presented, and 30.3% volunteered
criticisms of television commercials.

Because of the widespread familiarity
with Phonevision and its saliency to their
recreational interests, the reactions of
Chicago families to subscription televi­
sion may be regarded as resting on a base
of prior information and consideration
rather than being off-hand, unconsidered
judgments of a completely hypothetical
situation. In the Spring of 1951, a
majority of the families in Chicago re­
acted favorably to the idea of having some
television programs on a paid SUbscription
basis. As against 57.9% who favored sub­
scription television in this unqualified
fashion, there were 28.8% who opposed it
and 13.3% who had not arrived at an opinion
on the subject. When the condition was
explicitly introduced that the only tele­
vision programs on a subscription basis
would be programs that would not otherwise
appear on television, the proportion
favoring subscription television under
this condition rose to 66.2%, with 16.8%
opposed and 17.0% undecided. In other
words, among the families who had an
opinion, the general idea of subscription
television was approved by two to one,
while the use of subscription financing to
make available programs not ordinarily
available was approved by about four to
one.*

*The public discussion of subscription television has been primarily in terms of the
more limited conception of charging for the viewing of programs which are presented
elsewhere for a fee, and many respondents were assuming this restriction when they gave
seemingly unqualified support to subscription television. This discussion will, there­
fore, concentrate on the division of opinion about subscription television in this
narrower sense. The data are presented in the main body of this report in a form which
allows of either interpretation of the issue.
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Subscription television was favored, by
those who favored it in its more general
form, primarily because people felt that
it would result in an improvement in tele­
vision programming, either generally,. or
by making feasible the presentation of
types of entertainment that were not cur­
rent on regular television, or byeliminat­
ing commercials, and they were willing to
help finance improvements such as these.
Secondarily, the proponents of subscription
television simply assumed that it would
bring other forms of commercial entertain­
ment into the home via television and
stressed the convenience and economy of
obtaining these amusements in the home.

Those who had generally opposed sub­
scription television indicated that tele­
vision was already a relatively expensive
investment, made in order to economize on
entertainment, and they were unwilling or
financially unable to support any increase
in the costs of television entertainment;
then, too, some of these opponents feared
that any introduction of subscription
television would ultimately lead to a
discriminatory system--either that all
programs would eventually be on a fee
basis or that all desirable programs would
require payment, thus either eliminating
lower-income families from the television
audience or restricting them to second­
class fare; and, finally, there were those
who either were already satisfied with the
entertainment commercially-sponsored tele­
vision provided or felt that the costs of
improvement should be borne by the sponsors
rather than by the audience.

There was relatively little difference
in attitudes toward subscription televi­
sion owners and non-owners. While 69.2%
of the telev~sion owners favored subscrip­
tion television, if it were used simply as
a system of financing the televising of
programs that could not otherwise be pre­
sented, 62.5% of the non-owners did;
opponents of limited subscription televi­
sion were 18.6% and 14.4% of the two
group& respectively. Non-owners, in other
words, were somewhat less likely than
owners to have an opinion on the issu~,

but, among those with opinions, the divi­
sion of opinion was very similar--78.8% of
the owners and 81.3% of the non-owners
with opinions approved of limited sub­
scription television.
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Smaller families tended to give somewhat
less support to limited subscription tele­
vision than did larger families; the pro­
portions giving at least qualified support
ran from about 64% of the one- and two­
person families to about 67% of the three­
and four-person families, 68.1% of the
five-person families, and 72.5% of the
six-or-more-person families. Opposition
to limited subscription television did not
follow this systematic pattern, however,
the bulk of the difference in attitudes
between family size groups being attribu­
table to the tendency on the part of.
smaller families to have no opinion on the
question. Families whose children were in
the early years were most likely to look
with approval on subscription televi~ion

as a means of importing outside entertain­
ment into the home: 75.1% of them approved,
as compared with 67.3% of those with some
of their children in the age group of 5 to
19, and 63.6% of those with no children
under 20.

Approval of subscription television also
varied with ability to pay, running from
62.2% of Chicago families with incomes
under $2,500 a year to 81.7% of families
with incomes of $10,000 or more a year.
Subscription television was also received
least favorably by those families whose
heads had education under the high school
level; 52.4% of the families whose heads
had never completed grammar school and
61.9% of those whose heads had graduated
from grammar school, but gone no further,
endorsed limited subscription television,
while over 70% of families at all the
higher educational levels approved.

The factors earlier found to predispose
families favorably toward the Phonevision
test and/or to be reinforced by participa­
tion in the test were all related to atti­
tudes toward subscription television in
the expected way. That is to say, families
whose recreational . preferences leaned
toward movie~who liked television because
it was convenient and comfortable, who
wanted newer movies shown on television
and television commercials improved, cur­
tailed or eliminated, were somewhat more
favorably disposed toward subscription
television than were families who did not
have these tendencies. These differences
were, however, relatively small, and the
data indicate that the families with these
positively-predisposing recreational pref­
erences were primarily different from the



In terms of the various data, a set of
consistent types with reference to the
purchase of Phonevision may be described.
At the one extreme are those families who
said they would subscribe immediately if
Phonevision were available and who had
also indicated that they would pay for at
least one program type, if they had a

It is thus apparent that the types of
programs subscription television might
offer had awide appeal in Chicag~ although
not everyone who acknowledged interest in
these programs was ready or able to imple­
ment this interest. When families were
asked how they would respond if Phonevi­
sion were on the marked at that moment
(and assuming that they already had a
television set), a smaller majority--55.7%
--said they would have their television
sets connected up to Phonevision, while
15.8% weren't sure they would want to, and
28.5% said they would not.

Another measure of interest in Phone­
vision programs in Chicago may be derived
from comparisons of the relative appeal of
a Phonevision program over competing forms
of entertainment. The Phonevision program
selected was a movie, and a substantial
majority of Chicago families (60.8%) said
they would rather watch a movie they wanted
to see on Phonevision than see a similar
movie at a regular theater. Similarly,
53.1% felt that they would rather pay to
see a movie they wanted to see on Phone­
vision than listen to their favorite radio
program. A minority, but the plurality,
of families (44.6%) would pay to watch a
Phonevision movie, if it merely sounded
"all right, .. in preference to watching
regular television, when there was nothing
on that they particularly wanted to see.
Only a quarter (23.5%), however, would pay
for even a Phonevision movie they wanted
to see, if it were presented in conflict
with their favorite television program.
About a quarter of Chicago families (26.1%)
consistently rejected Phonevision movies
throughout these four comparisons, while
14.7% chose Phonevision movies only once
out of the four. At the other extreme,
12.4% consistently chose Phonevision
movies, and 23.9% chose them three out of
four times.

purchase programs
kinds just men-

(75.6%) said they would
of at least one of the
tioned.
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Responses to Phonevision Programs

families who lacked them in having more
frequently arrived at an opinion about
subscription television, perhaps as a
result of their preferences in the recrea­
tional field.

It is outstanding that, despite these
differences in opinions regarding sub­
scription television among families of
differing composition, socio-economic
status, or recreational preferences, an
absolute majority in every segment of the
population that was examined supported
subscription television as a means of
televising commercial entertainment. Even
when the more extreme position of support­
ing subscription television without any
explicit qualification on its application
is examined, an absolute majority of every
sub-group--except for the group with heads
of less than grammar school education,
where a quarter had no opinion--endorsed
the idea. Opposition to limited subscrip­
tion television never exceeded a fifth of
any population'segment, and opposition to
subscription television defined more
broadly did not rise above about 35% of
any sub-group.

While the majority of Chicago families
favored subscription television in princi­
ple, this finding indicates relatively
little about what the response of Chicago
families might be to concrete program
offerings via subscription television. To
carry this analysis one step further,
Chicago families were asked, in a series
of four questions, what types of programs
they would purchase if they were already
in possession of a television set equipped
to receive Phonevision programs. Close to
two-thirds of the families in the city
(64.9%) indicated that they would be will­
ing to pay for new movies on television at
the rate of $1.00 per movi~while slightly
under half (46.0%) said they would pay for
older movies of about the vintage used in
the Phonevision test. Sports events that
would not otherwise be televised appealed
to 45.1% of Chicago families as a Phone­
vision feature,and 37.1% named other types
of programs -- Broadway plays, concerts,
operas, lectures, etc.--that they would be
willing to pay to have on television.
Three-fourths of the families in Chicago



Establishment of the Universe of Potential
Subscribers

IMPLICATIONS OF THE PHONEVISION TEST
FOR THE COMMERCIAL OPERATION OF

PHONEVISION

television set equipped to receive Phone­
vision; at the other extreme are those
families who' consistently indicated no
interest in Phonevision--they were either
uncertain about or definitely against both
purchasing any types of programs and sub­
scribing .to Phonevision; somewhere in the
middle are those families who had expressed
willingness to pay for one or another type
of Phonevision program, but were not sure
of or not in favor of subscribing at this
point. In terms of subjective outlook, at
least, these three types may be regarded
as probable subscribers, probable non­
subscribers and "doubtfuls," and families
in the city were divided, in this respect,
into:

1. The demographic characteristics relat­
ing to family composition and socio­
economic status.

2. The general recreational tendencies
which predisposed families toward
Phonevision.

3. The specific attitudes toward and
opinions of subscription television
and Phonevision.

establishment of a number of population
strata defined in terms of those variables
which distinguished the test families from
other families in Chicago and which re­
lated to the test families' expenditures
for Phonevision. By determination of the
number of families in Chicago which could
be assigned to each stratum and with the
assumption that these families would make
expenditures for Phonevision at the same
rate as the test families who were in the
same stratum, both the number of Chicago
families who would respond to Phonevision
and their probable expenditures were to be
estimated. These estimates were then to
be corrected, if necessary, in the light
of actual television ownership and posses­
sion of telephone service.

Three general classes of variables
emerged as related to volunteering for the
Phonevision test and to expenditures for
Phonevision during the test. , In the order
in which they have been presented here,
these were:

Of these three, the last class mentioned
distinguished most sharply between. test
families and other families in Chicago at
the conclusion of the Phonevision test,
but this variable yielded essentially only
one stratum, the stratum of families
strongly in favor of and likely to become
subscribers to Phonevision, because over
95% of the test families were assignable
to the same category of approval whichever
question was used as a criterion. Thus,
among test families, 95.5% favored sub­
scription television, 95.7% would take
part in the Phonevision test again, 97.0%

'chose Phonevision movies over competing
entertainment types at least half the
time, 98.5% would subscribe to Phonevision
immediately if it were available and they
had television sets, and 100.0% would pay
for Phonevision programs of at least one
type if they had a television set equipped
to receive them. In essence, then, the
test families appeared to form one stratum

research
for the

It may be recalled that the
design finally adopted called

Probable subscribers•••• 54.4%
Doubtfuls ••••••••• 22.5
Probable non-subscribers•• 23.1

These types, of course, refer only to
the interest-desire dimension and it cannot
be inferred that all families who were
subjectively probable subscribers to
Phonevision would become subscribers in
actuality. The data do describe the poten­
tial receptivity to and support of sub­
scription television in Chicago at the
time of this research, but some account
must be taken of objective factors--the
means to implement these preferences and
the possession of or ability to acquire
television sets and, if necessary, tele­
phones--in order to estimate actual sub­
scription. The posing of the problems
implicit in this statement is a return to
the basic research problem to which the
entire research report is addressed--that
of determining how the residents of Chicago
would have responded to Phonevision, if
this system of subscription television had
been commercially available to them. Now
that the pieces of evidence necessary to a
solution of this problem have been briefly
presented, they may be combined into a
tentative answer.

18



along a continuum of interest in Phonevi­
sion, with a few exceptions attributable
to the imperfect correspondence between
volunteering for the Phonevision test and
interest in Phonevision, while Chicago
families could be assigned to a number of
strata along this continuum.

In practice, then, one stratum of Chicago
families had to be selected from the
Phonevision-interest continuum, and the
stratum selected was that previously de­
fined as probable subscribers. Analysis
indicated that the group of variables cen­
tering around approval of and interest in
subscription television distinguished even
more sharply between probable subscribers
and probable non-subscribers than they did
between Phonevision test families and
Chicago families generally. More important
so far as attitudes toward Phonevision and
subscription television were concerned,
these probable subscribers in many respects
approximated the views of Phonevision test
volunteers.

By the nature of the way in which they
were defined, the probable subscribers
were unanimous in saying that they would
subscribe to Phonevision if it were avail­
able and would pay for Phonevision pro­
grams of at least one type, while Phone­
vision test volunteers held these views
significantly less frequently. Probable
subscribers were also slightly more favor­
able to subscription television in the
abstract and about as likely to choose
Phonevision movies over other forms of
entertainment as were the test volunteers.
On the other hand, these probable sub­
scribers were significantly less interested
in participating in a Phonevision test and
less familiar with the Phonevision test
than were the volunteers. When the group
of probable subscribers is restricted to
those among them who were both. residential
telephone subscribers and willing to par­
ticipate in a test of Phonevision (two
conditions which were fulfilled by Phone­
vision test volunteers), this sub-group of
potential subscribers either equalled or
exceeded the test volunteers in the pro­
portions favorably oriented toward sub­
scription television and toward Phonevi­
sion on each of the criteria just referred
to.

Thus, it was possible, through survey
analysis, to carve out a group of families
who closely resembled the volunteers for
and participants in the Phonevision test
and of whom it was reasonable to assume
that the expenditures made by test fami­
lies for Phonevision during the test would
be typical. Estimates of the market for

subscribers could be defined in such a way
that the families within it held attitudes
which either equalled or exceeded the
favorableness toward Phonevision of Phone­
vision test volunteers. Everything else
being equal, it is reasonable to suppose
that the response of these families to
Phonevision would also have equalled or
exceeded that of the Phonevision test
volunteers who, in turn, would have re­
sponded in about the same way as the sample
of test participants actually did, since
the volunteers were an equivalent sample.

The selection of this one stratum to
represent the potential subscribers to
Phonevision in Chicago largely eliminated
the need to introduce substrata defined in
terms of the other two classes of varia­
bles which differentiated test families

. from other families and influenced their
rates of expenditure for Phonevision. On
the one hand, these same variables--both
the demographic factors and the factors of
general recreational predispositions-­
tended to distinguish between the probable
subscribers and the probable non-subscrib­
ers in much the same way as they differen­
tiated between Phonevision test volunteers
and families in Chicago generally. On the
other hand, although the differences be­
tween probable subscribers and test volun­
teers were much smaller than those between
Chicago families generally and test volun­
teers, some significant differences re­
mained: probable subscribers and test
volunteers had about the same family com­
position, but the test volunteers remained
significantly higher in both socio-economic
status and in their recreational leaning
toward new movies on television in the
comfort of home. These latter differences
of socio-economic status and of recrea­
tional preference~ however, either vanished
or became insignificant, when Phonevision
test volunteers are compared only with the
sub-group of probable subscribers who
lived in Lakeview-Lincoln, were telephone
subscribers and were also willing to
participate in a test of Phonevision.

is con­
probable

as this set of factors
then, a stratum of

So far
cerned,
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Phonevision were not limited to this sub­
grou~ however, because of the implications
of the differences between these groups.
Differences in either demographic composi­
tion or opinions and attitudes were attri­
butable to one of three main factors, each
of which represented an artificial limita­
tion on the public for Phonevision:

1. Restriction of the test to the Lake­
view-Lincoln area--Since Phonevision
test volunteers can be shown to com­
pare in composition and attitudes with
the sub-group of probable subscribers
in Lakeview-Lincoln who corresponded
with them in having telephone service
and in being willing to participate in
a Phonevision test, it seems likely
that their failure to correspond with
a similarly defined group in the city
as a whole is attributable to under­
lying differences in composition of
the population as between Lakeview­
Lincoln and the entire city. Thus, if
test volunteering had been permitted
on a city-wide basis, it seems logical
to conclude that the volunteers, them­
selves, would have had a somewhat
different composition.

2. Restriction of the test to volunteers
--It has just been indicated that some
of the differences in attitude and
composition between the entire group
of probable subscribers and Phonevi­
sion test volunteers is attributable
to the inclusion within the group of
probable subscribers of families who
would not volunteer for participation
in a test of Phonevision. Since prob­
able subscribers were defined in terms
of their interest in Phonevision,
without special attention to whether
they were interested in· Phonevision
movies or not, while families who
indicated that they would be willing
to participate in a Phonevision test
were largely aware that it was a test
of older movies by Phonevision, it is
not surprising that the former out­
number the latter. In addition, other
factors like avoidance of publicity,
dislike of obligations, unwillingness
to participate in experiments, etc.,
serve to make the two groups somewhat
different. Since those probable sub­
scribers in Lakeview-Lincoln who would
volunteer for a Phonevision test
closely resembled the actual Lakeview-
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Lincoln VOlunteers, it seems likely
that some of the differences between
all so-called probable subscribers and
actual test volunteers are attributa­
ble to the imperfect correspondence
between volunteering for the test, on
the one hand, and interest in and sub­
scribing to Phonevision, on the other.

3. Restriction of the test to telephone
subscribers--This was ihe third' ',~ain
factor ~aking for differences between
all probable subscribers and the actual
test volunteers, largely in socio­
economic status and in associated
recreational preferences. While this
test of Phonevision required the use
of phone& the existence of other forms
of Phonevision which do not require
phones as well as of other subscrip­
tion television systems not dependent
upon telephones made it appear to be
an undesirable restriction to impose.

Beyond these factors, differences between
probable subscribers and Phonevision test
volunteers can be accounted for on the
basis of sampling fluctuations and of
minor inaccuracies of classification.

Since, on the one hand, estimates of
expenditures based wholly on the Phonevi­
sion expenditures of test participants
would apply only to the situation in which
the Phonevision programming consisted en­
tirely of older movies--a condition not
likely to obtain under ordinary circum­
stances, and, on the other hand, the sub­
group of the Chicago population to which
test family expenditure rates were directly
applicable was defined in terms of the im­
position of the preceding three unrealistic
restrictions on the potential market for
Phonevision, this direct projection was
never made. Instead, slightly different
methods of estimation were adopted.

Estimates of the Number of Subscribers

In view of the fact that all of the data
show such striking consistency, there
would appear to be little doubt that the
number of potential subscribers -- apart
from considerations of feasibility-- to
Phonevision can be reasonably estimated
from the group that has been defined here
as "probable subscribers." While these
probable subscribers were defined in terms



of a quite varied program offering on
Phonevision, and one which may exceed what
any actual operating program can supply,
there were only 1.2% of the fami!i~s in
the city who would subscribe to phonevi­
sion only if the programming included
something other than movies and/or sports
events. This possible slight exaggeration
of the market for Phonevision is probably
far overbalanced by the total exclusion
from the group of families regarded as
subscribers of those families who were
already somewhat drawn to Phonevision, as
evidenced by their interest in paying for
some program types even though they also
indicated that they wouldn't subscribe to
Phonevision immediately.

This estimate of probable subscribers,
in fact, gives no weight to the effective­
ness of either' an advertising campaign or
an opportunity to see Phonevision at the
homes of friends and neighbors in convert­
ing many of those here classified as
"Doubtfuls" and even some of those now
classified as "Probable Non-subscribers"
whose attitudes were otherwise favorable
to subscription television. In view of
the fact that Phonevision test participants
were a good deal more favorable toward
Phonevision than were Phonevision test
volunteers who did not actually partici­
pat~ and that this difference in attitudes
can only be attributed to the test fami­
lies' experiences in the Phonevision test,
it is clear that actual experience with
Phonevision did serve to make proponents
of Phonevision of most of those test fami­
lies who initially entered the test with
little interest in Phonevision and that
the operation of similar experiential
factors will actually enlarge the group of
probable subscribers if subscription tele­
vision becomes commercially available.
There is, then, every reason to believe
that the number of potential subscribers
to Phonevision is, if anything, under­
estimated here.

All of the procedures followed here were
aimed at conservatism, however--to under­
estimate rather than overestimate. For
example, it may be estimated that there
were about 1,149,000 dwelling units in
Chicago in 1951, in terms of the defini­
tion of dwelling units used in this re­
search. Nevertheless, because interviews
were obtained in only 85.9% of the occu­
pied dwelling units in the sample assigned
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for this research, the rates of interest
in and desire for Phonevision observed in
the survey are projected only to the
987,000 households represented by the
sample. The 162,000 "missing" households
are thus treated as if they would yield
not one subscriber to Phonevision. While
it is probably true that the kinds of
households lost from the sample would have
a lower subscription rate than the house­
holds interviewed, it is almost certain
that this assumption of no subscribers and
no expenditures in the group of "missing"
households is too extreme and leads again
to underestimation of the market.

In order to estimate the number of sub­
scribers to Phonevision, the 987,000
households were distributed according to
their joint possession of telephones,
television sets and interest in subscrib­
ing to Phonevision. If an allowance is
made for sampling error, it can be esti­
~ated that there were in Chicago in the
Spring of 1951 a minimum of 246,000 to
304,000 families who would subscribe to a
system of subscription television requir­
ing the use of a telephone (that is, 27.9%
of the families inte~viewed had both a
television set and a telephone and were
also classified as probabl~ subscribers),
and a minimum of 283,000 to 343,000 who
would participate in subscription televi­
sion if a telephone were not needed.

Since television ownership is growing
steadily, a conservative estimate of pur­
chase of television sets by Spring of 1952
was also made. From this estimate, it can
be estimated that by Spring, 1952, there
would be a minimum of 282,000 to 342,000
subscribers to a system of SUbscription
television requiring use of a telephone
(that is, 31.7% of the families interviewed
had telephones, either had or planned to
have a television set by this date, and
were classified as probable subscribers to
Phonevision), and a minimum of 345,000 to
407,000, if the subscription television
system in use should not require a tele­
phone.

As a final indication of the scope of
the market, estimates may be made for that
hypothetical time in the future when
everyone who has even the vaguest plans to
do so acquires a television set; under
this condition of saturation of the market
for television sets, there would be an



estimated m1n1mum of 341,000 to 403,000
subscribers, if telephones were needed and
telephone ownership did not alter, and a
minimum of 449,000 to 513,000 subscribers
to a system not requiring telephones.

Estimates of Expenditures

In an attempt to estimate how much these
potential subscribers to Phonevision were
likely to spend, the survey asked respon­
dents to estimate their expenditures for
Phonevision under five different condi­
tions: if only older movies like those
used in the test were available, if only
new movies were available, if only sports
events were available, if only program
types other than those already enumerated
(which the respondent had indicated he
wanted on Phonevision) were available,and,
finally, if all the different kinds of
programs which the respondent wanted were
available. The object of this approach
was, of course, to permit estimates of
expenditures under programming conditions
different than those used in the Phonevi­
sion test. Since self-estimates are not
always accurate measures, however, some
evaluation of these estimates must be made.

The Phonevision test families estimated
that their expenditures for older movies
on Phonevision would be $1.60 per family
per week, a figure which was only $0.05 a
week higher than test families actually
spent on the average. Test families'
actual and estimated expenditures for
older movies approached as closely as they
did, however, only because there was a
group of 34 families who estimated that
they would spend nothing for older movies,
even though most of them had actually
bought the older test movies. This group,
whose estimates were lower than their
actual expenditures, tended to counter­
balance the tendency of those who said
they would buy older movies to make esti­
mates of their expenditures which exceeded
their actual expenditures by an average of
$0.21 a week. Thus, while the over-all
group estimate closely approached the true
situation, there was a good deal of
counterbalancing error, so. that for indi­
vidual families or for sub-groups estimates
of expenditures may seriously deviate from
actual behavior.
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Since it appears that the self-estimates
of Phonevision expenditures of even the
test families, who had prior experience
with Phonevision to base their extimates
on, were not completely reliable, what can
be said of the self-estimates made by
groups who did not have any experience
with Phonevision? First of all, the esti­
mates of Phonevision expenditures made by
Phonevision test volunteers who did not
actually participate in the test may be
considered. These estimates were substan­
tially below the estimates made by actual
test participants. In fact, the volun­
teers' estimated rate of expenditure for
older movies was just about half what was
actually spent by test families, and, even
when the rate of expenditure is increased
by limiting it to the average estimated
expenditures of volunteers who indicated
that they would buy older movies on Phone­
vision, it was still $0.41 a week below
the actual average weekly test expendi­
tures for older movies.

When this result is juxtaposed with the
fact that Phonevision test volunteers
wer~ except for such minor biases as might
have resulted from substitution in com­
pleting the roster of test participants, a
counterpart of the sample of test families
in everything but actual test participa­
tion, it is obvious that test volunteers
were substantially underestimating what
their actual expenditures would have been,
at least as regards older movies, where an
objective standard of evaluation exists.
To put it another way, test families came
much closer to actuality in estimating
their expenditures for older movies, while
families' with no actual experience with
Phonevision appeared to have seriously
underestimated the attraction Phonevision
programs would have for them. While it is
only with respect to older movies that
this conclusion can be completely demon­
strated, it appears likely that the ten­
dency of volunteers to underestimate their
expenditures operated consistentl~ regard­
less of the type of program under consider­
ation, since even their estimated expendi­
tures for new movies were substantially
below actual test expenditures for older
movies.

In comparison with the families defined
as probable Phonevision subscribers, on
the other hand,Phonevision test volunteers
estimated their expenditures for Phonevision



programs of each type at about the same
levels. From the fact that probable sub­
scribers and Phonevision test volunteers
made about the same estimates of expendi­
tures for Phonevision programs, while
Phonevision test volunteers appeared to
have been substantially underestimating
their expenditures, it seems likely that
probable sUbscribers, who, like the Phone-'
vision test volunteers, lacked actual ex­
perience with Phonevision on which to base
their estimates, were also underestimating
their expenditures to about the same degree
as the volunteers. This conclusion is
based, in large part, on the close resem­
blance in characteristics and attitudes
between the Phonevision test volunteers
and the probable Phonevision subscribers,
which bas already led to the equation that
probable subscribers would respond to
Phonevision in about the same way as
Phonevision test volunteers would, and
Phonevision test volunteers would respond
to Phonevision in about the same way as
Phonevision test participants did.

In fact~ if Phonevision expenditur~

rates are estimated for the group of prob­
able Phonevision subscribers by the orig­
inally-planned procedure of setting up
equivalent strata of Phonevision test
participants and of probable subscribers
and then using standardization procedures
to eliminate the effect of the residual
demographic differences remaining between
probable subscribers and Phonevision test
volunteers and participants, the result is
that expenditures for the three groups-­
test participants, test volunteers and
probable subscribers -- are estimated at
exactly the same rate, the actual mean
weekly expenditure of $1.55 observed during
the test. Even if those Phonevision test
volunteers and Phonevision probable sub­
scribers who said they would not pay for
older movies are taken at their word and
assumed to spend nothing for older movies
(and it is probable that this assumption
results in an underestimation of expendi­
tures), it would be estimated, from the
actual expenditures of Phonevision test
participants during the test, that each of
these group~ including the zero expenders,
would average $1.06 weekly, an estimate
which is $0.28-0.31 a week higher than the
two groups' self-estimates.

While these data are, in themselves,
rather conclusive, the fact that serious
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underestimation of Phonevision expenditures
occurred can be further demonstrated by
examining the self-estimates of the sub­
group of probable subscribers who were
defined by the same restrictions as the
Phonevision test participants and between
whom and the participants there were no
residual differences in attitud~ interests
or characteristics except such as tended
to make this sub-group of probable sub­
scribers even more favorably predisposed
toward Phonevision than the actual parti­
cipants. This sub-group -- viz., those
probable subscribers in Lakeview-Lincoln
who were residential telephone subscribers
and who signified willingness to partici­
pate in a test of Phonevision--also esti­
mated their expenditures for older movies
at a much lower rate than the actual ex­
penditures of test families, even when the
estimate rate is limited to those who said
they would buy older movies. In fact, it
was not until this sub-group estimated
their expenditures for new movies at an
average of $1.43 weekly that their esti­
mates approached the sampling range of
actual expenditures to be expected for
older movies ($1. 43-$1. 55) from groups
like that of the test families.

Thus, the use of self-estimates of ex­
penditures for Phonevision to arrive at
estimates of response to Phonevision con­
tinues the conservative procedure begun in
estimating the number of subscribers to
Phonevision, in order to ensure that such
estimates will, if anything, underestimate
rather than overestimate the market for
Phonevision. By combining these self­
estimates with the estimates presented
previously of the number of families who
would be Phonevision subscribers at dif­
ferent points of time under differing
market conditions, a number of estimates
of the dollar volume of Phonevision in
Chicago may be arrived at, each of which
should be regarded as a kind of minimum
estimate under the conditions stated.

Firs~ then, assuming Phonevision offered
diversified programming, Chicago families
would, in the Spring of 1951, have spent
at least $492,000 to $668,000 weekly, under
a system of subscription television re­
quiring a telephone, and $547,000 to
$733,000, if telephones were not needed.
With the same assumptions about the growth
in ownership of television sets that were

;made ea.rUer, weekly expenditures by



Spring, 1952 can be estimated at $534,000
to $714,000, with telephones needed; and
$669,000 to $857,000, without the assump­
tion of possession of a telephone. With
saturation of the television market, tele­
phone systems of subscription television
offering diversified programming have an
estimated potential of $625,000 to $811,000
weekly, while non-telephone systems can be
estimated at $849,000 to $1,037,000 week­
ly.

If subscription television offerings
were limited to the presentation of new
movies, the volume, in the Spring of 1951,
would probably not have been less than
$310,000 to $426,000 weekly, with the
telephone restriction, and $371,000 to
$497,000, without it. By Spring, 1952,
these figures rise to $351,000 to $467,000
and $445,000 to $571,000 respectively.
With expansion of television ownership,
they would probably rise to not less than
$407,000 to $523,000 and $554,000 to
$678,000 respectively.

Finally, an absolute lower limit, which
is probably far below what any actual
operating figure would be, may be set. On
the basis of this absolute minimum esti­
mate, receipts from a telephone system of
subscription television in early 1951 would
still have been $186,000 to $254,000 a
week, and, from non-telephone subscription
television, $214,000 to $286,000 a week.
By 1952, these minimums would be $214,000
to $286,000 and $263,000 to $339,000
respectively. After saturation of the
television market, these minimums would
rise to $259,000 to $325,000 and $346,000
to $424,000 respectively.

In conclusion it should be pointed out
that all of the estimates which have been
presented can be made only under the as­
sumption that all conditions which are not
explicitly specified in making the esti­
mates remain the same as they were at the
time the research was done. ObViously,
any marked change in economic conditions
or, perhaps, even in regular television
programming--to mention only two of the
many uncontrolled variables subject to
change--would radically affect the magni­
tude of these estimates. Moreover, for
simplicity, estimates have been made only
for the corporate city of Chicago and with
no allowance for any changes in population
size or character. Any marked change in
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city population, either in size or in
shifts of certain family types to the
suburb~ would also modify these estimates.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

In this Introduction, which constitutes
Section I of this report, the primary con­
cern has been to outline the main conclu­
sions deriving from the social research
conducted in connection with the Phonevi­
sion test in such a way that the reader
can follow, in summary form at least, the
logic of the research design, the analytic
procedures, and the empirical data which
warrant the conclusions drawn. The main
sections of the report follow about the
same order of presentation as this Intro­
duction, but they attempt to present the
research data in the detailed form neces­
sary for their critical examination. The
reader may, if ~e wishes, easily refer
back and forth from the summary statements
made here to the section of the report
which offers fuller substantiation.

.
Section II presents in detail the proce-

dures followed in selecting a sample of
Phonevision test participants, together
with all the data that were available for
evaluation of the sample at the time the
sample was designed and implemented, and
up to the time the post-Phonevision test
research was carried out. Thus, in this
section are presented an analysis of the
implications of restricting the Phonevi­
sion test to the Lakeview-Lincoln area,
the sample design adopted, a full descrip­
tion of the procedures followed in securing
volunteers and in draWing a sample of
participants from them, an analysis of the
effects of the substitutions made in im­
plementing the sample of participants, and
a description of the composition and char­
acteristics of Phonevision test volunteers
and participants insofar as they were
known, at the start of the test.

Data used in Section II largely derive
from the factual information about test
volunteers that was collected as part of
the volunteering process and which were
obtained initially in order to guide the
selection of test participants. These
data were supplemented, where necessary,
by factual data actually obtained after
the close of the Phonevision test, in
order, for example, to compare the



Lakeview-Lincoln area with the:dit'y. A
supplementary study, conducted just after
the volunteering process closed, in which
samples of incomplete volunteers and non­
volunteers were interviewed in order to
determine the kinds of reasons which de­
terred families from volunteering for the
Phonevision test, is also drawn on as
offering some illumination of the implica­
tions of using a universe of volunteers
for the Phonevision test. Finally, the
records kept by the Zenith Radio Corpora­
tion in the course of attempting to secure
300 actual participants furnish the addi­
tional data needed for the analysis of the
substitution problem.

Section III continues into the subjec­
tive realm the examination of the differ­
ences between test families and Chicago
families generally, begun in the preceding
section with reference to objective char­
acteristics. 'These differences either of
demography or of predisposing recreational
preferences are examined in the light of
how they might contribute to the unrepre­
sentativeness of Phonevision test results
or, put more generally, what adjustments
need to be made in generalizing from the
test results to the city of Chicago. In
Section III, only those recreational
tastes, preferences and interests which
may be regarded as logically prior to and
possibly influencing either opinions
directly relating to Phonevision or the
results of the Phonevision test are dealt
with. The topics covered include owner­
ship of television sets, general recrea­
tional preferences, preferences as between
home and outside the home entertainment
and as between movies and television,
attitudes toward television, and habits
and practices with respect to movie atten­
dance and television viewing.

Opinions of and interest in subscription
television and PhonevisiQn are examined in
much the same way as these more general
recreational inclinations for their possi­
ble part in differentiating Phonevision
test participants from Chicago families
generally, but the presentation of these
data is reserved until Section V, where
they bear on a somewhat different objec­
tive. As an artifact of the research de­
sign used, there also appear, in both
Sections III and V, some data which bear
on the influence of the Phonevision test
on participants' outlook on subscription
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'fel~vision and on their recreational pref­
erences.

The data in Section III derive entirely
from the survey conducted just after the
close of the Phonevision test, in which
all the Phonevision test families, an
equivalent sample of Phonevision test vol­
unteers who had not actually participated
in the test, a representative sample of
incomplete volunteers for the Phonevision
test, a representative sample of families
in the Lakeview-Lincoln area and a repre­
sentative sample of Chicago families were
interviewed. The latter four samples were
all interviewed with the same question­
naire, while test family interviews con­
tained both sections comparable to the
general inqUiry and special sections
applicable only to test families.

In Section IV, the results of the Phone­
vision test are presented and analyzed, so
far as the test families, themselves, are
concerned. An exact description of pat­
terns of expenditure for Phonevision during
the. test, based on itemized statements
furnished by the Zenith Radio Corporation,
is presented. In conjunction with survey
data, these expenditure figures are ana­
lyzed in terms of the extent to which
Phonevision test expenditures were influ­
enced by test conditions and may not be
typical of the behavior of even the test
families under ordinary circumstances and
in terms of the objective and subjective
factors which influenced expenditures for
Phonevision. An appraisal of the success
of the Phonevis ion test in terms of the
subjective opinions, reactions and evalua­
tions of the participants, derived from
the survey research, concludes this sec­
tion.

Section V is concerned with a depiction
of prevailing attitudes and op1n10ns in
Chicago with respect to subscription tele­
vision and Phonevision. The extent of
familiarity with Phonevision is first
examined both as an indication of the
degree to which these opinions were
grounded in experience and as one index of
the interest manifested in the Phonevision
test. Opinions of the desirability of
subscription television, as well as the
reasoning on which these opinions were
based,are presented, and differences
between key population groups in these
respects are examined. Finally, the



specific appeals of Phonevision are de­
scribed--the kind of programs people would
pay for, their relative attraction as com­
pared with other forms of recreation, and
the extent of interest in becoming sub­
scribers to Phonevision. Data used in
this section derive almost entirely from
the post-test research, but some supple­
mentary information pertaining to familiar­
ity with and interest in the Phonevision
test is drawn from a survey of a represen­
tative sample of Chicago residential tele­
phone subscribers, conducted in the second
week of the Phonevision test.

Section VI forms a
report in which the
evidence developed in
brought together to
what the response
Chicago--measured in

conclusion to the
several threads of

earlier sections are
yield estimates of
of the families of
terms of the number
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of subscribers and the amount of expendi­
tures--would be to Phonevision, if its
commercial operation were authorized. The
method used, which is fully explained in
Section VI, carries the results of the
Phonevision test, presented in Section IV,
to the population of Chicago, with atti­
tudes like those depicted in Section V, by
means of an analysis of the significance
and implications of the kinds of differ­
ences between Phonevision test volunteers
and Chicago families generally, found to
exist in Sections II, III and V.

Two Appendices conclude the report. In
the first, the quality of the samples used
in the post-test survey, which is crucial
to the conclusions drawn in the report, is
evaluated. In the second, the basic re­
search materials used in collection of
data throughout the Phonevision research
are exhibited.



II

SELECTION OF PHONEVISION TEST PARTICIPANTS
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*These figures, like all the data presented in Table 1, are derived from sample sur­
veys of the Lakeview-Lincoln area and the rest of the city, since 1950 Census data were
not yet available. Lake all sample survey data, the figures are, therefore, subject to
sampling error and to possible bias because of non-response. While these results cannot
be regarded as absolute values, either for the city or for Lakeview-Lincoln, the rela­
tive differences are dependable. A fuller discussion and evaluation of these survey
results can be found in Section III.

THE AREA OF THE TEST

When the Federal Communications Commis­
sion authorized the Zenith Radio Corpora­
tion to conduct a test of Phonevision in
the city of Chicago, it was originally
planned to secure participants on a city­
wide basis. Preliminary exploration re­
vealed, however, that the telephone facil­
ities necessary to the form of Phonevision
to be tested could not be supplied by the
Illinois Bell Telephone Company randomly
throughout the city. Instead, 250 of the
300 Phonevision participants had to be
selected from the Lakeview-Lincoln tele­
phone exchange area, which would have left
only 50 participants to be selected from
the rest of the city.

In view of these conditions, and in the
light of the limited power available to
the Zenith experimental television sta­
tion, it was decided to restrict the
Phonevision test to the Lakeview-Lincoln
area, where telephone lines were available.
The Lakeview-Lincoln district is an area
of about seven and one-half square miles,
located on the north side of the city.
(See Figure 1.) It contains about 8% of
the occupied dwelling units in Chicago,
and has a population of "about 250,000-­
approximately 7$ of the population of
Chicago.

In comparison with the city as a whole,
the Lakeview-Lincoln area is characterized
by relatively small families living in
apartment houses. For example, 52.8% of

the households in Lakeview-Lincoln con­
tained only one or two persons, as com­
pared with 40.6$ of the households in the
city. And, 63.5$ of the households in
Lakeview-Lincoln had no persons under 20
years of age in them, while in the city
this proportion was 53.6$. While 41.0$ of
the dwelling units in the city were
located in one- and two-family structures,
only 23.5$ of the units in Lakeview­
Lincoln were. Similarly, 32.7$ of the
dwelling units in Chicago were owner­
occupied, while only 16.0% of the dwelling
units in Lakeview-Lincoln were.* (See
Table 1.)

The population of Lakeview-Lincoln is
largely white, only about 1$ of the popu­
lation in this area was non-white as com­
pared with 12% in the city as a whole.
Among the white population, 23$ were
foreign-born, about the same percentage as
in the rest of the city. The national
origin of the foreign-born in Lakeview­
Lincoln was predominantly German (24.1$),
Russian (11.8%) and Swedish (8.6$), while
in the city as a whole, persons of Pol~sh

birth were the largest single foreign-born
group.

The socio-economic position of the resi­
dents of Lakeview-Lincoln was substantial­
ly the same as or, perhaps, somewhat
higher than the city as a whole. While
the occupational classification of heads
of households was about the same in
Lakeview-Lincoln as in Chicago as a whole,
the Lakeview-Lincoln heads tended.to be



Figure 1.
Map of Chicago, Showing the Area in which the Phonevision Test was Conducted.
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No. Community Area

I Rogers Pork
2 West Ridge
3 Uptown
4 Lincoln Square
~ North Center
6 lakeview
1 Lincoln Port
8 Near North Side
9 Edison Park

10 Norwood Pork
II Jefferson Park
12 Forest Glen
13 North Pork
14 Albany Po,k
15 Portage Park
16 Irying Pork
11 Dunning
18 Montclore
19 a.lmonf Cragin
20 Hermosa
21 A'tOfldole
22 Loton Square
23 Humboldt Pork
24 West Town
25 Austin
26 West Garlleld Pk,
27 Eost Garfield PII.
28 Near We" Side
2' N. Lawndol,
30 s. Lawndol,
31 Lower West Slife
32 Loop
33 Near South Side
34 Armour Square
35 Doualoe
36 oaklond
37 Fuller Pork
38 Grand BI"d.



TABLE 1

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF CHICAGO AND OF THE LAKEVIEW-LINCOLN AREA
April-May, 1951

Number of cases • • • • • • • • •

Characteristic

Median years of education of heads of households.

Chicago Lakeview-
Lincoln

1,526 735

3,743 252
1,173 95

41.0 23.5
32.7 16.0
73.6 69.5

13.6 18.4
27.0 34.4
21.3 23.5
19.9 14.7
9.2 6.3
9.0 2.7

2.28 2.05
0.91 0.61

32.2 35.6

12.4 1.0

23.1 22.6

19.2 2.5
11.0 11.8
10.2 24.1
9.4 4.3
5.8 1.9
5.4 8.6
4.4 0.6
4.1 4.9
3.7 4.3

26.8 37.0

9.2 9.4
9.6 11.2

18.1 17.5
18.9 20.8
18.1 17.5
8.2 7.9
4.3 2.2

11.4 12.0
2.2 1.5

11.0 11.7

$3,969 $4,135

. .

. . .

. . .. . .. .
. . . .

Two•••
Three. • • •
Four ••
Five •
Six and over •

Proportion of population - non-white. • ••••

Proportion of white population - foreign-born • •

Country of birth of foreign-born whites (per cent):
Poland • • • • •• • • •
Russia • • • • • • • • • • . • • •
Germany•••
Italy•••••••
Lithuania.
Sweden • . . . • . . • . •
Czechoslovakia • •
Canada ••••
Austria. •
All other•• ,

Total population (in thousands) • • • • • • • • •
Number of occupied dwelling units (in thousands) •.•

Proportion of occupied dwelling units:
Located in one- and two-family structures. •
Owner-occupied • • • • • • • • • • • •
Possessing telephone • • • • • • • • •

Number of persons per household (per cent):
One. . . . . .

Mean number: adults (20 and over) •
children (19 and under) ••

Median age of population. • • • • • •

Occupation of head of household (per cent):
Professional and semi-professional • • •
Proprietors, managers and officials••
Clerical, sales and kindred workers. • •
Craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers
Operatives and kindred workers • •
Service workers. • • • •
Laborers • • • • • • • •
Hot gainfully employed • •
Not reported • • • • • •

Median annual family income • • • • •
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*It was always intended to limit the sample of Phonevision participants to telephone
subscribers, and main efforts to secure volunteers were limited to telephone subscribers,
as is described later. This fact was not publicly announced, and non-telephone sub­
scribers could volunteer. The fact is, however, that the public came to feel that pos­
session of a telephone was necessary, as only two applications were received from per­
sons without telephones. In practice then, the restriction of the sample to telephone
subscribers was accomplished primarily by the volunteers, themselves, rather than by
exclusions made by the National Opinion Research Center.

**Volunteers by means of newspaper coupons who lived within the test area were con­
sidered for participation on the same basis as anyone else, as is described below.

***These materials are shown as Exhibit I in Appendix B.

better educated than household heads in
the rest of the city, and median family
incomes were slightly higher in Lakeview­
Lincoln, despite the fact that families
were smaller. Yet, in two indices of
socio-economic status--owne~ship of tele­
vision sets and telephones, the Lakeview­
Lincoln district was somewhat lower than
the city as a whole.

In summary then, the Lakeview-Lincoln
district differs from the rest of the
city of Chicago primarily in the absence
of Negroes among its residents and in a
tendency toward small family units living
in apartment houses.

PROCEDURES USED IN SELECTING PARTICIPANTS

White participants selected for the
Phonevision test were limited to residents
of the Lakeview-Lincoln area in Chicago,
the sample of participants chosen for the
test cannot, however, be regarded as in
any sense a random or representative
sample of the whole community, because two
restrictions were imposed. First, only
residential telephone subscribers living
within the Lakeview-Lincoln district were
considered eligible, and, second, only
those who volunteered to take part in the
test were considered.

The reasons for these limitations are
rather apparent. The intent of the sample
design was to approach as closely as pos­
sible the conditions which would exist if
the form of Phonevision tested were made
generally available. Obviously, if this
form of Phonevision were a service being
offered commercially today, only people
with television sets and telephones would
be in a position to make use of it and
only those who thought they wanted it

would buy it. Two of these three condi­
tions are approached in this sample design
by considering only telephone subscribers*
who wanted to try Phonevision. The third
condition, ownership of a television set,
was not imposed because this is a factor
which is altering SO rapidly that a sample
of television set owners might not be
representative of television set owners a
few months later.

Procedures Used in Securing Volunteers

Over a two-week period, the Zenith
Radio Corporation inserted advertising in
all the Chicago papers, describing the
nature of the Phonevision test and invi ting
people to volunteer for participation by
returning a coupon. This offer was made
on a city-wide basis without restrictions
by the Zenith Radio Corporation because of
their interest in ascertaining city-wide
response to Phonevision, and a letter of
explanation was later sent to all those
outside the sample area who sent in
coupons.**

Immediately after this period of ad­
vertising, a copy of the advertisement to­
gether with a covering letter was sent to
each of the residential telephone sub­
scribers in the Lakeview-Lincoln district.
Enclosed in the letter was a prepaid post­
card, containing the subscriber's name and
address, which was to be signed and re­
turned to the Zenith Radio Corporation if
the subscriber wished to be considered for
participation in the Phonevision test.***

These postcard returns, as well as names
of volunteers secured from other sources,
were turned over to the National Opinion
Research Center who sent to each of the
applicants a questionnaire to be filled
out and returned. The questionnaire,
shown in Appendix B, asked only for a
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TABLE 2

Eliminations

Number

1,922
11,876

43
33

9
6

• • 13,889

. ... .
Total.

SOURCE OF ELIGIBLE PHONEVISION
TEST VOLUNTEERS

Source

Pre-mailing •
Return postcards. •
Dealer cards. • • •
Newspaper coupons •
Letters • • • • • •
Other ••

coupons--before the letter of invitation
was sent out and to whom the letter was,
therefore, not sent, almost all of these
volunteers responded to the letter sent
them, as shown in Table 3.

TABLE 3

Letters to potential participants were
mailed on May 16, 1950 and questionnaires
were sent to them beginning May 22, 1950.
By June 5, 1950, 13,570 requests for
participation had been received and ques­
tionnaires sent, while 7,613 question­
naires had been returned.' In order to
make certain that would-be participants
were not excluded from consideration be­
cause of mere negligence or procrastina­
tion on their part, a second mailing of
the questionnaire was made to volunteers
who had yet returned questionnaires, to­
gether with the explanatory note shown in
Appendix B. This second mailing was made
during June 5-7, 1950, and original re­
quests for participation continued to come
in and were sent questionnaires up to
June 9. No requests received after this
date and no questionnaires received after
June 19, 1950 were considered in selecting
participants and are not included in the
figures reported here.** In all, slightly
more than two-thirds returned usuable
questionnaires, as shown in Table 4.

59,560

Number

13,889 or 23.3% volunteered to
in the Phonevision test. Ex­
original 1,922 who volunteered
means--primarily, newspaper

Source

Net total. • • •

Original mailing list of
telephone subscribers••• 59,663

Unduplicated names from
other sources. • • • 91 59,754

m1n1mum of factual information about each
applicant in order to have data to ensure
impartial selection of participants and to
compare the people interested in Phone­
vision wi~h other residents of the commu­
nity.

The original mailing list contained
59,663 names.* A check of volunteers from
other sources--responses to the newspaper
advertisement, letters of inquiry, and
cards furnished by Zenith dealers--re­
suIted in the addition of 91 unduplicated
names in the list. A number of duplicates
and incorrect listings were discovered
which reduced the net list to 59,560, as
shown in Table 2.

NET NUMBER OF POTENTIAL PHONEVISION
TEST PARTICIPANTS

Duplications. • • • • 134
Ineligible listingsa. 55
Non-residential listings•• ~5 1=9~4~

aIncludes persons living outside test
area or about to move outside test area
and two persons without residential tele­
phone service.

Of these,
participate
cept for an
by other

*The Reuben H. Donnelly Corporation, which processed the first mailing, reported
59,846 rather than this figure. But a complete canvas of the listings turned over to
the National Opinion Research Center resulted in the figure given above. Since the dif­
ference in the two figures (183) is less than half of one per cent, it is not a serious
source of error.

**After these deadlines, 119 volunteering postcards and 109 usable questionnaires were
returned.
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TABLE 4

NUMBER AND PER CENT RETURNING USABLE QUESTIONNAIRES,
CLASSIFIED BY DATE OF REQUEST

Total Sent Total Returning

Questionnaire Usable Questionnaire

(Number)
Number Per Cent

Requests up to June 5. · · · · · 13,570 7,613 56.1
Requests after June 5. · · · · · 319 131 41.1
Second mailing to non-

respondents as of June 5. · · · (5,957) 1,682 28.2

Total . . . . . . · · · · · 13,889 9,426 67.9

This survey indicated that, in addition
to the 15.8% who volunteered for the test,
there were an estimated 8% whose failure
to volunteer carne solely because of me­
chanical errors: they let the deadline
for returning questionnaires slip by; they
thought they had returned the proper
materials, but no record of their being
received could be found, and so forth.
These people may be regarded as definitely
interested in taking part in the test and
their failure to qualify as "accidental."
In more detail, their reasons were:

interview, these people were asked to ex­
plain why they had not volunteered for the
test, or why, having volunteered, they did
not complete the questionnaire. These
answers were then classified in terms of
the most serious objection to participa­
tion they contained.**

Reasons for Not Volunteering

The fact that 76.7% of those sent the
original letter offering participation in
the Phonevision test did not respond,
while an additional 7.5% volunteered in
the first instance but failed to return
the questionnaire needed to make them
eligible, led to an attempt to determine
whether the 15.8% who did volunteer
represented the limit of interest in
Phonevision at that time, and what the
factors making for non-participation were.
Accordingly, in late June and early July,
1950, brief interviews were conducted, by
telephone wherever possible, with samples
drawn systematically from the alphabetical
lists of the two groups--those who had
never volunteered and those who had volun­
teered but failed to return a usable
questionnaire.* In the course of the

*The sample sizes were 1,267 and 1,274 respectively. Interviews were obtained with
98.5 and 97.7% of the two samples. Materials used in this survey are shown as Exhibit
II in Appendix B.

**Since the interview was brief, most people offered only one line of explanation. In
5.1% of the interviews with incomplete volunteers and 4.0% of those with non-volunteers
more than one reason was given, but even among these there were cases in which all of
the reasons given were assignable to the same general category. In all only 3.8% and
2.8% of the incomplete volunteers and non-volunteers, respectively, might have been
assigned to more than one of the main dimensions of interest in the Phonevision test
hereafter shown, and these cases are always assigned to the category of less, rather
than more, interest in the test.
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Incomplete
Volunteers

Non­
volUnteers

All Non­
participants

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribers

Dilatory, delayed making
return, careless, "forgot,"
etc. . . . . . . . . .

Wanted to volunteer but never
received questionnaire
(postcard)*••••••

Believed they had returned
questionnaire (postcard)
properly*. • • • • • • • • •

Received Zenith letter mis­
takenly informing them of
ineligibility. • • •

19.6%

3.4

9.0

0.4

1.7

0.7

1.9

1.5

**

5.3%

1.6

1.2

**

Total classified as
'''definitely interested" 32.4% 7.4% 9.7% 8.1%

33

*These categories apparently represent processing errors and mail misdeliveries, but
their size is so high that it is difficult to accept them at their face value. It seems
more likely that the persons involved mislaid or forgot about the questionnaire or post­
card and came to believe that they had mailed it or had not received it as the case may
be. The records show that 0.7% of the incomplete volunteers actually did return ques­
tionnaires which were unusable because they lacked any means of identifying the return,
but this is a small fraction of those who claimed to have returned questionnaires. What­
ever the facts of the case, however, these people do appear to have been sincerely inter­
ested in participating in the Phonevision test, and are, therefore, so classified here.

**Less than 0.05%.

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribers

All Non­
participants

and, from the questions in the question­
naire, made inferences regarding the rules
that would be applied in selecting parti­
cipants. Often, their inferences were
right, as, for example, the people who
decided that their moving out of the Lake­
view-Lincoln district or their inability
to have outside antennae would disqualify
them. The reasons which led people to
consider themselves ineligible were:

Non­
volunteers

Incomplete
Volunteers

Another group who appeared genuinely
interested in participating in the Phone­
vision test, although they did not com­
plete their applications, were some 6% who
decided for themselves that they were in­
eligible and had no chance to be selected.
In all cases, people classified here
wanted to participate, but felt, rightly
or wrongly, that they were not acceptable.
These people apparently listened to rumors

Didn't own television set
(believed only television
owners were eligible). · 0.3$ 2.6% 2.4% 2.0%

Couldn't have outside
antennae • · • · · · · 12.2 0.6 1.7 1.4

Were moving outside of test
area. . . · · · · · · · . . 0.4 1.1 1.0 0.9

Didn't own Zenith television
set (believed Zenith set was
necessary) • · · · · · · . . 0.2 0.9 0.8 0.7

(Continued on ne:iC:t page)



Incomplete
Volunteers

Non­
volunteers

All Non­
participants

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribers

Were not a "representative"
family:
single person, small family,

low economic status, little
education, etc. • • • • • •

Already owned television set
(believed only non-owners
were eligible) • • • • • • •

Were living in areas with
television reception dif­
ficulties. • • • • • • • • •

Employed by Zenith or other
television company •

Were having phone discon­
nected • • •

Just unlucky, never win
anything • • • • • •

3.9%

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.2

0.2%

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.5%

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.4%

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.2

A final group which may be regarded as
interested in the Phonevision test were
about 3% who were originally interested,
but lost interest as they came to believe
false rumors about the conduct of the
test. These people decided from newspaper

and other publicity that the test had been
cancelled, that no good movies would be
available for the test, that Phonevision
would not work anyway, and abandoned
their intentions of participating. In
detail:

*

1.8%

6.4%

0.2

0.5

0.1

0.1

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribers

*

2.1%

0.6

0.1

0.2

0.1

All Non­
participants

2.2%

6.6%

0.6

0.1

0.1

0.1

Non­
volunteers
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1.4

1.1%

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.2

18.0%

Incomplete
Volunteers

Total classified as
"probably interested" •

*Less than .05%.

Total classified as
"possibly interested" •

Believed test was in summer,
not interest in summer
participation. • • • • • • •

Believed Phonevision wouldn't
work, would interfere with
telephone service, etc •••

Believed test was cancelled,
banned by government, etc••

Believed friends would have
Phonevision, so no need to
apply. • . • • . • • . . • •

Believed costs of Phonevision
would far exceed intended
charges, would have to spend
$1 a day, etc•••••

Believed no good movies would
be made available. •



3~

*By way of experiment, the Phonevision test was explained to 31 out of the 191 people
who said they had never heard of the Phonevision test. Thirteen of these 31 people re­
acted with interest, and expressed a desire for an opportunity to take part in the test.

4.8

11.6%

23.3%

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribers

8.2

5.7

13.7%

27.6%

All Non­
participants

6.2

8.7

15.1%

the test so that they had equated it in
their own minds either with a free trial
offer of a television set, in which they
were not interested, or with a scheme to
force people to bUy sets after they ac­
cepted a seemingly-free offer. It is
clear that these people did not have
enough understanding about the test to
judge it realistically, and it is possible
that a different, more intensive promo­
tional campaign might have succeeded in
reaching these indifferent people and that
some proportion of them might then have
been interested in the Phonevision test.*
Still, they are all classified as not in­
terested in the test here because their
reactions to the test as it was actually
publicized were not favorable:

30.0%

home, and had no need, therefore, of home
entertainment. Also in this group were
people confronted with personal emergen­
cies--deaths in the family, divorces, un­
settled plans about where they would be
living, etc.--which left them unable to
give serious thought to proposals such as
the Phonevision test. In more detail:

Non­
volunteers

-%

1.2

2.6

Incomplete
Volunteers

Total classified as
"indifferent" •

The people who were not interested in
participation in the Phonevision test may
be classified into four major groups: the
indifferent, the otherwise preoccupied,
those who objected to the way in which the
test was being conducted, and those who
objected to some extent, at least, to the
basic idea of Phonevision.

Believed it was a sales pro­
motion stunt, would have to
buy set eventually • • • • •

The "indifferent" were people who paid
little attention to the publicity given
the Phonevision plan. One large group, as
shown below, threw away the mailed an­
nouncement unread and had never heard of
Phonevision when approached by this sur­
vey. The remainder of this group had given
either cynical or indifferent attention to

Never heard of Phonevision
test, threw announcement'
away unread as ad, etc • • •

Believed it was simply a free
trial offer of a television
set, not interested, already
have set, planning to buy,
etc. • •••

The "otherwise preoccupied" had no posi­
tive objections to the Phonevision test or
to Phonevision itself but ~imply were not
interested because other matters engaged
their attention. To a large extent they
were people whose business or social life
kept them away from home a large part of
the time; they were "busy" and seldom



Objections to the way in which the
Phonevision test was being conducted
centered primarily around objections to
filling out the NORC questionnaire which
called for personal data in order to en­
sure objectivity and representativeness in

selection of participants. Other _~bjec­

tions included rather vague general feel­
ings that participation in a test would
mean a good deal of fuss, bother and in­
convenience as well as more specific ob­
jections to details of the test plans:

8.9%

2.2

1.3
0.7
2.6

2.7

1.1

0.5

0.5

0.3

0.2

0.3

18.4%

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribers

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribers

2.6

3.2

1.5
0.8
3.1

2.2%

1.4

0.6

0.6

0.2

0.4

0.3

10.6%

All Non­
participants

All Non:­
participants

2.8

1.5

3.0

0.2%

1.6
0.8
3.2

0.6

0.3

0.2

0.6

0.4

22.8%

11.4%

Non­
volunteers

Non­
volunteers
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2.8%

1.0

4.8

0.9

0.6

0.8
0.7
1.5

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.5

11.5%

21.8%

Incomplete
Volunteers

Incomplete
Volunteers

Total classified as
"opposed to conduct
of test" ••••••

it. . . . . . . . . . . . .

home • • • • • • • • • • • •

Total classified as
"otherwise preoccupied"

Didn't want inconvenience of
second television set in

Objected to answering ques­
tionnaire, filling out
forms, etc • • • • • • • • •

Didn't want responsibility
for Zenith's property••

Didn't want to become ac­
customed to having tele­
vision set when can't afford

Busy, don't have time, seldom
home, etc. ~ ••.•••••

Personal plans unsettled,
didn't know where would be
living • • • • • • • • • • •

Personal emergencies, deaths,
divorces, illness, etc • • •

Live alone, family is small,
not adapted to test •••

Apartment too small •
Just not interested •

Didn't want inconvenience of
set installation just for
test purposes. • • • • • • •

Objected to the sponsors of
the test • • • • • • • •

Didn't want fuss, bother,
inconvenience of a test,
general. • • • •



Finally, there were those people opposed
to Phonevision i tseIf . Chief among t.hese
were opponents of television, people whose
dislike of television apparently extended
even to a plan for changing the basis of
television entertainment in part. Para­
doxically, the next largest group opposed
to Phonevision were supporters of televi­
sion, people who found current television

programs so satisfactory that they saw
no. need for any new ideas. Others opposed
to Phonevision were people who objected
to paying or couldn't afford to pay for
television entertainment at the proposed
rate of $1.00 per movie, people who didn't
care for movies anyway, and those who
didn't want their recreation. further con­
centrated in the home:

Incomplete
Volunteers

Non­
volunteers

All Non­
participants

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribers

*This estimate checks quite closely with the results of the post-test survey. After
the Phonevision test, 37.1$ of the residential telephone subscribers in Lakeview-Lincoln
(36.9$ of all families) said they would want to participate if the Phonevision test were
just beginning then. Lakeview-Lincoln was actually less interested in the Phonevision
test than the city as a whole, where 43.2$ expressed interest in participation.

**On the'basis of the later research it can be said that interest in subscribing to
Phonevision on a commercial basis was greater than interest in participating in a test
of Phonevision (see Section VI), even though it can also be shown that those interested
in the test did include a sizeable proportion of families with little intrinsic interest
in Phonevision (see Secti9n IV).

As can be seen in summarized form in
Table 5, the proportion of people inter­
ested in participation in the Phonevision
test as it was originally announced and
publicized was about double the proportion
who finally completed volunteering for
participation. About a third of the
residential telephone subscribers in Lake­
view-Lincoln--33.0%*--were interested, but
many were subsequently deterred from
volunteering. While this figure repre­
sents a rather large community response to
a new proposal, it should be remembered,
of course, that interest in the Phone­
vision test cannot be equated with inter­
est in Phonevision itself. For example,
people classified as no longer interested

1.0

2.1

3.4

0.5

18.3%

11.3%

1.2

2.5

4.1

0.5

21.7%

13.4%

1.3

0.6

4.5

2.5

14.5%

23.4%

in the test because they objected to one
or another feature of the conduct of the
test might nevertheless have been and
still be genuinely interested in the
principle of Phonevision. Conversely,
however, many people classified as inter­
ested in the test might not have been in­
terested in Phonevision at all. Since two
elements--the opportunity to try Phone­
vision and the opportunity to obtain free
use of a television set for ninety days-­
were inextricably mingled in the Phonevi­
sion test as it was offered to the public,
it is very difficult to separate them in
people's motivations. Certainly, it would
have required far more intensive inter­
viewing than was possible in this survey.**

2.0

2.1%

0.1

0.5

4.8%

0.1

Disliked, not interested in
television entertainment • •

Satisfied with current tele­
vision programming without
Phonevision. • • • • • • • •

Can't afford, objected to
paying for television pro­
grams, regarded costs as too
Qigh, etc. • • • • • • • • •

Disliked, not interested in
movie entertainment•••••

Preferred to go outside home
for movies, entertainment ••

Total classified as
"opposed to idea of
Phonevision" ••
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TABLE 5

INTEREST IN THE PHONEVISION TEST IN THE LAKEVIEW-LINCOLN DISTRICTa

Proportion with Given Degree of Interest in Each Group

w
00

Degree of Interest in
Phonevision Test

Volunteered for participation •

Definitely interested: failure to. volunteer
attributable solely to forgetfulness,
carelessness, mailing mistakes, etc • • • •

Probably interested: wanted to participate
but did not volunteer because of belief
that they would not be eligible • • • • • •

Possibly interested: incorrect beliefs about
the conduct of the test discouraged appli-
cation. . • . • •.• • • . . • • • • . . . •

Phonevision
Test

Volunteers

100.0

Incomplete
Volunteers

32.4

18.0

3.5

Non­
volunteers

7.4

6.6

3.1

All Non­
participantsb

9.7

7.6

3.1

All Residen­
tial Telephone
Subscribersb

15.8

8.1

6.4

2.7

Indifferent: never heard of Phonevision
test, regarded it as sales stunt, mere
free trial offer of television set, etc • .1 - I 3.8 I 30.0 I 27.6 1 23.3

Otherwise preoccupied: busy, seldom home,
involved in personal emergencies, etc • • .1 - I 11.5 I 22.8 1 21.8 I 18.4

Opposed to conduct of test: objected to
questionnaire, etc. . . . . . . . . · . . .1 - I 24.5 I 3.8 I 5.7 I 4.7

Opposed to idea of Phonevision: didn't
want paid movies by television, etc • • · · - 4.8 23.4 21.7 18.3

Not ascertained • • • . . . . . . . . . . · · - 1.5 2.9 2.8 2.3

Total per cent • • • • • . . . . · . . · 100.0 100.0 100.0 1 100.0 I 100.0

N1iJD.ber • • • • . . . . . . . . . · . . · 9,426 1,274 I 1,267

aThis table is based on a classification of the primary reasons given for non-participation.
bThese figures are weighted averages.



Procedures Used in Selecting the Sample of
Participants

It .has just been shown that the propor­
tion of people interested in participation
in the Phonevision test as it was origi­
nally announced and publicized was about
double the proportion who finally com­
pleted volunteering. Since no information
existed about the families who were in­
terested but didn't volunteer, however,
and there was reason to believe that they
differed from those who didn't volunteer,
the sample of participants could not be
made representative of all the interested.
Instead, selection of participants pro­
ceeded along lines designed to ensure that
they would be representative of the 9,426
volunteering households.

First, the volunteers were divided into
television and non-television households.
Television owners made up only 35.7% of
the volunteers and thus would constitute
only 107 of tbe 300 participants to be
chosen, if selections were made propor­
tionally. Instead, the sample of partic­
ipants were divided equally between owners
and non-owners. This procedure made cer­
tain that there would be a large enough
number of cases to deal with television
owners' response to Phonevision separately
from that of non-owners.* With the ap­
plication of weights of .357 and .643 to
the results obtained for television owners
and non-owners, respectively, the data for
these two groups can be combined to repre­
sentative of the entire group of volun-
teers. .

Beyond this division on the basis of
television ownership, four variables were
selected which appeared likely, a priori.
to be related to expenditures for Phone­
vision and which tended to differentiate
between television owners and non-owners.**
These variables were: family income,
education of head of household, number of
children in household, and number of
adults in household. On the basis of
these variables, 79 strata were set up
within each television ownership group,
for a total of 158 strata. The proportion
of television owner volunteers in each
stratum was determined, and this proportion

of the 150 television owner par~icipants

was selected randomly from among the
volunteers in this stratum. The same pro­
cedure was followed in selecting the
participant non-owners.

As shown in Figure 2, 96 strata were
originally designated, but combinations
were made as indicated wherever the number
of households in a stratum was so small
that less than one household was to be
chosen for the sample of participants.
Table 6 shows the number of households in
each stratUm and the number of partici­
pants selected from each. It should be
noted that the non-television-owner par­
ticipants differ from the television
owners in the four factors used in select­
ing participants, as appears in later
tables. For this reason, a set of weights
has been derived,' which, when applied to
the households without television, makes
this group comparable to the television
owners. These weights are also shown in
the table.

One further modification in sample de­
sign should be mentioned. Because of re­
ception difficulties, the Zenith Radio
Corporation decided that roof antennae
would be necessary. Volunteers who re­
ported that they would not be able to
secure permission to install a roof
antennae were, therefore, eliminated from
consideration. This decision eliminated
17.5% of the volunteers--18.l% of the
television owners and 17.2% of the non­
owners. The sample of participants was so
selected that the number of participants
in each stratum was proportional to the
total number of volunteers in that stra­
tum, but these participants were selected
only from among those who indicated that
they were able to have roof antennae.

Technical Note on the Stratification of
Television Owners and Non-owners

Theoretically, there were three ways in
which the sample might have been chosen:
participants might have been selected (1)
randomly without reference to television
ownership, or within television and non­
television strata, (2) proportionately to

*The considerations entering into this decision are discussed in the next section.
**comparisons of the characteristics of these two groups are presented in a . later

section.
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FIGURE 2

SAMPLING STRATIFICATION OF PHONEVISION TEST VOLUNTEERSa

Annual Family Income and Education of Head of Household

Number of Under $5,000 $5,000 - $7,499 $7,500 and Above
Children and

Adults Less Some Less Some Less Some

than Four College Four than Four College Four than Four College Four

4 Years Years but Years 4 Years Years but Years 4 Years Years but Years

High High Less College High High Less College High High Less College
Chil- Adults School School than or More School School than or. More School School than or More
dren 4 Years 4 Years 4 Years

3 2 lb 9 17 24 27 35 42 49 54 60 66 72
or less

or
3 2 10 28 50 55 61 67 73

more or more

2 3 11 18 29 36 43 49 54 60 66 74
or less

2
3 4 12 19 30 37 44 50 55 61 67 75

or more

2 5 13 20 25 31 38 45 51 56 62 68 76
or less

1
3 6 14 21 32 39 46 52 57 63 69 77

or more

2 7 15 22 26 33 40 47 53 58 64 70 78
or less

0
3 8 . 16 23 34 41 48 59 65 71 79

or more

aShown here are the 79 strata used withrtelevision owners. The same set of 79 strata were used with non-owners, the
only difference being that the strata numbers 80-158 were assigned to non-owners.

bThese numbers are the strata numbers. Wherever two cells have the same number, it indicates that the two cells were
combined to form the stratum.



TABLE 6

DISTRIBUTION OF PHONEVISION TEST VOLUNTEERS AND SELECTED
PARTICIPANTS A",oNG THE STRATA

All Volunteers Participants Selected
Weights to be Applied

Stratum
to Non-owners to Se-

Numbera
cure Comparability With

Television Non- Television Non- Television Owner
Owners owners Owners owners Participants

1. · · · · · · · 68 100 3 2 .020196
2. · · · · · · · 54 69 2 2 .016038
3. · · · · · · · 129 198 6 5 .038314
4. · · · · · · · 35 48 2 1 .010395
5. · · · · · · · 110 192 5 5 .032670
6. · · · · · · · 50 75 2 2 .014850
7. · · · · · · · 104 327 5 8 .030888
8. · · · · · · · 55 153 2 4 .016335
9. · · · · · · · 28 46 1 1 .006534

10. · · · · · · · 22 29 1 1 .008316
11. · · · · · · · 84 153 4 4 .024948
12. · · · · · · · 25 28 1 1 .007425
13. · · · · · .. . 92 233 4 6 .027324
14. · · · · · · · 22 39 1 1 .006534
15. · · • · · · · 52 230 2 6 .015444
16. · · · · · · · 25 55 1 1 .007425
17. · · · · · · · 25 41 1 1 .007425
18. · · · · · · · 58 143 3 4 .017226
19. · · · · · · · 16 21 1 1 .004752
20. · · · · · · · 79 189 4 5 .023463
21. · · · · · · · 14 31 1 1 .004158
22. · · · · · • · 68 299 3 7 .020196
23. · · · · · · · 14 58 1 1 .004158
24. · · · · · · · 27 55 1 1 .008019
25. · · · · · · · 32 135 1 3 .009504
26. · · · · · · · 50 182 2 4 .014850
27. · · · · · · · 24 25 1 } 1b .018117
28. · · · · · · · 37 25 2
29. · · · · · · · 75 48 3 } 1 .029997
30. · · · · · • · 26 13 1
31. · · · · · · · 56 83

I
2 2 .016632

32. · · · · · · · 30 64 1 1 .008910
33. · · · · · · · 71 157 3 4 .021087
34. · · · · · · · 54 122 2 3 .016038
35. • · · · · · · 35 35 2 1 .010395
36. • • · · • · · 45 43 2 1 .013365
37. · · • · · · · 16 22 1 1 .004752
38. · · · · · · · 37 60 2 1 .010989
39. · · · · · · · 20 25 1 i .005940
40. · .. . · · · · 71 120 3 3 .021087

aFor non-owners, these strata numbers are actually 79 plus the number shown here.
brhe strata were set up so that there would be enough cases in each stratum to call

for the selection of at least one household from each stratum among the television
owners. When participants were selected among non-owners, it became necessary to make
the further combinations indicated because households in the smaller strata would other­
wise not have had any opportunity to be selected.
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TABLE 6--Continued

All Volunteers Participants Selected Weights to be Applied

Stratum to Non-owners to Be-
Numbera cure Comparability' With

Television Non- Television Non- Television Owner
Owners owners Owners owners Participants

41. · · · · · · · 35 68 1 2 .010395
42. · · · · · · · . 27 27 1 1 .008019
43. · · · · · · · 54 48

~} 2 .02108744. · · · · · · · 17 15
45. · · · · · · · 75 101 3 2 .022275
46. · · · · · · · 13 43 1 1 .003861
47. · · · · · · · 73 239 3 6 .021681
48. · · · · · · · 36 88 2 2 .010692
49. · · · • · · · 25 33 1 1 .007425
50. · · · · · · · 14 35 1 1 .004158
51. · · · · · · · 24 79 1 2 .007128
52. · · · · · · · 12 29 1 . 1 .003564
53. · · · · · · · 38 224 2 5 .011286
54. · · · · · · · 21 9

~} 1 .01811755. · · · · · · · 40 21
56. · · · · · · · 17 13

~} 1 .01574157. · · · · · · · 36 31
58. · · · · · · · 26 65 1 1 .007722
59. · · · · · · · 56 72 3 2 .016632
60. · · · · · · · 15 6

n61. · · · · · · · 31 9 1 .02791862. · · · · · · · 23 16
63. · · · · · " · .25 22
64. · · · · · · · 39 51 2 1 .011583
65. · · · · · · · 27 45 1 1 .008019
66. · · · · · · · 37 19

~} 1 .02702767. · · · · · · · 54 25
68. · · '. · · · · 53 30 2 1 .015741
69. · · · · · · · 30 34 1 1 .008910
70. · · · · · · · 68 110 3 3 .020196
71. · · · · · · · 39 78 2 2 .011583
72. · · · · · · · 15 9

~ } 1 .00980173. · · · · · · · 18 17
74. · · · · · · · 54 30 2 1 .016038
75. · · · · · · · 67 35 3 1 .019899
76. · · · · · · · 46 46 2 1 .013662
77. · · · · · · · 47 33 2 1 .013959
78. · · · · · · · 53 147 2 3 .015741
79. · · · · · · " 52 86 2 2 .015444

Total. · · · 3,367 . 6,059 150 150 1.000000

aFor. non-owners, t~ese strata numbers are actually 79 plus the number shown here.
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Where Mi = mean of i th stratum

or, for two strata,

nl _ Nlal
n

2
- N

2
a

2

It follows, then, that sampling propor­
tionate to strata size gives optimum re­
sults only when the standard deviation of
the variable to be estimated is the same
in each stratum. In all other cases,
minimum sampling err~r is obtained by
over-representing the stratum with the
greater variability, the extent of the
over-representation being determined by
the ratio of the larger to the smaller
standard deviation.

When the means of the variable being
estimated are the same in both strata,
(M - M2)2 =0, and random sampling yields
the same sampling error as stratified pro­
portional sampling, but where the means
are not equal, (Ml - M2)2 > 0, and random
sampling results in larger sampling error
than the proportional scheme. Random
sampling, thus, has no advantage over pro­
portional stratified sampling.

When a sample is drawn from two or more
strata, the optimum allocation of the
sample among the strata is a function of
the distribution of cases among the strata
and variation of the variable to be esti­
mated within strata. That is, minimum
sampling error is obtained when
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In stratified proportional sampling, since

From these formulae, it follows that the
saa~ling error in a random sample can only
be equal to or greater than the error in a
stratified proportional sample, for

the size of each stratum, or (3) dispro­
portionately to the size of the stratum.

the standard error of a mean is given by:

In the case of random sampling, the
standard error of a mean may be repre­
sented by:

aNa J:u2JoN ~X2 -(;XlJ
In stratified sampling, the standard error
of a mean may be represented by:

C1. 2
~

where N = total universe size
n =total sample size
Ni =size of i th stratum in universe
ni= size of i th stratum in sample

au = standard deviation in universe
ai =standard deviation in i th stra­

tum of universe
X =an observation in the universe
Xi = an observation in the i th stra­

- tum of the universe
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*This analysis was prepared just after the Phonevision test began in January 1, 1951,
and, thus, deals only with the changes which occurred up to the start of the test.
During the three month test period, four additional substitutions had to be made when
families moved out of the test area. Since these substitutions would in no way affect
the conclusions here arrived at, they have been omitted from consideration. It should
be mentioned, however, that these late substitutions did not always follow the pro­
cedures outlined here. In the first two of these four instances, the Phonevision test
set was left in the dwelling unit vacated by the test family, with the new residents
becoming the substitute test family. This procedure had the advantage of avoiding the
lengthy process of qualifying a substitute family and permitting the substitute family
maximum participation in the test. When it was found that holding the dwelling unit
constant did not sufficiently constrain the variables used in stratifying the test
family sample, this'procedure was abandoned, and in the two later instances, substitu­
tions followed the original procedure.

In the sampling of Phonevision test vol­
unteers, there was little prior knowledge
to indicate the extent to .which over­
representation of one stratum would
minimize sampling error. The parameter to
be estimated--expenditures for Phone­
vision--was completely undetermined, so
that the qecision coulq be made only on
the basis of possible correlates of ex­
penditures. Since it was known that tele­
vision owners had greater variability in
income, family size and movie attendance
than did the non-owners, it seemed reason­
able to assume that their expenditures for
Phonevision would also exhibit greater
variability. On the basis of this assump­
tion, it was decided to over-represent the
television owners, especially in view of
the fact that this over-representation
would reduce the size of the standard
error of the difference between the two
groups.

In sampling Phonevision test volunteers,
the 150-150 division between the two
strata would have yielded optimum results
if the standard deviation of Phonevision
expenditures among television owners had
been 1.8 times that among non-owners. As
will be shown later, the assumption that
television owners would have greater
variability in expenditures for Phone­
vision proved to be correct, although the
difference in variability between the two
strata was not as extreme as anticipated.
On the basis of ex posteriori knowledge of
the expenditures for Phonevision over the
three month period, optimal results in
estimating Phonevision expenditures for
all volunteers would have been achieved if
television owners had made up 37.4% of the
sample instead of the 50.0% arbitrarily
assigned to them.

CHANGES IN THE COMPOSITION OF TEST
PARTICIPANTS THROUGH SUBSTITUTIONS*

After a sample of Phonevision test par­
ticipants had been selected by the National
Opinion Research Center, the Zenith Radio
Corporation began the process of trans­
lating these designated participants into
a set of 300 actually-participating
families. A brief review of the steps
which had to be taken before a family
could be included in the test will serve
to clarify the problems which were en­
countered and the extent to which substi­
tutions had to be made.

Procedures Followed in Qualifying a Par­
ticipant

In general, there were three stages to
the process of qualifying each family
selected for participation, and, at any
one of these stages, a family might prove
to be unusable. These stages were:

1. The entire sample of 300 families was
turned over to the Illinois Bell Tele­
phone Company in order to determine
whether telephone facilities could be
provided for them. Because of the
limited nature of the test in both
number of participants and duration,
it was decided between the Zenith
Radio Corporation and the Illinois
Bell Telephone Company to supply
separate Phonevision telephone lines
to each participant rather than to
adapt the participant's regular tele­
phone line to Phonevision reception.
It was this decision, in combination
with shortages of telephone facilities
elsewhere in the city, which necessi­
tated the limitation of participants



several postponements of the test, so that the
sample was earlier than the actual, final dead~

the sample earlier than might appear from the

to the Lakeview-Lincoln District, in
the first place; and, even within the
Lakeview-Lincoln District, the tele­
phone company did not always have suf­
ficient facilities available to serv­
ice particular addresses.

2. Those families who were cleared for
facilities by the telephone company
were then sent two copies of a con­
tract, covering the terms of their
participation in the test, by the
Zenith Radio Corporation. When the
would-be participant returned one
signed copy of the contract, proces­
sing moved into the next stage. At
this point, however, candidates fo!
participation might disqualify them­
selves by informing the Zenith Radio
Corporation that they had moved out of
the test area, were no longer able to
participate because of personal emer­
gencies, or were no longer interested
in taking part. They might, also,
simply fail to reply to the contract.
At first, when there was more time
available for processing, the Zenith
Radio Corporation mailed the contracts
without specifying a time period with­
in which they must be returned. After
some lapse of time, a "cut-off" letter
was sent which did set a time limit
on reply, after the expiration of
which the offer of participation was
automatically withdrawn. (In some of
the earlier cases of non-response,
telephone calls were also made.)
Later, a time limit was usually sent
with the contract, and the period of
time allowed for reply before the
withdrawal of the offer of participa­
tion tended to decrease as the ex­
pected starting dates of the test ap-
proached. * .

3. Once a family had returned a signed
contract, the Zenith Service Depart­
ment proceeded to the installation of
the set. At this point, it might be
discovered that the family had to be
dropped because they could not have a
roof antenna installed or, in a very
few cases, because television recep­
tion was found to be poor even with a

*It will be recalled that there were
apparent deadline for implementing the
line and created pressure to complete
final starting date.

roof antenna. The condition of abili­
ty to have a roof antenna had been
placed on participation in the Phone­
vision test by the Zenith Radio Corpo­
ration because of the low power of
their transmitter, in order to ensure
that generally poor television recep­
tion would not color people's reac­
tions to Phonevision. An attempt had
been made to eliminate families who
could not have roof antennae from con­
sideration in selecting the sample,
but, even so, the antenna difficulty
often turned up at this stage.

If a family was dropped along the way
for any of the reasons just described, a
new family was substituted in accordance
with the procedures outlined in the next
section, and the entire process of quali­
fying the family began again, starting
with the telephone company.

In view of this complex procedure, it
may be well to point out that the diffi­
culties which could and did arise all grew
out of the peculiar conditions of the
test. The point of this discussion is not
that these problems in any way affect the
commercial possibilities of Phonevision,
but that they imposed difficult conditions
on the Phonevision test, and, in so doing,
created the possibility of bias in the
sample employed.

Method of Substitution Used

In anticipation of the need for substi­
tution, ten equivalent samples were set
up at the time the original sample was
drawn. Each sample was selected by draw­
ing the appropriate number of cases in a
random fashion from each of 158 pre­
defined strata. Then, the 300 families in
each sample were numbered from 1-300, in
order, through the strata, and, within a
stratum, in the systematic order in which
the cases were selected. Thus, the six
cases in the third stratum were always
numbered 006-011 in every sample, and
number 006 was always the first family
selected in the third stratum; number 007~

the second family; and so on.
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*one exception occurred when an eleventh and, finally, a twelfth family had to be con­
sidered before one of the test positions could be filled. Since they were only ten
samples, a somewhat different procedure had to be followed to select an eleventh and
twelfth family. In this instance, the next eligible family number in the 'same stratum
as the ineligible family was arbitrarily selected from the fourth sample. Morespecifi­
cally, #4-172 was used as #11-171 and #4-174 was used as #12-171.

Whenever substitutions were necessary,
they were always made by substituting the
family with the equivalent number from the
next sample. For example, if family 207
from the original sample (1-207) could not
participate in the test, family 207 from
the second sample (2-207) was then con­
sidered; and, if this family had to be
dropped, family 3-207 was considered next;
and so on. This substitution procedure
was followed rigorously,* so that, when
the Phonevision test began on January 1,
1951, there were 300 families partici­
pating who were still drawn in the proper
proportions from the 158 strata.

These systematic substitution procedures
ensured that the composition of the sample
could not change with respect to the major
subdivisions of those variables which had
been used in defining the strata--family
size, number of children, annual family
income, education of head of household and
television ownership. There could, of
course, be variation with respect to vari­
ables which were not controlled by the
stratification and within the rather broad
categories of variables used in stratifi­
cation. More important, if the reasons
for dropping certain families and sub­
stituting others tended to occur in a ran­
dom fashion throughout the sample, there
was nothing about the sbustitution pro­
cedure itself that would introduce bias
into the sample. It follows, then, that
the question of how the sample was altered
by substitutions is entirely a function of
the extent of substitution and the possibly
differential effect of the various reasons
for dropping families of particular char­
acteristics.

The Problem of Substitution

In any sample study, substitutions in
the sample create the possibility that the
sample is no longer representative of the
universe it is supposed to represent, so
that generalizing from sample results to
the probable behavior of the universe
would lead to erroneous conclusions.

On the other hand, when a single item,
like expenditures for Phonevision, is the
major subject of investigation., only those
changes in the representativeness of the
sample which are related to expenditures
for Phonevision can in any way affect
generalizations from the sample to the
universe. So, in the instance of the
sample of families for the Phonevision
test, the main concern is not whether the
final sample became unrepresentative of
the universe from which it was drawn-­
residential telephone subscribers in Lake­
view-Lincoln who volunteered for the
test--in various discrete aspects, but
whether it was unrepresentative in terms
of its expenditures for Phonevision.

Unfortunately, it is never possible to
give an absolute and final answer to the
question of whether substitutions changed
the representative character of a sample
with respect to the item under study ex­
cept by' comparing the behavior of the
families eliminated with that of the
families substituted for them. More con­
cretely, if it could be shown that the
families eliminated from the original
sample either would or would not have made
the same expenditures for Phonevision as
their substitutes did, then it could be
definitely said whether substitution did
or did not alter the representativeness of
the sample. In practice, however, this
procedure would mean that the families
dropped would also have had to be taking
part in the test, in which case there
would have been no need for substitution.

All that can practically be done to
answer the question of the probable effect
of substitutions on the representativeness
of the Phonevision test sample is to con­
sider the following auxiliary questions:

1. What portion of the sample was af­
fected by substitution? The substitu­
tion rate, itself, determines whether
the problem of possible unrepresenta­
tiveness is of practical or only
theoretical importance, for, where sub­
stitutions are relatively infrequent,



Amount and Distribution of Substitutions

In the following sections an attempt is
made to answer these questions, but it
should be apparent already that the an­
swers depend not entirely on the facts,
but on judgments about the significance of
the facts as well. Because of this judg­
ment element, any conclusions about the
representativeness of the sample must re­
main likely rather than certain.

With this large rate of substitution,
one of the first considerations is whether
there is anything in the amount and dis­
tribution of substitution to suggest that
the ·substitutions tended to produce un­
representativeness in the final sample.
That is to say, since test positions were
defined in terms of five variables used in
stratification of the sample because they
appeared, a priori, to be likely to be re­
lated to rates of expenditure, the compo-'
sition of the sample in terms of these
five variables could not change. But, if
the a priori assumption is correct, and
the various strata represent different
rates of expenditure for Phonevision, then
any appreciable difficulties in filling
certain test positions might indicate
that, though the substitution method en­
sured that the five characteristics de­
fining the strata did not alter, continued
substitution within a given stratum tended
to select out for the test families who
were not representative of the stratum in
expenditure rates for Phonevision. In
other words, if, in any given·stratum, a
differentially-high proportion of the
families considered were found to be in­
eligible, the probability would be high
that those who were eligible differed in
some important and uncontrolled respect
from those who had to be dropped, so that
there would be good reason to conclude
that the final sample was unrepresenta­
tive.

and successive substitute samples is pre­
sented in Table 7.

Given the substitution rate required,
however, it can be shown that the distri­
bution of families c9nsidered and accepted
among the various samples could have
occurred by chance. For, if certain of the
test positions were appreciably more dif­
ficult to fill for reasons related to the
controlled characteristics of families in
these positions, then the distribution
would be non-random and there would be un­
equal rates of acceptance in the various
samples, with some piling up of families
at the heavy-substitution end of the dis­
tribution. If substitutions were distrib­
uted randomly over the test positions, how­
ever, the distribution of families accepted
among the samples would be a geometric
function of the substitution rate, so that
rates of acceptance among the samples
would be equal and a constantly-declining
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make:i6~ un­
their effect
total sample

even if they tended to
representative results,
on the results for the
would be negligible.

3. What known characteristics of the
sample differ from those of the uni­
verse and how might these conceivably
relate to expenditures for Phone­
vision? As pointed out before, if
they do not relate to, expenditures for
Phonevision, even large changes in the
characteristics of the sample would
not affect its representativeness for
the Phonevision test.

2. What caused the. substitutions that
might be in any way related to the
likelihood of making expenditures for
Phonevision? If the reasons for sub­
stitution are clearly and obviously
fortuitous ones which could not con­
ceivably operate to over- or under­
represent varying Phonevision-expendi­
ture groups in the final sample, then
it can probably be assumed that the
sample is still representative with
respect to expenditures for Phone­
vision.

ln setting up the sample of 300 partici­
pating families who began the test, a
total of 630 families were considered. In
other words, 47.6~ of the families con­
sidered were accepted, or, on the average,
2.1 families were considered for everyone
accepted. In the final sample of partici­
pating families, only 48.0% came from the
original sample; that is, 52.0% of the
families who took part in the test were
substitutes. The distribution of families
considered and accepted among the original
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TABLE 7

of two of the special conditions of the
test: lack of telephone facilities caused
over half the substitutions made; and in­
ability to have a roof antenna, a quarter.
Moves to locations outside the test area,
refusal to participate, non-response to
the deadline letter and poor television
reception accounted for the remaining sub­
stitutions, but no one of these categories
approached the size of the first two men­
tioned, as may be seen in Table 8.

These reasons for substitution must be
looked at in much the same way as the
overall distribution of substitutions in
order to evaluate their effect on the
representativeness of the sample. That
is, they can only be evaluated in terms of
whether they tended to affect various
strata within the sample differentially
and, what the direction of this possible
effect is likely to be.

As a first test, the distribution of
reasons for dropping families through the

DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES CONSIDERED AND ACCEPI'ED AS PHONEVISION TEST
PARTICIPANTS AMONG THE ORIGINAL AND SUBSTITUTE SAMPLES

*Th~ random distribution can be generated from: Ei =A (l-r) r i - l , where
Ei =the expected number of families accepted in a given sample.
A =the total number of families accepted; that is, the sample size.
r = the substitution rate; that is, the ratio of all families dropped to all families

considered.
i = the sample number.

Families Accepted Families Considered Per cent Accepted
Sample Number of Families

Number Per cent Number Per cent Considered

1 (Original Sample). 144 48.0 300 47.6 48.0
2-12 (All Substitute

Samples) • · · · · (156) (52.0) (300) (52.4) (47.3)
2. · · · · · · · · · 65 21.7 156 24.8 41.7
3. · · · · · · · · · 54 18.0 91 14.3 59.3
4. · · · · · · · · · 18 6.0 37 5.9
5. · · · · · · · · · 7 2.3 19 3.0
6. · · · · · · · · · 5 1.7 12 1.9
7. · · · · · · · · · 4 1.3 7 1.1
8. · · · · · · · · · 1 0.3 3 0.5 44.6
9. · · · · · · · · · 1 0.4 2 0.3

10. · · · · · · · · · - - 1 0.2
11. · · · · · · · · · - - 1 0.2
12. · · · · · · · · · 1 0.3 1 0.2

Total. · · · · · · 300 100.0 630 100.0 47.6

Kinds of Substitutions

The relatively high substitution rate
that has been seen was primarily a function

distribution would result.* While there
appears to be some variation in the ac­
ceptance rates among the various samples,
as shown in Table 7, a Chi-square test in­
dicates that the actual distribution ob­
tained could have deviated as much as it
did from the theoretically-expected dis­
tribution, which has been described, by
chance alone about 25% of the time.

While it cannot be concluded from these
data that substitutions were random in
character with respect to the stratifying
variables, the data do suggest that any
tendency toward non-randomness in substi­
tutions with respect to these variables
was within the range of variability to be
expected in a sample of this size, in any
case.



TABLE 9

TABLE 8

likely to be a major source of unrepre­
sentativeness in the sample, however, be­
cause (1) it affects a relatively small
number of test positions and (2) it is, at
least in part, a function of the fact
that, in general, briefer time periods for
response were given families in later
substitution positions than in earlier
ones, so that the processing procedure
rather than some peculiarity in the types
of families that didn't respond might ac­
count for this result.

aDifference between extreme groups is significant at .05 level or less.
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REASONS FOR DROPPING FAMILIES CONSIDERED AS PHONEVISION TEST
PARTICIPANTS AMONG THE ORIGINAL AND SUBSTITUTE SAMPLES

REASONS FOR DROPPING FAMILIES CONSIDERED FOR
PARTICIPATION IN THE PHONEVISION TEST

Proportion Dropped for Given Reason

Reason All Families Considered All Families Dropped

Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample sample Sample
1 2 3 4-12 1 2 3-12

No telephone facilities. · · · · · ., · 26.7 34.0 28.6 21.7 51.2 58.2 53.0
Family reasons:

Moving out of area • · · · · · · · · 4.0 2.6 - 2.4 7.7 4.4 2.4
Unwilling or unable to participate • 4.0 3.2 1.1 9.6 7.7 5.5 10.8
Never- responded to deadline letter • 1.3 3.8 4.4 8.4a 2.6 6.6 l3.3a

No roof antenna permitted. · · · · · · 15.3 14.7 6.6 12.1 29.5 25.3 19.3
Television reception poor. · · · · · · 0.7 - - 1.2 1.3 - 1.2

Total per cent. . · · · · · · · · 52.0 58.3 40.7 55.4 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. . • . . . · · · · · · · · 300 156 91 83 156 91 83

successive samples may be considered. Any
strong tendency toward successive elimina­
tion of families considered for certain of
the test positions for the same reason
would lead to an increasing proportion of
rejections for this reason thro~gh the
samples. In fact, however, as may be seen
in Table 9, only one of the reasons for
rejections shows this kind of a patterning
through the samples at a statistically­
significant level. This reason--failure
to respond to the deadline letter--is not

Proportion Dropped for Given Reason

Reason All Families All Families
Considered "Dropped

No Telephone facilities · · · · · · · · · · 28.1 53.6
Family reasons:

Moving out of area. · · · · · · · · · · · 2.8 5.5
Unwilling or unable to participate. · · · 4.2 7.9
Never responded to deadline · · · · · · · 3.3 6.4

No roof antenna permitted · · · · · · · · · 13.5 25.7
'Television reception poor · · · · · · · · · 0.5 0.9

Total per cent . · · · · · · · · · · · 52.4 100.0
Number . . . . . · · · · · · · · · · · 630 330
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*The test of significance used was the standard error of the difference between pro­
portions rejected for a given reason in the two extreme categories of the variable being
tested. With multinomial ,distributions of reasons for being rejected, as in this in­
stance, this procedure tends to maximize the significance of differences. It may,
therefore, be regarded as a conservative test, in the sense that it reduces the possi­
bility of concluding that no biases were operating and thus protects to some degree
against unwarranted confidence in.the substitutions.

**In a small number of cases, families withdrawing from the test did indicate that
serious illness or other personal emergencies dictated their decision.

It can be noted, in Tables 11, 12
and 14, that smaller families, families
with no children and families of
little educational background all
tended to be more likely to drop out
for this sort of reason. While the
proportion of such cases was small and
differences· do not by themselves ap­
proach statistical significance, the
pattern of relationship with each of
these three variables is consistent.
In the case of the family-size and
number-of-children variables, when
"unwilling" eliminations are combined
with eliminations because of non­
response (some of whom may well have
expressed unwillingness simply by
their silence), differences are sta­
tistically significant.

intensive effort was made to determine
their reasons for changing their
minds" the interpretation of this al­
teration in the sample is largely
speculative for the majority who sim­
ply said they were no longer inter­
ested.**

These relationships point toward the
operation of at least two tendencies:
the correlation with education sug­
gests that to some degree the unwill­
ing group contained people who could
not understand the contract they were
asked to sign and became alarmed, sus­
picious and unwilling to participate,
when asked to sign it. Insofar as
reasons of this kind were operating,
it is unlikely that they related
either to interest in Phonevision or
to probable rates of expenditure, and,
to this extent, eliminations for this
reason would not make for unrepresent­
ativeness. Instead, it would apPear
that, as new test requirements emerged,
a few more families joined the group
earlier classified as "opposed to the
conditions of the test."

1. Lack of telephone facilities. Elimi­
nations by the telephone company
tended to hit each major sub-group in
the sample about equally. No statis-<
tically significant differences in re­
jection for lack of telephone facili­
ties appeared between either tele­
vision owners and non-owners, small
and large families, families with none
and many children, families of rela­
tively loy and high income, or fami­
lies with relatively little or much
educational background.* In view of
this lack of variability and since the
telephone company's eliminations were
made before families became aware that
they were chosen and without reference
to any of the families' character­
istics or interest in Phonevision, it
is difficult to see how the substitu­
tions necessitated by the telephone
company's shortage of facilities were
anything but random in character.

2. Moves out of the area. This group of
eliminations was relatively small in
number and never showed any signifi­
cant variation in importance among the
major categories of the stratifying
variables. It is most unlikely that
substitutions made for this reason
could have been any major source of
unrepresentativeness in the final
sample.

More directly, the rates of substitution
fo~ each reason for rejection within the
major strata are shown in Tables 10-14.
If a single reason category is followed
through the five tables the following
tendencies are evident:

3. Unwillingness or inability to partici­
pate. While the group of families
eliminated for reasons of this order
was not large, it presents an anomaly.
among families who all originally vol­
unteered for the test. Since no



TABLE 10

RELATION OF TELEVISION OWNERSHIP STRATA TO OUTCOME ON
FAMILIES CONSIDERED FOR PHONEVISION TEST

Proportion of Families Considered
with Given Outcome

Outcome
Television Non-

Owners Owners

Accepted. . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 51.4 44.4
Dropped:

No telephone facilities · · · · · · · · · · · 29.5 26.9
Family rea~ons:

Moving out of area. · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.4 3.3
Unwilling or unable to participate. · · · · 3.8 4.4'
Never responded to deadline letter. · · · · 2.4 4.1

No roof antenna permitted · · · · · · · · · · 10.2 16.3a
Television reception poor · · · · · · · · • · 0.3 0.6

Total per cent. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0
Number. · · · · · · ... · · · · · · · · · · 292 338

aDifference between extreme groups is significant at .05 level or less.

TABLE 11

RELATION OF FAMILY SIZE STRATA TO OUTCOME ON FAMILIES
CONSIDERED FOR PHONEVISION TEST

Proportion of Families Considered in
Each Size Group With Given Outcome

Outcome
1 - 2 3 - 4 5 Persons

Persons Persons and Over

Accepted. . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 41.3 49.5 53.0a
Dropped:

No telephone facilities · · · · · · · 25.8 28.1 31.3
Family reasons:

Moving out of area. · · · · · · · · 2.5 3.1 3.0
Unwilling or unable to participate. 5.0 5.1 0.7}
Never responded to deadline letter. 5.0 2.4 3.0 a

No roof antenna permitted · · · · · · 19.4 11.5 9.0a
Television reception poor · · · · · · 1.0 0.3 -

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 201 295 134

aDifferences between extreme groups is significant at .05 level or less.
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TABLE 12

RELATION OF NUMBER OF CHILDREN STRATA TO OUTCOME ON FAMILIES
CONSIDERED FOR PHONEVISION TEST

Proportion of Families Considered in
Each Number-of-Children Category

Outcome with G{ven Outcome

No One Two 3 or More
Children Child Children Children

Accepted. . . . · · · · · · · · · · · · 43.6 50.3 49.6 54.2
Dropped:

No telephone facilities · · · · · · · 24.6 30.4 31.4 30.5
Family reasons:

Moving out of area. · · · · · · · · 2.5 3.0 3.0 3.4
Unwilling or unable to participate. 5.2 4.2 3.0 1.7}
Never responded to deadline letter. 4.8 2.4 2.3 1.7 a

No roof antenna permitted • · · · · · 18.2 9.7 10.7 8.5a
Television reception poor · · · · · · 1.1 - - -

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . . · · · · · · · · · · · · 275 165 131 59

aDifference between extreme groups is significant at .05 level or less. Because of the
small number of cases, the last two groups are combined in making tests of significance.

TABLE 13

RELATION OF INCOME STRATA TO OUTCOME ON FAMILIES
CONSIDERED FOR PHONEVISION TEST

Proportion of Families Considered
in Each Annual Income Group with

Outcome Given Outcome

Under $5,000- $7,500
$5,000 $7,499 and Over

Accepted. . . . · · · · · · · · · · · · 47.0 47.7 47.9
Dropped:

No telephone facilities · · · · · · · 25.8 31.6 29.1
Family reasons:

Moving out of area. · · · · · · · · 2.8 3.1 2.8
Unwilling or unable to participate. 3.5 5.2 4.2

'..... Never responded to deadline letter. 3.9 3.1 2.1
No roof antenna permitted · · · · · · 16.3 9.3 13.2
Television reception poor · · · · · · 0.7 - 0.7

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . . · · · · · · · · · · · · 283 193 144
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In this detailed examination of statis­
tically significant tendencies and their
possible influence on the representative­
ness of the sample, the size of the total
combined effect should not be lost sight
of. It is also apparent in Tables 10-14
that only as between small and large
families was there a statistically. signi­
ficant difference in the total rate of
substitutions for all reasons. While num­
ber of children showed the same tendency
toward higher substitution among smaller
family groups, this difference is within
the range of normal variation, given the
sample size. The differential substitu­
tion rate among small families was only
about 12 percentage points higher than
that among large families, however--58.7%
of the small families considered were re­
jected in comparison with 50.5% of the
medium-sized families and 47.0% of the
larger families. So, while the effect of
the differential substitution rate among
small families would appear to have been
in the direction of eliminating from this
group the least interested families who
could be least likely to spend money on
Phonevision, the total effect ca~ot be
large.

antenna resided wholly with the land­
lord or rental agent and could not
have been affected by the strength of
the tenant's desire to meet this con­
dition for the Phonevision test or his
willingness to pay extra rent for per­
mission to have a roof antenna, it is
not easy to see how external policies
toward roof antenna could have re­
sulted in selecting families who were
unrepresentative of typical small,
apartment-house families in Phone­
vision expenditures. Since it is not
entirely certain that the tenant could
not affect the final decision, however,
the possibility does exist that the
antenna condition did have some tend­
ency to eliminate families with rela­
tively less interest in Phonevision,
and, possibly, lower rates of expendi­
ture.

On the other hand, the relationship
with family size suggests that small
families may ,have tended to drop out
because of a feeling that they were
not ideal subjects for such a test, a
realization that the per capita costs
of Phonevision were relatively high
for small families, or some feeling
that they would not make much use of
it. Reasons of this order, if they
were operating, would tend to elimi­
nate families with least interest in
and, presumably, lower rates of ex­
penditure for Phonevision, so that a
minor tendency toward exaggerating
rates of Phonevision expenditure in
the final sample might be present.

4. Non-response. The non-response group
of families considered and dropped
must be regarded as a heterogeneous
one, since it is possible, that, if
more time ,had been allowed or more
follow-up had been made, some of these
families ~ould have proved Willing to
participate; the group must also in­
clude some families who had moved out
of the area or decided not to partici­
page, but who did not bother to notify
the Zenith Radio Corporation of their
changed status. The only clear tend­
encies with respect to this group of
families dropped were already pointed
out: like the drop-outs because of
unwillingness, non-response drop-outs
were highest among small families and
families with no children. It is
probable that these tendencies re­
sulted from the basically unwilling
among the non-response group, so that,
if the interpretation of the sig­
nificance of such drop-outs is cor­
rect, the non-response eliminations
would also tend to result in some
over-estimation of expenditures for
Phonevision in the final sample.

5. Inability to have a roof antenna.
Eliminations for this reason tended to
occur differentially among non-tele­
vision owners, small families and
families with no children. As will be
shown later, antenna eliminations oc­
curred most frequently among renters
of apartments, and especially, the
kind of apartments occupied by small
families. Insofar as the decision
about the permissability of a roof
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6. Poor television reception.
gory is so small that it
possibly have any material
final results.

This cate­
could not
effect on



TABLE 14

RELATION OF EDUCATIONAL STRATA TO OUTCOME ON FAMILIES
CONSIDERED FOR PHONEVISION TEST

for non-response, with or without substi­
tutions for tack of antenna; and 17.7%,
for lack of antenna) of the sample only.
Since the biasing tendencies so far sug­
gested were far from extreme to begin
with, . it is again unlikely that over-all
sample results are significantly affected
by them.

Changes in the Composition of the sample

Detailed comparisons of characteristics
between all volunteers for the Phonevision
test, volunteers who were not barred from
having roof antenna, the original sample
of participants selected and the final
sample of participants who took part in
the test are shown in Table 16. As may be
seen there, there were only two variables,
among those measured, with respect to
which the final sample differed signifi­
cantly from th~ universe. These were the
proportion of families who rented rather
than owned their dwelling-place and the
proportion of families living in apartment
buildings, both of which were lower in the
final sample than they were in the uni­
verse. For convenience, these figures are
summarized here:

Proportion of Families Considered at Each
Educational Attainment Level for Head of

Household with Given OUtcome

OUtcome Less Than Some
High High College, College

School GraduationSchool Graduation but Not and Over
Graduation Four Years

Accepted. . . · · · · · · · · · · · 47.0 47.6 47.9 49.5
Dropped:

No telephone facilities · · · · · 31.3 27.4 25.3 27.1
Family reasons:

Moving out of area. · · · · · · 2.0 3.4 3.0 3.6
Unwilling or unable to
participate. · · · · · · · · · 5.1 4.9 3.6 0.9

Never responded to· deadli~
letter • · · · · · · · · · · · 3.5 3.4 2.4 3.6

No roof antenna permitted • · · · 10.6 13.3 17.2 14.4
Television reception poor · · · · 0.5 - 0.6 0.9

Total per cent · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . · · · · · · · · · · · 198 143 169 III

The problem of unrepresentativeness can
be looked at in still another way with
much the same sort of conclusion. In
Table 15, there is presented the combined
reasons for substitution which occurred
among the test positions. That is to say,
to fill one test position, several families
were sometimes considered, with each of
the eliminated families dropped for a
different reason. If the assumption that
drop-outs caused by lack of telephone
facilities and moves to outside the area
were largely fortuitous in character is
sound, test positions where all the sub­
stitutions made were simply for one or an~

other of these reasons may be regarded as
unbiased by the substitutions. In this
event, there were, in addition to the
48.0% of the test positions where no sub­
stitutions were made an additional 21.7%
where substitutions seem unlikely to have
altered the representative character of
t~e sample. It would follow that any
tendencies toward unrepresentativeness
that there may have been would have oper­
ated in less than a third (30.3%--8.3%
where substitutions were made for unwill­
ingness with or without substitutions for
~on-response and/or lack of antenna; 4.3%,
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TABLE 15

Proportion
Living in

Apartment Buildings

63.7
58.4
54.3

Proportion
Renting Their

Dwelling-place

81.5
78.0
72.3

sample was selected which tended to intro­
duce biases of this kind. In picking the
original and substitute samples, families
who clearly indicated that they could not
have a roof antenna were eliminated from
consideration. These eliminated families
differed significantly from the families
who remained eligible in seven of the
variables ascertained about· the families.
As summarized in Table 17, these ineli­
gibles tended to be smaller families of
two or less adults, families with fewer
children, and families who rented apart­
ments. They also had somewhat lower in­
comes and were somewhat less frequent in
movie attendance.

PHONEVISION TEST POSITIONS CLASSIFIED BY COMBINATION
OF REASONS FOR SUBSTITUTING WITHIN THEM

All volunteers. •
Original sample
Final sample. • •

The reason for these changes in the
composition of the sample is not difficult
to find, for, as the figures above indi­
cate, the factors making for the tendency
to underrepresent renters and apartment
building residents were already operating
to affect the composition of the original
sample, although only in the case of the
proportion living in apartment buildings
did the difference between the universe
and the original sample reach the level of
statistical significance.

It is already known that there was one
step in the process by which the original

Proportion Requiring Substitution
for Given Combination of Reasons

Combination of Reasons Te-st Positions
All Test Requiring
Positions Substitutions

Unwillingness, non-response, moving, antenna,
telephone. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0.3 0.6

Unwillingness, non-response, antenna, telephone 1.0 1.9
Unwillingness, non-response, telephone. · · · · 0.7 1.3
Unwi llingness, moving, telephone. · · · · · · · 0.3 0.6
Unwillingness, antenna, telephone · · · · · · · 1.0 1.9
Unwi llingness, antenna. · · · · · · · · · · · · 0.7 1.3
Unwillingness, telephone. · · · · • · · · · · · 3.0 5.8
Unwillingness only. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.3 (8.3) 2.6 (16.0)

Non-response, moving, antenna, telephone. · · · 0.3 0.6
Non-response, antenna, telephone. · · · · · · · 1.3 2.6
Non-response, antenna · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0.7 1.3
Non-response, telephone · · · · · · · · • · · · 1.7 3.2
Non-response only · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0.3 (4.3) 0.6 (8.3)

Moving, antenna · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0.7 1.3
Moving, telephone · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.7 3.2
Moving only · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.3 (4.7) 4.5 (9.0)

Antenna, telephone. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 7.7 14.7
Antenna only. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 9.3 (17.0) 18.0 (32.7)
Telephone only. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 17.7 34.0 .

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 52.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 300 156



TABLE 16

CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL PBONEVISION TEST VOLUNTEERS,
ELIGIBLE VOLUNTEERS, ORIGINALLY-SELECTED

PARTICIPANTS AND FINAL PARTICIPANTS

LAKEVIEW-LINCOLN DISTRICT

tTl
0)

All Phonevision Volunteers Who Were Phonevision Test Participants Selected by
Volunteers Who Not Barred from the National Opinion Research Center

Completed Baving Outside
Characteristic Questionnaires Antennae Original Sample Final sample

T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total Weighted T.V. Non- Total Weighted
Owners owners Owners owners Owners owners Totala Owners owners Totala

Number of households. • • • • • • • • • 3,367 6,059 9,426 2,758 5,014 7,772 150 150 300 300 150 150 300 300
Number of persons • • • • • • • • • • • 12,650 19,595 32,245 10,656 !2....lli 27.231 565 526 1,091 1,080 560 528 1,088 1,077

Race. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per- (Per-
cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent) cent)

Vb!te.. .. .. .. .. ". .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 99.2 99.0 99.1 99.1 99.0 99.1 100.0 97.3 98.7 98.3 99.3 96.6 98.0 97.6
Colored. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.8 - 2.7 1.3 1.7 - 2.7 1.3 1.7
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 - - - - 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7

Total percent••••••••••• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sex of persons in household:
Male .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 49.2 47.6 48.2 49.2 47.5 48.2 47.4 51.5 49.4 50.0 48.4 50.8 49.6 49.9
FeRla;le .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 50.8 52.4 51.8 50.8 52.5 51.8 52.6 48.5 50.6 50.0 51.6 49.2 50.4 50.1

Total percent. • • • • • • • • ." • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Age of persons in household:
Under 5 years. • • • • • • • • • • • 12.1 10.6 11.2 11.8 10.4 10.9 11.9 11.8 11.8 11.8 10.5 11.2 10.8 11.0

5 - 9 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 9.1 6.4 7.5 9.2 6.5 7.6 9.4 5.1 " 7.3 6.7 10.5 6.3 8.4 7.8
10 - 19 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 11.8 10.0 10.7 12.3 10.5 11.2 12.2 10.1 11.2 10.8 12.3 9.1 10.8 10.2
20 - 34 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 29.1 30.7 30.0 28.6 30.6 29.8 24.5 32.5 28.5 29.6 27.5 32.9 30.1 31.0
35 - 49 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 25.3 25.0 25.1 25.3 24.8 25.0 30.0 23.6 26.8 25.9 25.6 24.6 25.1 25.0
50 - 64 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..... 10.2 13.5 12.2 10.3 13.4 12.2 9.2 13.5 11.3 12.0 10.9 11.9 11.5 11.5
65 and over .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2.4 3.8 3.3 2.5 3.8 3.3 2.8 3.4 3.1 3.2 2.7 4.0 3.3 3.5

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median age • • • • • • • • • • • • 28.8 31.2 30.3 28.8 31.1 30.2 30.2 30.6 30.4 30.5 29.2 30.7 30.0 30.2

aThese figures represent the estimated composition of the sample, if television owners and non-owners had been represented in the same pro­
portions as they actually occurred among all volunteers. The fact that these two groups were represented equally among test participants
makes the unweighted totals arbitrary figures which are not directly comparable with the totals for volunteers.



TABLE 16 - Continued

c.n
-.J

All Phonevision Volunteers Who Were Phonevision Test Participants Selected by
Volunteers Who Not Barred from the National Opinion Research Center

Completed Having Outside
Characteristic Questionnaires Antennae Original Sample Final Sample

T. V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total Weighted T.V. Non- Total Weighted
Owners owners Owners owners 'Owners owners Totala Owners owners Totala

Size of household:
One person • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.0 4.1 3.0 0.9 3.8 2.8 2.0 2.7 2.3 2.5 1.3 3.3 2.3 2.6
Tlvo. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 20.3 31.5 27.6 17.4 30.0 25.5 18.7 31.3 25.0 26.8 20.7 29.9 25.4 26.6
Three. . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . 25.3 28.2 27.2 25.1 28.2 27.1 24.0 24.6 24.4 24.3 24.0 25.4 24.7 24.9
Four . . . . . . • . • • . . . • . • 27.7 20.8 23.2 28.4 21.3 23.7 28.6 20.7 24.7 23.5 26.7 21.3 24.0 23.2
Five • • • • • • • • • • • • • .• • • 15.5 9.0 11.3 16.7 9.4 12.2 16.0 8.0 12.0 10.8 15.3 8.7 12.0 11.1
Six. . e. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 6.3 3.7 4.6 6.9 4.2 5.1 8.0 6.7 7.3 7.2 10.0 4.7 7.3 6.5
Seven and over • • • • • • • • • • • 3.9 2.7 3.1 4.6 3.1 3.6 2.7 6.0 4.3 4.9 2.0 6.7 4.3 5.1

Total percent••••••••••• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mean size. • • • • • • • • • • • • 3.76 3.23 3.42 3.85 3.31 3.50 3.77 3.51 3.64 3.60 3.73 3.52 • 3.63 3.59

Number of adults (20 and over) in
household:

One. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2.0 5.8 4.5 1.8 5.6 4.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 2.7 3.3 3.0 3.1
Two. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 65.2 66.6 66.1 62.3 64.9 64.0 62.7 68.0 65.3 66.1 64.6 66.7 65.7 66.0
Three. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 19.5 17.8 18.4 21.1 18.6 19.5 20.7 13.4 17.0 16.0 18.0 13.4 15.7 15.0
Four . . . eo • • • • • • • • • • • • 8.7 6.8 7.5 9.5 7.5 8.2 7.3 8.0 7.7 7.8 11.3 11.3 11.3 11.3
Five and over. • • • • • • • • • • • 4.6 3.0 3.5 5.3 3.4 4.0 6.0 7.3 6.7 6.8 3.4 5.3 4.3 4.6

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mean number of adults. • • • • • • 2.52 2.36 2.42 2.57 2.40 2.46 2.51 2.56 2.53 2.54 2.48 2.59 2.53 2.55

Number of children (under 20) in
household:

None • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 32.9 49.1 43.3 30.8 47.7 41.8 32.0 47.3 39.7 41.8 32.6 47.3 40.0 42.0
One. • ". • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 28.0 26.5 27.1 28.5 27.2 27.6 28.0 26.7 27.3 ' 27.2 28.0 27.3 27.7 27.6
Two. • • • • • • • • • • • •.• • • • 26.9 16.4 20.1 27.7 16.6 20.5 26.7 16.7 21.7 20.3 26.7 16.7 21.7 20.2
Three. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 8.5 5.4 6.5 9.1 5.6 6.9 9.3 5.3 7.3 6.7 8.0 4.7 6.3 5.9
Four and over. • • • • • • • ; • • • 3.7 2.6 3.0 3.9 2.9 3.2 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.7 4.0 4.3 ·4.3

Total percent••••••••••• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mean number of children. • • • • • 1.24 0.87 1.00 1.28 0.91 1.04 1.26 0.95 1.11 1.06 1.25 0.93 1.09 1.04

Type of dwelling unit:
Single-family house••••••••• 7.1 5.5 6.1 8.3 6.7 7.2 10.0 6.7 8.3 7.9 10.0 6.7 8.3 7.8
Two-family house •••••••••• 22.3 20.2 20.9 24.9 22.4 23.3 24.0 23.3 23.7 23.6 28.0 26.0 27.0 26.7
Apartment building • • • • • • • • • 61.6 64.8 63.7 57.5 60.9 59.7 59.4 58.0 58.7 58.4 51.3 56.0 53.7 54.3
Hote1. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.3 0.7 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8
Other. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7.8 8.3 8.1 8.0 8.9 8.6 5.3 10.7 8.0 8.8 9.3 8.6 9.0 8.9
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 - 0.6 0.3 0.4 0.7 2.0 1.3 1.5

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

aThese figures represent the estimated composition of the sample, if television owners and non-owners had been represented in the same pro­
portions as they actually occurred among all volunteers. The fact that these two groups were represented equally among test participants
makes the unweighted totals arbitrary figures which are not directly comparable with the totals for volunteers.



C1I
00

TABLE 16 - Continued

All Phonevision Volunteers Who Were Phonevision Test Participants Selected by
Volunteers Who Not Barred from the National Opinion Research Center

Completed Baving Outside
Characteristic Questionnaires Antennae Original Samp1/il Final Sample

T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total Weighted T.V. Non:- Total Weighted
Owners owners Owners owners Owners owners Tota1a Owners owners Tota1a

OCcupancy status:
Own. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 20.2 17.2 18.3 24.3 20.4 21.8 22.0 20.7 21.3 21.2 22.7 29.3 26.0 27.0
Rent • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 79.6 82.6 81.5 75.5 79.4 78.0 78.0 79.3 78.7 78.8 76.6 70.0 73.3 72.3
Not stated • • • • • • . • . • • • • 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 - - - - 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Annual family income:
Under $2,500 •••••••••••• 1.5 3.8 2.9 1.5 3.7 2.9 2.0 6.0 4.0 4.6 - 6.0 3.0 3.9
$2,500 - $4,999••••••••••• 37.2 46.7 43.3 36.9 45.5 42.4 36.7 44.7 40.6 41.8 38.0 44.7 41.3 42.3
$5,000 - $7,499••••••••••• 30.9 30.9 30.9 30.1 31.3 30.9 30.7 30.7 30.7 30.7 31.3 30.0 30.7 30.5
$7,500 - $9,999••••••••••• 10.3 8.8 9.4 10.2 9.3 9.6 8.0 9.3 8.7 8.8 10.0 9.3 9.7 9.5
$10,000 and over •••••••••• 19.0 8.7 12.4 20.3 9.1 13.1 21.3 8.0 14.7 12.8 18.7 8.0 13.3 11.8
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100~0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median income. • • • • • • • • • • $5,873 $4,943 $5,256 $5,922 $5,028 $5,292 $5,870 $4,925 $5,380 $5,293 $5,904 $4,925 $5,394 $5,312

OCcupation of head of household:
Professional and semi-professional • 13.6 16.0 15.2 13.5 16.2 15.2 14.7 18.0 16.3 16.9 13.3 18.7 16.0 16.8
Proprietors, managers and officials. 26.4 17.6 20.8 26.8 17.9 21.1 29.3 16.6 23.0 21.1 28.0 18.7 23.4 22.(}
Clerical, sales and kindred workers

(white .co11ar) ••••••••••• 21.1 28.8 26.0 20.3 27.9 25.2 20.0 22.0 21.0 21.3 18.0 25.3 21.7 22.7
Craftsmen, foremen and kindred
workers (skilled) ••••••••• 17.7 16.2 16.7 18.3 16.8 17.3 13.3 16.0 14.6 15.1 18.7 12.0 15.3 14.4

Operatives and kindred workers
(semi-ski11ed) ••••••••••• 14.7 12.5 13.3 14.3 12.5 13.1 16.7 13.3 15.0 14.6 14.7 12.6 13.7 13.3

Laborers (unskilled) • • • • • • • • 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.7 2.7 1.7 1.9 - 1.3 0.7 0.9
Domestic service workers • • • • • • - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Protective- service workers • • • • • 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.5 0.7 2.7 1.7 1.9 2.0 4.7 3.3 3.7
Other service workers. • • • • • • • 2.7 3.4 3.2 2.7 3.3 3.1 3.3 4.7 4.0 4.2 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3
No main earner: retired, student,
unemployed, etc • • • • • • • • • • 1.1 2.4 1.9 1.2 2.5 2.1 1.3 2.7 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.7 2.3 2.4

Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 - 1.3 0.7 0.8 - 0.7 0.3 0.5

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.Q 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

aThese figures represent the estimated composition of the sample, if television ow~ers and non-owners had been represented in the same pro­
portions as they actually occurred among all volunteers. The fact that these two groups were represented equally among test participants
makes the unweighted totals arbitrary figures which are not directly comparable with the totals for volunteers.
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TABLE 16 - Continued

All Phonevision Volunteers Who Were Phonevision Test Participants Selected by
Volunteers Who Not Barred from the National IOpinion,Research Center

Completed Baving Outside
Characteristic Questionnaires Antennae Original Sample Final Sample

T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total Weighted T.V. Non- Total Weighted
Owners owners Owners owners Owners owners Tota1a Owners owners Tota1a

Education of head of household:
Some grammar school but didn't
finish. • • • • • • • . • • . • • • 2.3 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.7 2.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.3 2.7 3.0 2.9

Completed grammar school • • • • • • 8.4 8.3' 8.3 8.3 8.4 8.4 8.0 8.7 8.3 8.5 4.0 8.6 6.3 7.0
Some high school, but less than
4 years • • • • • • • • • • . • • • 23.5 19.1 20.7 23.7 19.3 20.9 24.0 18.0 21.0 20.1 25.4 18.0 21.7 20.7

Completed 4 years of high school • • 22.8 22.0 22.3 22.5 21.5 21.8 22.7 22.6 22.7 22.6 22.7 22.7 ~1!2.7 22.7
Some college but less than 4 years • 25.3 27.2 26.4 24.8 26.8 26.1 26.0 28.0 27.0 27.3 26.0 28.0 27.0 27.2
Completed 4 years of college • • • • 9.4 10.4 10.1 9.6 10.5 10.2 . 11.3 8.0 9.7 9.1 8.0 8.6 8.3 8.3
Postgraduate work in university••• 7.6 8.9 8.5 7.8 9.4 8.8 5.3 10.7 8.0 8.8 9.3 10.7 10.0 10.2
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • . . 0.7 1.5 1.2 0.8 1.4 1.1 0.7 2.0 1.3 1.6 1.3 0.7 1.0 1.6

'"

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
Median years of education. • • • • 12.7 12.9 12.8 12.7 12.9 12.8 12.7 12.9 12.8 12.8 12.8 12.9 12.9 12.9

Nativity of head of household:
Native of native parentage • • • • • 48.1 49.0 48.7 47.0 48.6 48.1 52.6 49.4 51.0 50.5 47.3 48.0 47.7 4'7.8
Native of foreign-born parentage • • 39.3 33.5 35.6 40.1 33.5 35.8 38.7 34.0 36.3 35.7 41.3 32.7 37.0 35.7
Foreign:-born • • • • • • • • • • • • 12.3 17.1 15.3 12.6 17.5 15.7 8.0 15.3 11.7 12.7 10.7 19.3 15.0 16.2
Not stated . . . . . . . . . . eo • • 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.7 1.3 1.0 1.1 0.7 - 0.3 0.3

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Country of birth of foreign-born heads
of household:

Germany. . • . . • . . . . • .. . . • 21.5 26.4 24.9 20.5 26.0 24.5 33.3 26.2 28.6 27.9 12.5 17.2 15.5 16.2
Russia • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 14.5 8.6 10.3 14.4 8.3 10.0 25.0 8.7 14.3 12.4 12.5 6.9 8.9 8.2
Austria. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.5 7.6 7.3 6.3 7.7 7.3 - 4~3 2.9 3.3 12.5 3.5 6.7 5.6
Canada • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 6.8 4.7 6.2 6.9 6.2 6.4 - 4.3 2.9 3.3 6.3 6.9 6.7 6.7
Sweden • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3.6 6.8 5.9 3~5 6.1 5.4 16.7 8.7 11.4 10.5 12.5 6.9 8.9 8.2

~ Hungary. . . . • • • • . . • • . . • 6.5 4.2 4.8 6.9 4.4 5.1 8.3 - 2.9 1.9 6.2 6.9 6.7 6.7
Italy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.0 3.6 4.6 7.5 3.9 4.9 - 4.3 2.9 3.3 - 10.3 6.7 7.9
Ireland. . . . . • . • . . . . . . . 3.6 4.7 4.4 4.0 4.9 4.6 - - - - - - - -
.Po land • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4.1 4.5 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.5 - 4.3 2.9 3.3 - 10.3 6.7 7.9
England and Wales. • • • • • • • • • 5.1 3.9 4.2 4.6 3.6 3.9 - 8.7 5.7 6.7 - - - -
All other. • • • • • • • • • . . . • 20.8 25.0 23.1 21.1 24.4 23.4 16.7 30.5 25.5 27.4 37.5 31.1 33.2 32.6

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 '100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

aThese figures represent the estimated composition of the sample, if television owners and Don-owners had been represented in the same pro­
portions as they actually occurred among all volunteers. The fact that these two groups were represented equally among test participants
makes the unweighted totals arbitrary figures which are not directly comparable with the totals for volunteers.
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All Phonevision Volunteers Who Were Phonevision Test Participants Selected by
Volunteers Who Not Barred from the National Opinion Research Center

Completed Raving OUtside
Characteristic Questionnaires Antennae Original sample Final Sample

T.V. Non- Total T.V. lfon- Total T.V. Non- Total Weighted T.V. Non- Total Weighted
Owners owners Owners owners Owners owners Totala Owners owners Totala

Adults' movie attendance:
Twice a week or more • • • • • • • • 16.0 28.1 23.8 16.5 28.6 24.3 20.0 23.3 21.6 22.1 12.7 27.3 20.0 22.2
Once a week. • • • • • • • • • • • • 29.2 38.7 35.3 30.4 38.8 35.8 25.3 41.4 33.3 35.7 26.0 40.7 33.3 35.5
Two or three tiae. a month • • • • • 20.6 . 17.9 18.9 20.2 17.8 18.7 20.0 23.3 21.7 22.1 27.3 14.7 21.0 19.1
Once a Month • • • . • • • • • • • • 12.0 6.9 8.7 11.5 6.7 8.4 10.7· 5.3 8.0 7.2 12.0 5.3 8.7 7.7
Less than once a month • • • • • • • 21.5 7.9 12.7 20.6 7.6 12.2 22.7 6.7 14.7 12.4 20.7 10.7 15.7 14.2
lot stated • • • • • • . • • • • • . 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.6 1.3 - 0.7 0.5 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3

Total percent. • • • • • • • .. • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Childrens' (5-19) movie attendance:
Twice a week or aore • • • • • • • • 22.0 34.4 28.8 22.7 35.2 29.6 19.4 37.0 26.0 28.5 18.2 36.3 25.4 27.7
Once.a week.••.•.••••••• 40.6 38.6 39.5 41.1 38.0 39.4 40.3 28.3 35.8 34.1 42.0 36.3 40.0 39.0
Two or three tiaes a month • • • • • 12.8 10.8 11.7 12.7 10.6 11.5 11.7 13.0 12.2 12.4 8.6 6.2 7.7 7.3
Once a lIonth • • • • • • • • • • • •

,
7.1 3.6 5.2 6.7 3.4 4.9 6.5 4.3 !).7 5.4 10.1 2.4 6.9 6.1

Less than once a month • • • • • • • 12.3 5.2 8.4 11.4 5.0 7.9 14.3 6.5 11.4 10.2 10.1 8.2 9.2 9.1
Not stated . . • . . . . ." . . . . . 5.2 7.4 6.4 5.4 7.8 6.7 7.8 10.9 8.9 9.4 11.0 10.6 10.8 10.8

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Landlord'S perai.sion for roof antenna:
Yea. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 73.8 75.7 75.0 90.2 91.5 91.0 92.0 88.0 90.0 89.4 92.6 90.6 91.6 91.3.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 18.1 17.2 17.5 - - - - - - - - - - -
Don't know ••••.•..•••.• 5.2 4.8 5.0 6.3 5.8 6.0 6.7 6.0 6.3 6.3 2.7 4.7 3.7 4.0
Not stated • . ~ • • • • • . • • . • 2.9 2.3 2.5 3.5 2.7 3.0 1.3 6.0 3.7 4.3 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

OWnership of television set:
Owns • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 - 35.7 100.0 - 35.5 100.0 - 50.0 35.7 100.0 - 50.0 35.7
Does not own • • • • • • • • • • • • - 100.0 64.3 - 100.0 64.5 - 100.0 50.0 64.3 - 100.0 50.0 64.3

Total percent••••••••••• ,100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

aThese figures represent the estimated composition of the sample, if television owners and non-owners had been represented in the same pro­
portions as they actually occurred among all volunteers. The fact that these two groups were represented equally among test participants
makes the unweighted totals arbitrary figures which are not directly comparable with the totals for volunteers.
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TABLE 16 - Continued

All Phonevision Volunteers Who Were Phonevision Test Participants Selected by
Volunteers Who Not Barred from the National Opinion Research Center

Completed 'Baving Outside
Characteristic Questionnaires Antennae Original Sample Final Sample

T.V• . Non- Tota T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total Weighted T.V. Non- Total Weighted
Owners owners Owners owners Owners owners Total Owners owners Total

Length of ownership of T.V. set:
Less than one month. • • • • • • • • 1.8 1.7 2.7 2.0
One month up to three months • • • • 7.0 6.6 6.0 6.7
Three months up to six months. • • • 16.6 . Not 15.2 Not 16.7 Not 12.0 NotSix months up to one year. • • • • • 29.6 Appli- 29.5 Appli- 28.6 Appli- 33.3 Appli-One year up to 18 months • ..' • • • 20.2 cable 20.6 cable 20.0 cable 21.3 cable18 months up to two years. • • • • • 12.7 . 13.1 10.7 10.0
Two years or more. • • • • • • • • • 11.5 12.7 13.3 14.7
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.6 0.6 2.0 -

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • •. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Width of picture tube of T.V. set:
7 or 8 inch. • . • • • • • . • • • • 10.4 10.4 11.3 10.0
10 inch. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29.9 30.5 24.7 24.6
12 inch. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37.7 Not 37.1 Not 36.7 Not 46.0 Not
16 inch. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18.5 Appli- 18.3 Appli- 21.3 Appli- 16.0 Appli-
Over 16 inch • • • • • • • • • • • • 2.0 cable 2.2 cable 1.3 cable 2.7 cable
Projection type. • • • • • • • • • • 0.4 0.4 - -
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2.0 2.1 4.7 2.0

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.9a 101.0a 100.0 101.3a

Brand of T.V. set:
Admiral. • . . • . • • . • . • • . • 15.5 15.2 16.6 16.7
R. C. A. • • • • • • • • .,. • . • • 14.1 14.6 14.7 14.7
Motorola • • • • . • • • • . • • . • 12.1 . 12.1 12.0 13.3
Zenith._ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 10.8 10.9 10.7 14.7
Phi leo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.3 5.3 6.0 2.7
G. E . . . • • • . . • • . • . • • • 5.2 5.3 4.7 6.0
Ballicrafter • • • • • • • • • • • • 3.5 Not b Not b Not b Not
Muntz. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2.7 Appli- b Appli- b Appli- b Appli-
Emerson. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2.5 cable 2.4 cable 2.0 cable 2.7 cable
Stromberg-Carlson. • • • • • • • • • 2.3 b b b
DtlKont • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2.0 2.1 0.7 0.7
Sentinal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.8 b b b
Capehart • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.5 b b b
Crossley • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.5 1.5. - -
Trav-ler • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.4 b b b

aThe total is more than 100.0% because some families own more than one television set.
bIncluded in "all other".
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TABLE 16 - Continued

All Phonevision Volunteers Who Were Phonevision Test Participants Selected by
Volunteers Who Not Barred from the National Opinion Research Center

Completed Having Outside
Characteristic Questionnaires Antennae Original Sample Final Sample

T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total Weighted T.V. Non- Total Weighted
Owners owners Owners owners Owners owners" Total Owners owners Total

Brand of T.V. set - Continued
Magnavox • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3
Garod.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1.0 b b b
Westinghouse • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.0 Not b Not b Not b NotSilvertone • • • • • • • • • • • • . 0.9 Appli- b Appli- b Appli- b Appli-Tele-Tone. • • • • • • • • .. .. .. .. .. 0.9 cable b cable b cable b cableRaytheon • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.6 b b b
All other. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 6.3 24.0 24.0 20.0
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 6.4 6.5 7.3 8.0

Total percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.7a 101.3a 100.0 100.8a

Effect of television ownership on
adults' movie attendance:

Increased. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2.9 Not 3.1 Not 3.3 Not 2.7 NotDecreased. .• .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 66.7 66.4 70.7 70.6
No change•••••••••••••• 29.2 Appli- 29.2 Appli- 24.0 Appli- 24.0 Appli-

Not stated .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1.2 cable 1.3 cable 2.0 cable 2.7 cable

Tota1 percent. • • • • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Size of decrease in adults' movie
attendance:

Under 10%. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.7
10 -" 19% •••••••••••••• 1.0 1.1 1.3 0.7
20 - 2~ .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 4.2 4.5 4.7 6.0
30 - 39% .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2.2 2.4 0.7 2.0
40 - 4~ .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. 0.9 Not 0.9 Not 1.3 Not 1.3 Not50 - 59% • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 24.4 Appli- 24.9 Appli- 25.3 Appli- 28.0 Applic-
60 - 69% • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.9 cable 1.7 cable 1.3 cable 1.3 cable
70 - 7gc,(, .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 10.7 10.5 10.7 10.0
80 - 89% • • • • • • • • • • • .". • 3.7 3.6 7.3 5.3
90 - 9~ .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 7.9 7.7 10.7 7.3
100% .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. • .. .. 7.0 6.3 6.0 6.0
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2~5 2.5 0.7 2.0

Percent reporting decrease • • • • 66.7 66.4 70.7 70.6
Median change in adults' movie

attendance. .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. .. -53.3 -52.9 -55.0 -54.0

~he total is more than 100.O'.L because some families own more than one television set.
bIncluded in "all other".
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TABLE 16 - Continued

All Phonevision Volunteers Who Were Phonevision Test Participants Selected by
Volunteers Who Rot Barred from the National Opinion Research Center

Completed Having Outside
Characteristic Questionnaires Antennae Original sample Final Sample

T. V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total T.V. Non- Total Weighted T.V. Non- Total Weighted
Owners owners Owners owners Owners owners Total Owners owners Total

Effect of television ownership on
childrens' (5-19) movie attendance:

Increased. . • • • • . • • • • • • • 2.6 Not 2.7 Not - Not 1.3 NotDecreased. . . . . . . . . . • . . . 50.9 Appli- 50.6 Appli- 46.8 Appli- 49.4 Appli-No change. . • . • . . . . . • • . . 41.5 41.5 46.7. 45.4
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 5.0 cable 5.2 cable 6.5 cable 3.9 cable

Total percent with children 5-19 • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Size of decrease in childrens' movie
attendance:

Under l~. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.2 0.2 - -
10 - 19% • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.8 1.8 1.3 1.3
20 - 2~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4.8 5.0 2.6 5.2
30 - 39% • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.6 1.5 1.3 -
40 - 49% • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0.7 0.6 - -
50 - 59% • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 21.2 21.5 16.9 23.4
60 - 6~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1.2 1.2 - -
70 - 79% • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7.1 7.0 3.9 5.2
80-89% •••••••••••••.• 1.2 1.1 2.6 2.6
90 - 99$ • • • • • • • • • '. • • • • 4.6 4.5 11.7 2.6
100% . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4.5 4.2 5.2 5.2
Not stated • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2.0 2.0 1.3 3.9

Percent reporting decrease • • • • 50.9 50.6 46.8· 49.4
Median change in childrens'

movie attendance••••••••• -22.7 -22.1 0.0 -19.9



TABLE 17

CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED> WITH INABILITY TO
HAVE OUTSIDE ANTENNAE

78.0
59.7
28.3
68.3
41.8
45.3

39.3
7,772

Proportion
Living in
Apartment
Buildings

Volunteers Not
Reporting In­

ability to Have
Outside Antennae

97.8
82.0
40.8
81.5
50.6
50.8

45.3
1,654

Proportion
Renting
Their

Dwelling-place

Proportion with Given Characteristic

Volunteers Reporting
Inabili ty to
Have OUtside

Antennae

to have a roof antenna had to be made, and
the effect of substitution was to decrease
further the proportion of tenants and
apartment residents appearing in the sam­
ple. This fact may most clearly be seen
in the data below, where it is shown that
these families who were in the final
sample as replacements for original fami-.
lies who had to be dropped closely re­
sembled original families who remained in
the final sample in proportions renting-

·and living in apartment houses, while both
groups differed in these respects from

-original families who had to be dropped:
processed,
i~al>ilit.y

Characteristic

As the original sample was
further eliminations because of

The effect of the imposition of strata
controls on the selection of the original
sample was to prevent the expected varia­
tions fro~ the universe on four of these
seven factors, while movie attendance was
sufficie~tly correlated with the stratify­
ing variables so that it did not vary sig­
nificantly from the universe either. The
remaining two--tenancy and apartment resi­
dence--were not controlled, and the ex­
pected tendency appeared.

Tenants (non-home owners) • • •
Apartment house residents • • •
Family size of two or less. •
Two adults or less in household •
No children in household. • • • •
Annual family income under $5,000
Adult movie attendance less than once

a week . • . • • • • .
Number of cases. • • • • • • • •

Families in final sample:
Families fro. original sample. • • • • • ••
Families substituted into original sample. •

Families in original sample who were dropped. •

72.2
74.4
84.6

54.2
53.2
62.8

It should be noted that this biasing
tendency probably began even before the
original sample was picked, for some 12%
of th~se families who first volunteered
for the test by sending in postcards, but
who did not complete their volunteering by
filling out the questionnaire, dropped out
because they could not have roof antennae
and assumed that this requirement would be

one of the conditions of the test. It is
reasonable to assume that these families
would have been more like families who
answered the questionnaire but could not
have roof antennae than they were like
families who could have antennae.

The possible effect of these changes in
the composition of the sample because of
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substitutions for inability to have roof
antennae is in no way different than that
stated earlier in discussing the differ­
ential rejection rate for antenna among
the strata. That is, it is not clear
whether it made any difference at all,
but, if it did make a difference, it would
be that it tended to over-eliminate the
least interested and the least likely to
spend money on Phonevision.

Is the Sample Unrepresentative Because of
Substitutions?

operating always has to be allowed for.
In terms of these known factors, however,
it can be said that their net effect on
the representativeness of the sample was
probably slight since:

1. Any biases which may have been oper­
ating were probably affecting only
about 30% of the sample, the remainder
being made up either of originally­
selected families or substitutions
which were made for reasons which ap­
pear to have been fortuitous and un­
related to Phonevision expenditures.

3. There was a disproportionately high
substitution rate among one- and two­
person foilies.

2. The require.ent of a'roof antenna led
to the inclusion of a disproportion­
ately high nuaber of home-owners and
residents of one- and two-family
houses in the sample.

As has been seen, a number of factors
affected the sample of Phonevision test
participants in the process of translating
the original sample into the final sample
of participating f~milies. Those which
might have biased the sample may be quickly
summarized as:

CHARACTERISTICS OF TEST PARTICIPANTS

2. Within the substitutions where there
may have been bias, the data seem to
suggest only moderate tendencies in
this direction rather than completely
or predominantly biased substitution.

1. Family patterns--Test' volunteers
tended to be faaily groups: there
were few one-person fllllilies; families
were larger and, especially, there
were more children; and they more fre­
quently lived in their own homes.

Any possible tendencies toward bias that
may have existed were probably consistent­
ly in the direction of overrepresenting
families more inclined to be interested in
and spend money for Phonevision in the
relatively small segaent of the sample
that may be affected. It would thus ap­
pear wise to regard esti.ates of expendi­
tures based on the sample of Phonevision
participants as tending toward the upPer
limit of the distribution. of estimates
ordinarily obtained fro. a series of
saJllples.

The data ascertained about Phonevision
test volunteers at the time of their ap­
plication are shown in Table 16, for all
volunteers, those considered eligible to
participate in the test, the original
participants selected, and the group of
families who ultimately took part in the
test. As may be seen there, volunteers
for the Phonevision test were not typical
of the area from which they came in at
least two major respects (compare Table 1):

2. Socio-ecOD<*ic status--Test volunteers
tended to . come from higher income
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of the test posi­
by substitute fami-

Fifty-two per cent
tions were' filled
lies.

1.

4. The requirement of a roof antenna led
to a disproportionately high substitu­
tion rate for this reason among one­
and two-person families, families with
DO children, and families who did not
own television sets.

5. Considerations developing at the time
families received contracts led to
higher rates of refusal to participate
and non-response among one- and two­
person families, families with no
children, and, probably, families
whose heads had least education, with
consequent higher rates of substitu­
tion for these reasons in these cate­
gories.

These represent only the known factors
which operated to affect the sUlple and it
is i.portant to realize that the possibil­
ity that unknown biasing tendencies were



groups; heads of volunteering families
had higher median educational attain­
ment, and were more frequently in the
occupational groups of professional
workers and proprietors, managers and
officials.

Test conditions, and the substitutions
necessitated by them, operated, as in­
dicated earlier, to increase the disparity
between test participants and the popula­
tion of the area from which they came for
those variables which were not controlled
in selecting participants--primarily for
home ownership and occupancy of one- and
two-family houses.

Since the Lakeview-Lincoln district was
below the city averages in the family and
housing characteristics just described,
test volunteers and participants more
nearly resembled the city as a whole in
these respects than did the Lakeview­
Lincoln area. But, since the area was, if
anything, of higher socio-economic levels
than the city, the socio-economic status
of test volunteers and participants di­
verged more sharply from that of the city
population than from the status of the
Lakeview-Lincoln area, itself.

These results might well have been ex­
pected in view of the fact that test
volunteers were restricted to residential
telephone subscribers. But, even when the
comparisons are limited to residential
telephone subscribers in the city and
Lakeview-Lincoln, as is done in Table 18,
many of the differences remain: The
families of test volunteers and partici­
pants were still, on the average, wealth­
ier, better-educated and more often in
professional and managerial occupations
than were the families of other telephone
subscribers in Lakeview-Lincoln or in the
rest of the city. Families of test volun­
teers and participants remained larger
than the typical family of telephone sub­
scribers in Lakeview-Lincoln, though they
were, on the average, about the same size
as the average family of telephone sub­
scribers in the city as a whole. Members
of volunteering and participating families
were younger, on the average, than members
of the families of other telephone sub­
scribers either in Lakeview-Lincoln or the
city as a whole. The tendency for test
conditions to increase the proportion of
home-owners and families living in one-

66

and two-family structures among test par­
ticipants, also remains, with test partic­
ipant families higher in these respects
than other telephone-SUbscribing families
in Lakeview-Lincoln, but lower than those
in the city as a whole.

CONCLUSION

Procedures used in selecting Phonevision
test participants aimed at a representa­
tive sample of the potential market for
Phonevision in one section of Chicago--the
Lakeview-Lincoln district. Restrictions
of the Phonevision test to the Lakeview­
Lincoln district was dictated by practical
considerations growing out of restrictions
on telephone facilities, on telecasting
power and on the number of participants.
The effect of this restriction was to
limit the test to an area that differed
from the rest of the city in being char­
acterized by an almost wholly white popu­
lation, by smaller families and by more
apartment houses.

Ideally, the potential market at any
given time for the form of Phonevision
employed in the test may be defined by
three necessary conditions-~possessionof
a telephone, possession of a television
set and willingness to subscribe to Phone­
vision. The procedures used in selecting
test participants fully met the first con­
dition by restricting eligible families to
those who were residential telephone sub­
scribers; the second condition was waived
because of the rapidity with which it was
changing; the third condition could only
be apprOXimated by choosing participants
from among families who signified a desire.
to take part in the Phonevision test.
Thus the universe sampled was defined as
those residential telephone subscribers in
the Lakeview-Lincoln district who wished
to take part in the Phonevision,test.

All residential telephone subscribers in
the Lakeview-Lincoln district were care­
fully canvassed to determine the sub-group
interested in participation. From the
group of families who were sufficiently
interested to comply with test conditions-­
to mail in a volunteering postcard and,
subsequently, to fill out a questionnaire-­
a sample representative of this group was
drawn.' In the course of qualifying these
families for participation, a good many



TABLE 18

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF PHONEVISION TEST PARTICIPANTS AND VOLUNTEERS
AND OF RESIDENTIAL TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS IN LAKEVIEW-LINCOLN AND CHICAGO

April-May, 1951*

.Resident ial Telephone Subscribers

Lakeview-Lincoln
Characteristic

Chicago All Test Test
Sub- Volun- Parti-

scribers teers cipants

Number of cases · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1123 510 137 300

Proportion of occupied dwelling units:
One- and two-family structures · · · · · · 47.0 28.5 26.3 34.0
Owner-occupied · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 39.1 21.5 16.2 26.5

Number of persons per household (per cent):
One. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 7.7 10.6 3.6 2.8
Two. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 26.4 33.5 27.0 27.6
Three. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 23.9 26.5 31.4 29.7
Four · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 23.0 18.0 26.3 22.2
Five · · ·.. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 9.9 7.9 5.1 9.6
Six and over · · · · · · · • · · · · · · · 9.1 3.5 6.6 8.1

Mean number:
Adults (20 and over). · · · · · · · · · 2.42 2.21 2.18 2.38
Children (19 and under) · · · · · · · · 0.94 0.74 1.09 0.99

Median age (in years) of population · · · · · 33.4 36.0 29.6 30.6

Proportion of population non-white. · · · · · 11.8 0.8 0~7 1.7

Proportion of white population foreign-born · 22.0 23.5 10.9 16.2

Proportion of heads of households with
occupation of:

Professional and semi-professional · · · · 9.9 10.4 13.1 20.4
Proprietors, managers and officials. · · · 11.9 13.4 22.6 22.3
Clerical, sales and kindred workers. · · · 18.1 16.2 24.1 18.3
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers. · 19.7 22.7 21.9 13.1
Operatives and kindred workers · · · · · · 16.1 14.9 9.5 14.0

Median years of education, heads of household 11.3 11.8 12.5 12.8

Median annual family income · · · · · · · · · $4,263 $4,410 $5,266 $5,324

*These figures are based on interviews conducted after the close of the Phonevision
test~They may differ from the data presented in Table 16 fora number of reasons.
First, some of these characteristics may have changed in the intervening eleven months;
second, the earlier data were collect~d by means of a mail questionnaire, . while the
later data were derived from personal interviews, so that some variation in response may
be attributable to the difference in methods, as well as to the usual sources of un­
reliability in reporting. I~ addition, the data for test volunteers are based on a
relatively small systematic sample ofvoluilteers who were not chosen for the test, so
that sampling error can affect these results.

Data shown for test families are weighted averages of the two strata--television
owners and non-owners, so that, except for substitution bi~s, they are directly com­
parable with other groups.
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substitutions had to be made, primarily
because of the unique conditions of the
test--the need for additiona.l telephone
facilities and the need for roof antennae.
Systematic substitution procedures were
followed, which prevented any change in
the major variables used initially in con­
trolling sample selection--family size,
number of children, annual family income,
education of head of household and tele­
vision ownership. Detailed examination of
the extent and kind of substitutions made
suggests that they probably introduced
little bias into the sample, but that such
biases as may have been operating would
have tended to change the sample in the
direction of somewhat over-representing
the families of greatest interest in and,
possibly, of highest expenditures for
Phonevision.

The universe sampled--residential tele­
phone subscribers in the Lakeview-Lincoln
district who wanted to take part in the
Phonevision test--was not representative
of either telephone subscribers in Lake­
view-Lincoln, Lakeview-Lincoln itself, or
the city as a whole. Families who volun­
teered for the test tended to be complete
family groups--that is, relatively few
one-person households and relatively few
childless households applied for the test;
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and they were, on the average, of sub­
stantially higher socio-economic status.

Beyond these objective differences,
there was the immediate psychological dif­
ference implied by the fact that these
families applied for participation while
other families did not. Volunteering for
the Phonevision test cannot be completely
equated with interest in Phonevision and a
desire to subscribe to it if it were com­
mercially available because of the pos­
sibility that uninterested families volun­
teered from motives like wanting the use
of a television set, on the one hand, or
that interested families did not volunteer
from carelessness, a conviction that they
could not aspire to be chosen, or an un­
willingness to be part of an experiment,
on the other. In view of the probably
imperfect.relationship between volunteer­
ing and interest in Phonevision, it should
not be concluded that those interested in
Phonevision--the potential market--Yould
necessarily come from the same high eco­
nomic and family strata that the volun­
teers did. But, because there must be a
relationship, even though imperfect, it
can be anticipated that non-volunteering
families, even of the same composition as
volunteers, would be less favorably dis-
posed toward Phonevision. .



III
THE BACKGROUND OF RECREATIONAL HABITS

AND INTERESTS

THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

Since Phonevision is only one of a num­
ber of possible ways of occupying leisure
time, the recreational practices and pref­
erences of the families who took part in
the Phonevision test constitute another
variable--in addition to the more objective
variables just discussed--which might im­
portantly influence the reactions of the
test families to the Phonevision test and
the extent to which these reactions can be
generalized to other segments of the popu­
lation. That is to say, if Phonevision
appealed primarily to a group whose tastes
and activities were atypical, it would be
highly unlikely that their response to
Phonevision could be carried over to groups
with other interests, just as it would be
foolhardy to assume, with no further in­
formation, that families whose composition
and socio-economic status differed from
those of the test families would behave in
much the same way with respect to Phone­
vision as the test families did.

The problem may actually be regarded as
a two-fold one: In the first place, it is
possible that a peculiar set of factors
existed which led certain families to
volunteer for the Phonevision test while
others did not; in this case the test
families' attitudes and preferences might
be expected to differ from those of an un­
self-selected sample. In the second
place, however, whether or not these dif­
ferences were apparent as between test
participants and other segments of the
Chicago population, it would still be pos­
sible that internal differences in these
factors, within the group of test fami! ies,
nevertheless influenced responses to Phone­
vision. In the first instance, the central
question is the representativeness of test
families' reactions; in the second
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instance, the question of the determinants
of these reactions is primary. Both these
questions are, of course. relevant to a
full evaluation of the results of the
Phonevision test and their implications
for the city as a whole; this section of
the report continues the discussion of the
representativeness of the test families,
while the latter consideration is dealt
with in Section IV, when test results are
discussed.

It is, of course, obvious that the atti­
tudes, preferences and habits which have
relevance for an evaluation of the Phone­
vision test are those which existed prior
to the Phonevision test. The preexisting
tastes and habits with which people ap­
proached Phonevision could conceivably
have played an important role in condi­
tioning their reactions to Phonevision, in
determining their attitudes toward it and
the extent to which they made use of it,
while the preferences found to exist after
the Phonevision test could be as much a
result of their experiences with Phonevi­
sion as a determinant of them.

Ideally, then, the desirable research
design would have ascertained the recrea­
tional habits, interests and preferences
of test families before the Phonevision
test began, while obtaining the same in­
formation from a matched group of families
who wished to participate but were not
selected and from an unselected sample of
the city. The question of the representa­
tiveness of the test families in these
respects on the eve of the Phonevision
test could then have been firmly answered,
and there could be no question as to which
was cause and which effect in considering
relationships between attitudes and be­
havior with respect to Phonevision, since
the Phonevision test would have been
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*Questionnaires and instructions pertaining to this survey are shown in Appendix B,
Exhibit IV.

**Approximately 14$ of the Lakeview-Lincoln and city samples were not interviewed. For
an exact description and evaluation of the samples used, see Appendix A.

One further preliminary qualification
should be noted with regard to these data:
All of these results derive from a sample
survey and are, therefore, subject to
sampling error. Even though all of the
test families were interviewed, they are,
after all, a sample of the 9,426 families
who volunteered, and, to the extent that
their reactions are viewed as representa­
tive of the entire group, rather than as
the unique reactions of the particular 300
families selected, they are subject to
sampling error just as any other sample
is. For the other population segments in­
cluded, conventional sampling methods were
used, and the results based on these
samples are subject not only to sampling
error but to possible bias resulting from
non-response.**

The basic unit for this survey was view­
ed as the family or household, since deci­
sions as to which television program to
view, generally, or whether to purchase a
given Phonevision program must be, in some
sense, a group decision into which the
preferences of the various household mem­
bers enter in varying proportions. It
would, however, have been highly impracti­
cable to interview every member of every
household in the sample. Instead, only
one adult in each household was interview­
ed, and he was asked not only for his own
attitudes and preferences but for similar

hand and unselected Lakeview-Lincoln and
city samples on the other would be roughly
similar to those existing before the test.

In view of the recognized weakness of
the research design, one further means was
used to secure additional evidence: An
attempt was made through retrospective
questioning, to learn from the test fami­
lies the extent to which their attitudes
and preferences had altered during the
Phonevision test. It i~ well-known that
human memory is fallible, however, and
people's recall about how they once felt
or how they have changed is not always re­
liable. While these data are presented
here, they should be viewed with caution
and used primarily as corroborative rather
than basic information.

In practice, however, it was not possible
to proceed with this projected ideal de­
sign. In the first place, the high rate
of substitution and the elaborate process
of qualifying a family for participation
which has been discussed delayed comple­
tion of sample selection to such an extent
that the last families in the participa­
ting group were not known until a very few
days before the test. In the second
place, installation of test sets was car­
ried out over a period of several months
so that, for many of . the families in the
half of the sample of test families that
had not previously owned television sets,
one of the experimental conditions which
could be expected to affect attitudes-­
temporary possession of a television set-­
would have been operating for some period
of time before the supposedly pre-test,
pre-existing attitudes could have been de­
termined.

later in time than the attitudinal data.
A repetition of the same research upon the
close of the Phonevision test would have
indicated the extent to which Phonevision
had modified attitudes among test fami­
lies, and would, as well, have controlled
the possibility that a number of extrane­
ous factors were modifying the attitudes
of the general public.

The only research which seemed feasible,
then, was a post-Phonevision-test survey
in which the test families, a sample of
volunteers who were not chosen for the
test, and random samples of the Lakeview­
Lincoln district and the city as a whole
were interviewed.* While conclusions can­
not be on as sure ground as the more
elaborate design would provide, it seems
reasonable to suppose that any differences
between the volunteers and the test fami­
lies must be attributable to one or another
feature of the test--primarily, to Phone­
vision itself or to the availability of a
television set, since, except for the
probably slight changes in test families
induced by possible bias in substitution,
the test families and the volunteers had
been comparable to begin with. It seems
likewise probable that differences· between
volunt~ers and test families on the one
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*00 the average, about eleven months elapsed between completion of the volunteer
questionnaire and the post-phonevision test interview. The television ownership figures
are arrived at by assuming that anyone who reported ownership of a television set for
less than eleven months would not have owned television at the period when information
about volunteers was being collected. The data are, therefore, inexact and subject to
recall bias and probably contain some exaggeration of the length of television owner­
shi~.

* For example, 31.4% of the sample of volunteers had reported owning television sets
on the earlier questionnaire. Thus, the estimate based on the later interview is too
high by 9.4%. Since the earlier data are not available for other groups, the compari­
sons can only be made with the less exact, but comparable, data collected later.

.40.8

..43.0

. .42.8%

••.39.8

Phonevision test
non-volunteers.

Phonevision test
volunteers...

Lakeview-Lincoln.

City. . . .

Phonevision test in­
complete volunteers ..40.0

While all these proportions exceed the
35.7% television ownership reported by
volunteers at the time of application,
they are all subject to the same inexact­
ness and bias of recall, so that, while
they are probably not an accurate state­
ment of the amount of television ownership
in each group at the earlier date, they do
accurately describe the differences be­
tween groups.** On the basis of this com­
parison, it is apparent that Phonevision

It has been indicated earlier that, at
the time of application for the Phonevi­
sion test, 35.7% of the volunteers from
the Lakeview-Lincoln district owned tele­
vision sets. As nearly as it can be esti­
mated, about 32% of the families in Lake­
vieW-Lincoln, and 34% of the families in
the city owned television at that time.*
While these data appear to suggest that,
if anything, volunteers for the Phonevi­
sion test were somewhat more likely to be
television owners, it should be recalled
that the restriction of volunteers to
telephone. subscribers and further self­
selecting processes affecting the decision
to volunteer resulted in volunteers coming
disproportionately from higher socio­
economic levels and from larger families.
For telephone owners only, it was reported
in the Spring of 1951 that television own­
ership at the time of application for the
Phonevision test was:

OWNERSHIP OF TELEVISION SETS

Since television has come to be a major
recreational activity and one which im­
portantly influences' other recreational
habits and attitudes, any discussion of
leisure time activities must take account
of the extent to which television sets
were owned, and what role ownership of
television sets might have played in de­
termining any differences in tastes and
activities which may have existed.

information about the other household mem­
bers. Admittedly, the composite picture
of· family attitudes built up by asking one
family member about all the others does
not always correspond with the results ob­
tained by interviewing each family member,
and either method of ascertaining family
data ma1 depart from reality through the
implicit assumption that each member's
opinions and preferences are of equal
weight in determining family decisions.
About all that can be said, then, is that
the method of respondent.selection used in
this study--the male and female heads of
the household were systematically alter­
nated, as described in the instructions in
Appendix B, Exhibit IV--ensured that (1)
the informant was himself a key person in
family decisions and (2) whatever bias the
use of the single interview method may
have, it is constant from sample to sample.
That is to say, it may be expected that
the respondent's opinions will bear some
relation to family decisions and behavior,
even though ~ny inaccuracies in the re­
spondent's reports about ,other members of
the family may attenuate these relation­
ships somewhat. More 'particularly, in
terms of the objectives of this section of
the report, whatever these biases may be,
they can in no way account for differences
between various segments of the popula­
tion.
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TABLE 19

borne out.by the fact that, after the
Phonevision test, volunteers who had not
actually participated in the test had the
highest rate of television ownership. Even
when compared with groups of similar
family and economic composition by stand­
ardization procedures, they appear to be
at least as high if not higher in televi­
sion ownership than other telephone sub­
scribers in Lakeview-Lincoln and the city
as a whole. (See Table 20, page 73.)

ESTIMATED TELEVISION OWNERSHIP IN JUNE, 1950 AMONG TELEPHONE
SUBSCRIBERS, STANDARDIZED ON SELECTED PHONEVISION

TEST FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

Proportion of Given Group of Telephone
No. Subscribers Expected to Own Television

Group of Sets, When Standardized on Test F~il~es':
Cases

Family Size Income

City. . . . . . . · · · · · · · · · · 1123 42.5 47.3
Lakeview-Lincoln. · · · · · · · · · · 510 43.5 43.7

Phonevision Test:
Non-volunteers. · · · · · · · · · 292 44.4 45.1
Incomplete volunteers · · · · · · 142 47.5 46.9
Volunteers. . · · · · · • · · · · 137 40.9 40.8

test volunteers were about the same as
other telephone subscribers in either
Lakeview-Lincoln or the entire city in
television ownership at the time of appli­
cation for the test.*

Since differences in both family income
and family composition still remained be­
tween test volunteers and other telephone
subscribers, and these variables are high­
ly related to ownership of television,** a
further correction must be made for these
differences, however. When rates of tele­
vision ownership in the other groups are
standardized on the di.stribution of either
income or family size among test families,
it becomes apparent that, given their
family size and income, the families who
volunteered for the Phonevision test were
somewhat less likely to own television
sets than were comparable families who did
not volunteer. (See Table 19 above.)

Test families themselves, of course, did
not acquire television sets of their own
in anything like the same proportion that
other volunteers did. Of the 151 test
families who did not own television sets
at the time they applied, 18 acquired
television sets--16 before the test began
and 2 between the time the test ended and
the post-test interview. In addition to
this 11.9% owning television among the
original non-owners, however, there were

Apparently, the implication is that 38.5% who reported that they would have
there were, among the test volunteers, a owned sets by the time of interview if it
disproportionate number of families who had not been for their participation in
were on the verge of buying television the Phonevision test. From the sample of
sets and who were interested in trying test families, then, it can be estimated
television first. This interpretation is that 68.2% of the volunteers would have

*A check of this point for the Lakeview-Lincoln district in July, 1950 led to the same
conclusion. At that time, about one month after information about volunteers had been
collected, it was estimated that 36.9% of the residential telephone subscribers in Lake­
view-Lincoln owned television sets.

**For example, at the time of the survey, 30.2% of families with incomes under $2,500
owned"television sets, and the proportiqn owning television rose steadily with increas­
ing income to 86.1% of families with incomes of $10,000 and over. Similarly, only 16.8%
of the one-person families owned television, while 47.3% of the two-person families,
64.3% of the three-person families and 74.0% of the four-or-more-person families did.
(See Tables 35 and 36, pages 93 and 94.)
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TABLE 20

1. They more frequently mentioned watch­
ing television, going to the movies,
taking part in sports and playing
cards.

Families in the Lakeview-Lincoln area
did not particularly differ from the rest
of the city in their recreational prefer­
ences, but families who volunteered for
the Phonevision test did show some differ­
ences in preferences from the general pat­
tern in Lakeview-Lincoln and the city as a
whole:

2. They less frequently mentioned working
on handicrafts and listening to the
radio.

-Many of these differences were, however,
functions of the differential rates of
television ownership and the differences
in income and family composition asso­
ciated with them. As may be seen in Table
21, page 74, there were a number of dif­
ferences in recreational habits between

and listening to the radio followed next
in order. The remaining activities cover­
ed--participation in sports, card playing,
attendance at sports events, "going out"
to dine, drink or dance, and theater-going
..,.-were named in that order. (See Table
21, page 74.)

GENERAL PATTERNS OF
RECREATIONAL PREFERENCES

*It should be remembered that there would probably be seasonal variation in answers to
questions about recreational practices and preferences.

had television by the date of the survey
if it had not been for participating in
the test.

arhe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the percentage is based.

TELEVISION OWNERSHIP IN APRIL-MAY, 1951

For the city as a whole, in the Spring
of 1951, watching television was the most
frequently reported adult recreational
preference and the only activity mentioned
by a majority of families.* Reading, en­
tertaining or visiting friends, and going
to the movies each appealed-to at least
one adult in almost two-fifths of the
families, while handwork and handicrafts

From the standpoint of the representa­
tiveness of the families taking part in
the test, it may be said that, given their
atypicality in income and some aspects of
family composition, they may have tended
somewhat in the direction of families who
had not had television sets before. This
tendency probably did not indicate any
less interest in television, however,
since other volunteers later did acquire,
and test families asserted that they would
have acquired, television sets at least as
frequently as other telephone subscribers
of similar characteristics in Lakeview­
Lincoln and the city.

Proportion of Given Group Owning Television Sets

Telephone Subscribers

Group Standardized onAll Families Test Families' :Unweighted

Family Size Income

City. . . . . . . · · · · · · 56.9 (l526) a 66.9 (1123) 68.6 72.1
Lakeview-Lincoln. · · · · · · 52.6 ( 735) 62.5 ( 510) 67.5 68.3

Phonevision test:
Non-volunteers · .- · · · · 60.6 ( 292) 60.6 ( 292) 67.2 66.2
Incomplete volunteers. · · . 64.8 ( 142) 64.8 ( 142) 70.0 73.1
Volunteers • . · · · · · · 70.8 ( 137) 70.8 ( 137) 71.9 72.3

"



TABLE 21

ADULT PREFERENCES IN RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIESa

April-May, 1951'

spending an evening?", "What are some of the other things you enjoy doing when you have the
(the other adults, 20 and over, in your household) would rather do? (Any others?)". For
"What are some of the things that (they) now enjoy doing, that (they) didn't use to enjoy

are some of the things that (they) used to enjoy doing before the Phonevision test that

-.J
~

Proportion of Families with One or More Adult Members Preferring Given Activity

All Famil i~s Families with Television Sets Families without Television Sets

Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln
Recreational Activity

PV Test Familiesb
City PV Test City PV Test PV Test Families City PV Test PV Test Families

Total Volun- After "Before"c Total Volun- After "Before"c Total Volun- After "Before"cteers Test Test teers Test Test teers Test Test

Watching television••..• 56.0 53.6 67.9 86.4 63.4 85.5 88.4 89.7 88.5 79.4 17.0 14.9 15.0 84.7 51.1
Reading•...•...... 38.9 39.5 34.3 41.4 43.7 28.6 30.5 24.7 40.0 41.8 49.7 49.4 57.5 42.4 45.2
Entertaining, visiting

friends. • • . . • • • • . 38.6 38.6 43.8 58.5 58.5 38.6 41.3 44.3 50.9 52.1 38.5 35.9 42.5 64.3 63.5
Going to movies..•..•• 38.5 41.5 48.9 33.5 56.1 34.1 35.9 44.3 29.7 52.1 44.3 47.7 60.0 36.5 59.1
Working on homemaking,

handicraft, hobbies•••• 36.0 29.8 18.3 25.6 28.6 37.6 30.8 15.5 24.8 26.1 33.7 28.7 25.0 26.3 30.6
Listening to the radio . . . 33.7 35.4 24.1 11.3 18.6 16.8 17.0 12.4 7.9 11.5 56.2 55.8 52.5 13.9 24.1
Taking part in sports. • • • 24.8 23.7 32.1 30.1 31.1 27.0 26.4 33.0 32.1 34.6 21.9 20.7 30.0 28.5 28.4
Playing cards••••.••. 23.3 22.7 30.0 37.7 38.5 26.9 25.3 32.0 41.2 41.2 18.6 19.8 25.0 35.0 36.5
Going to sports events • • • 19.8 17.6 17.5 24.8 25.0 22.8 19.6 20.6 24.8 26.1 15.8 15.2 10.0 24.8 24.1
"Going out": Dancing,

dining, drinking, etc••. 13.3 15.0 18.3 20.4 21.5 11.9 16.5 18.6 17.6 18.2 15.0 13.2 17.5 22.6 24.1
Going to a stage play•• , • 7.2 9.5 6.6 18.1 19.2 5.6 7.2 5.2 17.0 17.6 9.5 12.1 10.0 19.0 20.5
All other: Music, motor-

ing, travel, etc •..•. 26.2 25.2 27.7 22.8 23.1 21.6 23.2 26.8 21.2 21.8 32.2 27.3 30.0 24.1 24.1

Total per centd.•••. 356.3 352.1 369.5 410.6 427.3 357.0 362.1 367.1 395.7 422.5 352.4 340.7 375.0 422.1 431.3
Number .•••.•.•. 1526 735 137 300 300 . 868 387 97 167 167 658 348 40 133 133

aBased on the questions: "What is your favorite way of
free time? (Any others?)", "What are some of the things
the t~st families, two additional questions were asked:
before the Phonevision test? (Any others )", and "What
(they) don't enjoy any more? (Any others?)".

bThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television-owning and non-owning strata.
cThese data are retrospective and may not be an accurate statement of the pre-test situation.
dpercentages total more than 100.0 because most families reported more than one type of recreational activity.
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*watching television was named by almost every family who reported that their tastes
were now different than before· the Phonevision test as one of their new recreational in­
terests, while listening to the radio was second only to going to the movies among the
old recreational interests that were reported to have been dropped. Apparently, too few
families were conscious of these changes, however, so that the estimates of their inter­
ests before the test, derived from them, showed the correct tendencies, but not the cor­
rect extent.

television owners and non-owners. For ex­
ample, families with television sets less
often mentioned as recreational prefer­
ences reading, going to the movies, and
listening to the radio. In addition to
watching television, they more often men­
tioned playing cards and going to sports
events. When volunteers are compared with
other families separately within the
groups owning and not owning television,
only one major difference can be con­
sistently observed within both groups:
Phonevision test volunteers more frequent­
ly mentioned interest in going to the
movies than did families in the city or
Lakeview-Lincoln generally, and test
participants were like other volunteers in
this respect, as judged from their pre­
Phonevision-test reports.

A word should perhaps be said about the
data presented in Table 21 for test fami­
lies and their discrepancy from the re­
ported recreational preferences of other
Phonevision test volungeers. It is im­
portant to bear in mind, when recreational
data are discussed, that all of the test
families had been exposed to Phonevision
for whatever influence it may have had on
other recreational activities, and half
the test families had, in effect, been
converted into television owners, through
possession of the test television set for
some months prior to interview.

The retrospective reports of test fami­
lies suggest that their recreational
choices before the Phonevision test dif­
fered from those of other volunteers. For
example, television owners among the test
families more often mentioned reading,
handwork and handicrafts and theater-going
and less often expressed interest in
watching television than did television
owners among the other test volunteers.
Non-owners among the test families appear
to have differed, ·before the Phonevision
test, from other volunteer non-owners in
having more interest in watching televi­
sion and entertaining or visiting friends
and less interest in listening to the

radio. Yet, there is little in the pro­
cess of selection of test families, even
considering the substitutions that were
necessary, that could have led to such ex­
treme differences in recreational prefer­
ences before the Phonevision test. It
seems more likely that most of these dif­
ferences are attributable to the influence
of the Phonevision test on recall.

The retrospective reports of interest in
television and radio may be greatly dis­
torted by projection and inaccurate re­
call. In view of the fact that test fami­
lies who did not own television sets had
about the same interest in getting sets as
did other non-owner volunteers, and that
non-owners elsewhere reported about the
same frequency of television viewing as
did non-owners who did not participate in
the test, it seems likely that there real...,
ly had been no difference, but that, in
"thinking back", these test families
simply exchanged the relative importance
that radio· and television had had for them
before the test.* Similarly, participation
in the Phonevision test probably led to
increased entertaining by test partici­
pants and some exaggeration of the extent
of this activity before the test. .The
emphasis on entertaining and visiting was
particularly marked among test families
who had not had television before and so
were probably not as accustomed to friends
dropping in to watch television.

The effect of the Phonevision test on
recreational habits can be inferred from a
comparison of what the test families re­
ported about their preferences before and
after the test, on the one hand, and a
comparison of the post-test reports of
test families and other volunteers, on the
other. An examination of these data indi­
cates that, apart from increased interest
in television and concommitant loss of in­
terest in radio among families who had not
previously had television sets, the major
effect of Phonevision itself was a decline
in interest in. going to the movies outside
the home. Since these data were collected
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TABLE 22

ADULTS' CHOICE BETWEEN HOME AND OUTSIDE ENTERTAINMENTa

ties are centered in the home, and Phone­
vision or subscription television in es­
sence contemplates the further importation
into the home of forms of entertainment
for which people have previously gone
outside the home. As shown in Table 22
below, the largest group of families in
Chicago were those in which all the adult
members in general preferred staying home
to going out on a free evening; over two­
fifths of the families were so classified
as compared with 31% of the families in
which the adults all preferred to go out
and 25% in which the adults were not in
agreement as to which was preferable.

Underlying many of these recreational
choices are some rather more general atti­
tudes which have to do with whether people
are "home-centered" or "home-fleeing" in
their interests and pursuits. Television,
itself, has had the effect of increasing
the extent to which leisure time activi-

shortly after the test, it is impossible
to say whether this change was a temporary
or a lasting alteration in recreational
preferences.

Home Versus Outside Entertainment

Proportion'of Families in Each Group
Reporting Given Preference

Lakeview-Lincoln

Preference City PV Test . PV Test Families
Total Volun- After "Before"b

teers Test Test

ALL FAMILIES
All adults preferred staying home · 44.3 46.4 48.9 43.8c 42.8c
Adults' preference mixed. · · · · · 24.7 20.3 24.8 53.8 23.8
All adults preferred going out. · · 31.0 33.3 26.3 2.4 33.4

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . · · · · · · · · · · · · 1526 735 137 300 300

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
All adults preferred staying home. 45.0 47.6 47.4 50.7 47.7
Adults' preference mixed. · · · · · 27.8 26.1 28.9 48.0 22.8
All adults preferred going out. · · 27.2 26.3 23.7 1.3 29.5

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . · · · · · · · · · · · · 868 387 97 167 167

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
All adults preferred staying home · 43.5 45.1 52.5 38.4 39.1
Adults' preference mixed. · · · · · 20.6 13.8 15.0 58.3 24.5
All adults preferred going out. · · 35.9 41.1 32.5 3.3 36.4

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number • · · · · · · · · · · · · 658 348 40 133 133

aBased on the questions, "In general when you have a free evening, would you rather
stay home, or would you rather go out somewhere?" and "How about (the other adults, 20
and over, in your household)? Would (they) rather stay home, or would (they) rather go
out somewhere?" Test families were also asked: "Did the adults in your family--in­
cluding yourself--feel the same way about staying home or going out, before the Phone­
vision test, as they do now, or have any of them changed?"

brhese data are retrospective and may not be an accurate statement of the pre-test
situation.

cThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.



Attitudes of this kind are, of course,
complex, and a full analysis of the fac­
tors in them would range over the age of
the adults, their health, marital and
parental status, kind of employment, gen­
eral social situation and personality, as
well as more specific recreational inter­
ests. Since the purpose here is not so
much to account for basic recreational
choices as to relate them to the outcome
of the Phonevision test, this detailed
analysis is omitted, except to note that
adults in families who did not own televi­
sion sets were somewhat more likely to
agree on a preference for going out than
were the adults in television-owning fami­
lies.

Families in Lakeview-Lincoln and test
volunteers from among these families did
not significantly differ in these prefer­
ences from families in the city as a
whole. Families participating in the test
also reported that before th~ Phonevision
test they we!e divided in their prefer­
ences for staying home or going out in
about the same proportions as other fami­
lies. The main effect of the Phonevision
test, itself, on these attitudes was a
sharp decline in the number of families in
which the adults all favored going out for
entertainment.

Movies Versus Television

It has already been indicated that tele­
vision outranked movies in the recreation­
al interests of Chicago families, just as
there were more families who preferred to
find entertainment and relaxation at home
than families who preferred to go out for
entertainment. When families were con­
fronted with making a direct choice be­
tween going to the movies and watching a
television program,the results were again
consistent: In terms of their adult mem­
bers, about half the families in the city
preferred television, a quarter preferred
movies, and a quarter were divided in
their preferences. (See Table 23, page
78.) Television owners were more sharply
divided in their preferences than non­
owners; the three-fourths of ,these fami­
lies who had consistent preferences chose
television in preference to movies by al­
most 5 to 1, while among non-owners there
was a small plurality of families who pre­
ferred movies. The preferences of children
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were somewhat similar in that close to
half of the families with children report­
ed a preference for television on the part
of their children. Interestingly enough,
however, children in families with televi­
sion sets retained greater preference for
movies than, did the adults, while children
in families without television sets had
greater preference for television than did
the adults.

Once again, the families in Lakeview­
Lincoln, including test volunteers and
test participants before the test, did not
differ at all in these preferences from
Chicago families generally. As judged by
attitudes after the test, test families
again indicated a decline in preference
for movies and an increased choice of
television.

ATTITUDES TOWARD TELEVISION

The data so far presented have all
pointed toward the popularity of televi­
sion, so the date in Table 24, page 79,
indicating that 84% of the persons inter­
viewed said they liked television should
come as no surprise. Television owners
were more enthusiastic than non-owners,
but, even among non-owners " about half re­
ported that they liked televiSion very
much or a good deal while a fifth liked
television less enthusiastically and a
fifth disliked television. While these
data represent individual opinions, the
composite views of families would not be
markedly different, since, as shown in
Table 25, page 80, respondents generally
reported that other members of the family
either agreed with their opinions or liked
television even better than they did.

In this respect, too, test volunteers
were not different from others in Lake­
view-Lincoln or the city as a whole. The
tremendous impact of television and,
secondarily, of Phonevision is indicated
by the tendency of non-television owners
among test families to report greater lik­
ing for television before the Phonevision
test than other non-owner volunteers did.
After the Phonevision test, the attitudes
of test families showed a slight but
statistically significant excess of favor­
able attitudes toward ·television over
other television owners in the city.
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TABLE 23
CHOICE BETWEEN MOVIES AND TELEVISIONa

3.3 40.2
21.8 25.1
74.9 34.7

100.0 100.0
133 133

7.0 41.8
16.3 7.0
76.7 51.2

100.0 100.0
44 44

-
11

42.5
30.0
27.5

100.0
40

Proportion of Families in Each Group
Reporting Given Preference

Lakeview-Lincoln

PV Test PV Test Families
City Total Volun- "Before"bteers After

Test Test

25.6 24.3 22.6 3.3c 29.2c
25.2 25.8 29.2 22.9 24.4
49.2 49.9 48.2 73.8 46.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1526 735 137 300 300

37.3 33.5 35.9 l4.9c 40.5c
16.1 16.5 5.7 13.0 8.6
46.6 50.0 58.4 72.1 50.9

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
525 181 55 123 123

13.0 12.4 14.4 3.4 14.8
25.5 26.4 28~9 24.2 23.5
61.5 61.2 56.7 72.4 61.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
868 387 97 167 167

36.4 31.5 37.2 21.8 39.3
16.6 16.9 7.0 10.2 10.1
47.0 51.6 55.8 68.0 50.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
384 132 44 79 79

42.2 37.4
24.5 25.2
33.3 37.4

100.0 100.0
658 348

39.5 39.1
14.7 15.2
45.8 45.7

100.0 100.0
141 49

CHILDREN, 5-19
All children preferred going to a movie. •
Children's preferences mixed •••••••
All children preferred watching television

r--:--:-:---:-+-:::-:-::--:--+---+---:=-=---=--+---=--=-=---::-­Total per cent. • •••• • • . . • . •
Number with children, 5-19•••••••

CHILDREN, 5-19
All children preferred going to a movie. •
Children's preferences mixed .••••.•
All children preferred watching television

Total per cent. • . • • • • . • • . • .
Number with children, 5-19. • . • • • .

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
ADULTS

All adults preferred going to a movie.••
Adults' preferences mixed•••••.••.
All adults preferred watching television •

r-::-=-=--:::--+---=-=:-::--=-+-~::--:::--t---=--=-=---=--+.:.......,,~---=-­Total per cent. . • • . • . • • • • • .
Number. • • • . • • . . . . • • • . . .

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
ADULTS

All adults preferred going to a movie. • •
Adults' preferences mixed.••••...•
All adults preferred watching television.

Total per cent .•.••••••••.•
Number. . • • . • . • • . • . • • • • •

ALL FAMILIES
ADULTS

All adults preferred going to a movie...
Adults' preferences mixed. , .•••.• , •
All adults preferred watching television.

Total per cent••.•.••.••••.
Number. ..• • . . • • . . . • • • . . .

CHILDREN, 5-19
All children preferred going to a movie. •
Children's preferences mixed .••.•••
All children preferred watching television

Total per cent .••..•.••••.•
Number with children, 5-19. • • • • • .

Preference

aBased on the questions: "Speaking for yourself, which would you rather do--go to a
movie, or watch a television program?", "How about (the other adults, 20 and over, in
your household)? Which would they rather do--go to a movie, or watch a television pro­
gram?", and" (If any children, 5-19) And (the children)? Which would (they) rather do-­
go to ~ movie, or watch a television program?" For test families each of these ques­
tions was repeated, preceded by "Before you took part in the Phonevision test ••.•"

brhese data are retrospective and may not be an accurate statement of the pre-test
situation.

cThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television-
oW9ing and non-owning strata. .

Too few cases to report percentages.



TABLE 24

LIKING FOR TELEVISIONa

Proportion of Respondents in Each Group
Reporting Given Liking for Television

Liking for Telev,ision Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test Families
Volun- After "Before"°Families teers Test Test

ALL RESPONDENTS
.,

· · · · · · · · · · ·
Liked very much · · · · · · · · · · 44.5 43.4 49.7 67.0c 52.9C

Liked a good deal · · · · · · · · · 25.6 23.5 27.3 26.8 28.2
Liked only a little · · · · · · · · 13.9 13.6 9.9 3.7 6.8
Disliked. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 10.9 13.1 7.3 1.7 5.5
Didn't know · · · · · · · · · · · · 5.1 6.4 5.8 0.8 6.6

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1526 735 137 300 300

RESPONDENTS IN FAMILIES wnH
TELEVISION SETS

Liked very much · · · · · · · · · · 59.6 61.3 65.9 64.5 62.3
Liked a good deal · · · · · · · · · 27.0 23.6 21.2 31.5 33.8
Liked only a little · · · · · · · · 8.1 8.9 4.7 3.4 2.7
Disliked. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.1 3.6 4.1 0.6 0.6
Didn't know · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.2 2.6 4.1 - 0.6

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · .. · 868 387 97 167 167

RESPONDENTS IN FAMILIES WITHOUT
TELEVISION SETS

Liked very much · · · · · · · · · · 24.2 22.6 10.0 68.9 45.6
Liked a good deal · · · · · · · · · 24.0 23.7 42.5 23.2 23.9
Liked only a little · · · · · · · · 21.7 19.2 22.5 4.0 9.9
Disliked. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 21.1 23.8 15.0 2.6 9.3
Didn't know · · · · · · · · · · · · 9.0 10.7 10.0 1.3 11.3

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number , · · · · · · · · · · · · 658 348 40 133 133

aBased on the questions: "On the Whole, do you like or dislike television?" and
"Would you say you like (dislike) t.elevision very much, or a good deal or only a
little'?" Test families were asked the same question in terms of "Before ·the Phonevision
test," as well.
~hese data are retrospective and may not be an accurate statement of the pre-test

situation.
cThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­

owning and ~on-owning strata.
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TABLE 25

OTHER HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS' OPINIONS OF TELEVISIONa

Television is a convenient and com­
fortable form of entertainment, since
it obviates the necessity of leaving
home. Apparently, for these people
television had eliminated a whole
series of minor annoyances from find­
ing a baby sitter to getting dressed
up, looking for parking space, stand­
ing in line, and not being as free to
move around, eat, drink or comment on
the entertainment.

2.

*Si~ce it would have been exceedingly awkward and c~bersome to collect this detailed
evaluation of television for each family member, the data in this and following sections
on opinions of television are based on the personal opinions of respondents. Since
respondents were always household heads, these opinions may not correspond with the
opinions of all adults, but, as indicated earlier, the data do afford reliable compari­
sons between sub-groups of the population.

1. Television is entertaining, diverting,
'offers escapes from problems. People
who gave such reasons said things
like: "It gives you entertainment;"
"It's always something to look forward
to in the evening;" "It takes my mind 3. Television is informative, educational,
off my troubles." broadening or a source of vicarious

aBased on the questions: "Do (the other' adults, 20 and over, in your household) feel
the same way.You do about television, or do (they) like it more, or less, that you do?",
and "(If any children, 5-19) How about (the children)? Do (they) feel the same way you
do about television, or do (they) like it more, or less, than you do?"

brhese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

Reasons for Liking Television

Aside from the specific programs on
television which people liked or disliked,
people generally liked television for a va­
riety of reasons.* In order of frequency
of mention, the leading reasons were:

Proportion of Respondents in Each Group
Reporting Given Opinion for Other

Members of Household
Opinion of Television Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Familiesb

OTHER ADULTS
Feel same as respondent · · · · · · • · · 66.0 68.1 70.4 70.3
Like television more than respondent. · · 18.3 19.6 15.6 15.9
Like television less than respondent. · · 7.9 6.6 8.6 8.9
Some agree with respondent, some don't. · 4.0 3.3 2.3 3.9
Don't know their opinion. · · · · · · · · 3.8 2.4 3.1 1.0

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number with more than one

adult in household · · · · · · · · · 1281 586 129 291

CHILDREN, 5-19
Feel same as respondent · · · · · · · · · 46.0 48.3 47.2 49.8
Like television more than respondent. · · 41.8 41.5 37.7 39.0
Like television less than respondent. · · 4.7 5.1 9.4 3.7
Some agree with respondent, some don't. · 3.0 2.8 3.8 4.6
Don't know their opinion. · · · · · · · · 4.5 2.3 1.9 2.9

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number with children, 5-19,

in household · · · · · · · · · · · · 525 181 55 123



All Television Non-
Respondents Owners owners

30.3 38.7 19.2
33.6 42.9 23.2
37.3 37.2 37.5
63.7 66.5 61.6

standards of entertainment were among the
most frequent made.

experience to many people. These
people stressed the opportunity to see
things for themselves--events, places
and people whom they otherwise would
not have experienced--and the greater
learning influence of seeing and hear­
ing over hearing alone.

4. Television offers sufficient variety
and choice of entertainment to satisfy
many people.

Less frequently mentioned were the rela­
tive economy of television entertainment
over outside entertainment and the role of
television in family and social life--in
keeping the children under control, in
keeping the family together in the home
and in providing an easy means of enter­
taining visitors and providing social
activities.

The exact frequencies with which these
features of television were mentioned by
the various population groups are shown in
Table 26, page 82. Because of a tendency
on the part of respondents from test
volunteers and, especially, test partici­
pant families to give' more detailed
answers to such questions, it is difficult
to compare these frequencies directly,
but, if the order of mention is examined,
it is apparent that test volunteers and
test families gave relatively more weight
to the convenience and physical comfort
aspect of television than did the city
generally. While reasons of this order
were the third most frequently mentioned
feature among either television owners or
non-owners in the city generally, they

City. . . . . • • • . . . . .
Lakeview-Lincoln.. . . . . .

Phonevision test volunteers
Phon~vision test families •

The next more" frequent criticisJJlof
television related to specific programs or
types of programs which were not liked, a
criticism which was similar to the more
sweeping, and somewhat less frequent,
criticism that television programs in gen­
eral were of poor quality, with too much
repetition and little variety or choice.
~orrespondingly, suggestions relating to
increasing the time given to various sorts
of.programs and to general improvement in
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were mentioned by test volunteers and par­
ticipants more frequently than any other.
feature of television. Since none of the
characteristics in which test volunteers'
,differed from other Chicago families was
sufficiently related to this emphasis on
the comfort and convenience of being able·
.to stay home for entertainment to account·
for test volunteer families' difference in
this respect, it appears that this recre­
ational consideration constitutes one of
the real differences between test vol­
unteers and-- other . families' of -their same 0

,general composition and socio-economic
background.

Criticisms of Television

The leading criticism of television and
one of the five most frequent suggestions
for improvement in television centered
around the quality and extent of commer-

ocials: In the city as a whole, one person
in four spontaneously made some criticism
of the handling of advertising on televi­
sion when asked to criticize television,
and one out of ten referred to this sub­
ject in discussing ways of improving tele­
vision. Since many people had no criti­
cisms or suggestions to offer, over a
third of those who did criticize and close
to a fifth of those who made suggestions
referred to dissatisfaction with televi­
sion commercials. (See Tables 27 and 28,
pages 83 and 84.) In all, the proportions
spontaneously criticizing the handling of
advertising on television in answer to one
or another of these questions were:

The third critiGism of television
centered around its technical imperfec­
tions--frequent and costly repairs, flick·­
ering pictures, etc.; and suggestions of
various mechanical and technical improve­
ments, and, especially, a desire to see
color televisiop introduced were similarly
high.



TABLE 26

APPROVED FEATURES OF TELEVISIONa
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Proportion of Respondents in Each Group Mentioning Given Feature

All Families Families with Television Sets Families without Television Sets
/

Feature of Television Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Familiesb Fa,milies Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families

Offers specific programs or
kinds of programs . · . · . 47.3 40.4 32.8 23.2 49.8 41.1 33.0 24.1 44.1 39.7 32.5 22.5

Entertaining, diverting,
offers escapes. · . · . · . 34.0 33.6 37.2 42.4 40~1 42.9 43.3 48.3 25.8 23.3 22.5 37.8

Physically comfortable, con-
venient source of enter-
tainment. · · . · . · . 29.8 32.7 51.1 61.6 36.7 38.5 53.6 59.0 20.6 26.2 45.0 63.6

Broadening, educational, gives
vicarious experience~ . · . 19.0 18.0 20.4 32.1 19.9 19.7 20.6 30.9 17.9 16.1 20.0 33.1

Offers variety, choice of
entertainment . · . · . . 12.4 13.1 13.2 19.7 16.4 15.0 14.4 25.5 6.9 10.9 10.0 15.2

Helps control children. • · . . 5.3 2.0 5.1 8.1 6.0 3.4 6.2 7.4 4.4 0.6 2.5 8.6
Economical source of

entertainment . · . . . . · . 5.2 6.7 8.0 11.2 6.1 8.0 7.2 9.4 3.9 5.2 10.0 12.6
Strengthens family bonds. · . . 3.6 3.7 5.1 9.1 4.7 5.7 7.2 10.7 2.1 1.4 - 7.9
Eases social relationships. · . 2.1 1.5 3.7 10.2 3.0 1.3 4.1 11.4 1.1 1.7 2.5 9.3
Miscellaneous features. . . • · . 2.0 1.6 2.2 1.6 1.2 2.1 3.1 2.0 3.0 1.2 - 1.3
Nothing, don't like anything

about television. .. 3.5 4.1 1.5 0.4 0.7 - - '- 7.3 8.6 5.0 0.7
Don't know. · . . · . · . · . 7.0 6.4 3.7 - 2.0 2.8 1.0 - 13.7 10.3 10.0 -

Total per centC
• · .. · . . 171.2 163.8 184.0 219.6 186.6 180.5 193.7 228.7 150.8 145.2 160.0 212.6

Number. · . . . · . · . 1526 735 137 300 868 387 97 167 658 348 40 133

~Based on the question: "What is there about television that you like? (What else?)"
These figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television-owning and non-owning strata.

cPercentages total more than 100.0 because most respondents approved of more than one feature of television.
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TABLE 27

DISLIKED FEATURES OF TELEVISIOtf

Proportion of Respondents in Each Group Mentioning Given Feature

All Families Families with Television Sets Families without Television Sets

Feature of Television Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Familiesb Families Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families

Poor quality, extent of
commercials • • • • • • • . • . 26.1 29.0 29.2 54.2 33.3 37.2 28.9 55.0 16.8 19.8 30.0 53.6

Specific programs or kinds of
programs. • • . • • • • • • .. 23.9 23.1 27.0 25.1 28.2 28.9 29.9 26.9 18.2 16.7 20.0 23.8

Technical imperfections,
mechanical failures. • • • • • . 17.1 16.4 10.2 7.1 11.3 10.8 5.2 8.7 25.0 22.7 22.5 5.9

Lack of quality, variety,
choice in programs. • • • • • . 15.6 16.6 20.4 11.1 14.2 12.1 16.5 10.1 17.2 21.6 30.0 11.9

Too engrossing, interferes
with other activities ••••. 10.6 11.4 13.2 16.4 8.2 8.5 10.3 16.2 13.8 14.6 20.0 16.6

Bad influence on, harmful to,
children. • • • • • • • • . . • 8.3 5.4 8.0 8.6 9.7 4.6 5.2 6.0 6.5 6.3 15.0 10.6

Immoral, overemphasizes sex .•. 5.7 4.5 7.3 5.2 6.6 4.6 6.2 6.7 4.5 4.6 10.0 4.0
Destroys social relationships •• 3.3 3.0 5.8 5.1 1.7 1.6 6.2 4.0 5.2 4.6 5.0 5-.9
Programs poorly scheduled • • . . 3.0 3.3 2.9 4.4 4.4 4.1 4.1 6.7 1.3 2.3 - 2.6
Lacks educational emphasis. • . . 1.2 0.7 0.7 1.0 0.9 0.8 - 0.6 1.6 0.6 2.5 1.3
Miscellaneous features. • . • . • 2.2 0.7 2.9 1.9 1.8 0.8 3.1 3.4 2.6 0.6 2.5 0.7
Nothing, like everything

about television. • • . • • . . 20.4 21.1 20.4 17.2 21.6 23.8 25.8 16.2 19.1 18.1 7.5 17.9
Don't know. • • • •••••..• 8.0 6.4 2.2 {).3 3.7 2.6 2.1 0.6 13.4 10.6 2.5 -

Total per centC
• • ••••• 145.4 141.6 150.2 157.6 145.6 140.4 143.5 161.1 145.2 143.1 167.5 154.8

Number. • • • • • • • . . . . 1526 735 137 300 868 387 97 167 658 348 40 133

~Based on the question: "What is there about television that you dislike? (What else?)"
These figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television-owning and non-owning strata.

cPercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents disliked more than one feature of television.
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TABLE 28

SUGGl8l'IONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF TELEVISIONa

Proportion of Respondents in Each Group Mentioning Given Suggestion

All Families Families with Television Sets Families without Television Sets

Suggestion Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Familiesb Families Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families

Add, increase, time given to
certain programs, or types of
programs. • . • • . • . . . . . 20.5 16.2 24.1 21.0 23.4 17.8 20.6 20.8 16.9 14.4 32.5 21.2

Introduce color television. • . . 19.6 22.0 19.7 21.5 20.0 25.3 23.7 20.1 19.0 18.4 10.0 22.5
Improve quality, variety of

programs. • . • • • . • . . . • 15.2 14.8 19.0 19.5 16.0 17.6 15.5 21.5 14.2 11.8 27.5 17.9
Make technical improvements

(other than color or
Phonevision) .••.••••.. 11.7 15.5 14.6 9.3 8.5 11.1 16.5 9.4 15.9 20.4 10.0 9.3

Improve, put less emphasis on
co_ercials • • . • • • • . . • 11.5 11.5 19.0 35.5 15.3 16.3 18.6 36.9 6.6 6.0 20.0 34.4

Improve program scheduling. • • . 7.0 5.4 11.0 13.9 10.8 9.0 14.4 15.5 2.0 1.4 2.5 12.6
Encourage educational aspects

ot television • • • . • . • . • 4.0 4.1 5.8 2.7 3.2 3.6 5.2 2.0 5.0 4.6 10.0 3.3
Improve quality of children's

programs, counteract harmful
etfects • . • • • • . • • . • . 4.0 1.2 3.7 4.1 4.9 2.1 3.1 3.4 2.8 0.3 5.0 4.6

Raise moral standards • • • • • . 2.8 2.4 3.7 2.0 3.4 2.8 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 7.5 2.0
Introduce Phonevision . . . . • . 1.5 1.0 2.2 12.7 1.9 1.0 1.0 9.4 0.8 0.9 5.0 15.2
Miscellaneous suggestions . • . . 1.3 0.1 1.5 1.0 1.4 0.2 2.1 1.3 1.2 - - 0.7
No, changes not needed or

wouldn't help •.••.•... 18.5 21.6 13.9 14.3 20.1 22.0 16.5 17.5 16.2 21.3 7.5 11.9
Don't know. • • . • • . . • • . . 17.0 13.7 8.0 1.7 10.8 6.7 3.1 0.6 25.3 21.6 20.0 2.0

Total per centC
• • • • • • • 134.6 129.5 146.2 159.2 139.7 135.5 142.4 160.4 127.9 123.1 157.5 157.6

Number. • • • • • • • . • . . 1526 735 137 300 868 387 97 167 658 348 40 133

>ased on the question: "Do you think you would like television any better if certain changes were made? (What changes 1) (Any others?)"
cThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television-owning and non-owning strata.
Percentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents suggested more than one change.



1. Both test volunteers and test partici­
pants were less critical of the tech­
nical imperfections and maintenance
costs of television.

2. Both test volunteers and test partici­
pants relatively more frequently sug­
gested improvements in television's
advertising policies.

Neither Lakeview-Lincoln nor test vol­
unteers and participants were markedly
different from the city as a whole in
their appraisal of television, with a few
exceptions. These may be summed up as:

Criticisms of commercials, similarly,
reflect the higher educational and income
levels of the test volunteers. Whether
because of greater articulateness or
greater concern about the issue, televi­
sion commercials were more frequently re­
ferred to by respondents from the upper
socio-economic levels. Thus, in the city
as a whole, among television owners,
criticisms and suggestions referring to
television advertising policies were made
by 22~8% of the respondents from families
with incomes under $2,500 and by 56.8% of
those from families with incomes of
$10,000 and more. If the data are adjust­
ed for differences of this kind, then
Phonevision test volunteers were not more
likely to criticize commercials than were
other families of similar socio-ecoDomic
circumstances.

city as a whole, and the fact that they
were less concerned with the costs of
television simply reflects this differ­
ence: In the city as a whole, too,
respondents from wealthier families were
less often concerned with the economics of
television.

Television Program Preferences

Test families, howeve~ reflected another
effect of participation in the Phonevision
test. At the time of interview at least,
respondents who had been viewing Phonevi­
sion programs were more aware and more
critical of the cOJllDlerctals on other tele­
vision programs, just as they were more
likely to think of Phonevision as a way of
'improving television. The fact that they
differed so sharply from other test volun­
teers in these attitudes indicates that
these opinions derived from the test
rather than preceded it.

The types of programs that people liked,
disliked and wanted more of are shown in
Tables 29-31, pages 86, 87 and 88. In
terms of broad categories, the favorite
.types of programs in Chicago were dramatic
presentations, covering a wide range of
,plays and movies; ca.edy and variety; in­
formationally-oriented programs; sports;
and musical progrllllS. Typically, these
were also the programs people wanted more
of, and, frequently, the types of programs
which were criticized. The broadness of
these categories should nO,t conceal the

were markedly
the introduc­
on a regular

Test participants alone
more likely to suggest
tion of Phonevision
basis.

All of the other criticisms and sugges­
tions for improvement were each made by
ten per cent or less of the respondents.
Many of these centered around television's
social effects: Some respondents felt
that television had had harmful effects on
children, that many of its programs were
suggestive and immoral, that even for
adults it proved too engrossing and kept
them from other desirable activities, that
it had reduced all social life. to watching
television. Corresponding suggestions
dealt largely with program revisions--dif­
ferent types of children's programs, more
emphasis on education, etc.--as well as
with more general suggestions for raising
moral standards.

In general, television owners were more
likely than non-owners to have criticisms
of and recommendations for improvements in
television. Their criticisms and sugges­
tions naturally tended to be more specific
than those of non-owners; for example,
television owners were more likely to
criticize specific programs and commer­
cials and suggest revisions at this level,
while criticisms of, on the one hand, the
technical imperfections and expensiveness
of television and, on the other, the so­
cial influence of television were more
frequent among non-owners.

3.

To some extent, these differences reflect
differences in the composition of Phone­
vision test volunteers and participants;
for example,Phonevision volunteers gener­
ally had higher family incomes than the

85
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TABLE 29

TELEVISION PROGRAM PREFERENCESa

Proportion of Respondents in Each Group Mentioning Given Type of Program

All Families Families with Television Sets Families without Television Sets

Type of Program Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Familiesb Families Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families

Plays and movies
Mystery and crime . • . . • • . 13.3 14.1 13.9 20.7 17.0 18.1 17.5 22.8 8.3 9.8 5.0 19.2
Westerns .•.•••.••... 9.6 6.4 4.4 8.2 10.8 8.8 4.1 6.7 6.1 3.7 5.0 9.3
Family comedy • . . . . . . . • 6.7 6.5 6.6 5.0 8.8 8.8 8.2 4.7 4.0 4.0 2.5 5.3
Serials and soap opera .•••• 1.0 0.5 - 1.5 1.4 0.8 - 3.4 0.3 0.3 - -
Feature movies, other and

unspecified • • . • . . • • • 28.3 25.8 30.6 43.9 34.9 31.8 30.9 45.0 19.6 19.2 30.0 43.0
Other drama and plays . • • • • 27.1 30.0 38.0 53.5 33.4 38.0 40.2 55.0 19.0 21.3 32.5 52.3

Comedy and variety. . . • . • • • 57.9 59.6 65.7 71.2 69.1 72.1 70.1 69.8 42.8 45.7 55.0 72.2
Informational

News broadcasts . • • . • • . . 16.1 15.8 16.8 28.9 19.2 18.9 17.5 32.9 11.8 12.4 15.0 25.8
On-the-spot, special events •• 12.1 11.1 13.2 16.1 11.7 9.3 9.3 15.5 12.6 13.2 22.5 16.6
Home-making, hobbies, crafts•• 6.8 4.3 5.1 7.4 8.4 6.2 4.1 9.4 4.6 2.3 7.5 5.9
Talks, round-tables,

discussions.. . . . . . ••• 3.9 3.4 2.9 7.9 4.0 4.6 4.1 5.4 3.6 2.0 - 9.9
Other educational and

informative . • . . • . • . • 10.4 12.4 18.3 19.0 11.4 12.1 14.4 16.2 9.0 12.6 27.5 21.1
Sports. . . . . • . . • • . • • • 42.9 41.9 44.5 58.2 46.6 44.4 50.5 59.8 36.6 39.1 30.0 56.9
Musical

"Light" music . • . . . . . . • 24.2 20.0 22.7 33.1 25.8 22.5 25.8 28.9 21.6 17.2 15.0 36.4
"Serious" music • • • . . • . • 7.6 6.0 3.7 11.4 5.6 5.7 5.2 10.8 9.8 6.3 - 11.9

Quiz and audience participation • 13.4 13.9 10.2 27.1 17.0 20.2 13.4 23.5 8.8 6.9 2.5 29.8
Children·s. • • • • • . . .. • . • 8.7 6.4 8.8 7.9 11.0 7.8 10.3 8.7 5.6 4.9 5.0 7.3
Religious . • • . • • . . • • • . 3.3 1.4 - 1.0 2.9 1.0 - 1.3 4.0 1.7 - 0.7
Human interest and personality.• 1.4 1.1 0.7 2.3 1.7 1.3 1.0 2.7 0.8 0.9 - 2.0
Miscellaneous • . • . • • . • . . 0.6 0.1 - - 0.8 0.2 - - 0.4 - - -
No programs mentioned .'. . • . . 8.4 7.6 3.7 1.0 2.9 1.4 - 1.3 16.0 14.7 12.5 0.7

Total per centC
• • • • • • 303.7 288.3 309.8 425.3 344.4 334.0 326.6 423.8 245.3 238.2 267.5 426.3

Number. . . . . ••••.• 1526 735 137 300 868 387 97 167 658 348 40 133

~ased on the question: "What are some of the (other) kinds of television programs you especially like? (Any others?)"
cThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television-owning and non-owning strata.
Percentages total more than 100.0 because most respondents named more than one program type.
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DISLIKED TELEVISION PROGRAMSa
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Proportion of Respondents in Each Group Mentioning Given Type of Program

All Families Families with Television Sets Families without Television Sets

Type of Program Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PVTest City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Familiesb Families Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families

Plays and movies
Mystery and crime . . . . . . . 16.9 14.3 15.3 19.4 18.8 17.0 18.6 15.4 14.4 11.2 7.5 22.5
Westerns. • . . . • . . . ••. 11.3 14.3 13.1 17.6 13.1 15.8 12.4 12.1 8.8 12.1 15.0 21.8
Family comedy . . . . • . . . . 0.9 0.5 0.7 0.4 1.2 1.0 1.0 - 0.4 - - 0.7
Serials and soap opera. . ••• 1.2 1.4 1.5 5.0 1.2 1.3 2.1 5.4 1.2 1.4 - 4.6
Feature movies, other and

unspecifi~d . . . . • . . • ~ 17.3 18.1 28.5 25.1 21.4 22.5 32.0 29.5 11.9 13.2 20.0 21.8
other drama and plays . • . . • 3.2 2.7 2.9 2.9 3.1 3.4 4.1 4.0 3.4 2.3 - 2.0

Comedy and variety. . . • . . •• 19.0 19.7 27.0 23.3 21.8 20.4 21.6 26.1 .15.1 19.0 40.0 21.2
Informational

News broadcasts . • . • . • • . 1.5 1.0 2.2 2.0 1.9 0.5 2.1 2.0 0.8 1.4 2.5 2.0
On-the-spot, special events .. 0.1 0.3 - - - - - - 0.3 0.6 - -
Homemaking, hobbies, crafts •. 1.5 2.2 2.2 2.8 1.7 2.3 3.1 4.7 1.1 2.0 - 1.3
Talks, round-tables,

discussions . • • • . . • . . 1.3 0.8 0;7 2.3 1.4 0.8 1.0 2.7 1.2 0.9 - 2.0
Other educational and

informative • • . • . . . . • 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.3 0.1 - 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 - -
Sports. . • . . • • . . • . . . . 19.8 21.0 26.3 31.8 21.6 23.0 27.8 33.5 17.2 18.7 22.5 30.5
Musical

"Light" music •.. . • . • • . . 3.8 3.3 0.7 5.0 4.4 4.1 - 4.7 2.9 2.3 2.5 5.3
"Serious" music . . . . . . . . 2.0 1.6 0.7 1.7 2.6 2.1 1.0 1.3 0.8 1.2 .- 2.0

Quiz and audience participation . 4.8 3.0 4.4 18.1 6.0 4.1 4;1 15.4 3.2 1.7 5.0 20.5
Children's•....•...... 8.7 7.2 13.2 14.9 10.7 9.3 13.4 16.1 6.1 5.2 15.0 13.9
Religious • • • . . . . . • . . . 0.1 - - 0.4 0.1 - - - - . - - 0.7
Human interest and personality.. 1.3 1.2 0.7 3.0 1.7 1.6 1.0 3.4 1.0 0.9 - 2.6
Miscellaneous . . • . . . . • • . 0.5 0.1 - 0.3 0.6 0.2 - 0.6 0.3 - - -
No programs mentioned . . . . . . 32.9 31.6 17.5 15.1 25.0 25.3 14.4 14.1 44.8 38.7 25.0 15.9

Total per centC
• • • • • • 148.4 144.4 158.3 191.4 158.4 154.7 160.7 191. 7 135.4 133.1 155.0 191.3

Number. . . • . . . . . .• 1526 735 137 300 868 387 97 167 658 348 40 133

~ased on the question: "What are some of the (other) kinds of television programs you especially dislike? (Any others?)"
cThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television-owning and non-owning strata.
Percentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents named more than one program type.



00
00

TABLE 31

ADDITIONAL TELEVISION PROGRAMS DESIREDa

Proportion of Respondents in Each Group Desiring Additional Programs of Given Type

All Families Families with Te1evesion Sets Families without Television Sets
Type of Program Desired

Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln
City All PV Test PV Testb

City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families

Plays and movies
Mystery and crime . • . . • • • 2.8 1.5 1.5 5.5 3.7 1.8 1.0 7.4 1.6 1.2 2.5 4.0
Westerns. . • • • • . • • • • • 2.1 0.3 - 0.7 2.5 0.5 - - 1.5 - - 1.3
Family comedy • • • • . • . • • 1.9 1.8 1.5 2.6 2.4 2.6 2.1 3.4 1.3 0.9 - 2.0
Serials and soap opera. • ••• 0.5 0.1 0.7 1.0 0.6 - - 1.3 0.3 0.3 2.5 0.7
Feature movies, other and

unspecified • • • • • • • • • 17.8 19.0 30.6 29.7 22.8 25.8 29.9 35.6 11.0 11.5 32.5 25.1
Other drama and plays • • • • . 9.6 12.2 16.8 32.8 11.5 14.0 17.5 34.9 7.1 10.3 15.0 31.1

Comedy and variety..•••••• 14.6 16.9 19.0 10.2 18.0 21.4 19.6 11.4 10.2 11.8· 17.5 9.3
Informational

News broadcasts • . . . . • • • 2.9 3.0 3.7 3.4 2.7 2.6 3.1 2.7 3.0 3.4 5.0 4.0
On-the-spot, special events • • 6.9 4.8 9.5 8.5 6.7 5.4 8.2 7.4 7.2 4.0 12.5 9.3
Homemaking, hobbies, crafts . . 3.5 1.5 2.9 3.9 3.4 1.0 3.1 1.3 3.6 2.0 2.5 5.9
Talks, round-tables,

discussions . • • . • . • • • 2.4 2.7 2.9 4.2 2.5 2.1 2.1 5.4 2.4 3.4 5.0 3.3
Other educational and

informative • • • . . . . . . 12.2 12.0 19.0 21.4 11.7 10.8 15.5 18.2 12.6 13.2 27.5 23.8
Sports•..••.......•• 11.6 9.5 9.5 18.4 13.5 9.0 11.3 24.2 8.9 10.0 5.0 13.9
Musicals

"Light" music • . . • . . • • • 7.4 8.3 8.0 14.4 8.3 9.3 9.3 14.1 6.3 7.2 5.0 14.6
"Serious" music • . • • . • . • 7.7 8.2 3.7 17.8 6.6 8.0 3.1 16.8 8.9 8.3 5.0 18.5

Quiz and audience participation . 3.4 3.1 2.9 3.5 4.1 5.2 4.1 4.7 2.5 0.9 - 2.6
Children's.•.•.•.....• 4.1 2.0 4.4 6.7 5.0 2.8 4.1 10.1 3.0 1.2 5.0 4.0
Religious .••••.•..... 3.1 3.0 1.5 1.7 2.6 2.1 2.1 0.6 3.7 4.0 - 2.6
Human interest and personality.• 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.1 0.5 0.8 1.0 - 0.3 0.3 - 2.0
Miscellaneous • • . . . . . . . • 1.2 0.4 - 1.0 1.3 0.5 - 1.3 1.1 0.3 - 0.7
No programs mentioned • • . • • . 34.7 33.6 21.9 15.0 27.2 26.6 18.5 12.1 45.2 42.0 32.5 17.2

Total per centC
• • • • • • 150.8 144.4 160.7 203.5 157.6 152.3 155.6 212.9 141.7 136.2 175.0 195.9

Number.•••••.•..•. 1526 735 137 300 868 387 97 167 658 348 40 133

aBased on the question: "Are there any (other) kinds of programs you would like to have more of on television?
others?)"

borhese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television-owning and non-owning strata.
cPercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents named more than one program type.

(What kinds?) (Any



All Television Non-
Families Owners owners

City . . . . . . . . . . . · 20.5 26.6 12.3
Lakeview-Lincoln . . . . . . · . . . . 21.0 27.4 13.2

Phonevision test volunteers. 35.0 35.0 35.0
Phonevision test fllllilies. · . . . . . 45.0 45.0 45.0
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the city the same income dis­
of all families--29.8$ among

of the highest income group among families.
with television sets. In other words, it
is only in the most extreme group of the
city sample that expression of this
preference reaches the average rate of
Phonevision test volunteers, so that ad­
justment for income differences between
city families and Phonevision test volun­
teers would not eliminate the differ­
ences.* It is thus apparent that the
families volunteering for the Phonevision
test were somewhat more interested than
were otherwise co_parable families in hav­
ing newer IlOvies on television.

unteers more frequently mentioned full­
length plays as liked, feature movies as
disliked and both as desired additional
programs. Beyond this, they tended to be
somewhat more interested in educational
and informative programs and somewhat more
·critical of children's programs, both of.
which variations c~n be traced to differ­
en~es in composition, that is, to the fact
that Phonevision volunteers more frequent­
ly had children and were themselves of a
higher educational level than families in
the city generally.

Since movies were the central feature of
the Phonevision test ,. differences in
this respect require carefu~ attention.
Typically speaking, criticism of movies on
television revolved around the oldness of
the movies shown, foreign movies and re­
peated shOWings of the same movies, while
those who wanted additional movies fre­
quently added that they meant newer movies
or better movies than were then available
'on television. The proportions who re­
ferred spontaneously and explicitly to
their dislike of old movies and desire for
Inewer movies on television were:

*Adjusted rates for the city, based on attributing to
tribution as existed &BOng test volunteers, were 23.8%
television owners and 15.8% among non-owners.

fact that people often answered quite
specifically--they liked Sid Caesar and
disliked Milton Berle and wished that Bob
Hope were on television more often, a set
of answers which would be classified as
liking, disliking and wanting more of
comedy and variety. The data should,
therefore, not be interpreted as indi­
cating that the same programs were praised
and criticized, but simply as describing
very general trends in tastes. It is ap­
parent, for example, where some detail was
preserved, that mystery and crime pro­
grams, westerns and children's programs
were more often disliked than liked, de­
spite"a general tendency to mention fa­
vored programs more frequently than dis­
liked ones.

Of greater relevance to the central pur­
poses of this study is the similarity of
taste in television programs between test
volunteers and participants and the city
generally. Once allowance is made for the
tendency of these two groups to give more
detailed answers than the average re­
spondent, the major differences in program
preferences were that the Phonevision vol-

In this suaaary form it is clear that vol­
unteers for the Phonevision test tended to
be more interested than other families in
having movies on television, while those
who actually ~articipated in the test.had
this preference still further reinforced
by the test. While this preference is
again cor~elated with family income and
general socio-economic status, the correla­
tion is not sufficient to account entirely
for the 4ifferences between groups. That
is, expression of a desire for new movies
on television in the city population runs
fl'Oll 5. 'r.' in the lowest income group aIlOng
faailies without television sets to 35.1'



TABLE 32

DESIRE TO HAVE TELEVISION SETSa

aBased on the question: "Would you and your family like to have a television set?"
Test families were asked the question in terms of "Before the Phonevision test" and "How
do you feel about it now?"

bThese data are retrospective and may not be an accurate statement of the pre-test
situation.

cThese figures are weighted averages giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

scribe the potential extent of its influ­
ence.

At the time of this research, almost two
out of three of the families in Chicago
who did not already have television sets
would have liked to have one. (See Table
32, below.) Almost as many families hoped
ultimately to be able to get sets: Three
out of five families without television
expected ultimately to have sets. thus,
only about 14% of. the families in the city
did not want television sets, and about
17% felt that they would not get them.
(See Table 33, page 91.).

questions of expenditure are involved in
addition to interest in and approval of
television, there may well be barriers to
carrying out these plans. Some indication
of the vagueness of these intentions to
get television sets may be gleaned from
Table 34, page 92, where it appears that
41.3% of those who intended to get
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Interest in Getting Television Sets

As is apparent by now, despite a variety
of criticisms, suggestions for improvement
and objections to specific programs, tele­
vision was highly popular. This conclusion
is supported by wide-spread ownership of
television sets, by the high standing of
television among recreational preferences,
and by directly-expressed opinions of
television. AS one final index, the de­
sires and plans to own television sets
among families who did not have sets serve
not only to indicate again the tremendous
interest in television but also to de-

Proportion in Each Group Reporting Given Desire

Lakeview-Lincoln
Desire to Have Television City PV Test PV Test FamiliesAll Volun- After "Before"Families teers Test Testb

ALL FAMILIES
Have television sets. · · · · · · · 56.9 52.6 70.8 43.5c 43.5c

Would like. · · · · · · · · · · · · 26.4 26.5 21.2 53.9 33.1
Not sure. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.7 4.2 - 1.7 9.8
Would not like. · · · · · · · · · · 14.0 16.7 8.0 0.9 13.6

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1526 735 137 300 300

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
Would like. · · · · · · · · · · · · 61.2 55.7 72.5 95.5 58.7
Not sure. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 6.1 8.9 - 3.0 17.3
Would not like. · · · · · · · · · · 32.7 35.4 27.5 1.5 24.0

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · 658 348 40 133 133

These expectations of getting television
sets ranged, of course, from firm plans to
mere wishful thinking, so that the figure
of 82.9% of the city's families who ulti­
mately will have television may well be
regarded as an outside limit. As an ex­
pression of interest in television, it is
no doubt meaningful, but, since practical



TABLE 33

INTENTION TO BUY TELEVISION SETSa

Proportion of Families in Each Group with
Given Intention to Buy Television

Intention to Buy Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test
Families VolunteeTs Families

ALL FAMILIIS
43.5bHave television sets. · · · · · · · · · · · 56.9 52.6 70.8

Have decided to buy • · · · · · · · · · · · 15.9 16.6 16.0 46.7
Have thought about it and will

probably bUy sometime • · · · · · · · · · 3.8 4.9 5.1 6.8
Haven't thought about it, but may

possibly buy sometime · · · · · · · · · · 6.3 7,2 3.7 1.3
Will not buy. , 17.1 18.7 4.4 1.7· · · · · · · · · • · · · · ·

Total per cent · • · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . .. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1526 735 137 300

FAMILI~S WITH~UT TELEVISION ~BTS

Have decided to buy • · · · · · · · · · · · 36.8 35.0 55.0 82.7
Have thought about it and will

probably bUy sometime · · · · · · · · · · 9.0 10.4 17.5 12.0
Haven't thought about 'it, but may

possibly buy sometime • · · · · · · · · · 14.5 14.9 12.5 2.3

Will not buy. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 39.7 39.7 15.0 3.0

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 648 348 40 133

aBased on the questions: "Have you and your family thought at all about getting a
television set 1" , "(If 'Yes') Have you aade up your Jlinds yet whether you will get a
television set or not? (What did you decide?)", "(If 'No, haven't thought,' or 'Will
not get,' or 'Not aure yet') Do you think you ever will get a television set?".

brhese figures are weighted averages, giving correct. representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

television sets had no idea of when they
would be getting them, while 24.2% placed
their purchase as at least one year
distant; th~ only' 34.5$ of those who ex­
pected to buy television sometime, counted
on having a set within a year.

In fact, only among those families whose
plans are classified as most definite in
Table 33, was there a sizeabl~ group of
families with definite and fairly immedi­
ate plans: In this group who definitely
planned to bUY, 28.5$ \expected to have
sets in less than six months; 18.2%, in
less than a year; and 12.4$, in one to two
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years; leaving 36.8$ who had no definite
plans and 4.1% who did not expect to
purchase sets for at least two years. In
the group classified as probable and pos­
sible buyers, however, only 2.6$ expected
to get sets within stx months; 11.0%, in
six months to a year; 14.8$, in one to two
years; 21.3$, in two years or longer;
50.3$ had no definite time of purchase
plans.

As with television ownership, intention
to purchase television sets was correlate~

with economic means, on the one hand, and
family composition on the- other. As



TABLE 34

ESTIMATES OF LENGTH OF TIME UNTIL PuRCHASE OF TELEVISION SETa

aBased on the question: "About how long do you think it will be before you get a
television set?"

bThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

person families and fell to about a
quarter of the larger fami~ies. Thus,
ultimately, over 90% of the larger fami­
lies hoped to have television sets. Simi­
larly, over 90% of all income groups of
$5,000 a year and over expected some day
to be television set owners. (See Table
36, page 94.'
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presented in Table 35, page 93, among
those without television 'sets, definite
plans to purchase sets were held by about
a quarter of the one-person families, and
this proportion rose to about half of the
five-and-more-person families. Converse­
ly, the proportion who had no plans to get
sets at all was over half of the one-

Proportion of Families in Each Group
Making Given Estimate

Length of Time until Purchase Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Families

ALL FAMILIES
Already have. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 56.9 52.6 70.8 43.5b
Less than one month • 0.7 0.3 0.7 20.4· · · · · · · · · · · ·One up to six months. · · · · · · · · · · · 4.3 4.6 3.0 13.2
Six months up to one year · · · · · · · · · 4.0 5.3 5.9 6.4
One to two years. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.5 3.0 4.4 0.4
Two years and over. · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.7 3.6 5.1 0.8
Don't know when · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 10.8 11.9 5.7 13.6
Will not buy. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 17.1 18.7 4.4 1.7

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1526 735 137 300

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
Less than one month · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.6 0.6 2.5 36.1
One up to six months. · · · · · · · · · · · 9.9 9.8 10.0 23.3
Six months up to one year · · · · · · · · · 9.3 11.2 20.0 11.3
One to two years •• · · · · · · · · · · · · 8.0 6.3 15.0 0.7
Two years and over. · · · · · · · · · · · · 6.6 7.4 17.5 1.5
Don't know when · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 24.9 25.0 20.0 24.1
Will not buy. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 39.7 39.7 15.0 3.0

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 658 348 40 133

FAMILIES WHO MAY BUY TELEVISION SETS
Less than one month · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.5 0.9 2.9 37.2
One up to six months. · · · · · · · · · · · 16.4 16.2 11.8 24.0
Six months up to one year · · · · · · · · · 15.6 18.6 23.5 11.6
One to two years. .• · · · · · · · · · · · · 13.4 10.5 17.7 0.8
Two years and over. · · · · · · · · · · · · 10.8 12.4 20.6 1.6
Don't know when · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 41.3 41.4 23.5 24.8

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0. 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 397 210 34 129



TABLE 35

INTENTION TO BUY TELEVISION IN VARIOUS FAMILY SIZE GROUPS IN CHICAGO

HABITS AND PRACTICES

A comparison of test volunteers and
test participants suggests that one effect
of possession of the Phonevision test
television set on the families who parti­
cipated was to increase the number who in­
tended to get television sets among the
non-owners and to accelerate and give
greater specificity to their plans to
purchase.

Up to this point, attention has centered
on opinions and preferences rather than on
what people actually did in their leisure
time. Because of the difficulty of ascer­
taining such information accurately, in­
vestigation of actual recreational prac­
tices was restricted to the two activities
centrally related to Phonevision--televi­
sion viewing and movie attendance.

Nevertheless, it is apparent that Phone­
vision test volunteers and test families
showed greater interest in acquiring tele­
vision sets than did families of com­
parable composition. It has already been
shown that test volunteers showed a slight
excess of television ownership over com­
parable families in the city, and it can
be seen in this section that the propor­
tion of test volunteer and participant
families who never _ intended to own tele­
vision (4.4 and 1.1% of all families or
15.0 and 3.0% of families without televi­
sion sets) was lower than the proportions
in even the highest income or largest
family size group in the city. It can be
concluded that test volunteers and test
families were more likely to be interested
in television than were comparable fami­
lies in the city general~y. This conclu­
sion is not too surprising in view of the
fact that they did volunteer for partici­
pation in a test involving television.

Proportion of Families with Given In-
tention in Each Family Size Group

Intention to Buy Six orOne Two Three Four Five MorePerson Person Person Person Person Person

ALL FAMILIES
Have television sets. · · · · · · · · · · · 16.8 47.3 64.3 76.5 72.0 70.3
Have decided to buy • · · · · · · · · · · · 22.6 18.7 13.2 10.6 14.6 16.3
Have thought about it and will probably

buy sometime ••• · · · · · · · · · · · · · 4.8 4.6 4.3 3.3 1.4 2.9
Haven't thought about it but may

possibly buy sometime · · · · · · · · · · 11.1 9.2 4.3 3.6 1.4 5.8
Will not buy. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 44.7 20.2 13.9 6.0 10.6 4.7

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 208 412 325 302 141 138

FAMILIES WI'I'Hour TELEVISION SETS
Have-decided to buy. · · · · · · · · · · · 27.1 35.5 37.0 - 45.0 52.5 53.5
Have thought about it arid will probably

buy sometime. · · · ~
.- . · · · · · · · · 5.8 8.8 12.1 14.1 5.0 9.8

Haven't thought about it but may
possibly buy sometime · · · · · · · · · · 13.3 17.5 12.1 15.5 5.0 20.8

Will not buy. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 53.8 38.2 38.8 25.4 37.5 15.9

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 173 217 116 71 40 41
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TABLE 36

INTENTION TO BUY TELEVISION SETS AT VARIOUS INCOME LEVELS IN CHICAGO

In families who did not have television
sets, close to half the adults saw televi­
sion at least once a week, while children
tended to watch television more frequently
--in the city, over half the families with
children reported that the children saw
television more than once a week. Only
small fractions of adults and children in
the city generally had never seen televi­
sion. For non-owning families, too, the
extent of television-viewing was quite
similar from group to group--the city
generally, Lakeview-Lincoln, test volun­
teers and test families were all quite
comparable. (See Table 38, page 96.)

spent before the test, and test families
who had not had television before did not
particularly differ in amount of viewing
from those who had. (See Table 37, page
95.)
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relevision Viewing

aToo few cases to report percentages.

In the Spring of 1951, families in Chi­
cago who owned television sets reported a
median weekday television viewing of five
hours. Most of this viewing was in the
evening hours, with only 14.9%. of the
families with television sets using their
sets before noon, .for an average of an
hour daily per set in use; and 62%, in the
afternoon, for an average of one and a
half hours per set in use. Viewing habits
did not differ notably among the relevant
groups; Lakeview-Lincoln families, gener­
ally, and Phonevision test volunteers and
participants reported about the same
amount of time devoted to television view­
ing. Even during the Phonevision test,
test families did not differ much in the
time they spent watching regular televi­
sion from the time they recalled having

Proportion of Families with Given Inten-
tion in Each Annual Family Income Group

Intention to Buy
Less Than $2,500- $5,000- $7,500- $10,000
$2,500 $4,999 $7,499 $9,999 and Over

ALL FAMILIES
Have television sets. · · · · · · · · · · · 30.2 58.7 69.6 74.4 86.1

. Have decided to buy · · · · · · · · · · · · 18.6 18.9 15.0 12.8 2.3
Have thought about it and will probably

buy sometime. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 5.4 4.8 2.3 1.2 2.3
Haven't thought about it but may

possibly buy sometime · · · · · .. · · · · 10.2 6.0 4.6 2.3 2.3
Will not buy. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 35.6 11.6 8.5 9.3 7.0

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 275 663 260 86 43

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
Have decided to buy · · · · · · · · · · · · 26.6 45.6 49.4 a a
Have thought about it and will probably

buy sometime. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 7.8 11.7 7.6
Haven't thought about it but may

possibly buy sometime · · · · · · · · · · 14.6 14.6 15.2
Will not buy. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 51.0 28.1 27.8

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 192 274 79 22 6



TABLE 37

AVERAGE WEEKDAY TELEVISION VIEWING OF TELEVISION OWNERSa

Proportion of Families with Television Sets
in Each Group Reporting Given Set Use

Lakeview-Lincoln

Use of Set PV Test Families

City All PV Test "DurinS"
Families Vo1un- Test "Before"teers TestbTV Non-

OWners owners

TOTAL DAILY USE
None. . . 0.2 0.3 1.0 - - 1.2
One hour or less. 2.4 3.4 3.1 1.2 2.2 -
Over one to two hours 4.7 6.8 2.1 3.6 6.6 1.8
Over two to three hours · 9.2 9.7 12.4 9.1 8.7 7.3
Over three to four hours. · 12.7 18.4 9.3 12.8 16.0 12.1
Over four to five hours · · 20.2 15.2 20.6 18.8 16.8 19.4
Over five to six hours. · · · 17.5 13.9 23.7 26.0 17.6 21.8
Over six to eight hours · · 18.1 17.8 15.4 18.8 19.0 23.7
Over eight hours. · · · · · 15.0 14.5 12.4 9.7 13.1 12.7

Total per cent · . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median viewing time (in hours) :

All sets · 5.0 4.8 5.1 5.2 5.0 5.4
Sets in use. · · · 5.0 4.8 5.1 5.2 5.0' 5.4

MORNING USE (UNTIL NOON)
None. .. · · 85.1 83.7 85.5 84.2 83.1 83.0
One hour or less. · · · 7.6 8.5 7.3 9.1 13.2 9.7
Over one to two hours · · 5.9 7.0 6.2 6.7 3.7 6.7
Over two hours. · · · · 1.4 0.8 1.0 - - 0.6

Total per cent · .... · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median viewing time (in hours) :

All sets . · · 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sets in use. · · · · · 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.9

AFTERNOON USE (NOON TO 6 P.M.)
None. · · · · · · 38.0 47.4 42.2 27.9 35.0 27.2
One hour or less. · · · · · · 18.1 16.3 12.4 25.5 18.3 25.6
Over one to two hours · · · · · · · · 24.6 18.6 28.9 32.1 28.5 30.3
Over two to three hours · · · · 12.2 10.1 9.3 10.3 11. 7 10.9
Over three to four hours. 3.1 3.9 3.1 3.6 5.1 4.2
Over four to five hours · · · · · 1.2 1.6 3.1 0.6 0.7 1.2
Over five to six hours. · · · 2.8 2.1 1.0 - 0.7 0.6

Total per cent · · . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median viewing time (in hours) :

All sets · · · · · .- · 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9
Sets in use. · · · 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.5 1.4

EVENING USE (AFTER 6 P.M.)
None. . . . · · 0.8 0.2 2.1 0.6 - 1.2
One hour or less. · · · 3.2 3.9 3.1 2.4 4.4 1.2
Over one to two hours · · · 7.8 10.1 7.2 5.5 7.3 3.6
Over two to three hours · · · 18.7 16.0 18.6 20.0 21.1 15.2
Over three to four hours. · · 23.7 26.3 27.8 32.7 28.5 27.3
Over four to fiVe hours · 24.5 23.2 24.7 25.5 19.8 32.1
Over five to six hours. · · 16.1 16.0 15.5 10.9 16.0 17.6
Over six hours. . · · · · 5.2 4.3 1.0 2.4 2.9 1.8

Total per cent · . . . . · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Median viewing time (in hours):

All sets . · · 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.6 4.1
Sets in use. · · 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.6 4.1

. Number of cases. · · · 868 387 97 167 133 167

aBased on the question, "On an average weekday about how many hours is your television set on: A. In
the morning--from 6 A.M. to noon? B. In the afternoon--from noon to 6 P.M.? C. In the evening--after
6 P.M.?" This question was asked of test families il) terms of "Before the Phonevision test" and, for
reSular television programs "during the Phonevision test." -

These data are retrospective and may not be an accurate statement of the pretest situation.
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TABLE 38

FREQUENCY OF TELEVISION VIF:WING OF NON-OWNERSa

Proportion of Respondents without
Television Sets in Each Group Re-
porting Given Frequency of Viewing

Frequency of Viewing Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Familiesb

RESPONDENTS
Every day · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 6.7 5.8 2.5 8.8
Two to six times a week · · · · · · · · · · · 25.0 22.7 32.5 19.0
Once a week · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 19.3 22.7 17.5 24.1
Two to three times a month. · · · · · · · · · 12.2 11.8 20.0 12.4
Once a month. · · · 0 · · · · · · · · · · · · 9.8 9.5 10.0 10.9
Less than once a month. · · · · · · · · · · · 18.9 19.8 12.5 13.1
Never · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 5.1. 6.0 5.0 8.8
Don't know. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.0 1.7 - 2.9

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 658 348 40 133

OTHER ADULTS I N HOUSEHOLD
Every day · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 8.6 7.3 - 10.7
Two to six times a week · · · · · · · · · · · 24.0 25.7 33.3 17.6
Once a week · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 14.9 19.8 19.5 23.7
Two to three times a month. · · · · · · · · · 9.9 11.2 16.7 16.0
Once a month. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 12.5 9.4 13.9 .12.2
Less than once a month. · · · · · · · · · · · 17.3 13.7 8.3 12.2
Never · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 6.5 7.3 5.5 7.6
Don't know. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 6.3 5.6 2.8 -

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number with other adults in household. · · 463 233 36 121

CHILDREN, 5-19
Every day · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 19.2 14.3 c 22.7
Two to six times a week · · · · · · · · · · · 38.3 28.6 38.6
Once a week · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 14.9 20.3 11.4
Two to three times a month. · · · · · · · · · 9.9 8.2 6.8
Once a month. · · • · · · · · · · · · · · · · 5.7 14.3 6.8
Less than once a month. · · · · · · · · · · · 3.5 4.1 4.6
Never · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.1 2.0 6.8
Don't know. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 6.4 8.2 2.3

Total per cent · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number with children, 5-19 · · · · · · · · 141 49 11 44

aBased on the questions: "About how often (do you) (do the other adults, 20 and over
in YOlir household) (do the children) see television?" Test families were asked these
questions in terms of "Before the Phonevision test."

bThese data are retrospective and may not be an ·accurate statement of the pre-test
situation.

cToo few cases to report percentages.
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• TABLE 39

USUAL MOVIE ATTENDANCE
April-May, 1951a

ID
-.l

Proportion of Families in Each Group Reporting Given Movie Attendance

All Families Families with .Television Sets Families without Television Sets

Movie Attendance Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln Lakeview-Lincoln

City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test City All PV Test PV Test
Families Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families Families Volunteers Families

ADULTS
Twice a week or more. • • . • • 6.9 7.0 6.1 19.6 4.2 5.2 6.5 17.6 10.5 9.2 5.0 21.2
Once a week • • • • • • • • • • 17.4 17.7 19.3 28.9 12 .9 11.7 14.0 24.8 23.5 24.8 32.5 32.1
Two or three times a month. • • 12.5 13.4 13.1 16.5 12.3 13.0 11.8 17.0 12.6 13.9 15.0 16.1
Once a month. • • • • • • • • • 13.9 14.6 15.4 12.5 15.3 15.2 12.9 14.5 . 12.1 13.7 22.5 10.9
Less than once a month. • • • • 30.5 31.0 33.0 17.3 35.4 35.6 36.5 18.8 24.0 25.7 25.0 16.1
Never • • • • • • • • • • • • • 18.8 16.3 13.1 5.2 19.9 19.3 18.3 7.3 17.3 12.7 - 3.6

Total per cent. • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. • • • ~ • • • • • • • 1526 735 137 300 868 387 97 167 658 348 40 133

CHILDREN, 5-19
Twice a week or more. • • • • • 13.7 13.0 1.8 28.5 12.6 13.3 2.3 20.2 16.6 12.8 c 34.9
Once' a week •••••••••• 35.4 38.2 47.3 44.2 31.6 37.5 48.9 53.2 45.7 40.4 37.2
Two or three times a month. • • 14.3 13.9 13.2 5.9 13.8 12.5 9.3 7.6 15.6 17.0 4.6
Once a month. . • • • • • • • • 11.9 10.1 11.4 6.2 12.9 9.4 11.6 5.1 10.1 12.8 7.0
Less than once a month. • • • • 14.0 15.6 18.8 8.3 16.4 15.6 18.6 10.1 7.5 14.9 7.0
Never • .• • • • • • • • • • • • 10.7 9.2 7.5 6.9 12.7 11.7 9.3 3.8 4.5 2.1 9.3

Total per cent. • • • • • • • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. • .• • • • • • • • • • 525 181 55 123 384 132 44 79 141 49 11 44

a .
Based on the questions: "About how often do the adults (20 and over) in your family--including yourself--go to the movies?" and "(If any

children, 5-19) About how often do the children in your family go to the movies?" For test families, these questions were preceded by com­
parable questions about movie attendance during the Phonevision test, and were modified by the insertion of the word, "Usually."

bThese figures are weighted averages giving correct representation to the television-owning and non-owning strata.
cToo few cases to report percentages.
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TABLE 40

REPORTED EFFECT OF TELEVISION ON MOVIE ATTENDANCEa

television owners that their movie at­
tendance had declined. (See Table 40 be­
low.) What does stand out, however, is
that the test families reported highe~

rates of movie attendance than other vol­
unteers did--48.5% of the test families
reported that adults went to the movies
once a week or more, and 72.7% of those
with children reported that the children
attended this often.

It has been shown earlier (See Table 16,
pages 56 to 63) that the families finally
selected for participation in the Phonevi­
sion te~t reported essentially the same
rate of movie attendance as did all volun­
teers at the time of application. More­
over, the' relat i ve ly sma11 sample of volun­
teers interviewed after the test were not
biased in this respect: The rate of movie
attendance this group reported in their

Movie Attendance

In the Spring of 1951, it was reported
that adults in about a quarter of the
families in the city went to the movies at
least once a week; in about another
quarter of the families, one to three
times a month; and in about half the fami­
lies, less than once a month. In families
with children five and over, the children
in about half the families were reported
to attend movies at least once a week,
while only a quarter said that the
children went to the movies less than once
a month. (See Table 39, page 97.) . As
might be expected, the movie attendance of
both adults and children in families who
owned television sets was considerably
lower than the movie attendance of non­
owners, a result which was quite con­
sistent with the general impression of

aBased on the questions: "Has the movie attendance of the adults (20 and over) in
your family--including yourself--changed since you got your television set? (How?)",
and "(If any children, 5-19) Has the movie attendance of the children in your family
changed since you got your television set? (How?)."

Proportion of Families Owning
Television Sets Reporting Giv-
en Change in Movie Attendance

Change in Movie Attendance Since Lakeview-Lincoln
Getting Television City All PV Test

Families Volunteers

ADULTS
Increased. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0.8 0.8 -
Decreased. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 69.1 70.4 73.2
Stayed the same. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 29.6 27.8 26.8
Don't know · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0.5 1.0 -

Total per cent. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number with television. · · '. · · · · · · · · · · 868 387 97

CHILDREN, 5-19
Increased. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 0.2 0.8 2.3
Decreased. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 50.0 50.4 50.0
Stayed the same. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 48.6 47.2 47.7
Don't know · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.2 1.6 -

Total per cent. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number with television with children 5-19 · · · · 384 132 44
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went to
reported
children

16.4

23.8
35.0

At Time of Post-Test
Interview

test volunteers after the Phonevision test
represented a test effect either on actual
movie attendance or on the reporting of
movie attendance.

Among test volunteers interviewed after
the Phonevision test the proportions re­
porting adult movie attendance of at least
once a week at each of the time periods
were:

43.7

66.7
57.5

At Time of Test
Application

Television owners at time of
application. • •

Non-owners at time of
application:

Became owners after
application. • • •

Remained non-owners.

*Unfortunately, there are no available reliable estimates of movie attendance in Chi­
calo at these two periods against which to check these interpretations.

*Among test families with children, 24.l~ reported that the children still
the movies at least once a week during the Phonevision test, while 12.7%
children's movie attendance of less than once a month and ,33.~ said their
didn't go to the movies during the test.

pre-test application questionnaires was
not significantly different from that of
all volunteers. In other words, test
families were no different in movie at­
tendance from other volunteers before the
Phonevision test, and volunteers were no
different from other families in the city
at the close of the test. It seems
plausible, then, that differences in movie
attendance between test participants, and

The fact that recent television owners
among these test volunteers exhibited·the
largest proportionate decline in reported
rates of movie attendanc~, while non-own­
ers showed the least proportionate decline.
suggests that there may have been a real
trend toward less frequent movie-· at­
tendance during the eleven month period.*
On the other hand, it is possible that
there was a systematic tendency, at the
time,of test application, to exaggerate
movie attendance in the belief that fre­
quent movie-goers would be more likely to
be chosen as participants.

movies at all during the Phonevision
:test.** The necessary consequence is that
when test families were asked about their
"usual" movie attendance they referred not
to the immediate past, as other families
did, but to an earlier period preceding
the Phonevision test. Whether it is ~s­

sumed that their recollection was simply
more faulty because of a longer time span
to recall, or that they tended, through
the contrast, to exaggerate their past
movie attendance in the light of their re­
cent infrequent attendance, or that they
tended ,to base their estimates of previous
movie ,attendance on the frequency with
which they had been seeing movies on

While test families indicated less of aPhonevision, or that a real trend of de-
decline in reported movie attendance, and, 'creased movie attendance had been occur-
in fact, the decline was apparent only ring so that their reports, referring to
among families who 'did not own television an earlier 'time period, would naturally be
sets, their situation was different. In higher than those of families reporting
the first place, relatively few of them the ,more recent past; it is easy to see
had been going to the movies at all during ;how the reported differences between test
the three months of ' the Phonevision test--families and other volunteers in movie
only 3.4~ said the adults went to the attendance might have developed, without
movies as frequently as once a week, while ~any reason to believe that test families
24.l~ reported that the adults went to the were initially different, before the
movies less than once a month, and 53.4~ Phonevision test, either from other volun-
said that the adults never went out to the :teers or from other families in the city.

i. ..



This confluence of attitudes--a liking
for movies counterbalanced by a preference
for the comforts of home and a liking for
television which in turn led, on the one
hand, to probably less frequent movie at­
tendance than the preferences would other­
wise imply and,' on the other, to a desire
to have these movies on television--so
completely sums up the basic appeal of
Phonevision that it is not remarkable that
the families who were interested in Phone­
vision exhibited tendencies toward this
pattern. What is remarkable, and should
not be lost sight of, is that these
tendencies were not extreme in magnitude,
and would not describe the majority of
Phoenvision test volunteers; rather, they
simply occurred sufficiently more fre­
quently to be statistically significant.

As an artifact of the research design
used, the effect of participation in the
Phonevision test on the recreational
preferences of participating families was
also touched on. These effects may be
summarized as:

1. An increase of interest in and liking
for television, at the expense of in­
terest in radio and movies.

2. A decrease in preference for outside
entertainment, accompanied by, during
the test, at least, a sharp decline in
movie attendance.

3. An increase in criticism of commer­
cials on television programs.

4. An increase in desire to have new
movies on television, in general, and
to have Phonevision commercially
available, in particular.

Whiie it is impossible to say whether
these were only temporary effects of par­
ticipation in the Phonevision test or will
have some lasting influence, it can be
noted that, to a large extent, these
changes represented only intensifications
of the' complex of attitudes distinguishing
test volunteers from others.

comfort and convenience of staying
home while furnishing comparable en­
tertainment.

for movies as a
combined with no
movie attendance
expressed desire
shown on televi-

A greater preference
recreational choice,
more frequent actual
and a more frequently
to have newer movies
sion.

3.

CONCLUSION

This brief and incomplete survey of the
recreational habits and interests of fami­
lies in Chicago was undertaken to deter­
mine whether, given their objective dif­
ferences in wealth and family composi­
tion, the families chosen for participa­
tion in the Phonevision test displayed any
important differences in predispositions,
habits and tastes which might bear on
their response to Phonevision and limit
the extent to which these responses might
be generalized to otherwise comparable
families. Practical difficulties sur­
rounding the conduct of the test limited
this study to a survey carried out after
the close of the Phonevision test, in
which conclusions rest primarily on com­
parisons of the expressed opinions of a
sample of test volunteers who did not hap­
pen to be selected for participation in
the Phonevision test and the actually-par­
ticipating families, on the one hand, and
samples of families in the city, general­
ly, and in the Lakeview-Lincoln district,
on the other.

A rapid review of general rec~eational

preferences, preferences for home versus
outside entertainment, the relative appeal
of movies as over against television pro­
grams, opinions of television--including
likes, dislikes and suggestions for im­
provement of both programming and more
general aspects of television, actual own­
ership of and intention to buy television
sets, and habits with regard to television
viewing and movie attendance, indicated
that there was relatively little differ­
ence in these habits and tastes between
families who volunteered for the Phonevi­
sion test and families who did not. Most
of the differences that did occur could be
accounted for on the basis of differences
in rate of television ownership, family
income and composition.

Among the topics covered, the major
tendencies which appeared to distinguish
Phonevision test volunteers from ·other
families of their same general class and
background were:

1. A somewhat greater interest in televi­
sion, as indicated by higher rates of
ownership and more frequent inten­
tions to buy sets.

2. A greater tendency to value television
because it permits of tQe physical
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IV

Before the Phonevision test, it had been
hypothesized that in the first month there
would be high expenditures for Phonevi­
sion, that the second month would see a
sharp reaction as bills for the first
month's expenditures were received, and
that the third month would see expendi­
tures settling at a "normal" level. Thus,
expenditures during the ninth through
twelfth weeks of the test had been pre­
designated as the expenditure rates which
would be regarded as typical for Phonevi­
sion, given the type of families partici­
pating, the season of the year at which
the test was conducted, and the type of
programs offered. While average expendi­
tures in the fifth through eighth weeks
were lower than those in the ninth through
twelfth by only about seven cents per
family per week, this difference does ap­
proach the .05 level of significance.
Since the data thus appear to conform to
the general hypothesis adopted before the
test, further analysis of expenditures
will always be in terms of rates during

tures for Phonevision were at a low point,
with no particular week differing signifi­
cantly from the preceding week. In the
ninth week, a slight but statistically
significant upturn over the preceding week
occurred, and the ninth through twelfth
weeks continued at about the same level.
The final six days of the test were
characterized by a rise in expenditures as
people took advantage of their last chance
to see Phonevision during the test. (See
Tables 42 and 43, page 104.)

TEST EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION*

*This analysis is based on itemized monthly statements furnished to ,the National
Opinion Research Center by the' Zenith Radio Corporation.

**Since the meaning of these expenditures would vary greatly if they were not real ex­
penditures, it is well to note here that all but six of the families participating in
the test paid all of their bills in full--one family paid none of its three bills, one
family did not pay the January bill and four families did not pay the March bill. The
total of unpaid bills amounted to $56.00 or 0.8% of total billings.

RESULTS OF THE PHONEVISION TEST

Expenditures for Phonevision were not
constant throughout the thirteen week test
period. Put briefly, the cycle of ex­
penditures may be described as novelty,
reaction, recovery and nostalgia. That is
to say, during the first week of the test
expenditures were at their highest, as
curiosity, excitement, pUblicity and the
general novelty of Phonevision dominated.
By the second week of the test, expendi­
tures had already fallen by more than a
third. Expenditures during the fourth
week were again significantly lower than
the preceding week's and the fifth week's
were significantly lower than the fourth's.
There followed a four week period (the
fifth through eighth weeks) where expendi-

During the three month period of the
Phonevision test, the three hundred par­
ticipating families spent $6,751.00, or an
average of $22.50 per family. The largest
single family expenditure for Phonevision
programs during the test period was $74.00,
while the smallest family expenditure was
$2.00. From these data, presented in
Table 41, pages 102 and 103, it can be
estimated that the average expenditure for
test volunteers, generally, would have been
$22.15 ~ $1.38, but, since it has been
indicated that estimates based on the test
families will probably be near the upper
range of chance occurrence, it'is probably
wiser to regard estimated expenditures for
the universe of volunteers as somewhere
between $20.77 and $22.15.**



TABLE 41

DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION
DURING THE ENTIRE TEST PERIOD

Number of Test Families at Given
Expenditure Level

Total Expenditures Tota1a
Television Non-

Owners owners Unweighted Weighted

$0. · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
1. · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
2. · · · · 0 · · · · · · - 1 1 1.277
3. · · · · · · · · · · · - 1 1 1.277
4. · · · · · · '. · · · · - 4 4 5.110
5. · · · · · · · · · · · 1 3 4 4.551
6. · · · · · · · · · · · 3 - 3 2.156
7. · · · · · · · · · · · 5 3 8 7.427
8. · · · · · · · · · · · 1 1 2 1.996
9. · · · · · · · · · · · 1 3 4 4.551

10. · · · · · · · · · · · 4 5 9 9.263
11. · · · · · · · · · · · 6 5 11 10.700
12. · · · · · · · · · · · 3 9 12 13.654
13. · · · · · · · · · · · 6 5 11 10.700
14. · · · · · · · · · · · 6 5 11 10.700
15. · · · · · · · · · · · 4 7 11 11.818
16. · · · · · · · · · · · 9 6 15 14.134
17. · · · · · · · · · · · 5 5 10 9.982
18. · · · · · · · · · · · 3 6 9 9.821
19. · · · · · · · · · · · 6 4 10 9.423
20. · · · · · · · · · · · 8 6 14 13.415
21. · · · · · · · · · · · 5 9 14 15.092
22. · · · · · · · · · · · 8 7 15 14.693
23. · · · · · · · · · · · 4 8 12 13.096
24. · · · · · · · · · · · 3 4 7 7.266
25. · · · · · · · · · · · 4 4 8 7.985
26. · · · · · · · · · · · 2 2 4 3.993
27. · · · · · · · · · 0 · 1 4 5 5.829
28. · · · · · · · · · · · 2 1 3 2.715
29. · · · · · · · · · · · 4 2 6 5.430
30. • · · · · · · · · · · 4 3 7 6.708
31. · · · · · · · · · · · 1 1 2 1.996
32. · · · · · · · · · · · 6 5 11 10.700
33. · · · · · · · · · · · 2 1 3 2.715
34. · · · · · · · · · · · 2 1 3 2.715
35. · · · · · · · · · · · 3 2 5 4.711
36. ,. · · · · · · · · · · 4 1 5 4.153
37. · · · · · · · · · · · 3 2 5 4.711
38. · · · · · · · · · · · 2 1 3 .2.715

aTwo totals are shown in this and following tables: The unweighted total represents
only what the particular 300 families taking part in the test did, since, because of the
way the sample was selected, it overrepresents television owners. The weighted total
represents the behavior of the 300 families weighted so as to make them a representative
sample of test volunteers; with allowance for biases resulting from substitutions, it
is, therefore, an estimate of how the universe of which the participating families were
a sample might have behaved.
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TABLE 41'- Continued

Number of Test Families at Given
Expenditure Level

-
Total Expenditures Tota1a

Television Non-
Owners owners Unweighted Weighted

$39 · · · · · · · · · · · 3 1 4 3.434
40 · · · · · · · · · · · 1 1 2 1.996
41 · · · · · · · · · · · 1 3 4 4.551
42 · · · · · · · · · · · - 1 1 1.277
43 · · · · · · · · · · • 2 1 3 2.715
44 · · · · · · · · · · · 4 2 6 5.430
45 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
46 · · · · · · · · · · · 1 - 1 0.719
47 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
48 · · · · · · · · · · · 1 1 2 1.996
49 · · · · · · · · · · · - 2 2 2.555
50 · · · · · · · · · · · 2 - 2 1.438
51 · · · · · · · · · · · 1 - 1 0.719
52 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
53 · · · · · · · · · · · - 1 1 1.277
54 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
55 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
56 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
57 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
58 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
59 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
60 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
61 · · · · · · · · · · · 1 - 1 0.719
62 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
63 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
64 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
65 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
66 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
67 · · · · · · · · · · · - 1 1 1.277
68 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
69 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
70 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
71 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
72 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
73 · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
74 · · · · · · · · · · · 1 - 1 0.719

Total families · · · · 149 151 300 300.000
Total expenditures · · $3,545.00 $3,206.00 $6,751.00 $6,643.811
Mean expenditures. · · 23.7919 21.2318 22.5033 22.1460
Standard deviation · · 12.1242 11.2882
Standard error · · · · 0.9966 0.9217 0.6912

aTwo totals are shown in this and following tables: The UDweighted total represents
only what the particular 300 families taking part in the test did, since, because of the
way the sample was selected, it overrepresents television owners. The weighted total
represents the behavior of the 300 families weighted so as to make them a representative
sample of test volunteers; with allowance for biases resulting from SUbstitutions, it
is, therefore, an estimate of how the universe of which the participating families were
a sample might have behaved.
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TABLE 42

WEEKLY AND MONTHLY MEAN FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION

Mean Expenditures per Family

Television Non- Total
Owners owners Unweighted Weighted

Total for three months' test. · · $23.79 $21.23 $22.50 $22.15

January . · · · · · · · · · · · 9.81 8.26 9.03 8.81
February. · · · · · · · · · · · 6.32 5.61 5.96 5.86
March . . · · · · · · · · · · · 7.66 7.36 7.51 7.47

First week. · · · · · · · · · 3.36 2.82 3.09 3.01
Second week · · · · · · · · · 2.04 1. 75 1.90 1.85
Third week. · · · · · · · · · 2.06 1.69 1.87 1.82
Fourt h week • · · · · · · · · 1.83 1.54 1.68 1.64
Fifth week. · · · · · · · · · 1.63 1.41 1.52 1.49
Sixth week. · · · · · · · · · 1.65 1.45 1.55 1.52
Seventh week. · · · · · · · · 1.48 1.46 1.47 1.47
Eighth week · · · · · · · · · 1.56 1.32 1.44 1.41
Ninth week. · · · · · · · · · 1.75 1.54 1.64 1.61
Tenth week. · · · · · · · · · 1.66 1.39 1.53 1.49
Eleventh week · · · · · · · · 1.64 1.57 1.60 1.60
Twelfth week. · · · · · · · · 1.55 1.50 1.52 1.52
Thirteenth weeka • · · · · · · 1.58 1.79 1.69 1.72

aThe last week of the test included only six days.

TABLE 43

CHANGES IN MEAN WEEKLY FAMILY EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION

Mean Weekly Change from Probability
Week of Test Family Preceding of Chance

Expenditures Period Occurrence

1 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.09 - -
2 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.90 -1.19 <.0001
3 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.87 - .03 .7490
4 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.68 - .19 .0204
5 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.52 - .16 .0250
6 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.55 + .03 .7040
7 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.47 - .08 .3078
8 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.44 - .03 .6528
9 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.64 + .20 .0142

10 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.53 - .11 .1802
11 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · L60 + .07 .3576
12 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.52 - .08 .3222
13a • · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.97 + .45 <.0001

1 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.09 - -
2- 4 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.82 ~1.27 .<.0001
5- 8 · · · · · · · • · · · · · · 1.50 - .32 <.0001
9-12 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.57 + .07 .0546

13a • · · · · · · · · • · · · · 1.97 + .40 <.0001

aThese figures are an estimate for a full week based on 7/6 of the expenditures durIng
the six days in the period.
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CORRELATION BETWEEN EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION IN VARIOUS PERIODS

TABLE 44

.47

.48

.46'

.51

.42

.44

.44

.41

.40

.40

.40

.40

.65

.69

.73

.57

Correlation of this Period's
Expenditures with Those of

Preceding Period

to $1.67 a week (1/4 of $6.21 + $0.47),
with $1.43 to $1.55 the more -probable
limits of average weekly expenditure.

THE ROLE OF TEST CONn ITIONS

Among the major factors to be considered
are the motives of the families who volun­
teered. It has been suggested earlier

In the course of examination of expendi­
tures for Phonevision, it is well to re­
member that these were expenditures made
at a given period of time" for a given set
of programs, in the course of ·a publicized
test of Phonevision. Before too much is
made of these expenditure data, the ques­
tion of the extent to which the unique
factors in the situation--especially the
fact that it was a test--influenced the
results needs to be examined, for it may
well be that people, acting in the
knowledge that they were a part of a test
which was being closely observed, acted
differently than they would have if Phone­
vision had simply been a commercially
available service to which they chose to
subscribe.
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this so-called "normal" period of the
ninth through twelfth weeks of the test.
Nevertheless, it should be pointed out
that variations in Phonevision programming,
and in competing television programs and
other forms of recreation--all of which
are beyond the scope of this report--might
well account for the relatively small dif­
ference in expenditure rates between the
two time periods. Admittedly, there is
somewhat less stability in rates based on
a four.week period rather than on an eight
week period, but the correlation between
rates of expenditures suggests that there
was a relatively high rate of consistency
in expenditures from one time period to
another, so that families whose expendi­
tures were high in one time period, tended
to be the high-spending families in the
next period, as well. (See Table 44 be­
low.)

Expenditures for the "normal" period of
the test are shown in Table 45, page 106.
As presented. there, the average family
taking part in the test spent $1.55 a week
during this period, from which it can be
estimated that test volunteers, generally,
would have spent on the average from $1.43

Week of Test

1.
2 - 4.
5 - 8.
9 - 12. • • • •

13. • •



DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES FOR PIIONEVISION DURING "NORMAL" FOUR WEEK PERIOD

. TABLE 45

of the Phonevision test, in possession of
two television sets--a situation which
relatively few families would otherwise
have encountered. It is easy to speculate
that this circumstance could have affected
expenditures for Phonevision, also, since
in case of a family conflict over which
program to view--say, a Phonevision pro­
gram versus a free television program-­
families with only one television set
might well resolve the conflict in favor
of the less expensive program, while fami­
lies with two sets could divide up and see
both programs.

Finally, regardless of initial motives
for volunteering, test families found
themselves in a spotlight of,attention and
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Number of Test Families

Expenditures During
TotalNinth - Twelfth Weeks Television Non-

Owners owners Unweighted Weighted

$ 0 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 5 5 10 9.981
1 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 5 11 16 17.646
2 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 14 11 25 24.116
3 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 8 17 25 27.468
4 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 15 14 29 28.667
5 · ... · · · · · · · · · · · · 15 20 35 36.332
6 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 20 15 35 33.538
7 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 18 10 28 25.713
8 · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·. · 10 15 25 26.350
9 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3 12 15 17.486

10 · · · · · · : · · · · · · · · 10 2 12 9.743
11 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 9 6 15 l4~134

12 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 4 4 8 7.985
13 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 4 3 7 6.708
14 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3 - 3 2.156
15 · · · · · .. · · · · · · · · · 4 - 4 2.875
16 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · - 4 4 5.110
17 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1 1 2 1.996
18 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
19 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
20 · · ... · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
21 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1 - 1 0.719
22 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · - - - -
23 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · - 1 1 1.277

Total families · · · · · · · · 149 151 300 300.000
Total expenditures · · · · · · $ 984.00 $ 905.00 $1,889.00 $1,863.402
Mean expenditures. · · · · · · 6.6040 5.9934 6.2967 6.2113
Standard error of mean · · · · 0.3225 0.3200 0.2356

A second factor to be considered is that
those participants who had owned televi­
sion sets before found themselves, because

that these motives were varied enough so
that volunteering cannot be regarded as
coterminous with interest in Phonevision.
More particularly, however, did the fami­
lies who volunteered for reasons which had
less to do with Phonevision, itself, than
with other features of the test tend to
increase or decrease expenditures for
Phonevision? Of special interest here, is
the behavior of families who did not have
television sets when they applied for the
test, who might have been fundamentally
more interested in the free use of a tele­
vision set than they were in Phonevision.



Closely allied to the novelty of Phonevi­
sion, though less frequently directly men­
tioned, were feelings that participation
in the test would have high status and so­
cial prestige. Some test families recog­
nized that selection for participation
made them members of a special and lime­
lighted elite--the lucky and, presumably,
envied few to be chosen. The idea of hav­
,ing something that other people couldn't
have, of being "first with the latest" had
a strong appeal for these families. As
one participant remarked: "Frankly it's a
thrill to know that I've got it and no one
else can have it."

"I thought it would be a good chance
to see how we'd like television."

there were a number of cate­
explanation which referred to
of intrinsic features of Phone­
Many families recalled their

Finally,
gories of
the-appeal
vision.

new. (See Table 46, page 109.) For in­
stance, they said things like:

"Frankly, the opportunity of having a
television set in the home pleased us,
too."

"I wanted to see television as I
wanted to learn English, and my daughter
and wife could learn much from it, too.
We couldn't afford one at that time, and
I thought this would be fortunate if we
could get a set."

"It was something new and out of curi­
osity, I wanted to see just what it
would be like. I like to voice my
op1n10n on something new if I really
know what I'm talking about."

The second leading single motive for ap­
plying that was recalled was the oppor­
tunity some families saw in the-test to
secure free use of a television set. While
this motive was far more typical of fami­
lies who did not have television sets (it
was, in fact, the leading category of ex­
planation, with 45.0% of them mentioning
this as one of their motives for apply­
ing) , a few families with small screen
television sets or sets that gave unsatis­
factory reception also saw the advantage
of this detail of the test plan. Speaking
of this aspect of the test plan, some
families said:
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Motives for Volunteering

publicity which did not attend their usual
behavior. It is, thus, quite possible
that a sense of their role as test parti­
cipants, some feeling of identification,
or of obligation or responsibility to help
the test succeed influenced families to
spend more for Phonevision than they would
have under ordinary circumstances.

With these qualifications, the problems
inherent in the fact that a test was being
conducted may now be examined. It is not
to be expected that completely final and
definitive answers can be given about some
of the subtle psychological processes
affecting human subjects of an experiment,
but any estimate of the direction and ex­
tent of such tendencies should be of aid
in interpreting the test results.

In addition to these problems, there are
the two suggested earlier, which are not
so much inherent in the fact that this was
a test as in the fact that the test was
conducted only once, so that its attendant
conditions were unique. The first of
these--the season in which the test was
conducted--cannot be dealt with, within
the limits of this research, but it should
be borne in mind that the winter months
which constituted the test period were
probably the optimum time for home, indoor
entertainment, so that expenditures in
this period may well be regarded as the
annual high. Secondly, however, the nature
of the programs used for the test deserves
some consideration. Phonevision was test­
ed using movies, none of which were cur­
rent. Newer movies or other types of pro­
grams would probably have resulted in dif­
ferent expenditure rates. While an attempt
will be made, later in this report, to
estimate the probable expenditures for
Phonevision under varying programming, the
limitation of all discussion of actual ex­
penditure data to results obtained in the
winter of 1951, using relatively old
movies, should always be assumed.

As the test families looked back to the
time when they decided to volunteer for
the Phonevision test, they most frequently
referred to having been curious or inter­
ested; they recalled having wanted to see
for themselves how Phonevision would work
and having been eager to try something
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*It is interesting to note that the reasons given by families in the city, generally,
or by families who volunteered but did not participate in explanation of their desire to
participate were more frequently the "respectable" reasons of intrinsic interest and
less frequently the considerations of novelty and prestige and use of television sets.
While no claims are made for the absolute accuracy of either set of data, since motives
are, at best, complex and difficult to assess accurately, it does seem likely that, in
retrospect, test families were better able to recognize and admit extraneous motives
than were respondents who sought to justify their desire to participate.

The effect of the inclusion in the test
of families whose motives were not par­
ticularly oriented toward Phonevision may
be seen in Table 48, page Ill. It is ap­
parent, there, that families who were
solely or partially motivated toward se­
curing the use of a television set tended
to spend less for Phonevision than did
families who entered the test for other
reasons. Among the television-owning
families, those with an intrinsic interest
in Phonevision spent more than those who
did not report this interest, whether the
others were motivated by novelty and pres­
tige or use of the television set or both.
On the other hand, non-television owners
who entered the test for the novelty or
prestige tended to spend as much or more
than families with an intrinsic interest
in Phonevision. It follows that, if test
results were based on participants inter­
ested in Phonevision, the average expendi­
tures of television owners would be in­
creased by $0.10 a week, while those of
non-owners would decline a penny a week;
overall estimated expenditures would in­
crease by $0.06 a week. The use of ex­
penditure rates based on all participating
families, therefore, is a conservative
procedure which somewhat underestimates
the expenditures which would be made by
families interested in Phonevision.

introduced by the conduct of a test simply
indicate the extent to which volunteering
for a test fails to correspond with in­
trinsic interest in the subject-matter of
the test. On this basis, it can be esti­
mated that about two-thirds of the televi­
sion owners who volunteered. did so at
least in part because of intrinsic inter­
est in Phonevision, while the remainder
were 'primarily motivated by considerations
of novelty and prestige.* Non-owners on
the other hand more often volunteered for
the novelty and prestige or the use of a
television set or both, with 47.0% men­
tioning that one consideration, at least,
was interest in Phonevision. (See Table
47, page HO.)"You could get late movies, I mean

more up-to-date and not.all cut up. The
ones we see on regular television are
shortened."

"We wanted to see pictures we had
missed seeing at the theater. Going out
to the theaters was too expensive to
take the whole family."

ttl thought it was a wonderful idea--a
great thing for my family to see good
movies without having to brave crowds
and weather to go out to see them. It
is an almost unbelievable convenience."

"Our only interest was to see feature
films of full length without commer­
cials."

"I thought it sounded good to see
movies at home. Particularly in winter,
we couldn't get out too much."

application for the test in terms of the
advantages they saw in Phonevision as
television programming. These people
wanted to take part in the Phonevision
test because tt3Y thought that Phonevision
was a good idea which would raise the
quality of television programs available
and, more specifically, would bring the
newer movies to the television screen or
eliminate the commercials they objected to
in television programs. In a similar
vein, other families regarded it as more
comfortable, convenient or economical to
pay for and see movies at home. For
instance:

Thus, it is apparent that there were
three main lines of motivation in applying
for participation in the Phonevision test:
Intrinsic interest in Phonevision itself,
novelty-prestige elements in the Phonevi­
sion test, and use of a free television
set as part of the mechanics of the test.
Of these, only the first group of motives
can be regarded as relevant to interest in
Phonevision, while volunteers with mo­
tives concerned with extraneous factors



"TABLE 46

REASONS FOR APPLYING FOR THE PHONEVISION TESTa

Proportion Giving Indic~ted Response in Each Group -

Families Families
Reason for Applying with TV without All Families

Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

Interest, curiosity, experimental-
mindedness. . . · · · · · · · · · 45.6 37.1 41.3 40.1

Opportunity to secure free use of
television set. · · · · · · · · · 5.4 45.0 25.3 30.9

Convenience, comfort of seeing
movies at home. · · · · · · · · 0 24.8 22.5 23.7 23.3

Opportunity to see better programs
than available on regular tele-
vision, general · · · · · · · · · 24.1 13.9 19.0 17.5

Opportunity to see newer movies
than available on television. · · 18.1 11.9 15.0 14.0

"Snob appeal," social prestige,
opportunity to have something
no one else could get · · · · · · 12.1 9.9 11.0 10.7

Opportunity to have programs
free of commercialism of
regular television. · · · · · · · 11.4 3.3 7.3 6.2

Economy of seeing movies at home. · 3.4 2.0 2.7 2.5
Miscellaneous reasons · · · · · · · 6.0 2.6 4.3 3.8
Don't know reasons. · · · · · · · · 5.4 5.3 5.3 5.3

Total per centb • · · · · · · · 156.3 153.5 154.9 154.3
Number . . . · · · · · · · · · 149 151 30Q 300

aBased on the question: "Do you happen to remember now what you thought about the
Phonevision test, when you first heard about it? I mean••• what were your reasons for
applying to take part in the test, as far as you remember? (What other reasons did you
have?)·'

bpercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents gave more than one reason
for participating.

The Second Television Set only 39, or 23.9%, of the families who had
television sets of their own continued to

It has been suggested that the introduc- use both sets during the Phonevision
tionof an additional television set into test.* Reasons for using only the test
the homes of the 163 test families who al- set were various, but a number of
ready had sets of. their own before the respondents mentioned things like lack of
test began introduced another factor which space for two sets, the superiority of the
might make expenditures for Phonevision test set over their own set,** and a
under these special conditions different feeling that they should loan one set to
than they would be under normal commercial friends or relatives who didn't have
operation. The fact is, however, that one.

*The question asked was: "During the Phonevision test, did your family use both
television sets in your home, or did you use only one of them?'

**This fact could be inferred from the large percentage (80.6%) of test families with
television sets at the time of application who had sets with screens smaller than the
l6-inch test set, as shown in Table 16, pages 56 to 63. Another index of it derives
from the fact that 16.6$ of these families who already had sets spontaneously expressed
to the interviewer a desire to buy the test set.
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time. A much smaller number--7.7%--pre­
ferred the reception they received on
their own sets and used them except when
watching Phonevision movies, while 5.1%
reported that they had used their own sets
only when the test set was out of order.

In answer to a direct question about it,
only 18 families--46.2% of th~ewho used
both sets, or 11.0% of those who had two
sets available--reported that they had
ever been in the situation where one set
was used to view the Phonevision movie
while the other set was being used to see
a regular television program preferred by

CLASSIFICATION OF TEST FAMILIES' MOTIVES FOR VOL,lJllTEERING

apercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents mentioned more than one
class of motives.

These families who did use both sets
during the test period did so primarily
because differences in program preferences
could be resolved in this way--59.Q% of
them gave reasons of this kind.*
Secondarily, 28.2% reported that they kept
the two sets in different parts of the
house and used the more convenient one at
any given time--for instance, some fami­
lies said they allowed a sick child to
have the spare set in the bedroom, while
the rest of the family used the test set
in the living room, or that they watched
one ~et in the dining room during meal
hours and the other set the rest of the

Proportion of Families in Each Group
Reporting Given Motive

Motive for Volunteering Families Families
with TV without All Families
Sets at TV Sets
Time of at time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

Total Mentions of
Intrinsic interest in Phone-

vision. . · · · · · · · · · · · 67.8 47.0 57.3 54.4
Novelty, prestige of test · · · · 59.0 47.7 53.4 51.7
Use of television set · · · · · · 5.4 45.0 25.3 30.9

Total per centa · · · · · · · 132.2 139.7 136.0 137.0

Combinations of Motives Mentioned
Intrinsic interest only · · · · · 32.9 19.2 26.0 24.1
Intrinsic interest with:

Novelty, prestige · · · · · · 31.5 11.9 21.7 18.9
Use of television set · · · · 2.7 13.9 8.3 9.9
Both. . · · · · · · · · · · · 0.7 2.0 1.3 1.5

Novelty and prestige only · · · · 24.8 18.6 21.7 20.8
Novelty and prestige with:

Use of television set · · · · 2.0 15.2 8.7 10.5
Use of television set only. · · · - 13.9 7.0 9.0..

Reasons not given · · · .. · · 5.4 5.3 5.3 5.3

Total per cent. · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. · · • · · · · · · · · 149 151 300 300

*Families who used both sets were asked: "How did you happen to use both of them?
(Did you have any other reasons for using both?)"
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test in their home, but all but one of
these did feel that the effect of the
second set was to lower their expenditures
for Phonevision.** (For the. smaller number
who used both sets, 34 felt their pur­
chases of Phonevision programs were unaf­
fected, while five said they would other­
wise have spent more for Phonevision.) In
terms of actual behavior, families who
used both sets spent $1.67 a week on the
average, while those television owners who
used only one set spent $1.66, the mean
for the whole group being $1.66.*** The
exclusion of the families who tested
Phonevision under the atypical conditions

Mean Weekly E~penditure in Group with Given Motives

Families Families
with TV without All Families
Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

[I.75 (lOl)!] [1.49 ( 71Il IT.6i] [1.61]
1. 71 ( 49) 1.44 ( 29) 1.61 1.57

1.78 ( 48) 1.71 ( 21) 1.76 1.75

1.55 ( 5) 1.41 ( 24) 1.43 1.42·

1.44 ( 37) 1.55 ( 28) 1.49 1.50

1.00 ( 3) 1.32 ( 23) 1.28 1.29

- ( 0) 1.37 ( 21) 1.37 1.39
1.65 (141) 1046 (143) 1.55 1.53

Only reason mentioned • • •
Novelty and prestige also

mentioned • • • • • . • •
Use of television set

also mentioned. • • • • •
Novelty and prestige:

Only reason mentioned • • •
Use of television set also

mentioned • • • • • • • •
Use of television set only

reason mentioned. • • • • • •
All families giving reasons ••

aThe number in parenthe~es is the number of cases on which the means are based.

Intrinsic interest in Phone-
vision. • • • • • • • • • • •

Motives for Volunteering

RELATION OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION TO MOTIVES FOR VOLUNTEERING

The test families themselves, even those
who had used both sets, tended to feel
that the presence of two sets in the home
had in no way affected their . purchase of
Phonevision programs--only 12.9% of the
families with two sets felt their pur­
chases of Phonevision programs would have
been different if they had had only the

*Regardless of the reasons they had given for .it, families who used both sets were
asked: "Did it ever happen that part of the family saw a Phonevision movie on one set,
while the rest of the family watched some other program on the other set?"

**All families with television sets of their own were asked: "If you had had only the
Phonevision test television set in your home during the test, do you think your family
would have bought about the same number of Phonevision programs as you did, or do you
think you might have bought more programs or fewer programs?"
**~This mean expenditure is higher than that usually cited for . television o~~rs-­

$1.65--because of the inclusion here of the 14 families who were not television owners
at the time they applied but became owners before the start of the test. Since they'
cannot be regarded as representative of the group who would have become the relatively
recent television owners if it had not been for the test, they are in most cases includ­
ed with non-owners in order that they receive their proper weight. For this particular
problem, however, they belong with the television owners, and,their higher mean expendi­
tures--$1.86 per week--serves to raise the mean for all owners.

some members of the family.* It is, thus,
immediately apparent that the unique cir­
cumstance of two television sets in the
home could have affected expenditures for
Phonevision in only a very limited number
of cases.
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Families who used both sets:
Saw Phonevision and competing programs simultaneously •• $2.14 ( 18)
Did not use simultaneously with Phonevision • .••• 1.29 ( 21)

Families who didn't use both sets. . • . • • 1.66 (124)
Families who had only test set. • • • • • • • 1.46 (137)

Mean Weekly
Expenditures

sets under conditions of viewing the
Phonevision program and a competing regu­
lar television program simultaneously had
a substantially higher rate of expendi­
ture for Phonevision:

Compulsions of the Test

"During the Phonevision test, did you
ever get any feeling that you had to buy
Phonevision programs when you didn't
particularly want to?"

"The Zenith people had been so. nice
that we felt we owed them cooperation. tt

The few families who were conscious of
compulsions were thinking primarily of the
inner pressures of gratitude, obligation
and responsibility:** Thus, 22 of the 27
families who reported that they sometimes
felt compelled to buy Phonevision programs
said things like:

of the second television set could not
have been more than $0.03 a week.

While test families could not help being
aware that they were part of a test, few
of them were conscious of any compulsion,
either internal or external, to regulate
their purchases of Phonevision programs
from the standpoint of the needs of the
test rather than of their personal prefer­
ences. When asked:

90.9% said "No," while 8.6% said they
sometimes felt this way and 0.5% weren't
'sure, with no particular differences be­
tween families who had had their own tele­
vision sets and families who had not.

be noted
use both

it should
who did

of using two television sets would, there­
fore, in no way affect estimates of ex­
penditures.

On the other hand,
that the smaller group

*Thfs conclusion is exactly the same when the expenditure rates of the two major
strata are properly weighted--mean expenditures would then be estimated as $1.52 a week
instead of the $1.55 a week that actually prevailed.

**These respondents were answering the question: "What gave you that feeling? (What
else?)"

Obviously, the mere fact that the group
who used both sets to see Phonevision and
competing programs simultaneously spent
more for Phonevision does not prove that
their higher rate of expenditure was at­
tributable to this circumstance. It could
well be that even if they had had only one
set their rate of expenditures for Phone­
vision would have been high, and nothing
short of a controlled experiment could
satisfactorily determine whether their
rate of expenditures was in fact influ­
enced by the unique situation of being
able to have the Phonevision movie for
some members of the family while others
saw a different program that they pre­
ferred.

In order to evaluate the significance of
factors like this, however, it can be as­
sumed that the higher rate of expenditure
was entirely due to the unique situation
of not having to choose between paid
Phonevision programs and competing free
programs, simply to see how much differ­
ence it could make in estimates of Phone­
vision expenditures. If, then, it is as­
sumed that these 18 families would have
spent at the same rate as other television
owners instead of at their higher rate, if
they had "not had'" access to another set,
the mean rate of expenditures for Phonevi­
sion by test families (uncorrected for the
overrepresent at ion of television owners)
would be $1.54 a week instead of the
.actual $1.57. Thus, at most, the effect



113

"Do you think your family actually did buy either more or fewer Phone­
vision programs than you really wanted to?"

good 'deal less--$1.14 as compared with
$1.53. Once again, some assumption about
how these families would have behaved with
regard to Phonevision if this 'test factor
were not influencing them must be made, in
order to evaluate its possible effect on
estimates of expenditure rates derived
from the test. If it 'is assumed that only
the excess of expenditures over the mean
for those families who were not conscious
of test compulsions is attributable to
this test factor, then the estimate of ex­
penditures for families who had television
sets at the time of application is not
changed at all. Among the non-owners, it
is difficult to decide what would have
been normal expenditures for a group who,
even under felt compulsions, spent sub­
stantially less than families who entered
the test simply to get a free television
set, but it is clear that any assumptions
that might reasonably be made about these
14 families would not have any substantial
effect on overall estimates of expendi­
tures.

Even though relatively few families were
conscious of pressures, half the test
families did report that their expendi­
tures actually had diverged from what they
had wantad to spend on Phonevision.
Primarily, these families felt that they
had spent less than they had intended:

"We knew it was an honor to be chosen,
so we felt obligated to help make the
test successful."

"I took the television set, so I
thought I should take come of their pro­
grams."

Families Families
with TV without All Families
Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

Yes, more • . 9.4% 7.3% 8.3% 8.0%
Yes, fewer. 47.0 37.0 42.0 40.6
No. 42.9 55.0 49.0 50.7
Not sure. . 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7

Total per cent. ' 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number. . 149 151 300 300

In terms of, expenditures for Phonevi­
sion, the few families who were conscious
of pressures could make very little dif­
ference, overall.** Among previous tele­
vision owners, those who recognized the
psychological pressures spent on the aver­
age $0.04 a week more than those who did
not ($1.69 as compared with $1.65), while
among non-owners they actually spent a

Three families were motivated by their own
identification with Phonevision; they
tended to feel that every purchase of a
Phonevision program was a vote in favor of
it, as, for example, the respondent who
said, "I felt I had to show how much in
favor of Phonevision I was." Of the re­
maining two families who reported feelings
of compulsion, one said they had felt out­
side pressure from the Zenith Radio Cor­
poration '("They called us to ask if we
weren't interested so we felt we had to
buy some."),* while one had misunderstood
test conditions ("At first I thought you
had to take so many a week in order to
stay in the test. ") •

*After one week of the test, there were nine families who had not purchased any Phone­
vision programs. An official of the Zenith Radio Corporation telephoned these families
to determine'whether anything was wrong, so that in these nine instances there was the
possibility that families could misinterpret the inquiries as pressure to purchase pro­
grams.

**It is reasonable to assume that there were other families who also were under these
compulsions, even though not thoroughly conscious of and able to verbalize them. But
the relatively small number who could identify these trends within themselves should
represent the extreme effect of these tendencies.
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groups: First those' which pertained to
the special conditions of this particular
test of Phonevision (i.e. the particular
,set of programs employed), and, second, ,
the pervasive reasons which seem likely to
affect the operation of Phonevision under
any conditions. In the first group were
families who said they bought less than
they wanted to because they had seen so
many of the movies already or because the
movies were of the wrong type or poor
quality. In the second group were fami­
lies who said they spent less because (in
order of frequency of mention) they were
busy and had other social things to do;
they couldn't afford to huy as many pro­
grams as they wanted; they were sometimes
out of town; the programs were poorly
scheduled for them because they worked
nights, etc.; there was illness or other
personal ,emergencies in their families
which distracted them; and so forth.

The expenditures of these groups reveal
a very interesting circumstance, however.
Families who felt they spent about what
they wanted to spent more on the average
than ~ami1ies who spent more than they
wanted to:

for Phonevision, since a substantial group
did spend less because of the age and
quality of the movies used. It must be
borne in mind that a change in programming
designed to satisfy people who objected to
the programs used might simultaneously
have increased dissatisfaction among those
satisfied with present programming, but it
is most improbable that the use of new
movies would simply have resulted -in an

'increase of expenditures on the part of
those who preferred them no larger than
the decrease of expenditures to be expect­
ed from those who found the change unde­
sirable.
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Because of pervasive reasons. • • • •
Because of (generic) test conditions.

Families who bought more than they wanted to

Families who bought what they wanted. •

Families who bought less than they wanted to

Because of pervasive reasons. • • • • •
Because,of (particular) test conditions

-------------_....:..._~-'----

Those who felt they spent more than they
wanted to were about equally divided be­
tween families who were influenced entire­
ly or in part by conditions pertinent to
the Phonevision test rather than to Phone­
vision itself and families whose increased
expenditures appeared to be an inherent
effect of Phonevision. In the first group
were the 12 families who explained their
excess expenditures in terms of the sense
of obligation they felt to participate or
the initial novelty of Phonevision, while
in the second, were 13 families for whom
the Phonevision programs proved so at­
tractive, so superior to regular televi­
sion programs or so adapted to special
problems--entertaining all family members
or controlling the children--that they
found themselves spending more than they
intended. It seems that factors of the
latter sort would be pervasive, affecting
expenditures for Phonevision whether under
test or ordinary conditions, so that only
the expenditures of the first group need
be examined for test effect.

Somewhat analogously, reasons for spend­
ing less can be grouped into two main

Since only the behavior of the twelve
families who bought more than they wanted
to because of generic test conditions-­
conditions that might occur in any test of
Phonevision--is relevant to assessing the
role of uncontrollable test factors, it is
at once obvious that generic test condi­
tions had little effect on expenditures.

It io8 equally clear, however, that the,
set of circumstances which required that
this particular test of Phonevision be
conducted with relatively old movies led
,to conservat~ve estimates of exp~nditures
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FACTORS IN PBONEVISIONTEST
EXPENDITURES

Three main groups of factors will be
considered -here: Family composition,
socio-economic status and recreational
preferences and habits.

led to an underestimation of expenditures
under ordinary operating conditions.

While not so directly relevant to an
appraisal of the overall results of the
Phonevision test, the differential re­
sponse to Phonevision, in terms of ex­
penditures, among various sub-groups par­
ticipating in the test does serve to show
the groups from whom Phonevision received
greatest response. From these differences
some inferences can be made about the
basic appeals of· Phonevision, while they
also serve to underline the fact that
the rates of expenditures observed during
the Phonevision test cannot be uncritical­
ly projected to groups of different char­
acteristics.

It would thus appear that none of the
conditions peculiar to tests involving
human subjects in general or to this test
in particular could have led to any sub­
stantial overestimation of the expendi­
tures of the same families under non-test
conditions. On the contrary, the partici­
pation of families with mixed and ques­
tionable motives, on the one hand, and the
use of older movies, on the other, probably

TE.8l' FAMILIES' REACTIONS TO THE USE OF NEWER MOVIESa

*The questions asked were: "Were there any movies shown on Phonevision that someone
in your family had seen before?" and "About how many of the movies shown on Phonevision
had someone in your family seen before~'

aBased on the question: "If all the movies shown on Phonevision had been movies that
no one in your family had seen before, do you think your family would have bought about
the same number of Phonevision programs as you did, or do you think you would have
bought more programs, or fewer programs?'

Proportion of Families in Each Group
with Indicated Reaction

Families Families
Reaction with TV without All Families

Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

If they hadn't seen any of t~e

movies shown onPhonevision
Would have bought more. · · · · 65.8 55.0 60.3 58.9
Would have bought same number · 32.9 42.3 37.7 38.9
Would have bought fewer • · · · 1.3 2.0 1.7 1.8
Don't know. . . . · · · · · · · - 0.7 0.3 0.4

Total per cent. · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. . . . . · · · · · · · 149 151 300 300

In point of fact there were among the
test families only nine who reported that
no member of their household had seen any
of the movies used in the Phonevision
test; the median report was that about a
third of the ninety movies used had been
seen by one or another household member.*
Test families generally felt that their
expenditures would have been higher. if all
the movies shown on Phonevision had been
ones that they had not seen before (See
Table 49 above), and, in general, the
larger the number of Phonevision movies
previously seen, the lower was the rate of
expenditure for Phonevision. (See Table
50, page 116.)



TABLE 50

RELATION OF WEEKLY EXPENDITU.RES FOR PHONEVISION TO NUMBER OF
PHONEVISION MOVIES PREVIOUSLY SEEN

Mean Weekly Expenditure for Phonevision in Group
with Given Previous Program Experience

Number of Phonevision
Movies Previously Seen Families Families

by at Least One with TV without All Famil ies
Member of Household Sets at TV Sets

Time of at Time of
Applicat ion Application Unweighted Weighted

17 or less (under 20%). · · · · · · 1.57 ( 40)a 1.69 (46) . 1.64 1.65
18-35 (20-39%). . . . . · · · · · · 1.81 ( 50) 1.54 (47) 1.68 1.64
36-53 (40-59%). . . . . · · · · · · 1.62 ( 36) 1.·49 (25) 1.57 1.55
54 and over (60% and over). · · · · 1.49 ( 23) 1.18 (33) 1.31 1.27

aThe number of parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.

TABLE 51

RELATION OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION TO FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

Mean Weekly Expenditures in Group with
Given Characteristic

.

Family Characteristic
Families Families
with TV without All Families
Sets at TV Sets,
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

Number of persons in family:
One or two. · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.29 ( 36)a 1.37 ( 51) 1.35 1.35
Three · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.62 ( 44) 1.48 ( 45) 1.55 1.53
Four. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.79 ( 39) 1.66 ( 30) 1.73 1.71
Five or more. · · · · · · · · · · · 1.95 ( 30) 1.60 ( 25) 1. 79 1.74

Number of adults (20 and over):
One or two. · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.57 (114) 1.43 (110) 1.50 1.48
Three or more • · · · · · · · · · · 1.92 ( 35) 1.67 ( 41) 1.79 1.75

Number of children (under 20):
No children · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.47 ( 54) 1.40 ( 73) 1.43 1.42
Children. · · · · · · · · · · · · · IT.75 ( 952] [I.59 ( 782] [1.6~ Q.6[]

One · · · · · · · · .. · · · · · · 1.64 ( 38) 1.65 ( 40) 1.65 1.65
Two or more · · · · · · · · · · · 1.83 ( 57) 1.52 ( 38) 1.70 1.66

Age of children:
All under 5 years • · · · · · · · · 1.25 ( 21) 1.39 ( 29) 1.33 1.35
Some five and over. · · · · · · · · 1.90 ( 74) 1.70 ( 49) 1.82 1.79

aThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.
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TABLE 52

RELATION OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION TO SOCIO-ECONOMIC INDICES

Socio-economic Status

Part of the reason for the relative
smallness of this difference lies in the
fact that families of lower educational
background tended to spend more for Phone­
vision than did families whose heads had
attended college. Since education and

Families with annual incomes of $7,500
more spent somewhat more on the average
for Phonevision than did families of less
means. Differences were not large how­
ever, there being a difference of $0.12 a'
week on the average between families with
incomes of under $5,000 and families with
incomes of $7,500 or more (See Table 52,
above.)
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Mean Weekly Expenditures in Group
with Given Characteristic

Socio-Economic Characteristic Families Families
- with TV without All Families

Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

Annual family income:
Under $5,000. · · · · · · · · · 1.58 ( 45)a 1.47 ( 77) 1.51 1.49
$5,000 - $7,499 · · · · · · · · 1.68 ( 49) 1.48 ( 45) 1.58 1.55
$7,500 and over · · · · · · · · 1.61 ( 43) 1.60 ( 24) 1.61 1.61

Educational level of head of
household:

Grade school. · · · · · · · · · 1.52 ( 14) 1.57 ( 17) 1.55 1.56
Some high school. · · · · · · · 1.87 ( 32) 1. 70 ( 24) 1.80 1.77
High school graduation. · · · · 1.67 ( 41) 1.62 ( 43) 1.65 1.64
Some college. · · · · · · · · · 1.56 ( 33) 1.36 ( 36) 1.46 1.43
College graduation and over • · 1.54 ( 29) 1.29 ( 31) 1.41 1.38

Income and educational level:
$5,000 and over:

High school graduation or
less. . . · · · · · · · · • 1.77 ( 50) 1.63 ( 30) 1.72 1.70

Some college and over · · · · 1.60 ( 54} 1.47 (44) 1.54 1:52..
Under $5,000:

High school graduation or
less. . . · · · · · · · · · 1.65 ( 37) 1.64 ( 54) 1.64 1.64

Some college and over • · · · 1.25 ( 8) 1.05 ( 23) 1.10 1.09

Family Composition

aThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.

From the data presented in Table .51,
page 116, it is clear that large families
spent a good deal more, on the average,
for Phonevision than did families with
fewer members, the· difference in expendi­
tures between a one~or-two-person family
and a five-or-more-person family averaging
"0.39 a week. Expenditures were relative­
ly high for families with children, but
further refinement of the data clearly in­
dicates that this was true only in fami­
lies· with some children of at least five
years of age. Even the. fact that families
with three or more adults spent more than
families with fewer adults suggests the
presence in the household of young adult
children.



118

TABLE 53

families with children
spent more for Phonevi­
otherwise similar fami­
children in this age

level are compared, it is consistently

3. At the higher income level, larger
families spent more for Phonevision
than smaller families, when age of
children is held constant; at the low­
er income level, larger families spent
less than smaller families.

4. As judged by the two comparisons for
which there are a reasonable number of
cases, ,families of lower educational
background did spend more for Phonevi­
sion than families of similar composi­
tion but higher educational attain­
ment.

It thus appears that the interest of the
children in the home old enough to parti­
cipate in family viewing was a central
factor in buying Phonevision programs.

evident that
aged 5 to 19
sion than did
lies with no
group.

2. When groups differing only in income
are compared, it appears that the ex­
penditures of families of three or
less persons did not vary much with
income. Among the larger families,
however, wealthier families spent more
fo~ Phonevision than did families with
lower incomes.

RELATION OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION TO FAMILY COMPOSITION
AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

aThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television
owning and non-owning strata.

bThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.

income tend to be positively correlated,
some of the income differential is obscur­
ed. In Table 52, page 117., however, an at­
tempt has been made to examine each of
these variables holding the other con­
stant. While, in the light of the small
number of cases available, the groupings
must be coarse, it is apparent that, at
each of the two income levels, families
whose heads had less education spent more
for Phonevision than did families whose
heads had some college education. Con­
versely, within each educational level,
families with higher incomes tended to
spend somewhat more for Phonevision, al­
though income differentials had a far
sharper effect on the expenditures of
families of college-educated heads than on
families with heads of less educational
status.

The combined influence of salient family
characteristics and these socio-economic
variables on Phonevision is presented in
Table 53 below. Here, the number of cases
gets so thin that data cannot be presented
for the two strata separately and, even
with the strata combined, some of the
means are still based on a very small num­
ber of cases. Nevertheless, a number of
relationships appear relatively certain:

1. Even when families of roughly compar­
able size and income or educational

Mean Wee~ly Expenditures in Each Socio-Economic Group
with Given Family Compositiona

Families with Families with Families with
Family Composition Incomes of Families with Heads HaVing Heads Having

Incomes Under at Least Some$5,000 $5,000 No College Collegeand Over Education
, Education

Famil.1es of four or more
persons:

With some children, 5-19. · 1.88 ( 59)b 1.66 ( 38) 1.95 (62) 1.52 ( 35)
With no children, 5-19. . · 1.78 ( 16) 1.18 ( 11) 1.47 ( 18) 1.60 ( 9)

Families of three or less
persons:

With some children, 5-19. · 1.75 ( 14) 1.75 ( 13) 1.58 ( 17) 2.05 ( 10)
With no children, 5-19. . · 1.37 ( 89) 1.41 ( 60) 1.52 ( 74) 1.26 ( 75)
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TABLE 54

from Phonevision, had already merged in
their interest in getting newer movies
shown on television. Because most of
these attitudes could not be obtained from
test families except as they were intensi­
fied and modified by the Phonevision test
and, even where an attempt was made to se­
cure them retrospectively, they must be
regarded as quite inexact, it is difficult
to assess with any certainty the role of
these taste factors in expenditures for
Phonevision. The data that can be pre­
sented here leave much to be desired and
should be regarded as suggestive rather
than conclusive.

Table 54 below, brings together the
relevant attitudes in relation to Phonevi­
sion expenditures. As shown there, test
families who recalled that before the
Phonevision test they had been interested
in both going to the movies and watching
television spent more for Phonevision, on

aThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.

RELATION OF WEEKLY E~ENDITURES FOR PIIONEVISION TO RECREATIONAL PREFERENCES

Recreational Preferences and Habits

*It is noteworthy that these same tendencies apply as well to interest in and purchase
of television as they do to Phonevision itself.

It was shown earlier that volunteers for
the Phonevision test showed some tendency
toward a set of attitudes and recreational
interests which could easily find Phone­
vision a satisfactory solution to their
interest in movies, on the one hand, and
their liking of the physical comfort and
convenience of television entertainment,
on the other, both of which, quite apart

Relatively large families, when they had
sufficient income, bought Phonevision pro­
grams more frequently than similar fami­
lies; where income was low, especially in
terms of the size of the family it sup­
ported, expenditures for Phonevision were
limited. Families of college background
less often bought Phonevision, presumably
because of differences in cultural stand­
ards and tastes.*

Families Families
with TV without All Families

Recreational Preference Sets at rrv Sets
Time of at Time of

Applicat ion Application Unweighted Weighted

Adult pre-Phonevision test
preferences included:

Both going to movies and
watching television • · .. .. . 1.86 ( 64)a 1.64 ( 42) 1.76 1.76

Watching television but not
going to the movies • · · · · 1.53 C57) 1.43 ( 37) 1.49 1.48

Going to the movies but not
watching television • · · · · 1.31 ( 17) 1.41 ( 45) 1.38 1.39

Neither • . ~ · · · , · · · · · 1.59 ( 11) 1.47 ( 27) 1.51 1.49
Mentioned physical comfort and

convenience of television • · · · 1.63 ( 88) 1.53 ( 96) 1.57 1.56
Did not mention • · · · · · · · · · 1.69 ( 61) 1.45 ( 55) 1.58 1.54
Mentioned wanting newer movies

on television • · · · · · · · · · 1.70 ( 67) 1.58 ( 68) 1.64 1.62
Did not mention • · · · · · · · · · 1.61 ( 82) 1.43 ( 83) 1.52 1.50
Criticized television

commercials • . · 0 · · · · · · 0 1.73 ( 99) 1,53 ( 93) 1.63 1.60
Did not criticize television'

ojcommercials • 0 · · · . · · · · 1.50 ( 50) 1.45 ( 58) 1.47 1.47
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TABLE 55

Implicit in all the relationships pre­
sented.so far is the fact that families
with their own television sets spent more
on the average for Phonevision than did
families who had no sets of their own. No

attended the movies most frequently. It
has already been indicated that test fami­
lies' reports of their movie attendance
may not be reliable. Any tendency for the
families who spent most for Phonevision to
place their movie attendance at either ex­
treme simply because they were projecting
--positively or negatively--their reac­
tions to Phonevision would tend to produce
this relationship between movie attendance
and Phonevision expenditures as an arti­
fact, without there being any real rela­
tionship. It is difficult to believe that
the entire relationship shown is arti­
factual, however, when the differences are
so large--the expenditures of most fre­
quent movie-goers were $0.36 a week above
mean expenditures, and when it is entirely
plausible to assume that people who enjoy­
ed movies, as indicated by frequent at­
tendance, and people who would enjoy them,
but found themselves unable to go to them
very often for one reason or another, con­
stituted the two best markets for Phonevi­
sion.

aThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.

RELATION OF WEEKLY PBONEVISION EXPENDITURES TO USUAL MOVIE ATl'ENDANCE

the average, than did families whose pref­
erences included only one or the other or
neither. Thus, there is some suggestion
that families who felt the opposed pulls
of the movie theater and 'the home televi­
sion set did turn to Phonevision more
often. On the other hand, appreciation of
television for the comfort and convenience
it permits did not relate to expenditures
at all, although it should be remembered
that it is the post-test attitude which is
being employed here. Finally, those who
either before or after seeing Phonevision
programs came to want newer movies on
television and those who before or after
seeing Phonevision had become critical of
the advertising policies of ordinary tele­
vision programs tended to spend more for
Phonevision than those who did not express
these attitudes.

In terms of actual habits of movie at­
tendance, it appears that families where
the adults were most frequent or least
frequent movie-goers spent the most for
Phonevision. (See Table 55 below.) The
data for children's movie attendance do
not permit an examination of the two ex­
tremes of movie attendance, but do also
indicate highest Phonevision expenditures
in families where the children actually

Mean'W~ekly Expenditures in Given
Movie Attendance Group

Usual Movie Attendance Families Families
with TV without All Families
Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application . Unweighted Weighted

Adults
Twice a week or more. · · · · · · 2.15 ( 26)a 1.80 ( 32) 1.96 1.91
Once a week • · · · · · · · · · · 1.()0 ( 38) 1.55 ( 47) 1.58 1.57
Two or three times a month. · · · ' 1.50 ( 27) 1.07 ( 23) 1.31 1.24
Once a month. · · · · · · · · · · 1.03 ( 19) 1.15 ( 18) 1.09 1.11
Less than once a month. · · · · · 1.77 ( 39) 1.62 ( 31) 1.70 1.68,

Children, 5-19
Twice a week or more. · · · · · · 2.32 ( 15) 2.,03 ( 16) 2.17 2.13
Once a week • · · · · · · · · · · 1.90 ( 39) 1.46 ( 18) 1.76 1.70
Less than once a week • · · · · · 1.57 ( 20) 1.65 ( 15) 1.61 1.62
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TABLE 56

1.50 (151)

1.41 ( 77)

1.65 (149)a

1.59 ( 74)

1.53 ( 46)
1.38 ( 27)
0.125( 4)

Mean Weekly Expenditures

The remaining families, who would not
have been television owners by the Spring
of 1951 had, on the average, much lower
rates of expenditure for Phonevision than
either of the two groups of television
owners. Even among these families,

"old" television owners--those who had had
sets at the time of application for the
test and so had owned sets for at least
eleven months before interview; these were
the families who usually had the highest
expenditures for Phonevision. But, second­
ly, there were the group of "new" televi­
sion owners--those who had owned sets for
less than eleven months. Since one effect
of the test was to postpone the purchase
of sets, the 18 families who did purchase
sets cannot be regarded as representative
of "new" television owners; instead both
these families and the 56 families who
said they would have owned sets by the
time of interview if it had not been for
having the test set are taken to represent
"new" owners. This group's expenditures
for Phonevision were only slightly lower
than those of "old" owners.***

Television Ownership Status

Owned set at time of application • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Did not own set at time of application • • • • • • • • • •

Would have owned by time of interview, except for test.
Would not have owned by time of interview•••••

Intended to get set within a year of interview
Intended to get set later••••••
Did not intend to get set. • • • • .• • • • • •

aThe'number in parentheses is the number of cas~s on which the mean is based.
(

RELATION OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION TO
TELEVISION OWNERSHIP STATUS

Some approximation of the factors making
for this difference can be inferred, how­
eYer, from the. relation of expenditures to
plans to own television. There were among
the test families, first, the group of

*From the standpoint. of estimation from samples, it should be pointed out that the
overall mean difference between television owners and non-owners of $0.15 is not
statistically significant; with the number of families who .took part in the test, the
probability of the occurrence of a difference this great is .18. The consistency of
these differences through a number of relationships does strengthen the probability that
a true underlying difference exists.

**For example, families who entered the test to secure the use of a television set
were lower expenders, but they also tended disproportionately to be larger families
(which tend toward higher expenditures) and to have lower incomes (which tend toward
lower expenditures).

***It is worth noting that mean expenditures of the families who had actually bought.
sets ($1.60) were not appreciably different from the mean. expenditures of those who
merely said they would have bought sets ($1.59).

matter what relationship has been shown.
it has generally been true that the ex­
penditures of the various sub-groups of
'television-owning test families exceeded
those of the comparable sub-groups of non­
owners. In fact, even if the major compo­
sitional differences between television
owners and non-owners--family size, number
of children, income and education--are all
controlled simultaneously by a process of
standardization (using the weights pre-

.sented in Table 6, pages 41 and 42), the
size of the difference in mean expenditures
b~tw~en the groups is in no way altered.*
It is, however, possible that if the in­
terrelations of these compositional fac­
tors and motives for entering the test
could be simultaneously controlled some of
the differences would vanish, but the
number of cases available makes this im­
practicable.**
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*These people said they had not expected to be given such excellent television sets,
had not anticipated how good the reception would be or had assumed there would be fewer
movies to choose from, etc.

Famil ies Who
Didn't Like
Television

This Much Be­
fore Phone­
vision Test

ExpendituresMean Weekly

Families Who
Liked Tele­

vision "'Very
Much" Before
Phonevision

Test

responded best to Phonevision, and it is
notable that even though there were only
four test families who liked television so
'little that they never intended to buy a
'set, these four families together in a
four week period spent only $2.00 for
Phonevision, for a mean weekly family ex­
penditure of less than $0.13. Looked at
in terms of expressed attitudes toward
television~ the relationship is equally
clear:

there had been considerable pUblicity
given to the Zenith Radio Corporation's
difficulty obtaining suitable motion pic­
tures for the test, and even though all
the pUblicization of the Phonevision test
was in terms of movies, many families were
expecting (or hoping for) not only new
movies but also the televising of Broadway
plays, key sports events, concerts and so
forth. Thus, when asked what they had ex­
pected Phonevision to be like, over half
the test families indicated that they had
been expecting Phonevision to have
features which the test did not, ob­
jectively, provide, while only 5.3% indi­
cated that their expectations of Phonevi­
sion were more than met by the test.*
(See Table 57, page 123.) The leading
disappointments, as already suggested,
were the age of the movies used, the lack
of other types of entertainment and the
limitation of choice of movies--some fami­
lies having made the logical extension of
Phonevision to a system whereby they would
be able to call up any theater in the city
and order its programs.

All families
Weighted. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.69 1.41
Unweighted. · · · · · · · · · · · 1.69 1.44

Families with television sets at time of
application · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.72 1.54

Families without television sets at time of
application · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1.66 1.36

Test families approached the test with
their. hopes high. Despite the fact that

however, those who planned to get sets
within a year bought Phonevisio~ programs
at a rate only slightly below that for
"new" television owners, while it was only
those who did ,not intend to get sets for
at least a year who were sUbstantially
lower in expenditures. (See Table 56,
page 121.)

ATTITUDES OF PARTICIPANTS TOWARD
THE PHONEVISION TEST

In effect, this is another way of saying
that those who liked television most

Expectations about the Test

It thus appears that the primary factor in
differences in expenditures for Phonevi,­
sion between the two . major strata were
differences in liking for television and
interest in owning television.sets.

Although actual expenditures for Phone­
V1S10n constitute an effective index of
the reception of ,Phonevision, they do not
in themselves indicate whether the level
of expenditure constitutes a relatively
favorable or unfavorable reaction to
Phonevision. In ·order to assess this more'
qualitative side of the Phonevision test,
what test families said about the test may'
be put alongside of what they did during
the test.



TABLE 57

EXPECTATIONS ABour THE PHONEVISION TESTa

test, fulfilled were somewhat 'more likely
to say that they hadn't likedPhonevision
as well as they expected to, but even
among them, the substantial majority said
Phonevision was as good as or better than
expected. (See Table 58, page 124.) It
thus appears likely that when families
talked about what they had expected Phone­
vision to be like, they remembered most
vividly those of their expectations that
proved to be contrary-to-fact, but when
they reacted to Phonevision they did so in
terms not merely of their incorrect
initial assumptions but of the actual
character of Phonevision as they had
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Proportion in Each Group Report ing
Given Expectation

Expectations about Families Families
Phonevision Test with TV without All Families

Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

Had expectations that were
disappointed. · · · · · · · · · · 62.4 54.3 58.3 57.2

Had expectations that were
exceeded. . . · · · · · · · · · · 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3

Had only realistic expectations · · 26.2 34.4 30.3 31.5
Didn't know what to expect. · · · · 7.4 7.3 7.4 7.3

Total per centb · · · · · · · 101.3 101.3 101.3 101.3

Disappointed expectations:
Expected newer movies than

were shown, · · · · · · · · · · 36.3 36.4 36.3 36.4
Expected programs other than

movies--Broadway plays, sports
events, concerts, etc • · · · · 28.1 22.5 25.3 24.5

Expected to be able to order any
movie playing in city • · · · · 11.4 13.9 12.7 13.0

All other disappointments · · · · 13.4 5.3 9.3 8.2
Didn't have any disappointed

expectations. · · · · · · · · .. 37.6 45.7 41.7 42.8

Total per centb · · · · · · · 126.8 '123.8 125.3 124.9
Number. . · · · · · · · · · · 149 151 300 300

Reactions to Phonevision

aBased on the question: "Do you happen to remember now what you thought about the
Phonevision test, when you first heard about it? I mean •••• When you first applied for
the test, what did you expect Phonevisionwould be like? (What else did you expect?)"

bpercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents had more than one kind of
expectation.

It would, howeve~, be a mistake to as­
sume'that, because Phonevision did not
fulfill these more grandiose hopes, test
families were, by and large, disappointed
in it. Quite the contrary, about three­
fifths of the families said that Phonevi­
sion turned out to be as good as they ex­
pected it to be, while a fifth said they
didn't like it as well as they expected to
and another fifth actually volunteered the
comment that it was better than they ex­
pected it to be. Families who had been
expecting' more of Phonevision than the



aBased on the question: "Did Phonevision turn out to be as good as your family ex­
pected it to be, or didn't you like it as well as YOu thought you would~'

TABLE 58

REACTIONS TO THE PHONEVISION TESTa

Phonevision. These attitudes correlate
with expenditures and, in doing so, indi­
cate at one and the same time that the at­
titudes are meaningful appraisals of the
success of the Phonevision test and that
the size of expenditures reflects degrees
of favorableness of response to Phonevi­
sion. On the average, there was a differ­
ence of $0.77 a week in the expenditures
of those who didn't like Phonevision as
well as they expected to and those who
liked it better than they anticipated:

Mean Weekly Expenditures

Families Who Families Who Families Who
Found Phone- Found Phone- Didn't Like
vision Better vision as Phonevision

than They Good as They as Well as
Expected Expected Expected
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Proportion in Each Group Reporting Given Reactions

Familieli Families
Reaction to Phonevision with TV without All Families

Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

ALL FAMILIES
Was better than expected

(volunteered) · · · · · · · · 19.5 21.8 20.7 21.0
As good as expected • · · · · · 61.0 56.4 58.6 58.0
Didn't like as well. · · · · · 19.5 21.8 20.7 21.0

Total per cent. · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. · · · · · · · · · · 149 151 300 300

ALL FAMILIES WHO HAD DISAPPOINTED
EXPECTATIONS

Was better than expected
(volunteered) · · · · · · · · 10.1 19.5 17.7 18.2

As good as expected • · · · · · 61.3 45.1 53.7 51.4
Didn't like as well. · · · · · 22.6 35.4 28.6 30.4

Total per cent. · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. · · · · · · · · · ·1 93 82 175 175

All Families
Weighted. . · · · · · · · · · · · 1.93 1.56 1.16
Unweighted. · · · · · · · · · · · . . 1.89 1.59 1.21

Families with television sets at time
of application. · · · · · · · · · 1.76 1.70 1.38

Families without television sets at
time of application · · · · · · · · .. . 2.01 1.47 1.05

observed it, as well. It may even be
said, however, that, to succeed as well as
it did in the face of these great expecta­
tions which it could not satisfy, Phonevi­
sio~ did have to offer a great deal.

What Phonevision offered and failed to
offer, so far as these test families were
concerned, will be discussed shortly, but,
before this topic is dealt· with, it should
be pointed out that these impressionistic
reactions to Phonevision do sharply re­
flect actual behavior with respect to
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TABLE 59

APPROVED FEATURES OF PHONEVISION AND THE PHONEVISION TESTa

4.5

9.0

5.7

5.2

9.7

15.4

48.3

23.2

11.8

12.7
6.9
4.2

48.5

205.1
300

9.3

All Families

5.3

6.0

4.7

10.0

49.3

15.7

24.0

11.0

12.7
7.0
4.0

46.7

205.7
300

Unweighted Weighted

6.6

3.3

4.0

6.6

14.6

45.7

21.2

13.9

10.6

53.0

11.9
6.6
4.6

202.6
151

Families
without
TV Sets

at Time of
Application

The Pros and Cons of Phonevision

The features of Phonevision which test
families found appealing and disappointing
are presented in Table 59 below, and Table
60, page 126. The two major appeals which
Phonevision, as they saw it in the test,

8.7

5.4

8.0

8.0

4.0

13.4

53.0

16.8

14.1
7..4
3.4

26.9

40.3

209.4
149

Proportion in Each Group Approving Given Feature

Families
with TV
Sets at
Time of

Application

This relationship indicates that the atti­
tudes expressed were meaningful appraisals
of the success of the Phonevision test
and, at the same time, gives support to
the idea that the size of expenditures may
be taken as a rough index of the degree of
favorableness of response to Phonevision.

Approved Feature

PROGRAM PRESENTATION
Programs were uninterrupted,

free of commercials • • • • •
Programs w~re complete, not

cut to fit the time • • • • •
PROGRAM TYPE

Phonevision movies were better
than others on television,
general • • • • • • • • • • •

Phonevision movies were a good
choice, gave variety, etc • •

Phonevision movies were the
Dest of the older movies. • •

Phonevision movies were newer
than others on television • •

NON-PROGRAM FEATURES OF
PHONEVISION

Comfort, convenience of having
this entertainment at home. •

Good reception and other tech­
nical transmission features •

Economy of having this enter~

tainment at home. • • • • • •
Promotion ofsociabilitYi

strengthening of family bonds
TEST ARRANGEMENTS

Various aspects of "the test
(apart from Phonevision it­
self) were well handled • • •

MISCELLANEOUS • • • • • • • • • • •
N<YI' ASCERTAINED • • • • • • • • • •

Total per centb • • • • • •
Number. • • • • • • • . • •

aBased on the question: "What did you like (Was there anyth1ng you hked) about
Phonevision? (What else did you like?)"

bpercentages total more than 100.0 because many respondents approved of more than one
feature.



TABLE 60

DISAPPROVED FEATURES OF PHONEVISIONAND THE PHONEVISION TESTa

- Proportion in Each Group Disapproving Given Feature
I

Families Families
Disapproved Feature with TV without All Families

Sets at TV Sets
Time of at Time of

Application Application Unweighted Weighted

PROGRAM PRESENrATION
Poor time scheduling; con-

flicted with other pro-
grams, etc. · · · · · · · · · 5.4 5.9 5.7 5.7

Programs were incomplete;
lacked shorts, newsreels,
etc . . . · · · · · · · · · · 4.0 1.3 2.7 2.3

PROGRAM TYPE
Age of movies used. · · · · · · 55.7 47.0 51.3 50.1
Poor choice, lack of variety

in movies used. · · · · · · · 8.0 11.9 10.0 10.5
Lack of programs other than

movies: plays , sports, etc. · 10.1 8.6 9.3 9.1
Poor quality of movies used · · 9.4 7.9 8.7 8.4

NON-PROGRAM FEATURES OF
PHONEVISION

Reception difficulties. · · · · 5.4 4.6 5.0 4.9
MISCELLANEOUS CRITICISMS. · · · · · 5.4 3.3 4.3 4.0
NO CRITICISMS: Liked everything. · 19.5 19.2 19.3 19.3
NOT ASCERTAINED · · · · · · · · · · 8.7 17.9 13.3 14.6

Total per centb · · · · · · 131.6 127.6 129.6 128.9
Number. · · · · · · · • · · 149 151 300 300

aBased on the question: "What was (Was there anything) disappointing about Phonevi­
sion? (What else was disappointing?)"

bpercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents expressed more than one
disappointment.

had for these test families were the high addition to these three major categories,
value they placed on being able to have test families mentioned their pleased sur-
such entertainment in the comfortable and prise over the good reception and clarity
convenient surroundings of their own homes of the pictures,* their approval of the
and the pleasure they derived from seeing way general test arrangements were
full television programs with no interrup- handled, the economy of Phonevision enter-
tion by commercials. Third in importance tainment and its role in promoting soci-
was the improvement over regular televi- ability. It is noteworthy that almost all
sion in the type of program made avail- of the criticism centered around the par-
able, although the age and kind of movies ticular programming of the test, with al-
shown in the test were far more often most no objection to intrinsic features of
grounds for dissatisfaction with it. In Phonevision.

*It "is likely that the use of movie prints especially prepared for television trans­
mission accounted for much of this. Insofar as this satisfaction is attributable to the
compulsory use of roof antennae and to the use of a television set with a screen larger
than some families were accustomed to, however, it must be discounted as a test factor
which would not hold true under ordinary commercial operation of Phonevision.
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Thus, what Phonevision offered to these
families corresponded fairly well with
what they were seeking in taking part in
the Phonevision test, insofar as they had
any intrinsic interest in Phonevision, as
may be seen by referring to Table 46, page
109; namely, an improvement in television
programming both as to quality of programs
and their presentation and a solution of
the conflict between their preference for
entertainment in the home and their pref­
erence for the kind of entertainment not
usually available in the home.

If there is any doubt left about the
favorable reception which these families
by and large gave Phonevision, it may be
noted here that all but 12 of them were
sure that, if they had it to do over, they
would still decide, in the light of what
they had seen of Phonevision, to take part
in the test, and seven of these 12 based
their uncertainty or decision not to take
part simply on the fact that they weren't
satisfied with, the use of old movies. In
fact, all but five of the test families
said they would sign up for Phonevision
immediately if it were commercially avail­
able. These data will be presented more
fully in the next major section, where
they serve to evaluate city-wide reactions
to Phonevision; they are cited here simply
to illustrate in one further way the ex­
tent td which test families themselves en­
dorsed Phonevision.

CONCLUSION

Expenditures for Phonevision began at a
high of over three dollars per week ,per
family, but gradually leveled off, with an
upturn toward the end of the' test, , at
about $1.55 a week, from which it can be
estimated that other families like the
test families would, under the same condi­
tions, have spent, on the average, between
$1.43 and $1.67 a week. (Because of the
possible biases introduced by substitu­
tion, it is probably more likely that
their expenditures would have been between
$1.43 and $1.55.)

The conduct of this test of Phonevision
introduced conditions which would not oc­
cur if Phonevision were simply a service
available in an ordinary commercial way to
anyone who wanted it. Factors which tend­
ed to make families spend more than they
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would have under norma~ circumstanceS were
the consciousness that they were partici­
pating in a test which attendant feelings
of obligation and responsibility for help­
ing the test succeed, as well as the
mechanics of the conduct of the test which
led to the presence of two television sets
in many test homes. These factors tended
to influence the behavior of relatively
few of the test families, so far as it can
be determined, so that their overall ef­
fect leads to only a small overestimation
of expenditures for Phonevision. On the
other hand, the fact that many of the test
participants had, to begin with, little
intrinsic interest in Phonevision, but had
volunteered in order to get the use of a
television set or because social prestige
attached to being selected means that ex­
penditures are underestimated, compared
with what the expenditures of a group in­
terested in Phonevision would have been.
From the extent to which these divergent
factors operated, it seems likely that the
countertendencies toward over-and under­
estimation either balanced, or else there
was a slight preponderance in the direc­
tion of underestimating normal expendi­
tures, given the surrounding conditions of
the test.

These surrounding conditions of the test
--factors which might easily vary from one
test to another, but which become crucial­
ly significant because there has been only
one test--again probably worked in oppo~

site directions. On the one hand, the oc­
currence of the test in the winter months
probably resulted in maximum estimates of
expenditures, given the type of program
used and all the other conditions of the
test. But the ·use. of relatively old
movies on the Phonevision programs un­
doubtedly led to much lower estimates of
expenditures than would occur if the pro~

grams had been newer.

In balance, then, it appears likely that
the expenditures made for Phonevision dur­
ing the weeks selected as normal are
probably a quite conservative estimate of
what families like these test families
would spend for Phonevision in the winter
months under its normal commercial opera­
tion.

Statements about the amount of money
spent do not ~n themselves demonstrate
what the subjective reactions of the



participants were, even though one way of
judging the success of such a program as
Phonevision can be to examine expenditures
without reference to attitudes. From this
other standpoint of how participants felt,
the Phonevision test can be regarded as
quite successful. Even in the face of ex­
pectations and hopes about Phonevision
which the test itself did not fulfill, the
great majority of participants enjoyed
Phonevision, would take part in the test
again, and would subscribe to Phonevision
if it were commercially available. The
reasons for the success of the Phonevision
test reside primarily in the fact that,
even in the limited form in which it was
tested, Phonevision did succeed in supply­
ing these families with some of the values
that had attracted them to Phonevision in
the first place--a better quality of en­
tertainment without leaving the comfort of
their homes.

From the correlation of subjective reac­
tions to the test with actual expendi­
tures, it is clear that differences in ex­
penditures, other things being equal, can
be interpreted as representing differences
in degree of approval of Phonevision. On
the basis of this, it may be said that
Phoenvision received best response from
relatively large families (provided they
had the means to pay for it) and,
especially those families who had children
old enough to watch the programs too.
Similarly, Phonevision appealed most to

.. people who enjoyed both television and
movies, so that, probably because of dif­
ferences in tastes and interests, it had
less appeal for the families of the
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college-educated. Finally, it had some­
what more appeal for those who directly
expressed a desire for the two leading
features of Phonevision--newer movies on
television and television programs without
commercial sponsorship.

It is important to note that many of the
variables which related positively to ex­
penditures for Phonevision were factors
which also tended to distinguish test vol­
unteers from other families. Thus, it had
earlier been shown that the test volun­
teers tended to be complete family groups
of higher socio-economic status, with some
recreational attitudes which could well
have led them to view Phonevision favor­
ably. Since these same tendencies are re­
lated to expenditures for Phonevision it
would begin to apPear that Phonevision not
only appealed to relatively fewer fami­
lies of certain types, but also had less
attraction for families of these types to
whomPhonevision did appeal sufficiently
to lead to volunteering for the test.
Thus, variables of this kind not only
serve to indicate some of the determinants
of expenditures for Phonevision, but
emphasize as well that the unrepresenta­
tiveness of test families in relation to
the city as a whole did have the effect of
making their expenditures for Phonevision
higher than those of a representative
sample would have been. It is because of
the existence of such relationships that
the behavior of Phonevision test families
cannot be immediately extrapolated to the
city as a whole, but requires the more
complex process of estimation that will be
described in Chapter VI of this report.



FAMILIARITY WI'IH PHONEVISION
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CITY-WIDE REACTIONS TO PHONEVISION

v

Impressive as this extensive famillarily
with Phonevision is,** it is probably an
underestimate of the amount of acquaintance
with Phonevision. Two lines of evidence
support this view: in the first place,
Table 61 shows that, among the sample of
Phonevision test volunteers, all of whom
had heard of Phonevision sufficiently to
apply for participation in the test, only
92.0% reported themselves as having learned
about the test before it began, and 4.4%
either reported that they hadn't heard of
Phonevision or couldn't explain it. This
underreporting of familiarity with Phone­
vision could have come about in one of
three ways: since only one individual in
each family was interviewed it might be
that it was someone else in the family
who had become familiar with and applied
for participation in the phonevision test
without any communication with the person
interviewed; it might also be that some
people had forgotten that they had ap­
plied, or some may have forgotten or never
known exactly what they were applying for.

As might be expected in the light of the While all of these factors probably played
location of the test and the canvassing for some part, the fact that there was more
test participants that went on within the forgetting or lack of understanding among
Lakeview-Lincoln area, residents of this the non-television owners than among the
area were even more likely than the city owners suggests that the latter factor
as a whole to have heard of Phonevision was certainly operating. In any event,
and to have some understanding of it, and it is clear that among these test volun-
over half the families in the area (52.7%) teers, the measure of familiarity with
had learned about Phonevision before the Phonevision used underestimated their
test began. initial acquaintance with it.

Phonevision had come to the attention of
a sizeable majority of the residents of
Chicago by the Spring of 1951--73.2% of
the respondents said they had heard of
Phonevision and 62.7% could give some ex­
planation of what Phonevision was about.*
Over half of those who knew what Phone­
vision was--33.2% of the city--had learned
about Phonevision' prior to the start of the
test on January 1, 1951. (See Table 61.)

Apparently because Phonevision is, after
all, a new development in television,
television owners had attended more close­
ly to it; in the city as a whole, 85.3% of
the television owners had heard about
Phonevision, 77.4% had so~e idea of what
it was, and 42. 1% had known about Phone­
vision before the test began.. Among non­
owners,' on the other hand, 57.4% had heard
of Phonevision, 43.4% had some grasp of
what it was, and 21. 5% had known about
Phonevision before the test began.

*An explanation was regarded as satisfactory if the respondent knew at least that
Phonevision involved television programs for which a charge was made., Those who could
not give this much of an explanation were about equally divided between people who said
they had heard of it, but really didn't know what it was and those who misidentified
Phonevision with a system whereby one could see the person to whom he was talking on
the telephone.

**Surveys have repeatedly shown an extensive lack of information about topics of pre­
sumably public interest. For instance, in 1950, national surveys showed that: 70% had
heard of the hydrogen bomb, while 52% knew anything about it; 66% knew who Dean Acheson
was; 54% had heard of Voice of America broadcasts; 46% coulp name at least one of the
first four books of the New Testament correctly.
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TABLE 61

2.2

1.0

1.0

5.0

5.0

2.2

3.6
92.0

2.5
87.5

4.1
93.9·

100.0
40

100.0
137

100.0
97

Phonevision
Test

Volunteersb

9.3

6.3

4.1

17.4
52.7

10.9

23.6

37.4

15.8
35.9

19.4
67.2

100.0
348

100.0
735

Lakeview-Lincoln

100.0
387

All
Families

8.2

10.-9

22.5
20.1

15.1

27.1

14.3

30.5
31.5

36.5
40.2

43.1

100.0
1404

100.0
600

100.0
804

City Ex­
clusive of
Lakeview­
Lincoln

7.9

14.7

10.5

14.0

21.9
21.5

26.8

29.5
33.2

35.3
42.1

42.6

100.0
1526

100.0
658

100.0
868

Total
City

Proportion in Each Group with Given Familiarity

Total per cent .
Number .

ALL FAMILIES
Had not heard of Phonevision.
Had heard of Phonevision

Could not explain it correctly...
Could explain it at least
partially correctly

Learned about it after start
of test. '" ...

Learned about it before test .•

Total per cent . .
Number ..

FAMILIARITY WITH PHONEVISIONa

Total per cent.....
Number. . • • .

Degree of Familiarity

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
Had not heard of Phonevision. . . . .
Had heard of Phonevision

Could not explain it correctly..
Could explain it at least
partially correctly

Learned about it after start
of test. " .. .

Learned about it before test..

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
Had not heard of Phonevision. .
Had heard of Phonevision

Could not explain it correctly...
Could explain it at least
partially correctly

Learned about it after start
of test. . . . .

Learned about it before test.

aBased on the questions: "Have you ever heard anything about Phonevision?", "(If
'Yes') As far as you know, what is Phonevision? (How does it work?) (Do you know any­
thing else about it?)", and" (If 'Yes') . "Where did you hear or find out about Phone­
vision? (Where? WhEm? What did it say?) (Any other way or place?)"

bPhonevision test volunteers had presumably all heard about Phonevision before the
test, since they all applied, in actuality. Their retrospective answers are presented
here to give some indication of. the errors in such data.
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*A random sample of 1,632 residential telephone listings was drawn, and interviews
were obtained by telephone from the homes of 98.5% of this sample. The interview
schedule and instructions are shown in Appendix B, Exhibit III.

**While these figures, collected after the Phonevision test, include both telephone
subscribers and non-subscribers, they are, nevertheless, comparable with the earlier
data, since inclusion of the non-stlbscribers does not appreciably alter them. That is,
the corresponding figures, based on telephone subscribers only, would be 79.2% and 27.2%
respectively.

***It is probable that this program interest held true only during the first nineteen
days of the test, during which time only the picture was jittered. The jittering of the
sound as well after that time probably substantially"eliminated the jittered Phonevision
aUdienCe.

This curiosity and interest in the ac­
tual Phonevision programs was, if any­
thing, more wide-spread in the rest of
the city than it was in the Lakeview~

Lincoln district itself, with the excep­
tion that Phonevision test volunteers were
more likely to have seen Phonevi~ion at
all and to have watched it for sizeable
periods of time than were other families-­
fully 21.7% of the television owners
among the volunteers had watched at least
one complete program.

By the end of the Phonevision test,
78.8% of the families with television sets
had watched the jittered picture at least
once, and 27.7% of the families with­
out television sets had also seen it.**
This rather wide-spread viewing of Phone­
vision indicates the interest and cur­
iosity about it, at least initially, and
the fact that almost two-thirds of the
television owners viewed Phonevision more
than once suggests that the Phonevision
programs themselves, even in the jittered
form, were finding an interested audi­
ence.*** Even if all the families- who
watched Phonevision only once, no matter
how long they viewed it, are regarded as
having been only initially curious, and
all families who watched Phonevision more
than once, but never for more than five
minutes, are regar.ded as mere casual view­
ers in the course of channel-tuning,
there still remained a substantial pro­
portion--27.6% of the television owners-­
who . watched Phonevision more than.once
and, at least once, watched it for more
than a casual one-minute glance. In fact,
one-eigth of the telev~sion-owning fam­
ilies (12.4%) had watched at least one
complete Phonevision program. (See Table
62.)

Extent of Viewing of Phonevision

In the second place, however, there were
respondents who said they hadn't heard of
Phonevision or who couldn't explain it
correctly, who proved to be familiar with
the telecasts on Channel 2 and knew what
they were about. Thus, if these respond­
ents who knew and understood Phonevision,
though not its name, were added to those
who were able to explain the work Phone­
vision, the estimate of acquaintance with
Phonevision in the, city would rise from
62.7 to 74.0%.

From the start of the Phonevision test
on January 1, 1951, the jittered Phone­
vision programs shown on ·Channel 2 in
Chicago attracted a good deal of attention.
A survey conducted on January 9th and 10th
of a random sample of the residential
telephone subscribers in Chicago* showed
that, at this period of the test, about
1.5% of the television sets in use at the
times of Phonevision showings were tuned
to the Phonevision channel, while 62.2% of
the households with television sets had
already viewed Phonevision at least once.
Even at this early period, the majority of
those who had watched Phonevision at all
had watched it more than once~ and over a
third of them had watched Phonevision
within a day of the interview. For those
who had, by the second week of the test,
watched Phonevision at all, the median
time for which they had last viewed Phone­
vision was five minutes, with 23.8% of
those who had viewed at all (14.8% of all
television owners) having last viewed
Phonevision for at least'a half-hour..



TABLE 62

FREQUENCY AND LENGTH OF PHOOEVISION VIEWINGa

in your family, ever happened to see
2--the Zenith experimental television

family looked' at the jittered Phone­
longest, at anyone time, that anyone
programs?"

subscription basis. As over against the
57.9% who favored subscription television
in this unqualified fashion, there were
28.8% who opposed it and 13.3% who' had
not arrived at an opinion on the sUbject.
When the condition was introduced that
the television programs on a subscription
basis would be programs that would not
otherwise appear on television, the pro­
portion favoring subscription television
under these conditions rose to 66.2% with
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THE QUESTION OF SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION

Proportion in Each Group with Given Frequency
and Length of Phonevision Viewing

All Families Families with Families without
Television Sets Television Sets

Frequency and Length City Lakeview- City Lakeview- City Lakeview-
Lincoln Lincoln Lincoln

Phone- Phone- Phone-
All vision All vision All vision

Fami- Test Fami- Test Fami- Test
lies Volun- lies Volun- lies Volun-

teers teers teers

None · · · 43.3 48.4 26.3 21.2 25.8 14.4 72.3 73.6 55.0

One time only. · · · (ll.l) (11. 7) (19.7) (13.8) (12.9) (17.5) ( 7.3) (10.3) (25.0)

Five minutes or less
at most · · · · · · · 7.6 8.8 15.3 9.0 9.8 13.4 5.8 7.7 20.0

10-20 minutes at most. 1.5 1.5 2.2 2.1 1.0 1.0 0.5 2.0 5.0
30-60 minutes at most. 0.8 0.4 - 1.2 0.3 - 0.5 0.6 -
Entire program · · 1.2 1.0 2.2 1.5 1.8 3.1 0.5 - -

More than once · · · (45.6) (39.9) (54.0) (65.0) (61. 3) (68.l) (20.4) (16.l) (20.0)

Five minutes or less
at most · · · · · 24.3 23.3 27.0 34.2 36.5 32.0 11.6 8.6 15.0

10-20 minutes at most. 6.8 6.1 7.3 9.9 8.5 10.3 2.7 3.5 -
30-60 minutes at most. 4.4 3.7 5.1 6.8 5.4 7.2 1.2 1.7 -
Entire program at
ieast once. · 6.9 6.3 13.9 10.9 10.4 18.6 1.7 1.7 2.5

Not ascertained. 3.2 0.5 0.7 3.2 0.5 - 3.2 0.6 2.5

Total percent · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · 1526 735 137 868 387 97 658 348 40

aBased on the questions: "Have you, or anyone
those jittered Phonevision pictures on Channel
stat ion?" , " (I f 'Yes') About how often has your
vision programs?", and" (I f ' Yes' ) What was the
in your family looked at the jittered Phonevision

Since Phonevision is, in essence, a sy­
stem of subscription television, general
attitudes toward subscription television
supply the background against which public
reception of Phonevision on a commerical
basis may be judged. In the Spring of
1951, a majority of the families in Chi­
cago reacted favorably to the idea of hav­
ing some television programs on a paid
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*The discussion of subscription television has primarily been in terms of the more
limited conception of charging for the televising of programs which are presented else­
where for a fee, and, as will shortly be seen, many respondents were assuming this re­
striction when they gave seemingly unqualified support to subscription television. The
discussion in the test will, therefore, concentrate on the division of opinion about
subscription television in this narrower sense, although the data are presented in the
tables in a form which will permit of either interpretation of the issue.

Endorsement of subscription television
is not quite the same as personal willing­
ness to pay for programs; in fact, it may
have been noted that some of those who en­
dorsed subscription television did so with
the explicit statement that they had no
interest in it, but saw no reason to op­
pose it if others wanted it. The propor­
tions who felt that they might pay for
such programs, however, closely approxi­
mated the proportions who favored limited
subscription television: 65.5% of the
families in the city said they might pay,
20.9% said they would never pay and 13.6%
weren't sure. (See Table 66.) Those who
had favored subscription television either
unconditionally or in the explicitly limit­
ed form were most likely to feel that they
might pay for some programs, with about
four-fifths of them expressing this opin­
ion. Only among those opposed to limited
subscription television did a majority
indicate that they would never buy such
programs, and, even in this group, 28.7%
said they might pay. (See Table 67.)

While these data are presented here
primarily to depict city-wide opinions' on
the issues involved in Phonevision and
subscription television generally, it is
also well to note, insofar as these facts
bear on the representativeness of the
Phonevision test results, that the Lake­
view-Lincoln district did not differ from
the city as a whole in either attitude
toward subscription television or willing­
ness to pay for such programs. Test volun­
teers and participants were, however, far
more favorably disposed and willing to pay
than were average families, and, as will
be shown shortly, their greater support of
subscription television both in theory and
practice was not to be wholly explained in
terms of the differences in characteristics
and attitudes that have already been as­
signed to them, but rather constituted
another distinguishing trait.

16.8% opposed and 17.0% undecided. In
other words, among families who had an
op~n~on, the general idea of subscription
television was approved by 2 to 1, while
the use of subscription financing to make
available programs not ordinarily avail­
able was approved by about 4 to 1. (See
Table 63.)*

Subscription television was favored, by
those who had favored it in its more gen­
eral form, primarily because people felt
that it would result in an improvement in
television programming, either generally,
or by making feasible the presentation of
types of entertainment that were not cur­
rent on regular television, or by elimin­
ating commercials, and they were willing
to help finance such improvements. Secon­
daily, the proponents of subscription
television simply assumed that it wodid
bring other forms of commercial enter­
tainment into the home via television and
stressed the convenience and economy of
obtaining these amusements in the home.
(See Table 64.) Those who had generally
opposed subscription television indicated
that television was already a relatively
expensive investment, made in order to
economize on entertainment, and they were
unwilling or financially unable to sup­
port any increase in the costs of tele­
vision entertainment; then, too, some of
these opponents feared that any intro­
duction of subscription television would
lead to a discriminatory system--either
that all programs would ultimately be on a
fee basis or that all desirable programs
would require payment, thus either.elim­
inating lower income families from the
television audience or restricting them to
second-class fare; and, finally, there
were those who either were already satis­
fied with entertainment commercially­
sponsored television provided or felt that
the cost of improvement should be borne by
the sponsors rather than the audience.
(see Table 65.)
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TABLE 63

Phonevision Phonevision
Test Test

Volunteers Families

All
Families

City
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Opinion of Subscription Television

OPINIONS OF SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISIONa

Proportion in Each Group with Given Opinion

ALL FAMILIES
Favored unconditionally. · · · 57.9 58.5 75.9 93.2b
Opposed conditionally (1. e. favored

for programs not otherwise available) 8.3 6.8 5.3 2.3
Opposed at first, not sure about
condition · . . · · · · · · · · · · 3.7 3.3 1.6 0.4

Opposed unconditionally. · · · · 16.8 15.3 10;6 -
Weren't sure or had no opinion · · · 13.3 16.1 6.6 4.1

Total per cent. · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. . · · · · · 1526 735 137 300

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
Favored unconditionally. · · · · 59.0 57.1 75.3 92.2
Opposed conditionally (Le. , favored

for programs not otherwise available) 10.2 8.4 4.1 2.4
Opposed at first, not sure about
condition · · · · · 3.4 3.4 3.1 -

Opposed unconditionally.... · 18.6 19.5 12.4 -
Weren't sure or had no opinion · · · · 8.8 11.6 5.1 5.4

Total per cent. · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. · · · 868 387 97 167

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
Favored uncondition~lly. · · 56.6 60.1 17.5 94.0
Opposed conditionally (Le. favored

for programs not otherwise available) 5.9 5.0 7.5 2.3
Opposed at first, not sure about
condition · . · · · · · · · · · · 3.9 3.2 - 0.7

Opposed unconditionally. · · · · 14.4 10.8 5.0 -
Weren't sure or had no opinion · 19.2 20.9 10.0 3.0

Total per cent. · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number. · · · · · · · · 658 348 40 133

aBased on the question: "In general, do you think it is a good idea, or a bad idea,
to have some television programs that people have to pay to see, if they want to see
them'?" , and" (If 'Bad idea') Suppose the television programs that people were charged
to see were programs that wouldn't be on television at all, otherwise ... In that case,
would 'you favor or oppose having some television programs which people would have to pay
to see, if they wanted to see them?"
~hese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­

owning and non-owning strata.
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TABLE 64

REASONS FOR FAVORING SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISIONa

1.3

2.7

6.8

9.1

54.0

16.4

14.3

26.6

30.2

161.4
300

2.9

0.7

0.7

19.7

22.6

13.2

15.4

16.8

10.2

24.1

126.3
137

Phonevision Phonevision
Test Test

Volunteers Familiesb

Lakeview-Lincoln

2.5

5.2

8.4

0.7

6.9

12.9

17.4

10.2

11.9

41.5

117.6
735

All
Families

Proportion in Each Group Reporting
Given Reason

1.8

1.5

6.4

6.5

6.5

15.4

16.6

11.8

11.9

City

42.1

120.5
1526

. ~ .

Reason

Total per centC •
Number. . • • . • .

Miscellaneous reasons. . . . . .

Paid programs would be superior to
current programming . ...

people would be (should be) willing
to pay for good entertainment on
television. . . . . .. ....

Paid programs would permit the pre­
sentation of types of entertain­
ment not now available on
te levision.. . .

Paying to see'entertainment on tele­
vision would be more convenient
than going out for it . . . . • . .

Paid programs would be free of
commercials . . • . . .• . ....

Paying to see entertainment on tele­
vision would be more' economical
than going out for it . • .

Not personally interested, but noth­
ing wrong with it if other people
want it . . • . . . . . . . ..•

Favored, but reasons not ascertained ..

Did not favor unconditionally.....

aBased on the question: "What are your reasons for favoring the idea of charging
people to see some television programs? (What other reasons do you have?)"

bThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

cPercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents mentioned more than one
reason.



REASONS FOR OPPOSING SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISIONa

aBased on the question: "What are your reasons for opposing the idea of _charging
people to see some television programs? (What other reasons do you have?)"

bThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

cPercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents mentioned more than one
reason.

1.3

1.1

0.5

0.2

0.2

97.3

100.6
300

Phonevision Phonevision
Test Test

Volunteers Familiesb
All

Families

Lakeview-Lincoln

City
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Proportion in Each Group Reporting Given Reason

TABLE 65

Reason

Costs of purchase and maintenance
of television set high enough
already. · · · · · · · · · · 12.3 8.6 7.3

Paid programs would (might) set
a dangerous precedent, lead
to a discriminatory system . · · · · · 4.9 2.0 2.9

Television sets were (will be)
bought in order to have free
entertainment. · · · · · · · · · · 4.2 3.8 1.5

Paid programs would cost too
much; respondent couldn't af-
ford them. · · · · · · · · · · · 4.1 5.7 3.7

Sponsors can (should) provide
good entertainment at no cost
to viewer. · · · · · · · · · · · 3.1 3.1 2.2

Current programming is satis-
factory without paid pro-
grams. . · · · · · · · · · · · 2.3 2.9 0.7

Would prefer to go outside home
for paid entertainment · · · · · · 2.1 1.6 -

All television channels should be
equally available to every-
one. . . . · · · · · · · · 0.9 1.0 1.5

Miscellaneous reasons · · · · · 1.3 2.0 3.7

Opposed but reasons not
ascertained. · · · · · · · · · · 1.2 0.7 . 0.7

Did not oppOse. · · · · · · · · · · 71.2 74.6 82.5

Total per centc . · · · · · · · 107.6 106.0 106.7
Number · · · · · · · · 1526 735 137



TABLE 66

WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR TELEVISION PROGRAMSa

Proportion in Each Group with Given
Willingness to Pay

Willingness to Pay Lakeview-Lincoln

City All Phonevision
Families Test Volunteers

ALL FAMILIES
Might pay · · · · · · · · · · · 65.5 67.4 84.7
Would never pay · · · · 20.9 20.4 8.0
Not sure. · · · · · · · · · · 13.6 12.2 7.3

Total per cent · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · 1526 735 137

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
Might pay · · · · · · · · · · · · 67.4 68.2 80.4
Would never pay · · · · · · · · 20.6 21.4 10.3
Not sure. · · · · · · · · · · · 12.0 10.4 9.3

Total per cent · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · 868 387 97

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
Might pay · · · · · · · · · 62.8 66.4 95.0
Would never pay · · · · · · · 21.5 19.2 2.5
Not sure. · · · · · · · · · · · 15.7 14.4 2.5

Total per cent · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · · · ·. · · · · · · 658 348 40

aBased on the question: "If there actually were some television programs that people
had to pay to see (and you had a television set), do you think your family ever would
pay for any of them that you wanted to see and couldn't get on television any other way?"

TABLE 67·

RELATION OF OPINION OF .SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION TO WILLINGNESS TO
PAY FOR TELEVISION IN CHICAGO

Proportion of Given Opinion
Group with Each Degree of Total

Opinion of Subscription Television Willingness to Pay

Might Pay ·Not Sure Would Per cent NumberNever Pay

Favored unconditionally · · · · · 82.4 9.1 8.5 100.0 885
Opposed conditionally . · · · · · · 79.2 10.4 10.4 100.0 125
Opposed uncertainly · · · · · · · · 50.0 21.4 28.6 100.0 56
Opposed unconditionally · · · · 28.7 8.5 62.8 100.0 258
Weren't sure or had no opinion. · · 33.2 40.1 26.7 100.0 202

137
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*In view of this lack of substantial difference between the two groups in attitudes
and, it may be added, in reasons .adduced in support of these attitudes, further analysis
of attitudes toward subscription television is presented here without respect to the
ownership consideration. The data, while not presented, have been examined and indicate
that no differences in tendencies are eliminated by combining the two groups.

The factors earlier found to predispose
families favorably toward Phonevision
and/or to be reinforced by participation
in the Phonevision test were all related
to attitudes toward subscription tele­
vision in the expected way. That is to
say, families whose recreational pre­
ferences leaned toward movies, who liked
television because it was convenient and
comfortable, who wanted newer movies shown
on television and television commercials
improved, curtailed or eliminated were
somewhat more favorably disposed toward
subscription television than were families
who did not have these tendencies. Thus,
it is shown in Table 70 that 75.0% of the
families who wanted newer movies on tele­
vision gave at least limited support to
SUbscription television, while 64.1% of
the families who made no mention of this
desire favored it. Similarly 72.2% of the
critics of television commercials favored
subscription television, while 63.7% of
those who volunteered no criticisms did;
and 71.8% of those who praised television
for its comfort and convenience were in
favor of using subscription television,
as compared with 64.0% of those who did
not mention these factors. Finally, sub­
scription television was favored by 70.7%
of the families whose recreational in­
terests included both going to the movies
and watching television, 70.0% of those
who mentioned going to the movies but not
wa~ching television, 66.9% of those who
mentioned television but not going to the
movies, and 59.1% of those who mentioned
neither. These differences are, however,
all relatively small, and the data indi­
cate that the families with these positive­
ly predisposing recreational preferences

(See Table 69.) Subscription television
was also, received least favorably by the
families of heads with education under the
high school level: 52.4% of the families
whose heads had never completed grammar
school and, 61.9% of those whose heads had
graduated from grammar school, but gone no
further, endorsed limited subscription
television, while over 70% of families at
all the higher educational levels ap­
proved.

It was already apparent, in Tables 63
and 66, that there was relatively little
difference' in attitudes toward subscrip­
tion television between television owners
and non-owners. While 69.2% of the tele­
vision owners favored subscription tele­
vision, if it were used simply as a system
of financing the televising of programs
that could not otherwise be televised,
62.5% of the non-owners did; opponents of
limited subscription television were 18.6%
and 14.4% of the two groups, respectively.
Non-owners, in other words, were somewhat
less likely than owners to have an opinion
on the issue, but, among those with opin­
ions, the division of opinion was very
similar--78.8% of the owners and 81.3% of
the non-owners with opinions approved.*

Group Differences in Opinions of Subscrip­
tion Television

Approval of limited subscription tele­
vision also varied with ability to pay,
running from 62.2% of the families with
incomes under $2,500 a year to 81.7% of
families with incomes of $10,000 or more.

In the city as a whole, smaller families
tended to give somewhat less support to
limited subscription television than did
larger families; the proportions giving at
least qualified support running from about
64% of the one-and two-person families to
about 67% of the three-and four-person
families, 68.1% of the five-person fami­
lies, and 72.5% of the six-or-more-person
families. Opposition to limited ,subscrip­
tion television did not follow this sys­
tematic pattern, however, the bulk of the
difference in attitudes between family
size' groups being attributable to the
tendency on the part of smaller families
to have no opinion on the question. (See
Table 68.) Families whose children were
in the early years were most likely to

·look with approval on subscription tele­
vision as a means of importing outside
entertainment into the home; 75.1% of them
approved, as compared with 67.3% of those
with some of their children in the age
group of 5 to 19, and 63.6% of those with
no children under 20.



·,TABLE 68

OPINIONS OF SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION AMONG FAMILIES OF VARIOUS COMPOSITION IN CHICAGO

Proportion of Given Group with Each Opinion Totalof SUbscription Television

Family Composition Favored Opposed Opposed Opposed Weren't
Group Uncondi- Condi- Uncer- Uncon- Sure or Percent Number

tionally tionally tainly dition- Had No
ally Opinion

Family Size
One person · · 56.7 7.7 2.4 10.6 22.6 100.0 208
Two persons. · · · 58.2 5.6 3.9 17.7 14.6 100.0 412
Three persons. · · 58.7 8.0 3.1 19.1 11.1 100.0 325
Four persons · · · · 57.0 9.3 3.3 18.5 11.9 100.0 302
Five persons · · 58.2 9.9 4.3 17.7 9.9 100.0 141
Six or more persons. 59.4 13.1 5.8 15.9 5.8 100.0 138

Presence of Children
Some children, 5-19. · 56.6 10.7 4.2 19.4 9.1 100.0 525
Children'under 5 only. 64.1 11.0 2.8 14.9 7.. 2 100.0 181
No children, 0-19. · · 57.8 5.8 3.5 15.8 17.1 100.0 820

Race
White. · · · · · · · · 58.8 7.2 3.8 16.7 13.5 100.0 1337
Negro. · · · · · · 53.2 14.4 2.9 20.8 8.7 100.0 173
Othera · · · · · · 16

aToo few cases to report percentages

TABLE 69

OPINIONS OF SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION AMONG FAMILIES OF VARIOUS
:::y~o-ECONOMIC STATUS IN CHICAGO

·~~portion of Given Group with Each Opinion Total
.

'"
of Subscription Television

Socio-Economic Favored Opposed Opposed Opposed Weren't
Status Uncondi- Condi- Uncer- Uncon- Sure or Percent Number

.t dition- Had Notiofially tionally tainly ally Opinion

Annual Family Income
Under $2,500 .. · · 52.7 9.5 3.6 16.0 18.2 . 100.0 275
$2,500- $4,999. · · · 60.5 7.7 3.8 16.4 11.6 100.0 663
$5,000 - $7,499. · · · 63.9 9.6 1.5 16.2 8.8 100.0 260
$7,500 - $.9,999. · · 61.7 9.3 2.3 20.9 5.8 100.0 86
$10,000 and over · · · 77.2 4.5 2.3 13.7 2.3 100.0 44

Education of Head of
House

Some grade school. · · 46.8 5.6 3.2 19.8 24.6 100.0 248
Grade school

graduation. · · · · · 53.8 8.1 7.0 15.7 15.4 100.0 286
Some high School · · · 62.4 8.8 3.3 15.9 9.6 100.0 364
High school

gradua t ion. · · · · · 62.3 8.5 2.1 17.6 9.5 100.0 284
Some college · · · · · 60.4 11.2 3.0 16.3 9.1 100.0 197
College graduation
~nd above · · · · · 63.3 7.5 2.0 16.3 10.9 100.0 147
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TABLE 70

OPINIONS OF SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION AMONG FAMILIES OF VARIOUS
RECREATIONAL INTERESTS IN CHICAGO

Much the same conclusions may be reached
through examination of the relationships
of family composition, socio-economic
status, and recreational preferences to
willingness to pay for subscription pro­
grams, which are shown in Tables 71-73.
Since these data simply corroborate what
has already been said, they are presented
here without further discussion.

'opposition is included, the proportion
with any opposition to subscription tele­
vision never rose above 35%, with 10-21%
representing the range of unqualified op­
position.
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Proportion of Given Interest Group
with Each Opinion of Subscrip- Total

tion Television

Interest Group Opposed Weren'tFavored Opposed Opposed Uncon- . Sure orUncondi- Condi- Uncer- dition- Had No Percent Number
tionally tionally tainly ally Opinion

Families whose adult
interests included

Both going to movies
and watching tele-
vision. · · · · 61.3 9.4 4.5 17.9 6.9 100.0 307

Watching television but
not going to the
movies. · · · · · · · · 57.7 9.2 3.5 19.9 9.7 100.0 547

Going to the movies but
,

not watching television 62.2 7.8 4.3 11.8 13.9 100.0 281
Neither. · · · · · · · 52.7 6.4 2.5 15.6 22.8 100.0 391

Families who mentioned liking
television because of its
physical comfort and con-
venience. . · · · · · · 61.2 10.6 4.6 16.3 7.3 100.0 454

Families who didn't mention
this feature. · · · · · · · · 56.7 7.. 3 3.3 17.0 15.7 100.0 1072

Families who mentioned
wanting new movies on
television. · · · · · · · 64.1 10.9 3.8 16.7 4.5 100.0 312

Families who didn't
mention this desire · · · · · 56.5 7.6 3.6 16.9 15.4 100.0 1214

Families who criticized
television commercials. · · · 60.7 11.5 3.0 17.7 7.1 100.0 462

Families who didn't
mention this criticism. · · · 56.9 6.8 3.9 16.5 15.9 100.0 1064

were primarily different in having more
frequently arrived at an opinion on the
issue, perhaps as a result of their pre­
ferences in the recreational field.

The interesting thing to note in these
opinions of subscription Itelevision among
families of differing composition ,socio­
economic status or recreational prefer­
ences is that, except for the group with
headS'of less than grammar school educa­
tion, where a quarter had no opinion, an
absolute majority gave unqualified support
to subscription television in general,
while, even when qualified and uncertain



TABLE 71

WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR TELEVISION PROGRAMS AMONG FAMILIES OF
VARIOUS COMPOSITION IN CHICAGO

Proportion of' Given Group
with Each Degree of Total
Willingness to Pay

Family Composition Group

Might Not Would
Never Percent NumberPay Sure Pay

Family size
One person · · 61.5 15.9 22.6 100.0 208
Two persons. · · · · 61.1 14.1 24.8 100.0 412
Three persons. · · · · 65.5 16.0 18.5 100.0 .325
Four persons · · · · · · 68.6 11.9 19.5 100.0 302
Five persons · · · · · · · · · · · 73.7 7.8 18.5 100.0 141
Six or more persons. · · · · · 68.8 13,.1 18.1 100.0 138

Presence of children
Some children, 5-19. · · · · · · 69.3 12.6 18.1 100.0 525
Chiidren under 5 only. · · · · · · · 74.6 7.7 17.7 100.0 181
No children, 0-19. · · · · · · · · · 60.9 15.5 23.6 100.0 820

Race
White. · . . · · · · · · · · · · · 64.8 13.8 21.4 100.0 1337
Negro. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 68.8 11.6 19.6 100.0 173
Othera · . . · · · · · · · 16

aToo few cases to report percentages.

TABLE 72

WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR TELEVISION PROGRAMS AMONG FAMILIES OF VARIOUS
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS IN CHICAGO

Proportion of Given Group
with Each Degree of Total
Willingness to Pay

Socio-Economic Status

Might Not
Would

Pay Sure Never Percent Number
Pay

Annual Family Income
Under $2,50,0 · · '. · · · · · · · · · · 48.7 20.4 30.9 100.0 275
$2,500 - $4,999. · · · · · · · · 71.1 10.5 18.4 100.0 663
$5,000 - $7,499. · · · · · · · · 77.7 9.2 13.1 100.0 260
$7,500 - $9,999. · · · · · · · · · 71.0 11.6 17.4 100.0 86
$10,000 and over · · · · · · · 86.4 6.8 6.8 100.0 44

Education of Head of House
Some grade school. · · · · · · · 46.0 21.7 32.3 100.0 248
Grade school graduation. · · · · · 53.8 17.6 28,.6 100.0 286
Some high school · · · · · · · · · 71.1 11.8 17.1 100.0 364
High school graduation · · · · · · · 72.2 9.9 17.9 100.0 284
Some college · · · 78.7 8.6 12.7 .. 100.0 197· · ·
Coll~ge graduation and above · · · · 76.2 10.2 13.6 100.0 147

141



TABLE 73

Because of the complexities of the pro­
blem of predicting how people would have
behaved if a system of subscription tele­
vision had been available, the presenta­
tion has been divided into two sections:
in this, the first section, the intention
is merely to' present people's verbal
statements of how they would have behaved
in the hypothetical situation of having
Phonevision available as further indica­
tions of their attitudes toward subscrip­
tion television; in the next section, the
implications of these statements are eval­
uated from the standpoint of all of the
information furnished by the Phonevision
test and the attendant research in order
to arrive at estimates of the probable
size and character of the market for sub­
scription television.

547

307

281
391

454

462

1072

312
1214

1064

Total

100.0
100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0

Percent Number

21.0

13.9
26.1

18.5

20.9

22.5

17.1

22.1

13.1
23.0

Would
Never

Pay

9.3

11.0
18.2

12.6

11. 7

Not
Sure

15.4

9.0
14.8

15.0

10.171.4

75.1
55.7

67.4

73.6

62.9

66.4

77.9
62.2

62.1

Might
Pay

Proportion of Given Inter­
est Group with Each Opinion
of Subscription Television
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WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR TELEVISION PROGRAMS AMONG FAMILIES OF
VARIOUS RECREATIONAL INTERESTS IN CHICAGO

Interest Group

RESPONSE TO PHONEVISION PROGRAMS

Subscription television in the abstract,
it has just been shown, received the en­
dorsement of the majority of Chicago fam­
ilies. The question may now be raised,
however, as to what the public response in
Chicago would have been to any concrete
operating system of subscription tele­
vision. S~nce Phonevision in the form
used in the test was the system of sub­
scription television most familiar to
Chicagoans, the questions were posed in
terms of Phonevision, but nothing in this
research touches on the issue of which
particular system of subscription tele­
vision would have been preferred by the
publi<;:.

Families whose adult interests included
Both going to movies and watching
television.. .

Watching television but not going
to· the movies. . . .

Going to the movies but not watching
television. . . .

Neither. . ..

Families who mentioned liking tele­
vision because of its phySical
comfort and convenience

Families who didn't mention this
feature . .

Families who mentioned wanting new
movies on television.. .. ...

Families who didn't mention this desire:
Families who criticized television

commercials . . .
Families who didn't mention this
criticism . .. .



143

TABLE 74

INTEREST IN VARIOUS TYPES OF PHONEVISION PROGRAMS IN CHICAGOa

named other types of programs that they
would be willing to pay to have on tele­
vision. Families who owned television
sets were only slightly more likely to in­
dicate readiness to pay for these programs,
while non-owners, perhaps, because they
found these questions less cogent, more
often indicated uncertainty. (See Table
74.) As'summarized in Table 75, three­
fourths of the Chicago families said they
would purchase programs of at least one of
these four program types. Specific details
of the kinds of sports and other types of
entertainment people wanted to see on
Phonevision are shown in Tables 76 and 77.

Phonevision Purchases

In a set of four questions, families in
Chicago were asked what types of programs
they would purchase, if they had a tele­
vision set already equipped to receive
Phonevision programs. Well over half the
families in the city (64.9%) indicated
that they would be willing to pay for new
movies on television, while slightly under
half (46.0%) said they would pay for older
movies of about the vintage used in the
Phonevision test. Sports events that would
not otherwise be on television appealed to
45.1% as a Phonevision feature, and 37.1%

Proportion Giving Each
Answer with Respect to TotalGiven Type of Phone-

Type of Phonevision Program vision Program

Would Not Would

Pay Sure Not Percent Number
Pay

ALL FAMILIES
New movies · · · · · · · · · 64.9 I 10.4 24.7 100.0 1526
Older movies · · · · · · · · · '. · 46.0 11.6 42.4 100.0 1526
Sports events. · · · · · · · · · · 45.1 8.8 46.1 100.0 1526
Others · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 37.1 15.7 47.2 100.0 1526

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
New movies · · · · · · · · · · · · 69.2 9.5 21.3 100.0 868
Older movies · · · · · · · · · · · · · 46.3 10.5 43.2 100.0 868
Sports events. · · · · · · · · · · 47.9 6.5 45.6 100.0 868
Others . · · · · · · · · · 38.2 13.4 48.4 100.0 868

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
New movies · · · · · · · · · 59.3 11. 5 29.2 100.0 658
Older movies · · · · .' · 45.3 13.5 41.2 100.0 658
Sports events. · · · · · · · 41.4 11.8 46.8 100.0 658
Others . · · · · · · · · · 35.9 18.5 45.6 100.0 658

aBased on the que$tions: "During the Phonevision test, they were showing movies that
were a couple of years old, but which had never been seen on television before ... If
Phonevision were available now, and they were showing only'movies that were one or two
years old, do you think your family would pay to see some of these movies on television
(assuming you had a television set that could get the Phonevision programs), at a dollar
per picture?"; "Suppose they were show'ing only new movies on Phonevision... Do you think
your family would pa~ to see some of these movies on television at a dollar per pic­
ture?"; "If Phonevision were available now, and they were showing only sports events
that weren't on television anywhere else, do you think your family would pay to see some
of these sports events on television, at a dollar per program'?"; and "Are there any
other kinds of programs (besides movies and sports events) that your family would be
interested in seeing on Phonevision--that is, programs that you would be willing to pay
to see?"



TABLE 75
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Phonevision were on the market at that
moment, a smaller majority--55.7%--said
they would have their television sets (as­
suming they had one) connected up to it,
while 15.8% weren't sure they would want
to, and 28.5% said they would not.*

COMPARISON OF INTEREST IN VARIOUS TYPES OF PHONEVISION PROORAMS

While it is; thus, again apparent that
the types of programs subscription tele­
vision might offer had a wide appeal in
Chicago, not everyone who acknowledged in­
terest in these programs was ready or able
to implement his interest. When families
were asked how they would respond if

Proportion in Given Group Who Would Pay for
Each Type of Phonevision Program

Number
Group of At Least

Cases New Older Sports Others One of
Movies Movies Events the Four

Types

ALL FAMILES
City. · · · 1526 64.9 46.0 45.1 37.1 75.6
Lakeview-Lincoln

All familes · · · · · · 735 64.1 47.0 43.3 36.5 75.4
Phonevision test
volunteers · 137 87.6 68.6 59.9 56.2 92.7

Phonevision test
familiesa . · · · · · · · 300 . 98.7 87.7 76.7 83.2 100.0

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
City. . · · · · · · · · 868 69.2 46.3 47.9 38.2 78.6
Lakeview-Lincoln

All families. · · · · · · 387 67.2 48.3 46.0 33.1 77.3
Phonevision test
volunteers · · · · · · · · 97 87.6 69.1 66.0 70.1 91.8

Phonevision test
families · · · · · · 149 98.7 92.0 81.2 82.7 100.0

FAMILIES WITHOUT
TELEVISION SETS
City. . · · · · · · · · · 658 59.3 45.3 41.4 35.9 71.5
Lakeview-Lincoln

All families. · · · · · · · · 348 60.6 45.4 40.2 40.2 73.3
Phonevision test
volunteers · · · · · · · · · 40' 87.5 70.0 45.0 50.0 95.0

Phonevision test
families · · · · · · · · · 151 98.7 85.5 74.2 83.5 100.0

aThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

*The question asked was: "All in all., if Phonevision were on the market today (and
you had a television set), do you think you would have your television set connected up
with it, so you could sometimes see some of these programs at a dollar per program, or
wouldn't you want your set connected up with Phonevision?"



TABLE 76

KINDS OF SPORTS EVENTS DESIRED. ON PHONEVISIONa

.54.4%

.22.5

.23.1

Probable subscribers.
Doubtfuls . . . . . .
Probable non-subscribers.

or another type of Phonevision program but
were not sure of or not in favor of sub­
scribing at this point. If these three
types are regarded as probable subscribers,
probable non-subscribers and "doubtfuls,"
the city may be divided into:

Families with television sets were, as
shown in Table 78, only slightly more dis­
posed to become probable subscribers to
Phonevision than were families without
sets.
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aBased on the question? "Which sports events would your family be interested in
seeing on Phonevision? (Any others?)"

bThese figures are weighted averages,.giving correct representation to the television~
owning and non-owning strata.

cPercentages total more than 100.0 because many families were interested in more than
one kind of sports event.

Proportion in Each Group Interested in Given
Sport on Phonevision

Kind of Sports Event Lakeview-Lincoln

City All Phonevision Phonevision

Families Test Test
Volunteers Familiesb

Baseball. · · · · • · · · · · · · · · · 31.2 28.5 37.9 58.7
Boxing. . · · · · · · · · · · · · · 25.5 24.7 39.4 52.4
Football. · · · · · · · · · · • · · 25.5 23.9 35.6 64.5
Basketball. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 11.2 9.9 12.4 24.4
Hockey•• · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 8.1 6.7 8.8 21.2
Wrestling · · · · · · · · · · · · · 6.9 7.6 6.6 11.9
Horse racing. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 4.2 5.4 9.5 6.6
Roller derby. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.2 3.9 5.1 5.7
Auto racing · · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.4 2.2 1.5 4.0
All others. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 9.5 9.4 10.9 18.6
Can't specify .. . · · · · · · .. · · · · 1.3 0.7 1.4 1.3
Wouldn't pay for sports or

not sure · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 54.9 56.7 40.1 23.3

Total per centc . · · · · · · · · 183.9 179.6 209.2 292.6
Number · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1526 735 137 300

These data may be combined into a set of
types with reference to the purchase of
Phonevision. At the one extreme are those
families who said they would subscribe
immediately i~ Phonevision were available
and who had previously said that they
would pay for at least one kind of program
if they had television sets adapted to
receiving Phonevision programs; at. the
other extreme are those families who con­
sistently indicated no interest in Phone­
vision--they were either uncertain about
or definitely against both purchasing any
types of programs and subscribing to·
Phonevisionj in the middle were those who
had expressed willingness to pay for one



TABLE 77

OTHER TYPES OF ENTERTAINMENT DESIRED ON PHONEVISIONa

regular television when there was nothing
on that they particularly wanted to see.
Only 23.5%, however, would pay for even a
Phonevision movie they wanted to see, if
it were in conflict with their favorite
television program. (See Tables 79 and
80.) Television owners were more likely
to make the Phonevision choice in each of
these comparisons in contrast with non­
owners who more frequently felt unable to
make the comparison. Nevertheless, among
non-owners, too, the largest single group
chose Phonevision in every comparison ex­
cept that involving favor.ite television
programs.

Lakeview-Lincoln

City All Phonevision Phonevision

Families Test Test
Volunteers Familiesb

13.3 15.4 26.3 64.1
7.2 8.3 12.4 35.3
5.5 6.0 10.2 17.5
2.6 2.3 4.4 14.7
2.0 1.6 2.2 8.9

6.0 7.1 12.4 6.9

6.4 5.8 11.7 17.3

2.2 3.0 4.4 1.2
2.1 1.5 0.7 14.1
0.3 0.5 - 1.6

11.2 7.3 10.2 12.1
0.7 0.9 - 0.2

62.9 63.5 43.8 16.8

122.4 123.2 138.7 210.7
1526 735 137 300

146

aBased on the question: "What other kinds of programs would your family like to have
on Phonevision? (Any others?)"

bThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

cPercentages total more than 100.0 because some respondents were interested in more
than one type of entertainment.

Total per centc .
Number. .

Legitimate theater
Broadway plays, musicals, etc .

Opera .. .
Symphony, concerts, recitals.
Spectacles: circuses, ice-shows, etc
Ballet.
Lectures, tours of museums, and
other cultural programs. . .

On-the-spot coverage of governmental
proceedings. . '" .

News programs, other and
unspecified.

Other informative programs.
Formal educational courses.
All other types .
Can't specify . .
Wouldn't pay for other types or

weren t t sure . .

Proportion in Each Group Interested in Given
Type of Entertainment on Phonevision

Type of Entertainment

Phonevision Movies Versus Competing Enter­
tainment

A substantial majority--60.8%--of fam­
ilies in Chicago would rather watch a
movie they wanted to see on Phonevision
than see a similar movie at a regular
theater, and 53.1% felt they' would choose
a Phonevision movie they wanted to see in
preference to their favorite radio program
if the two were scheduled for the same
hour. A minority, but the leading plura~­

ity of families--44.6%--would watch a
Phonevision movie if it merely sounded
"all right" in preference to watching



TABLE 78

TYPES OF REACTIONS TO PHONEVISION

attention of the majority of families in
Chicago. They knew what Phonevision was
and had seen the jittered programs, so
that their reactions to subscription tele­
vision may be regarded as resting on a
base of prior information and considera­
tion rather than being off-hand, unconsi­
dered judgments.

In the light of this familiarity, the
fact that two-thirds of Chicago families
approved of subscription television as a
method of providing entertainment that
would not otherwise appear on television
and that about the same proportion indi­
cated a willingness to pay for such pro­
grams must be regarded as significant
support for subscription television, es­
pecially when it is noted that this sup­
port was distributed rather generally
throughout major population sub-groups.
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The conduct of the Phonevision test in
Chicago and the publicity attending it
brought the issue of subscription tele­
vision--or, at least, this particular sys­
tem of subscription television -- to the

CONCLUSION

aThese figures are weighted averages giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

Proportion in Each Group TotalClassified into Given Type

Group Probable Probable
Sub- Doubt- Non-sub- Per cent Number

scribers fuls scribers

ALL FAMILIES
City. . . . . ' . . · · · 54.4 22.5 23.1 100.0 1526
Lakeview-Lincoln

All families. . · 53.1 23.5 23.4 100.0 735
Phonevision test volunteers 75.9 17.5 ' 6.6 100.0 137
Phonevision test familiesa . · · 98.5 1.5 - 100.0 300

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
City. . . . · 55.9 23.5 20.6 100.0 868
Lakeview-Lincoln

All families. . . . . · 54.5 23.8 21.7 100.0 387
Phonevision test volunteers · · 74.3 17.5 8.2 100.0 97
PhonevisiQn test families · 98.0 2.0 - 100.0 149

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
City. . . · · 52.6 21.0 26.4 100.0 658
Lakeview-Lincoln

All families. . · · 51.4 23.3 25.3 100.0 348
Phonevision test volunteers 80.0 17.5 2.5 100.0 40
Phonevision test families · · · · 98.7 1.3 - 100.0 151

About a quarter of Chicago families-­
26.l%--consistently rejected Phonevision
movies in these comparisons, while 14.7%
chose Phonevision movies once out of the
four possible times. At the other ext~eme,

12.4% consistently chose Phonevision mo­
vies ~nd 23.9% chose them three out of
four timeS. Families who owned tel~vision

sets, as already suggested, more frequently
responded to Phonevision--66.0% of them
chose Phonevision 'at least twice in the
four comparisons while 50.4% of the non­
owners chose Phonevision this frequently.
(See Table 81.)



148

aBased on the question: "NOW, suppose your family had a television set that could get
the Phonevision programs ... Which do you think you would do: A. If there were two
movies you wanted to see being shown--one on Phonevision and the other at a regular
movie theater? (Would you stay home and see the Phonevision movie or go to the movie
theater?); B. If a movie you wanted to see was being shown on Phonevision at the same
time as your favorite radio program? (Would you see the Phonevision movie or listen to
the radio program?); C. If a mov~e you wanted to see was being shown on Phonevision at
the same time as your favorite regular television program? (Would you see the Phone­
vision movie or watch the regular television program?); D. If the movie being shown on
Phonevision sounded all right to you, and there was nothing on regular television that
you particularly wanted to see? (Would you see the Phonevision movie or watch regular
television?)"

868

868

868

868

658

658

658

658

1526

1526

1526

1526

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Per cent Total

. 100.0

8.7

13.5

17.6

12.2

14.3

18.0

14.2

12.3

10.8

10.0

19.0

24.7

Don't
Know

5.0

1.5

3.0

6.0

2.5

3.5

7.1

3.4

6.0

15.7

13.6

18.3

21.0

25.4

55.4

18.2

25.6

22.6

30.4

25.9

36;6

24.8

46.5

62.2

Other .
Choice Ne1ther

53.1

24:0

23.5

44.6

56.1

22.8

Proportion Making Each Choice of
Entertainment in Given Situation

37.9

60.8

68.1

42.9

49.7

61.0

Phone­
vision
Movie

TABLE 79
PREFERENCE FOR PHONEVISION MOVIES IN CHICAGO IN COMPARISON

WITH OFBER ENTERTAINMEN'fIl

Situation in Which Enter­
tainment Choice was Made

ALL FAMILIES
Two movies they wanted to see-­

one on Phonevision and one
at regular movie theater . . .

Movie they wanted to see on
Phonevision at same time as
favorite radio program ....

Movie on Phonevision sounded
all right and there was
nothing on television they
particularly wanted to see

Movie they wanted to see on
Phonevision at same time
as favorite television
prog.ram. .. .

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
Two movies they wanted to see-­

one on Phonevision and one at
regular movie theater. . .

Movie they wanted to see on
Phonevision at same time as
favorite radio program . . . .

Movie on Phonevision sounded
all right and there was
nothing on television they
particularly wanted to see . .

Movie they wanted to see on
Phonevision at Same time as
favorite television program. .

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
Two movies they wanted to see-­
one on Phonevision and one at
regular movie theater. ..

Movie they wanted to see on
Phonevision at same time as
favorite radio program ....

Movie on Phonevision sounded
all right and there was
nothing on television they
particularly wanted to see . .

Movie they wanted to see on
Phonevision at same time as
favorite television pro~ram..



TABLE 80

COMPARISON OF PREFERENC~ FOR PHONEVISION

V1s10n. Their interest and approval of
Phonevision was, in part, expressed in
and, in part, explained by the majority's
preference for movies by Phonevision at
home rather than movies at regular thea­
ters, as well, as the preference given
Phonevision movies over even favorite
radio programs. A plurality felt that
they would even rather pay for a Phone­
vision movie than take their chances on
run-of-the-mill television programming,
while a minority picked a Phonevision
movie in preference to their favorite
television programs. Over half the fam­
ilies interviewed were consistently in­
terested in subscribing to Phonevision
immediately, if it were available, even in
the face of uncertainty about just what
its programming might consist of.
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When the issue of subscription tele­
vision was concretized in terms of Phone­
vision--the only system with which there
was widespread familiarity, a sizeable
majority of Chicago families continued to
indicate their support for subscription
television in terms of willingness to pay
to have movies, special sports events and
other entertainment features on tele-

Thus, whether consideration is given to
television owners or non-owners, to the
rich or the poor, to small families. or
large families, to the well-educated or
the less-educated, there was always more
support of' and willingness to pay for sub­
scription televis~on than there was op­
position to ft.

aThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owni~g and non-owning strata.

Proportion in Each Group Choosing
Phonevision Movie in Preference to:

Number
Group of Favorite "Run-of- Favorite

Cases Movie Radio the-Mill" tele-
Theater Tele- visionProgram vision Program

ALL FAMILIES
City . · · · · · · · 1526 60.8 53.1 44.6 23.5
Lakeview-Lincoln

All families · · · · · · · · 735 61.5 49.4 49.2 22.4
Phonevision test volunteers. · · · 137 83.2 64.2 63.4 32.9
Phonevision test familiesa · · · · · 300 95.7 91.5 71.3 60.5

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
City . . . ... . · · · · · · · · · 868 68.1 61.0 49.7 24.0
Lakeview-Lincoln

All families · · · · · · · · 387 66.2 58.9 54.3 23.5
Phonevision test volunteers. · · · · 97' 81.4 70.1 61.9 29.9
Phonevision test families. · · · · 149 94.0 94.0 79.2 59.8

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
City . . . . . · · · · · · 658 56.1 42.9 37.9 22.8
Lakeview-Lincoln

All families · . . · · · · · 348 56.3 38.8 43.7 21.3
Phonevision test volunteers. · · · · 40 87.5 50.0 67.5 40.0
Phonevision test families. · · · · 151 96.7 90.1 66.9 60.9



TABLE 81

FREQUENCY OF CHOOSING PHONEVISION MOVIES IN PREFERENCE TO COMPETING ENTERTAINMENT

those who participated. Approval of sub­
scription television and desire to sub­
scribe to Phonevision approached unanimity
among them.

150

Proportion in Each Group Choosing Phonevision
Movie Given Number of Times

Number of Times Phonevision Lakeview-Lincoln
Movies were Chosen

City All Phonevision Phonevision

Families Test Test
Volunteers Families

ALL FAMILIES
None. · 26.1 24.6 5.1 0.3a
One 14.7 16.6 10.9 2.7
Two . 22.9 22.5 33.6 17.5
Three 23.9 24.2 35.8 37.0
Four. · 12.4 12.1 14.6 42.5

Total per cent · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number · · 1526 735 137 300

FAMILIES WITH TELEVISION SETS
None. . · 19.8 19.4 7.2 0.7
One . . · · 14.2 14.5 10.3 2.7
Two 23.5 23.8 32.0 12.1
Three . · 28.7 28.6 33.0 38.2
Four. 13.8 13.7 17.5 46.3

Total per cent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . . · 868 387 97 149

FAMILIES WITHOUT TELEVISION SETS
None. .. . . · 34.4 30.5 - -
One · 15.2 19.0 12.5 2.7
Two 22.1 21. 0 37.5 20.5
Three 17.6 19.2 42.5 36.4
Four. 10.7 10.3 7.5 40.4

Total per cent · . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . · . · 658 348 40 151

aThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

In closing, it may be noted that one ef­
fect of the Phonevision test was to in­
tensify interest in and approval of sub­
scription television and Phonevision among
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CONCLUSION: IMPLICATIONS OF THE PHONEVISION
TEST FOR THE COMMERCIAL OPERATION

OF PHONEVISION

up to this point, three conclusions have
emerged from this research:

1. The Phonevision test was a success
both subjectively and economically,
with the three hundred families who
participated in it; and, presumably,
Phonevision would have succeeded
about as well with the entire uni­
verse of volunteers from which they
were drawn.

2. These test familieS, or, for that
matter, test volunteers in general,
differed from families in the city
in a number of significant respects,
so that their reactions to Phone­
vision cannot be immediately ex­
tended to the city.

3. There was, in the city as a whole,
however, considerable support for
Phonevision, though it was probably
not distinguished from subscription
television generically.

In order to estimate more precisely how
the city of Chicago might respond to the
commercial operation of a system of sub­
scription television like Phonevision, an
approach can be made by inquiring how many
families there were in Chicago sufficiently
like the Phon~vision test families in rel­
evant respects to make it reasonable to
assume that their response to Phonevision
would approximate that of the test fam­
ilies. More generally, the problem may be
posed as one of dividing the city popula­
tion into strata that differ in terms of
criteria affecting response to Phonevision
and separately forecasting the reactions
of each stratum from what is known about
the behavior of the comparable stratum
among tbe test families.

151

To this end, the major differences be­
tween Phonevision test volunteers and Chi­
cago families may be briefly reviewed at
this point. First and most obvious is the
fact that all of the Phonevision test
volunteers were sufficiently interested in
Phonevision and/or the test to attempt to
participate in it. As a corollary of this
interest, it may have been noted, in the
preceeding section of this report, that
Phonevision test volunteers generally (and
test participants even more intensely)
were more likely to indicate information
about and interest in Phonevision; these
factors, in fact, made for the largest
differences between Phonevision test fami­
lies and other Chicago families.

For example, in Table 61, it was shown
that 95.6% of the volunteers could explain
Phonevision correctly and Table 62 indi­
cated that 73.7% of them had watched the
jittered pictures. Volunteers' attitudes
toward sUbscription television, presented
in Tables 63 and 66, were markedly more
favorable than the average family's, as
were their responses to Phonevision, shown
in Tables 75, 78, 80 and 81. Since these
disparities were to be expected in view of
the fact that this group had, after all,
volunteered for the Phonevision test, and
could, therefore,--especially on the basis
of the motives for volunteering reported
by the test families--be regarded as more
interested in Phonevision than average,
they are stressed here only to indicate
that they may be used as one major criter­
ion for separating those likely to make
expenditures for Phonevision from those
not likely to.

Secondly, it may be recalled, that test
volunteers were of higher than average
socio-economic status and more likely to
be complete family groups with children.
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*At this point, probable subscribers are defined simply as those who indicated they
would pay for one or more types of subscription programs and would subscribe to Phone­
vision now if it were available. Two points should be noted: first, the number of
families so classified would vary with the programs offered, so that, in place of the
54.4% of the city families classified as probable subscribers there would be 37.3%, if
the programming were limited to older movies; 50.4%, if limited to newer movies; 34.8%,
if limited to sports events, and 53.2%, if both movies and sports were available. Second,
no account has thus far been taken of whether these would-be subscrJbers were actually
in a position to subscribe; that is, all systems of subscription television so far pro­
posed require that the subscriber own a television set, and Phonevision, in the form
tested, further requires a telephone. Both of these qualifications will be dealt with
more fully in later discussion, but are noted here to prevent confusion before the later
sections are reachea.

**These three sets of relationships held in the Lakeview-Lincoln area as well as the
rest of the city, although, for simplicity, the data are presented in Tables 82-84 only
for the city as a whole.

Finally, in comparison with probable
non-subscribers, the probable subscribers
tended to be larger families, and more
frequently had children under 19. They
were also higher in socio-economic status,
as indicated by a substantially higher
median family income and by the greater
proportion of family heads in the pro­
fessionai and managerial occupations and
their higher median educational attain­
ment. (See Table 84.)**

These probable subscribers were also
more likely to have the general recrea­
tional preferences associated with volun­
teering for the Phonevision test. As
shown in Table 83, they significantly more
often than probable non-subscribers men­
tioned going to the movies as an adult
recreational preference, praised televi­
sion because it permitted the comfort and
convenience of staying home for enter­
tainment, and volunteered their desire to
have newer movies on television.

As far as attitudes toward Phonevision
and subscription television were concerned,
these probable subscribers in many re­
spects approximated the views of Phone­
vision test volunteers. By the nature of
the way they were defined, the probable
subscribers were unanimous in saying that
they would subscribe to Phonevision if it
were available and would pay for at least
one of the four types of programs asked
about, while Phonevision test volunteers
held these views significantly less fre­
quently. Probable subscribers regarded
the test charge for Phonevision programs
as reasonable about as frequently as the

CHARACTERISTICS AND ATTITUDES OF
PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS*

And, finally, relatively minor differences
in recreational tastes existed between
test volunteers and other families, all of
which were in the direction of favorably
predisposing volunteers toward Phone­
vision; that is, they tended to be, some­
what more than other families, interested
in having newer movies on television as a
resolution of their simultaneous interest
in movies and in the comfort and conven­
ience of home.

If, as a starting-point, the division of
all families into probable subscribers,
doubtfuls, and probable non-subscribers,
described earlier, is selected,. it becomes
apparent that the same variables which
serve to distinguish Phonevision test vol­
unteers from other families also sharply
differentiated probable subscribers from
probable non-subscribers. Thus, families
classified as probable subscribers to
Phonevision were far more likely than
those classified as non-subscribers to
have heard of Phonevision, seen the jitter­
ed Phonevision programs and expressed in­
terest in participating in the Phonevision
test. They were similarly far more likely
to choose Phonevision movies over other
forms of entertainment and to approve as
fair the price that had been charged for
them during the test. And their attitudes
toward subscription television in general
were also markedly more favorable--85.2%
approved as compared with 28.1% of the
probable non-subscribers. (See Table 82.)



TABLE 82

OPINIONS OF SUBSCRIPrION TELEVISION AMONG PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS AND
NON-SUBSCRIBERS TO PHONEVISION IN CHI~AGO

In other words, aside from their lesser
familiarity with Phonevision and their
lesser interest in the Phonevision test,
these probable subscribers had, as far as
this set of factors is concerned, the at­
titudes which would make it reasonable to
suppose that, everything else being equal,
they would have responded to Phonevision
in about the same way as the Phonevision
test volunteers would have. And it can
only be assumed that this sample of Phone­
vision test volunteers would have re­
sponded in about the same wayas the sample
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Proportion in Each Group Giving
Indicated Response

Paraphrase of Response ProbableProbable Doubtfuls Non-Subscribers subscribers

Had heard of Phonevision before the
interview. · · · · · · · · · · · · 82.6 70.5 52.0

Had seen the jittered .Phonevision
picture. · · · · · · · · · · · 62.8 56.3 42.9

General opinion of limited sUbscription
television was:

Approval. · · · · · · · · · 85.2 60.5 28.1
Uncertainty · · · · · · · · · · · 8.0 18.0 37.2

'.~ Disapproval 6.8 21.5 34.7· · · · · · · · · · · ·
If subscription television programs were I

available:
Might pay · · · · · · · · · · · 89.5 64.7 10.0
Not sure. · · · · · · · · · · 3.7 l3A 29.5
Would never pay · · · · · · · 6.8 21.9 60.5

If Phonevision test were ·now starting:
Would want to take part · · · · · · · 62.5 26.8 8.0
Not sure. .. · · · · · · 10.4 11.7 11.7
Would not want to · · · · · · 27.1 61.5 80.3

Choose Phonevision movie over
competing entertainment:

Four times. · · · · · · · · · · 18.9 7.3 2.0
Three times · · · · · · · · · 35.3 17.8 3.4
Twice · · · · · · · · · · · 27.8 27.6 6.8
Once. · · · · · · · · · · · 12.1 19.9 15.6
Never · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 5.9 27.4 72.2

Thought charge of $1. 00 per program:
Was all right · · · · · · · · · · · · 70.0 52.5 22.7
Didn't know · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.1 9.0 35.8
Was too high. · · · · · · · · · · · 26.9 38.5 41.5

Number of cases · · · · · · · · · · 831 343 352

volunteers did, and were at least as fa­
vorable as the volunteers in their opinions
of subscription television in general. On
the other hand, these probable volunteers
significantly less frequently had pre­
viously heard of Phonevision or watched
the jittered Phonevision programs, and
were less interested in participating in a
Phonevision test than were the volunteers.
These relationships may be seen in com­
paring the data for volunteers and parti­
cipants in Table 85 with those for proba­
ble subscribers in Table 82.



TABLE 83

SELECTED RECREATIONAL PREFERENCES OF PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS AND NON-SUBSCRIBERS
'TO PHONEVISION IN CHICAGO

Proportion in Each Group Giving
Indicated Response

Paraphrase of Response ProbableProbable Doubtfuls Non-Subscribers subscribers

Going to the movies was among adults'
recreational preferences · · · · · · · · · '43.1 35.3 30.7

Liked television because of the comfort
and convenience of such entertainment. · · · 32.9 30.7 21.9

Wanted newer movies on television · · · · · · 26.3 16.6 9.7

Number of cases. ~ 831 343 352· · · · · · · · · · · ·
TABLE 84

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS AND NON-SUBSCRIBERS
TO PHONEVISION IN CHICAGO

Probable Probable
Characterist ic Subscribers Doubtfuls Non-

Subscribers

Number of persons per household
(p~r cent)

One . · · · · · · · · · 12.4 13.4 16.8
Two . · · · · · · · 24.2 28.9 31.8
Three · · · · · · ... 22.0 20.7 20.2
Four. . · '. · · · · · · · 21.2 19.2 17.0
Five. . . · · · · · · · · · · 11.2 7.3 6.2
Six and over. · · · · · 9.0 10.5 8.0

Proportion of households with no children
(19 and under) 47.5

,
57.4 64.5· · · ·

Mean number:
Adults (20 and over). · · · · · · 2.23 2.30 2.24
Children (19 and under) · · · · · · 1.02 0.88 0.71

Proportion of heads of households with
occupations classified as professional
and semi-professional, or proprietors,
managers and officials · · · · · · · · 23.1 15.5 12.2

Median years of education, heads of
households . · · · · · · · · · · , · 11.8 10.9 8.9

Median annual family income · · · · · · · $4,281 $3,742 $3,244

Number of cases · · · 831 343 352
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TABLE 85

COMPARISON OF OPINIONS OF PHONEVISION AND SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION AMONG TELEPHONE
SUBSCRIBERS WHO WERE PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS TO PHONEVISION AND PHONEVISION

TEST VOLUNTEERS AND PARTICIPANTS

b

b

b

300

95.5

97.0

94.5

95.7

98.5

100.0

137

81.2

84.7

73.7

73.8

97.8

72.3

84.0

92.7

76.6

279

58.8

85.7

65.2

81. 0

91.8

74.2

92.5

100.0

100.0

in selecting participants or to the ef­
fects of experience with Phonevision on
attitudes. *

625

87.5

85.9

89.3

82.7

71.2

68.8

66.6

Proportion in Each Group Giving Indicated
Response

100.0

100.0

Probable Subscribers Phonevision Phonevision
f-------~-L-a-ke-v-l-.e-w----1 Test Test

City Volunteers Familiesa
Lincoln

0.£ participants did, since the differences
between these two groups can only be at­
tributed to sampling fluctuations, to
minor biases resulting from substitutions

Paraphrase of Response

Number of cases

Had heard of Phonevision before
the interview. . .

Had seen the jittered Phonevision
picture.

Favored limited subscription
television

Might pay for subscription
television programs. .

Would want to take part, if
Phonevision test were starting
now. " .... .

Chose Phonevision movie over com­
peting entertainment at least two
out of four times. ..

Thought charge of $1.00 per
program was all right.

Would pay for at least one of four
possible types of Phonevision pro­
grams if had television set
equipped to receive them

Would subscribe to Phonevision
immediately, if it were available
and owned television set .

aThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

bThese questions were not asked of test families, since the percentages should all
approach 100.0.

*As suggested earlier, the large differences between volunteers and actual partici­
pants apparent in Table 85 reflect the extent to which participation in the test won
converts to and strengthened support of subscription television.
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TABLE 86

Lincoln area from which they came. And,
similarly, though differences have been
reduced, test volunteers were still signi­
ficantly wealthier and had higher educa­
tional attainment and occupational status
than did the probable subscribers.

One of the factors in these differences
was the restriction of volunteers and test
participants to residential telephone sub­
scribers, a fact of which no account has
thus far been taken in defining the proba­
ble Phonevision subscribers. If the re­
striction of subscribing to telephone ser­
vice is imposed on the probable subscribers
as well, then, as may be seen in Tables
85-87, differences between those classi­
fied as probable Phonevision subscribers
and actual volunteers and participants
narrow, for the most part, although the
differences in recreational preferences
shown rnTable 86 and in family composition
and socio-economic status, presented in
Table 87, remained significant.

Proportion in Each Group GiVing Indicated
Response

Paraphrase of Response Probable Subscribers Phonevision Phonevision

Lakeview- Test Test
City Lincoln Volunteers Familiesa

Going to the movies was among
adults' recreational
preferences. 41.3 39.8 48.9 33.5

Liked television because of
the comfort and convenience
of such entertainment. . 33.8 40.5 51.1 61.6

Wanted newer movies on
television . . 28.1 26.5 35.0 45.0

Number of cases. 625 279 137 300

COMPARISON OF SELECTED RECREATIONAL PREFERENCES OF TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS WHO
WERE PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS TO PHONEVISION AND PHONEVISION TEST

VOLUNTEERS AND PARTICIPANTS

aThese figures are weighted averages giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

In addition to their lesser information
about and interest in the Phonevision
test, however, probable subscribers re­
mained significantly different from test
volunteers in other respects. If Table 86
is compared with Table 83, for example, it
is apparent that, while the probable sub­
scribers were about as likely as Phone­
vision test volunteers to mention going to
the movies as an adult recreational pre­
ference, they were, though above the gen­
eral population in these respects, still
significantly less likely to stress the
comfort and convenience of entertainment
by television and their wish to see the
newer movies on television than were the
volunteers. Moreover, as a comparison of
the data in Tables 84 and 87 makes clear,
there remained a difference in family size
and, especially, in the presence of chil­
dren in the household between probable
subscribers and test volunteers, more par­
ticularly when the volunteers are compared
with probable subscribers in the Lakeview-
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TABLE 87

aThese figures are weighted averages giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

in the test did not volunteer, while, on
the other, many families who did volunteer
for the test had little intrinsic interest
in Phonevision, at least when they ap­
plied. And, in Table 82, it was apparent
that not everyone classified as a probable
subscriber would want to take part in the
Phonevision test if it were starting now,
which implies that still fewer would have
gone to the trouble of actually volun­
teering; on the" other hand, some families
classified as probable non-subscribers did
indicate that they would volunteer for the
test.

COMPARISON OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS WHO WERE
PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS TO PHONEVISION AND PHONEVISION TEST VOLUNTEERS

AND PARTICIPANTS

One possibility which presents itself in
an attempt to account for the remaining
differences between Phonevision test vol­
unteers and those who have been called
probable Phonevision subscribers is that
which has been referred to earlier--name­
ly, that volunteering for the Phonevision
test was not coterminous with either in­
terest in the test or interest in Phone­
V1S10n. It has already been shown that,
on the one hand, many families interested

Phonevision Versus the Phorievision Test

Probable Subscribers Phonevision Phonevision
Characteristic Lakeview- Test Test

City Lincoln Volunteers Familiesa

Number of persons per household
(per cent)

One . . . · . · · 6.1 6.4 3.6 2.8
Two . . . . · · · · 23.2 34.4 27.0 27.6
Three . · · . · · · · 24.6 26.2 31.4 29.7
Four. . · · 24.3 19.7 26.3 22.2
Five. · · · · 12.7 8.6 5.1 9.6
Six and over. · · 9.1 4.7 6.6 8.1

Proportion of households with
no children (19 and under) · 42.4 5"2.0 37.2 43.8

Mean number:
Adult!? (20 and over). · 2.42 2.22 2.18 2.38
Children (19 and under) · 1.08 0.84 1. 09 0.99

Proportion of heads of
household with occupations
classified as professional
and semi-professional, or
proprietors, managers, and
officials. · · · . · 26.4 28.6 35.7 42.7

Median years of education,
heads of households. · · " . 12.0 12.1 12.5 12.8

Median annual family income · · . $4,531 $4,746 $5,266 I $5,324

Number of cases. · · · · · · 625 279 137 300
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test if it were now beginning were not
probable subscribers to Phonevi~ion--13.9%

were classified as doubtfuls and 4.4% were
classified as probable non-subscribers.
Families could be divided into the follow­
ing four types:

1.5

2.8

95.7%

32.1

23.3
43.0
65.0

Do Both

7.3

10.9

16.8

65.0%

Phonevision Phonevision
Test Test

Volunteers Families

Lakeview-Lincoln

37.2

29.1
50.0
72.3

Participate
in Test

4.8

21. 0

32.1%

42.1

Proportion Who Would

All
Families

in the test and most likely to say they
would subscribe to Phonevision. Partial
volunteers, on the other hand, were marked­
ly less likely to indicate that they would
volunteer, but were not significantly low­
er in interest in subscribing to Phone­
vision:

54.1

47.3
71.8
75.9

actually did drop out of the volunteering
process because they objected to the pro­
cedures they had to follow to qualify or
because they had apprehensions or misap­
prehensions about the test, it is quite
consistent that they should be about as
interested in Phonevision as other volun­
teers, but less willing to participate in
a test. Similarly, the earlier research
had indicated that there was some interest
in test participation among non-volunteers,

7.9

18.9

City

37.7

Probably
Subscribe

35.5%
Probable subscribers who would
participate in a test. . . . .

Probable subscrib~rs who would
not participate. . . . . . .

Doubtfuls and probable non­
subscribers who would parti­
cipate in a test . . . . .

Doubtfuls'and probable non­
subscribers who would not
participate. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

All families canvassed.

Non-volunteers. . .
Partial volunteers.
Full volunteers . .

In fact, when families are classified
simultaneously on the basis of their in­
terest in Phonevision test participation
and Phonevision subscription, 18.3% of the
fam~lies in the city who said they would
want to participate in the Phonevision

An explanation of these types may begin
from an examination of the sub-sample of
families in Lakeview-Lincoln who were ac­
tually canvassed by mail for interest in
test participation and whose actual be­
havior is, therefore, known. As shown be­
low, those who actually did volunteer were
most likely to say t~ey would participate

Two observations may be made about these
data, both of which tend to support the
reliability and consistency of the verbal
reports. First, among the full volunteers,
there were relatively few families who
would subscribe but not participate or
participate but not subscribe; while, on
the other hand, 27:2% of the ,partial vol­
unteers reported that they would subscribe
but would not participate. Since a sub­
stantial proportion of this latter group
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*It is noteworthy that the earlier research found roughly 40% of those classified as
indifferent interested when Phonevision was explained to them. If this rate is·applied
to the 27.6% of the non-volunteers then classified as indifferent, it would increase the
earlier estimate of interest in this group to 28.1%, which, allowing for sampling error,
is the same figure as that now obtained.

**These respondents were asked: "What would interest you about taking part in the
Phonevision test? (What other reasons would you have for taking part?)"

***The exact question was: "Well (as you know), Phonevision is a system of charging

although there was a good deal of opposi­
tion to the ideal of Phonevision as well,
and this group is substantially lower in
both willingness to participate and inten­
tion to subscribe than either volunteer
group.

Secondly, however, it may be noted that,
while the proportion of all families can-

All families canvassed.

Non-volunteers.. ..
Partial volunteers.
Full volunteers . .

The answer to this seeming unreliability
and inconsistency is not, however, diffi­
cult to find. For instance, during the
period intervening between the two re­
sults above, understanding of the Phone­
vision test greatly increased, so that
many of the non-volunteers earlier classi­
fied as indifferent to the test could have
since become interested. This factor
alone could well account for the increase
in interest among the non-volunteers,*
while a similar clearing up of misunder­
standings could account for the slighter
increase in interest among the partial
volunteers. On the other hand, the de­
crease in willingness to participate among
the full volunteers can be traced to two
major factors--acquisitions of their own
television sets and unwillingness to pay
for older movies. That is, among the full
volunteers who would volunteer again,
89.1% appeared to have intrinsic interest
in Phonevision,** while the estimates,

vassed who would participate in the test
is not substantially different from the
estimate of interest in the test made over
a year earlier there appears to have been
considerahle shifting of interest. Thus,
if the earlier estimates are compared with
these reports, the full volunteers have
lost interest in the test, while non­
volunteers have increased in interest:

P.roportion Classified as Inter­
ested in Test Participation

January, 1950- April-May, 1951

33.0 37.2

17.1 29.1
43.9 50.0

100.0 72.3

based on test families, indicated that
initially, at least, only 54.4% of the
volunteers were so motivated. Even if an
allowance is made for increased interest
in Phonevision itself, and for, perhaps,
lesser frankness in revealing their mo­
tives among those who did not 'actually
participate in the test, it would still
seem that the volunteers who had lost in­
terest in participation came disproport ion­
ately from those who had little intrinsic
interest in Phonevision. In fact, exactly
half of those who would not now partici­
pate had acquired a television set since
the time they had applied for test parti­
cipation. Beyond this, however, there
was greater familiarity with exact test
conditions and the question asked, itself,
stressed the concrete form the test had
taken.*** Among these volunteers who
would not participate now, three-fourths
said that they would not pay for movies of
the vintage used in the Phonevision test.



160

people to see television programs by sending the programs out in scrambled form. If
people pay for it, they can get the picture unscrambled, through a special device in­
stalled in their television set. They've been testing Phonevision, for the last three
months, with three hundred families who were loaned a television set which could receive
the jlttered programs clearly, if the family called up and ordered the program. Then
the family saw a regular full-length movie on their television set and was charged a
dollar for each movie they saw. Of course, the families didn't have to buy any movies
unless they wanted them, and they could use the television set they were loaned to see
regular television programs any time they wanted to ...

If the Phonevision test were beginning now (just as I described it), do you think
your family would want to take part in the test or not?"

separately these tendencies are intensi­
fied. (See Table 88.) Similarly, the
recreational preferences shown in Table 89
move toward those of actual volunteers,
and differences in family composition and
socio-economic status are likewise re­
duced, as shown in Table 90.

It is thus apparent that the group of
probable Phonevision subscribers who said
they would participate in the Phonevision
test and met the condition of having a
telephone which had been necessary for
participation closely approximated the
families who did actually volunteer, es­
pecially when these comparisons are re­
stricted to the Lakeview-Lincoln district.
Such differences as still remain in the
Lakeview-Lincoln comparisons are probably
attributable to actual changes in the
group who would volunteer (that is, some
families lost interest, while others
gained it), to slight inaccuracies in
classification, and to differences which
probably existed between all interested
families and the sub-group of them who
would actually have taken the trouble to
volunteer. Residual differences in the
city as a whole were larger and probably
reflect, in addition to the factors just
enumerated, the underlying differences in
composition of the population between the
Lakeview-Lincoln district and the city as
a Whole, the logical implication being
that if Phonevision test participants had
been drawn from the city as a whole they
would have had somewhat different charac­
teristics. In comparison with other pro­
bable Phonevision subscribers, the would­
be test participants among them were (com­
pare Tables 85-87 with Tables 88-90) some­
what larger family groups, more likely to

The purpose of this discussion has been
to suggest that would-be Phonevision test
volunteers and probable Phonevision sub­
scribers were two somewhat different
groups of people, even though the two
groups overlap. In order to give any reli­
ability to the discussion, however, it was
necessary, as has just been shown, to
demonstrate that the interview data did
yield relatively dependable classifica­
tions. Now that this crucial,point is
established, the characteristics and atti­
tudes of would-be test participants can be
compared with those of actual volunteers
and participants and of potential sub­
scribers.

As presented in Tables 88-90, when tele­
phone subscribers who reported that they
would want to participate in the Phone­
vision test are compared with the data for
actual Phonevision test volunteers and
participants in Tables 85-87, it is clear
that these would-be participants were
about as informed about Phonevision as ac­
tual volunteers were and had, if anything,
even more favorable attitudes toward sub­
scription television in general and toward
Phonevision than the actual volunteers.
When those would be participants who were
also probable subscribers are examined

Taken together, these two factors of no
longer wanting use of a test set and lack
of interest in older movies account for
86.9% of those who would no longer par­
ticipate, so that only 3.6% of the entire
group of volunteers were inexplicably
classified inconsistently by the opinion
data.
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73.8

97.6

90.2

73.2
90.9

93.1

100.0

100.0

100.0
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Lakeview­
LincolnCity

87.3

91.8

71.9

72.4
89.7

92.3

100.0

100.0

416

100.0

Would-be Participants
Who Were Probable

Subscribers

85.2

71. 9
87.3

72.2

86.8

189

98.4

94.2

92.6

100.0

Lakeview­
Lincoln

Proportion in Each Group Giving
Indicated Response

All Would-be
Participants

City

72.4
84.1

82.9

88.4

83.0

501

90.8

67.9

96.6

100.0

Paraphrase of Response

Number of cases . .. .

OPINIONS OF PHONEVISION AND SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION AMONG TELEPHONE SUB­
SCRIBERS WHO WERE WOULD-BE PHONEVISION TEST PARTICIPANTS

have children, and of higher socio-economic
status. *

Had heard of Phonevision before the
interview. . .

Had seen the jittered Phonevision
picture .. . . .. . . .

Favored limited subscription television
Might pay for subscription television

programs. . .".
Would want to take part, if Phonevision
test were starting now. .. .

Chose Phonevision movie over competing
entertainment at least two out of
four times. . '" '"

Thought charge of $1.00 per program was
all right ., . . .

Would pay for at least one of four pos­
sible types of Phonevision programs if
had television set equipped to receive
them. ... . ,.. .

Would subscribe to Phonevision immedi­
ately, if it were available and owned
television set. . . ... ..

attitudes and preferences, and which the
test families can, therefore, be taken as
representing. In order to estimate what

These differences between would-be test the behavior of other probable subscribers
volunteers'and non-volunteers and between would be, and to estimate what might have
probable subscribers in Lakeview-Lincoln happened to any sub-group, including the
and in the city imply that the behavior of test families, if the Phonevision pro-
the test families during the test can be gramming were different, methods other
extended only to the relatively small sub- than direct projection must be adopted. In
group of probable subscribers in Lakeview- order to simplify the presentation, the
Lincoln who had telephones and were would- number of potential subscribers is out-
be participants, for it is only this sub- lined in the next section, before esti-
group which approximates the test families mates of per-capita expenditures are at-
in composition, socio-economic status and tempted.

*This finding is probably the counterpart of the prestige appeals of the Phonevision
test discussed earlier. It seems likely that complete family groups in comfortable cir­
cumstances were more apt to regard themselves as "representative" families, "worthy" of
inclusion in the test.



TABLE 89

SELECTED RECREATIONAL PREFERENCES OF TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS WHO WERE
WOULD-BE PHONEVISION TEST PARTICIPANTS

--

Proportion in Each Group Giving
Indicated Response

Would-be Partici-

Paraphrase of Response All Would-be pants Who Were
Participants Probable

Subscribers

City Lakeview- City Lakeview-
Lincoln Lincoln

Going to the movies was among adults'
recreational preferences . 40.3 45.0 41.6 43.9

Liked television because of the comfort
and convenience of such entertainment. 33.5 44.4 34.9 47.6

Wanted newer movies on television 30.0 31.2 31.0 31.7

Number of cases. 501 189 416 164

TABLE 90

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS WHO WERE WOULD-BE
PHONEVISION TEST PARTICIPANTS

Would-be Partici-
All Would-be - pants Who Were

Characteristic Participants Probable
Subscribers

City Lakeview- City Lakeview-
Lincoln Lincoln

Number of persons per household
(per cent)

One 4.6 5.3 4.3 4.9
Two · · 22.3 31.3 22.6 32.3
Three · · 23.0 27.0 23.5 26.8
Four. . · · 26.9 22.7 26.7 22.0
Five. · · 13.4 7.9 14.2 8.5
Six and over. . · · 9.8 5.8 8.7 5.5

Proportion of households with no
children (19 and- under). · · · · · 38.9 46.0 38.. 7 43.9

Mean number:
Adults (20 and over). · · · · · 2.44 2.22 2.43 2.19
Children (19 and under) · · · 1.16 0.94 1.15 0.96

Proportion of heads of households with
occupations classified as professional
and semi~professional, or proprietors,
managers and officials · · 26.9 30.2 28.4 32.4

Median years of education, heads
of households. · · · . · 12.0 12.2 12.1 12.3

Median annual family income . · $4,588 $4,932 $4,613 $5,238

Number of cases. . · · · 501 189 416 164

162
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*See Appendix A.
**Losses tended to come disproportionately from one-person families and from lower

economic groups, both of which strata were less likely to own or plan to own television
sets. There is also some evidence that losses came disproportionately from families who
were not interested in television.

***The range is ± 26: Standard errors were computed, taking account of clustering in
the sample. On the basis of selected computations, the sample was estimated to have 66%
of the efficiency of a simple random sample. Use of this estimate undoubtedly leads to
some exaggeration of the sampling e:tror of the larger estimates, since the removal of
the restrictions with regard to current television and telephone ownership in these
estimates reduced or eliminated the intra-block correlations.

In fact, all of the procedures followed
here aim at conservatism--underestimating
rather than overestimating. For instance,
it may be estimated that there are
1,149,000 dwelling units in Chicago, in
terms of the definition used in this re­
search. * Nevertheless, because inter­
views were obtained in only 85.9% of the
occupied dwelling units assigned in the
sample, the rates of interest in and de­
sire for Phonevision observed in the sur­
vey are projected only to the 987,000
households represented by the sample. The
162,000 "missing" households are thus
treated as if they would yield not one
subscriber to Phonevision. While it is
probably true that the kinds of households
lost from the sample would have a lower
subscription rate than the households in­
terviewed, ** it is almost certa in that the
assumption used here of no subscribers and
no expenditures in this group of house­
holds understates the case.

If these 987,000 households are distri­
buted according"to their joint possession
of telephones, television sets" and inter­
est in subscribing to Phonevision, the
complete potential market picture, shown
in Table 91, emerges. As summarized in
Table 92, where sampling error is taken
account of, there were in Chicago in the
Spring of 1951 a minimum of 246,000 to
304,000 families*** who would subscribe to
a system of subscription television re­
quiring the use of a telephone and of
283,000 to 343,000 who would participate
in subscription television if a telephone
were not needed. Since television owner­
ship is steadily growing, two other major
estimates are also shown: one indicates
that there would be a minimum of 282,000
to 342,000 subscribers to a system of sub­
scription television requiring telephones
if families who planned to actually car­
ried out their intentions to buy tele-"
vision sets by the Spring of 1952 and

ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF SUBSCRIBERS

In view of the fact that these opinion
data do show such striking consistency and
reliability, there would appear to be
little doubt that the number of potential
subscribers--apart from considerations of
feasibility--to Phonevision would be larger
than the potential number of participants
in a test of Phonevision which duplicated
the present test. This conclusion should
not be surprising, since probable sub­
scribers were defined in terms of a far
more varied program offering than the test
was able to supply. While the procedure
of permitting respondents to think of any
type of program they would like on Phone­
vision and then classifying them as po­
tential subscribers if they would pay for
these slightly increased the number
classified as probable subscribers (there
were 1.2% in the city who apparently would
not be subscribers unless something other
than movies and sports events were offer­
ed) without any assurance that their some­
times unique program desires could be ful­
filled by Phonevision, this slight infla­
tion is probably far overbalanced by the
total exclusion of families who were al­
ready somewhat drawn to Phonevision, as
evidenced by their interest in paying for
some programs. When it is considered that
this estimate of probable subscribers
gives no weight to the effectiveness of
either an advertising campaign or an op­
portunity to see Phonevision at the homes
of friends and neighbors in converting
many of those here classified as doubtful
and even some of those now classified as
non-subscribers whose attitudes were
otherwise favorable to subscription tele­
vIsIon, while these circumstances would
undoubtedly attend any- commercial opera­
tion of subscription television, there is
every reason to believe that the number of
potential subscribers will be, if any­
thing, underestimated here.



TABLE 91

DISTRIBUTION OF CHICAGO FAMILIES Wlm REFERENCE TO INTEREST IN SUBSCRIBING TO PHONEVISION AND TELEVISION AND TELEPHONE OWNERSHIP

Proportion and Estimated Number of Families in Each Group with Given Telephone and
Television Ownership Status

Probable Subscribers Doubtfuls Probable I All Families
Television and Telephone Ownership Status 1 Non-subscribers

Estimated P t Estimated p t I~stimated P t Estimated
Per cent Number of er cen Number of er cen Number of er cen Number of

of Sample Households of Sample Households of Sa~ple I Households of Sample Households
Interviewed (in 1,000's) Interviewed (in 1,000's) Interv~ewed (in 1,000's) Interviewed (in 1,000's)

Had television set at time of intervi~
Had telephone. . . • .. ......• 27.9 275 11.3 112 I 10.1 100 49.3 487
Planned to get telephone

Within a year. ..
:I

1.1

I
11

I
0.3 3

I
0.2

I
2

I
1.6 16

Later. . . . . .. 1.2 12 0.7 7 0.1 1 2.0 20
Did not plan to get telephone. 1.5 15 1.1 10 1.4 14 4.0 39

Planned to get television set within a
year

Had telephone. . . .1 3.8 I 37 I 0.9 I 9 0.7 7 I 5.4 53
~ Planned to get telephoneO'l
~ Within a year. 1.1 11 0.3 3 0.1 1

I
1.5

I
15

· '1Later. . . . . · . 0.5 5 - - - - 0.5 5
Did not plan to ~et telephone. 1.0 10 0.4 4 0.1 1 1.5 15

May get television set later
Had telephone. .1 6.1 I 60 2.2 22 1.1 I 11 I 9.4 93
Planned to get telephone

Within a year. ..
· '1

0.2

I
2 0.2

I
2

I
0.1 1

I
0.5

I
5

Later.. . . · . 2.4 24 0.7 7 0.3 3 3.4 34
Did not plan to get telephone. 1.9 19 1.2 11 0.8 8 3.9 38

Did not intend to get television set
Had telephone. .1 3.1 30 I 2.0 20 I 4.4 43 9.5 I 93
Planned to get telephone

Within a year. · .

~::-+ ~~-J+
0.1

2::' I 0.2

2
Later. 0.3 3 0.3 3 0.1 1 0.7 7

Did not plan to get telephone. · . 2.2 22 0.9 9 3.5 34 6.6 65

Total. 54.4 537 22.5 222 23.1 228 100.0 987



165

TABLE 92

It should be pointed out, as well, that,
in addition to these two major conserva­
tive assumptions, no account has been

of the preceeding estimates assume, first,
that none of the 162,000 households un­
represented in the sample would subscribe
and, second, that none of the 450,000
households classified as doubtful or non­
subscribers would subscribe. It would be
possible to attempt to make reasonable as­
sumptions about the actual behavior of
these households and, thus, include them
in these estimates,** but, since the pur­
pose here is only to set a minimum figure,
no effort has been made in this direction.
The data provided are, however, sufficient
for those who wish to do so to estimate
the audience for subscription television
under assumptions other than that of these
162,000 households being entirely outside
the market for subscription television.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED NUMBER OF SUBSCRIBERS (IN 1,000's)
TO SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION

In view of the size of these estimates
of the public for subscription television,
it may be well to emphasize again that all

continued their subscription to telephone
service. This estimate for the Spring of
1952 rises to 303,000 to .365,000 if it is
assumed that families will also carry out
their intentions to get telephone service
within a year, and to 345,000 to 407,000,
if a system of subscription television not
requiring a telephone is adopted. The
final estimate made is based on the as­
sumption that ultimately every family that
felt it might get a television set actual­
ly would do so, in order to indicate the
probable maximum extent of the market;
this estimate is also made under the three
assumptions: that telephone ownership re­
mains constant, that everyone who planned
ultimately to have a telephone will do so
and that telephones will not be needed.*

*It should, of course, be remembered that estimates of this kind always contain the
assumption that all conditions not explicitly specified remain the same as they were at
the time the research was done. Obviously, any marked change in economic conditions or,
perhaps, even in regular television programming--to mention only two of the many vari­
ables subject to change--would radically affect these estimates.

**For example, on the basis of the attitudinal data presented earlier, it does not
seem too unreasonable to believe that at least half of the doubtfuls and perhaps a tenth
of the probable non-subscribers who had or acquired television sets would ultimately be­
come subscribers if a system of subscription television were actually operating success­
fully. Assumptions about the unrepresented households would be more difficult to make
because it must be assumed that they would have lower rates of telephone subscription
and television ownership as well as lower rates of interest in Phonevision.

If Telephone Is Necessary If Telephone Is
Time Period and Television and Both Televi- Not Necessary

to Which Ownership Inten- sion and Telephone and Television
Estimate tions Are Ownership Inten- Ownership In-
Applies

Carried tions are Carried tent ions Are

Out Out Carried Out

At time of interview
(April-May, 1951). 275 + 29 275 + 29 312 + 30- -

By Spring, 1952 312 + 30 334 + 31 376 + 31. . . - -
By saturation of

television
market 372 + 31 437 + 32 481 + 32. . . - -
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TABLE 93

RELATION OF LENGTH OF TELEVISION OWNERSHIP TO INTEREST IN SUBSCRIB­
ING TO PHONEVISION IN CHICAGO

gramming remains at its current levels.
That is, at the time of this research,
interest in subscription television was
related to length of television ownership,
with those who had had television sets at
least one year more interested in sub­
scribing than were owners whose experience
with television had been briefer. (See
Table 93.) While there are differences
in the composition and attitudes of the
groups who have owned television sets for
varying lengths of time (for example,
larger families and wealthier families are
more likely to have ownea television sets
for longer periods of time), there is evi­
dence to suggest that the differences in
willingness to subscribe to Phonevision
among television set owners of various
lengths of ownership are not a function of
these prior differences which helped to
determine which families got television
sets first, but are a function of their
experience with television.

Finally, there is also reason to believe
that interest in subscription television
will increase as television sets become
more familiar possessions, provided pro-

taken of the possible effect of the intro­
duction of subscription television on the
rate at which television sets or telephone
service, if needed, is acquired. For ex­
ample, in the current sample, there were
2.1% who said they would get television
sets only if Phonevision (i.e. subscrip­
tion television) were available, and 2.5%
who said they would get telephones only
under similar conditions, while there were
more who indicated that their acquisition
of telephones or television sets would be
hastened by the advent of subscription
television (10.4% said they would be more
interested in a television set and 6.5%
said they would be more interested in a
telephone, if the tested form of Phone­
vision were available).

Proportion in Given Tele-
vision'Ownership Group Total

Length of Television Classified as:

Ownership Probable Doubt- Probable
Subscrib- fuls Non-sub- Per cent Number

ers scribers

ALL FAMILIES
Two, years and over. · 62.1 21.3 16.6 100.0 169
One to two years. 62.4 21. 2 16.4 100.0 269
Six months to one year. 52.0 25.4 22.6 100.0 256
Three to six months . 47.4 26.3 26.3 100.0 114
Less than three months. 41.7 28.3 30.0 100.0 60
Do not own

Plan to get set within a year 72.6 16.3 11.1 100.0 135
May get set later . . · 61. 5 24.8 13.7 100.0 262
Will not get set. '33.4 19.5 47.1 100.0 261

FAMILIES WITH TELEPHQNE SERVICE
Two years and over. . · 62.7 21.5 15.8 100.0 158
One to two years. . 63.2 19.5 17.3 100.0 231
Six months to one year. 52.1 25.1 22.8 100.0 219
Three to six months 49.0 25.0 26 ..0 100.0 96
Less than three months. 45.8 27.1 27.1 100.0 48
Do not own

Plan to get set within a year . 72.0 14.6 13.4 100.0 82
May get set later . . 64.6 23.6 11.8 100.0 144
Will not get set. . 32.4 22.8 44.8 100.0 145
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*For each of the separate program types, respondents were asked: "If these were the
only programs on Phonevision, about how many of these programs a month do you think your
family would take at one dollar per program? (Just your guess .... )" For the combined
programming, the question asked was: "Suppose all the different kinds of programs you
are interested in having were on Phonevision ... About how many programs a month do you
think your family would take, at one dollar per program? (Just your guess ... )"

**While the questions calling for estimates of expenditures asked for monthly esti­
mates, it was clear from interviewers' reports and analysis of the distribution of ex­
penditures that most respondents were computing the month by arriving at a weekly esti­
mate and multiplying by four. Consequently, one-fourth of the reported estimate is
shown throughout this section as a weekly estimate.

spondents were asked to estimate their
expenditures for Phonevision under five
conditions: if only older movies like
those used in the test were available, if
only new movies were available, if only
sports events were available, if only
other types of programs (which the respon­
dent ,had indicated he wanted on Phone­
vision) were available, and, finally, if
all the different kinds of programs the
respondent wanted we~e available.* The
object of this approach was, of course, to
permit estimates of expenditures under
programming conditions different than
those used in the Phonevision test. Since
self-estimates are not always accurate,
however, some examination of the relation
between estimated and actual expenditures
of test participants should serve to indi­
cate the extent to which self-estimates
may be relied upon.

Reliability of Self-Estimates of Expendi­
tures

As shown in Table 94, test families as a
group estimated that their expenditures
for older movies on Phonevision would be
$1.60 per week,** a figure which was only
$0.05 a week higher than they actually
spent. As the data indicate, however, ac­
tual and estimated expenditures for older
movies approached as closely as they did
because there was a sizeable group (34
families) who said they would spend noth­
ing for older movies, even though most of
them had actually bought the older test
movies, and this group, whose estimates
were lower than their actual expenditures,
tended to counterbalance the tendency of
those who said they would buy older movies
to give estimates of expenditures which
exceeded their actual expenditures by an
average of $0.21 a week.

Moreover, when test families are divid­
ed into three groups--those who were

ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES

In an attempt to estimate how much sub­
scribers to ?honevision would spend, re-

Two lines of evidence appear in the data
in Table 93: first,since the groups
shown have progressively fewer of the

,types of families favorably disposed to­
ward subscription television (e.g., large
families, families with children, families
of higher socio-economic status, etc), it
would follow that, if their attitudes to­
ward subscription television were a func­
tion of these factors, non-owners should
be even less favorably oriented' to~ard
subscription television than the relative­
ly new owners; on the contrary, however,
those among the non-owners who were at all
likely to enter the television market were
at least as favorable to subscription
television as those who had had television
sets at least a year. Moreover, although
the limitation of the comparisons to fami­
lies with telephone, service serves to in­
crease both average family size and eco­
nomic level in all the groups shown, these
groups are not particularly different in
their attitudes toward subscription tele­
vision from people of similar television
ownership status of smaller average family
size and·lower economic status. Although
they are not shown here, detailed com­
parisons of sub-groups in which these
compositional factors are controlled while
length of television ownership varies
support this conclusion. Both of, these
patterns strongly suggest that new tele­
vision owners, upon acquisition of a tele­
vision set, become temporarily engrossed
with it, but that in the course of a year
or so they become more critical of it and
are receptive to suggested improvements of
television. If this tentative conclusion
is correct, then the "aging" of the tele­
vision public will lead to greater inter­
est in and subscription to Phonevision.



TABLE 94

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES OF PHONEVISION TEST FAMILIES
FOR OLDER MOVIES ON PHONEVISION

Mean Weekly Expenditures for Older Movies

Television All Test Families Families Who Would
Ownership Buy Older Movies

Actual Estimated Actual Estimated

All familiesa 1. 55 (300)b 1.60 (300) 1.61 (266) 1.82 (266)

Old television owners 1.65 (149) 1.86 (149) 1.69 (137) 2.03 (137)
"New television owners"c. 1. 59 ( 74) 1.59 ( 74) 1. 61 ( 65) 1.81 ( 65)
Non-owners. . . . . 1.41 ( 77) 1.30 ( 77) 1. 50 ( 64) 1.57 ( 64)

aThese figures are weighted averages, giving correct representation to the three
groups shown below.

bThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.
cThis group includes both families who became television owners after applying for

test participation and families who felt that they would have become television owners
by the end of the test except for their test participation.

TABLE 95

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TEST FAMILIES' ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED
EXPENDITURES FOR VARIOUS TYPES OF PHONEVISION PROGRAMS

Coefficient of Correlation in Given Group
between Actual Expenditures and Estimated

Number Expenditures for Each Program Type
Group of

Cases All New Older Sports OtherProgram
Types Movies Movies Events Types

ALL TEST FAMILIES
Old television

owners . 149 .253 .277 .240 .153 .120
"New television

owners". . 74 .386 .569 .634 -.001 -.231
Non-owners. . 77 .402 .548 .497 .196 .020

FAMILIES WHO WOULD
BUY EACH PROGRAM
TYPE
Old television

owners .250 .263 .203 .089 .135
"New television

owners". . . . .438 .555 .768 .247 -.081
Non-owners. . .381 .534 .508 .166 -.017

. 168
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*Much of this result is due to the presence among the "old" television owners of only
five families who systematically gave the highest estimates of expenditures, whatever
the program type under consideration, while having been among the lowest actual expend­
ers for older movies. With the elimination of these five families, the estimated weekly
per capita expenditures of all families becomes $1.55, which corresponds exactly to ac­
tual expenditures, while the estimates for families who would buy older movies exceeds
their actual expenditures by $0.13.

**The lack of relationship between actual expenditures for older movies and estimated
expenditures for either sports events or other types of entertainment suggests that
there is little reason to expect that those who spend most for movies will also be most
interested in other types of entertainment on oPhonevision. Rather, it appears that the
different program types appeal to somewhat different groups.

***Once again, this result is largely due to the five aberrant cases mentioned earl­
ier. When they are eliminated, the correlation coefficients rise to .439 and .492 for
new and older movies, respectively, among all "old" television owners, and to .430 and
.494, respectively, among "old" television owners who would buy the program type.

When this result is juxtaposed with the
fact that Phonevision test volunteers
were, except for such minor biases as
might have resulted from substitution in
completing the roster of test partici­
pants, a counterpart of the sample of te~t

families in everything but actual test
participation, it is obvious that test
volunteers were substantially underestima­
ting what their actual expenditures would
have been, at least as regards older mo­
vies, where an objective standard of eval­
uation exists. To put it another way, test

groups who did not have any experience
with Phonevision? These self-estimates
for Phonevision test volunteers who did
not participate in the test and for all
families (regardless of telephone and
television ownership status) classified as
probable subscribers in the Lakeview­
Lincoln area and in the city as a whole
are compared with those of test families
in Table 96 on page 170.

If the Phonevision test volunteers are
examined first, it is obvious that their
estimates--either for what families who
would spend money for a given program type
would spend or for what all families, on
the average, would spend--were substanti­
ally below those of test families. In
fact, the volunteers' estimated rate of
expenditure for older movies was just
about half of what was actually spent by
test families, and, even when the rate of
expenditure for older movies is increased
by limiting it to the average estimated
expenditures of volunteers who thought
they would buy older movies, it was still
$0.41 a week below actual test expendi­
tures for older movies.

Since it appears that the self-estimates
of Phonevision expenditures of even the
test families, who had prior experience
with Phonevision to base their estimates
on, are not completely reliable, what can
be said of the self-estimates made by

television owners at the time of their
test application, those who became or
would have become television owners by the
end of the test, and those who would still
not have been television owners at the end
of the test--it° is apparent that the "old"
owners were most prone to overestimate
their expenditures, while the non-owners
were least likely to do so.*

The implication of these data is that,
while the over-all group estimate closely
approaches the true situation, there is a
good deal of internal counterbalancing
error, so that for individual families or
for sub-groups the estimated expenditures
may seriously deviate from actual be­
havior. This conclusion is shown in an­
other way in Table 95, where correla­
tions between actual expenditures for old­
er test movies and estimated expenditures
are shown. The size of these correlation
coefficients makes it clear that while
there was a relationship between actual
expenditures and estimated expenditures
for either older movies, new movies or a
combined programming,** the relationship
was far from perfect. At the same time,
these coefficients also indicate that the
relationship, as far as movies were con­
cerned, was closest in the sub-group of
"new television owners," some what more
imperfect among non-owners and least oper­
ative in the group of "old" television
owners.***
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TABLE 96

2.29(296) 1.82(266) 1.49(233) 1.47(249)
1.34(120) 1.14( 95) 1.17( 82) 1.12( 77)

1.32(356) 1.15(286) 1.25(240) 1.23(203)
1.33(769) 1.13(567) 1.20(531) 1.14(446)

this statement is the average rate of ex­
penditures for all program types where
probable subscribers gave somewhat higher
estimates than did volunteers, but this
result comes about because the Phonevision
test volunteers include some families
classified as doubtful and non-subscrib­
ers, who lower the average rate, while
probable subscribers by definition exclude
these groups.

From the fact that probable subscribers
estimated their expenditures at about the
same level as did Phonevision test volun­
teers, while Phonevision test volunteers
have been shown to have been substantially
underestimating their expenditures, it
seems likely that probable subscribers,
who, like the Phonevision test volunteers,
lacked actual experience with Phonevision,
were also underestimating their expendi­
tures to about the same degree as the
volunteers did. This tentative conclusion
also receives support from a quite differ­
ent approach to the data: if the probable
subscribers are divided into the 158
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Estimated Mean Weekly Expenditures of Given Group
for Each Programming

._---

All New Older Sports Other
Program Movies Movies Events Types
Types Only Only Only Only

--

2.85(300)b 2.26(300) 1. 60(300) 1.44(300) 1.22(300)
1. 55(137) 1.17(137) O. 7.8 ( 137) 0.70(137) 0.63(137)

1. 89(390) 1.21(390) 0.84(390) 0.77(390) 0.64(390)
1. 90(831) 1.21(831) 0.75(831) 0.76(831) 0.61(831)

2.90(295)
2.03(105)

1.89(390)
1. 90(831)

ALL FAMILIES
Phonevision test families a .
Phonevision test volunteers.
Probable subscribers

Lakeview-Lincoln
City .. •..

FAMILIES WHO WOULD BUY
PROGRAM TYPE

Phonevision test familiesa

Phonevision test volunteers.
Probable subscribers

Lakeview-Lincoln
City ..

Group

SELF-ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION UNDER VARIOUS
TYPES OF PROGRAMMING

aThese figures are weighted averages giving correct representation to the television­
owning and non-owning strata.

bThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.

If the other comparison is made--test
volunteers, on the one hand, and probable
Phonevision subscribers in Lakeview-Lincoln
and the city as a whole, on the other--it
is apparent that Phonevision test volun­
teersand probable Phonevision subscribers
made about the same estimates of expendi~

tures for Phonevision programs in each
program category. The only exception to

families came much closer to actuality in
estimating their expenditures for older
movies, while families with no actual ex­
perience with Phonevision appeared to have
seriously underestimated the attraction
Phonevision programs would have for them.
While it is only with respect to older
movies that this conclusion can be com­
pletely demonstrated, it appears likely
that the tendency of volunteers to under­
estimate their expenditures operated con­
sistently, regardless of the type of pro­
gram under ,consideration, since even their
estimated expenditures for new movies were
substantially below actual test expendi­
tures for older movies.
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*It should, nevertheless, not be concluded from these data that probable subscribers
as a whole would average $1.55 per week as expenditures for older movies. Even apart
from sampling error and the conclusion arrived at earlier that the expenditures of test
families should be regarded as coming from the upper range of sample estimates, there is
the fact that the probable subscribers included many families (31.6%) who said they
would not pay for older movies. If this 31.6% of probable subscribers are assigned a
zero expenditure rate, while the remaining 68.4% are assigned the expenditure rate pre­
dicted from their strata distribution and test families' intra-strata expenditure rates
(this rate is also $1.55), then the predicted expenditures for the entire group of pro­
bable subscribers would be $1.06 a week. It is probable, howeve~ that this latter figure
is an underestimate, for, under actual operating conditions, it seems likely that some
families classified as zero expenders for older movies would find themselves sometimes
buying older movies; that is, since underestimation apparently was operating, the under­
estimation tendency must also be expected from the group who estimated that they would
make no expenditures for older movies.

compositional differences between the two
groups, for, if the same standardization
procedure of applying test families' mean
intra-strata expenditure rates to the two
distributions among the 158 strata of pro­
bable subscribers who were would-be test
participants and those who were not, the
predicted expenditures, based on their
distribution among the strata and test
families' actual expenditures within the
strata are exactly the same ($1.55 per
we~k) for both the would-be participants
and the non-participants. It follows,
then, that real taste differences were
operating, and it cannot be expected that
all those classified as probable sub­
scribers would purchase movies at the same
rate as test families did.

Yet, those probable subscribers who were
telephone subscribers and were would-be
test participants should, if anything, be
expected to spend more money on older
movies than test families did. This ex­
pectation follows from the fact that few
residual differences in composition and
attitude remain between test families and
this sub-group of probable subscribers,
especially if the Lakeview-Lincoln fami­
lies in this sub-group are considered.
Moreover, the group of probable sub­
scribers who were also would-be volun­
teers, unlike the test family group, ex­
cludes those who had no intrinsic interest
in Phonevision, and, with greater know­
ledge of the test, there was also a tendency
to exclude those who had no initial inter­
est in older movies on Phonevision. Never­
theless, as the data in Table 97 make
clear, even this sub-group of probable
subscribers who were would-be test partic­
ipants and had telephones estimated their
expenditures for older movies at a much

strata, based on five compositional fac­
tors--television ownership at the time of
test application, family size, number of
children, education of head of household
and family income, which were used in
selecting the test families, and to each
stratum is applied the average rate of ex­
penditure actually made by test families
in that stratum, then the weighted average
expenditures of the 158 strata, based on
the distribution of probable subscribers
among these strata, are $1.55 a week-­
exactly the actual expenditure rate.* In
other words, the residual differences be­
tween test families and probable subscrib­
ers in these compositional factors were
not large enough to lead to an expectation
of lower expenditures among probable sub­
scribers.

On the other hand, it should be remem­
bered that there were also some attitudi­
nal differences remaining in addition to
these residual compositional differences.
If willingness to participat~ in a test of
Phonevision is selected as an index of
these differences, then, as shown in Table
97, probable subscribers who would also be
test volunteers tended to give higher es­
timates of their expenditUres for each
program type, and this was true whether
estimates were based only on those fami­
lies who would buy the program type or on
all families. These differences in ex­
penditure rates between would-be test vol­
unteers and non-volunteers were, however,
most marked in the case of expenditures
for either new or older movies and for
total expenditures, which reflect movie
purchases to a large extent. This differ­
ence in interest in movies between would­
be participants and non-participants in a
Phonevision test was not an artifact of



TABLE 97

RELATION OF WILLINGNESS TO PARTICIPATE IN A PHONEVISION TEST TO SELF-ESTIMATES
OF EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION AMONG PROB~LE SUBSCRIBERS IN CHICAGO

_._.. - -- - - '-'.- - --- _._--- ---- - -- -

Estimated Mean Weekly Expenditures of Given
Group for Each Programming

Willingness to Participate
Iin Phonevision Test All New Older Sports Other

Program Movies Movies Events Types
Types Only Only Only Only

ALL FAMILIES

ALL PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS
City

Those who would participate. 2.05(541)a 1.38(541) 0.89(541) 0.77(541) 0.67(541)
Those who would not
participate . 1. 60(290) 0.88(290) 0.55(290) 0.73(290) 0.50(290)

Lakeview-Lincoln
Those who would participate. 2.12(236) 1.42(236) 1. 02(236) 0.87(236) 0.73(236)
Those who would not
participate . · . 1. 50(154) 0.88(154) 0.56(154) 0.62(154) 0.49(154)

PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS WHO
WOULD BUY PROGRAM TYPE
City

Those who would participate. 2.07(541) 1.45(518) 1.19(404) 1.19(351) 1.17(309)
Those who would not
participate . 1. 60(290) 1.09(251) 0.97(164) 1.19(180) 1. 06(137)

Lakeview-Lincoln
Those who would participate. 2.12(236) 1.47(227) 1.26(191) 1.32(155) 1.31(132)
Those who would not

participate . 1. 50(154) 1. 04(129) 0.90( 95) 1.12( 85) 1. 06( 71)

TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS ONLY

ALL PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS
City

Those who would participate. 2.03(416) 1.36(416) 0.91(416) 0.74(416) 0.67(416)
Those who would not
participate . . 1.62(209) 0.93(209) 0.54(209) 0.78(209) 0.49(209)

Lakeview-Lincoln
Those who would participate. 2.09(164) 1.43(164) 1. 05(164) 0.88(164) 0.72(164)
Those who would not

participate . . · 1. 50(115) 0.84 (115) 0.50(115) 0.59(115) 0.46(115)

PROBABLE SUBSCRIBERS WHO
WOULD BUY PROGRAM TYPE

City
Those who would participate. 2.03 (416) 1.43(397) 1.21(312) 1.16(264) 1.13(245)
Those who would not
participate . · 1. 62(209) 1. 07(180) 1. OO( 112) 1.17(139) 1. 07( 95)

Lakeview-Lincoln
Those who would participate. 2.09(164) 1.48(159) 1.27(135) 1.30(110) 1.29( 91)
Those who would not
participate . · 1. 50(115) 1.03( 94) 0.83( 69) 1. 06( 63) 0.98( 54)

--

aThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the mean is based.
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SELF-ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION PROGRAMS UNDER
VARIOUS MARKET CONDITIONS IN CHICAGO

aThe number in parentheses is the number of cases on which the means for this group,
throughout the table, are based.

If Telephone Is
Not Necessary
and Television
Ownership In-
tentions Are
Carried Out

and Both Televi­
sion and Telephone
Ownership Inten­
tions Are Carried

Out

TABLE 98

Mean Self-Estimates of Weekly Expenditures of
Probable Phonevision Subscribers

173

If Telephone Is Necessary

and Television
Ownership In­

tentions Are
Carried

Out

Program Type and
Time of Estimate

ALL PROGRAM TYPES
At time of interview

(April-May, 1951). 2.05! 0.14 (427)a 2.05 ! 0.14 (427) 2.05 ~ 0.13 (485)

By Spring, 1952. . 2.00 ~ 0.13 (486) 2.01 ! 0.13 (519) 2.03 ± 0.12 (583)
By saturation of

television market · 1. 93 ± 0.11 (579) 1.95 ! 0.10 (678) 1.96 ! 0.10 (744)

NEW MOVIES
At time of interview

(April-May, 1951) · 1.34 ± 0.11 1.34 ~ 0.11 1.39 ± 0.11

By Spring, 1952. 1.31 ~ 0.10 1.33 ~ 0.10 1.35 ! 0.09
By saturation of

television market 1. 25 ± 0.09 1.27 ! 0.08 1.28 ~ 0.08

OLDER MOVIES
At time of interview

(April-May, 1951) 0.81 ~ 0.09 0.81 ~ 0.09 0.79 ! 0.09

By Spring, 1952. · 0.81 ± 0.08 0.81 ! 0.08 0.81 ± 0.07
By saturation of

television market · · 0.80 ! 0.07 0.80 ! 0.06 0.79! 0.06

SPORTS EVENTS
At time of interview

(April-May, 1951) 0.79~0.10 0.79! 0.10 0.79 ! 0.09

By Spring, 1952. . · · · 0.80 ! 0.09 0.80 ~ 0.09 0.80! 0.08
By satur~tion of

television market . . 0.77 ! 0.08 0.78 ! 0.08 0.79 ! 0.08

OTHER TYPES
At time of interview

(April-May, 1951) · 0.63 ! 0.09 0.63! 0.09 0.60 ~ 0.09

By Spring, 1952. 0.61 ~ 0.09 0.61 ~ 0.09 0.61 ! 0.08
By saturation of

television market · 0.61 ~ 0.08 0.61 ! 0.07 0.61 ! 0.07



TABLE 99

FINAL ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES FOR PHONEVISION UNDER VARIOUS
MARKET CONDITIONS IN CHICAGO

434 ! 63
508 :t 63

385 + 39

250 :t 36
301 :t 38

616 :t 62

If Telephone Is
Not Necessary
and Television
Ownership In-
tentions Are
Carried Out

555 + 62

220 :t 34
267 :t 38

368 :t 58
444 ~ 62

350 + 39

and Both Televi­
sion and Tele­
phone Ownership
Intent ions Are
Carried Out

estimates of what expenditures would ac­
tUally be. These self-estimates for the
various program types under differing
possible market conditions are presented
in Table 98. In Table 99, estimates of
the total weekly expenditures in Chicago
under these differing market conditions
are presented for three different types of
programming.

From these data, it appears that if the
form of Phonevision tested had been oper­
ating commercially in the late winter and
early Spring of 1951, and had been offer­
ing a diversified programming of movies,
sports events, plays, concerts and so
forth, Chicago families would have spent
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If Telephone Is Necessary

297 :t 38

220 :t 34
250 :t 36

465 + 58·

368 + 58
409 + 58

and Television
Ownership In­
tentions Are

Carried
Out

Estimated Weekly Expenditures for Phonevision (In
$l,OOO's) in Chicago Under Given Market Conditions

DIVERSIFIED PROGRAMMING
At time of interview

(April-May, 1951) . 580 :t 88 580 + 88 640 :t 93
By Spring, 1952. . 624 :t 90 671 + 93 763 :t 94
By saturation of

television market . . 718 :t 93 852 + 93 943 + 94

Program Type and
Time of Estimate

MINIMUM ESTIMATE
At time of interview

(April-May, 1951)
By Spring, 1952...
By saturation of

television market

NEW MOVIES ONLY
At time of interview

(April-May, 1951)
By Spring, 1952.
By saturation of

television market

lower rate than the actual expenditures of
test families, even when the estimated
rate is limited to those who believed they
would buy old movies. In fact, it is the
estimates of this sub-group of expenditures
for new movies which approached the samp­
ling range of actual expenditures to be
expected for older movies from groups like
the test families--$1.43-$1.55.

In view of the preceding discussion, it
seems reasonable to regard probable Phone­
vision subscribers' self-estimates of ex­
penditures for Phonevision as conservative

Predicted Expenditures for Phonevision
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*The range is t 2(). The range for these estimates was approximated by applying the
middle expenditure rate in Table 98 to the two extremes of the population estimates in
Table 92, and then multiplying by 1.5. A complete derivation of this standard error for
the combined estimate of population and rate of expenditure was performed in selected
instances, and indicated that the shorter procedure followed here yielded a reasonable
estimate of the error.

**While estimates of expenditures for other types of programs ran even. lower, they may
be discounted because of the fact that respondents had themselves to think of other
types of programs they might like before they were asked to indicate their probable ex­
penditures for such programs; it is almost certain that if respondents had been asked
directly whether and how often they would pay for Broadway plays, concerts, educational
features, etc., their self~estimates would have been substantially higher.

It should be emphasized again that esti­
mates of this kind assume that allperti­
nent conditions other than the introduction
of subscription television remain the same
as at the time of the research. It should
also be added that these estimates were
arrived at in early spring, and may better
be regarded as estimates of expenditures
in late winter and early spring than as
year-round averages.

It may also be well to repeat again the
extremely conservative nature of these
estimates, given the qualifications just
stated. First, by omitting from consider­
ation the 162,000 households represented
by unobtained interviews and by excluding
all of the 450,000 households classified
as doubtful and non-subscribers, the esti­
mated number of probable subscribers was
held to a minimum. Second, by using prob­
able subscribers' own estimates of their
expenditures, although these rates were

limit by assuming that subscribers would
average only $0.80 per family per week,
regardless of program offering. This fig­
ure of $0.80 a week was adopted, because,
as may be seen in Table 98, estimates of
expenditures for older movies and sports
events were at about this level.** On the
basis of this absolute minimum estimate,
receipts from a form of Phonevision re­
quiring telephones in early 1951 would
still have been $186,000 to $254,000 a
week, and, from non-telephone subscription
television, $214,000 to $286,000 a week.
Increased ownership of television sets
would raise these estimates to $259,000 to
$335,000 and $346,000 to $424,000, re­
spectively.

If only new movies were made available
by subscription television, expenditures
would have been $310,000 to $426,000 week­
ly, early in 1951, if telephones were
needed, while receipts would probably have
been $371,000 to $497,000 weekly, if tele­
phones were not necessary. Similarly,
with increased ownership of television
sets, expen~itures for new movies in Chi­
cago could r~ach$407,000 to $523,000 a
week for telephone and $554,000 to $678,000
for non-telephone forms of subscription
television. While these estimates are
based on reports of self-estimates of ex­
penditures for new movies, about the same
estimates would have resulted if it were
assumed that the would-be test volunteers
among the probable subscribers would spend
at the same rate as the test families did,
while non-participants would spend only
about two-thirds as much. From this alter­
native way of estimating expenditures, it
seems likely that expenditures for care­
fully-selected older movies would also
approach these estimates of expenditures
for new movies.

The final set of estimates shown in
Table 99 attempts to set an absolute lower

at least $492,000 to $668,000 weekly. * If
a system of subscription television not
requiring telephones had been in use,
$547,000 - $733,000 would have been spent
weekly, under the same programming con­
ditions. With the growth in ownership of
television sets, weekly expenditures for
a system of subscription television re­
quiring telephones, and offering diversi­
fied programming could rise to $625,000 to
$811,000, while non-telephone systems
of subscription television would reach
$849,000 to $1,037,000.



rather conclusively shown to be under­
estimates, the average rate of expenditure
was held to a minimum. These minimum es­
timates of average rates of expenditure
were then applied to the minimum estimates
of the number of subscribers to yield an
extremely conservative estimate of the
dollar volume possible for subscription
television. These estimates, thus, do not
attempt to approximate or predict the ac­
tual levels, but rather to set a lower
limit below which the actual levels would
almost certainly not fall.
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Finally, as estimates for the city of
Chicago, . these estimates are conservative
in another way. The last Census indicated
that fully a third of the households of
the metropolitan area were outside the
corporate city limits. Since a city sample
was used, no attempt was made to gener­
alize to these suburban families, al­
though, in terms of family and socio­
economic characteristics and television
ownership, the suburbs can be expected to
have even more interest in subscription
television than the city proper.
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*The sample of segments was selected by the Bureau of the Census in 1948.
**Urban Enumerator's Reference Manual, 1950 Census of the United States, United States

Department of Commerce, Washington, D. C., paragraph 290, p. 68.

a. Separate cooking equipment,
or

b. Two or more rooms and separate en­
trance.

A group of rooms or a single room,
occupied or intended for occupancy by
a family or group of persons living
together or by a person living alone,
is a dwelling unit if it has:

Exception: A one-room apartment in a
regular apartment house, or one room
which is the only liVing quarters in the
structure, is a dwelling unit even
though it does not have separate cooking
equipment.**

The definition used in the present sur­
vey, on the other hand, was:

"A dwelling unit is a room or group of
rooms which is occupied or intended as a
separate permanent living quarters."

The instructions for listing dwelling
units are presented in Exhibit I~ Appendix
B. It should be noted that the definition
of "dwelling unit" used for this stUdy
differs somewhat from the definition used
by the Bureau of the Census. The Bureau
of the Census defines a dwelling unit as:

All the dwelling units in these segments
wer~ pre-listed in the first two weeks of
March, 1951. The listings of a sample of
the segments handled by each lister were
checked by a supervisor as a quality con­
trol measur~ and the work of those listers
who made appreciable listing errors was
completely re-checked. The listing of
dwelling units followed a systematic geo­
graphic order within each segment.

APPENDIX A

EVALUATION OF THE SAMPLE EMPLOYED IN THE
POST..TEST SURVEY

Five separate samples were used for this
field survey. These were:

Samples Used

1. The city sample, (exclusive of Lake­
view-Lincoln):

1. A sample of the city, excluding Lake­
view-Lincoln.

2. A sample of the Lakeview-Lincoln area.
3. A sample of partial volunteers for the

Phonevision test.
4. A sample of full volunteers for the

Phonevision test.
5. The three hundred participating Phone­

vision-test families.

The sample was a multi-stage probability
sample. The preliminary sampling frame
was a map of Chicago on which the total
land area within the city was divided into
segments. (In almost all cases the seg­
ments were single city blocks.)* The sam­
ple was selected by first classifying all
segments into two groups, those with fewer
than 100 dwelling units and those with 100
or more dwelling units, according to what­
ever information was available from Sanborn
maps, aerial photograph~ and special field
surveys conducted by the Census Bureau.
The blocks were listed in serpentine order
geographically within the two groups.
Every Ii0th block was selected systemati­
cally from the first group and every 55th
block was selected systematically from the
second group. A total of 224 segments
were thus selected. Eight of the segments
were in Lakeview-Lincoln and so were dis­
carded, thus leaving 216 segments in the
city sample.
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*The eastern zone (lake-front stratum) included all blocks east of Clarendon from
Montrose to Sheridan Road; east of BroaQway from Sheridan Road to Grace Street; east of
Halsted from Grace Street to Cornelia Avenue; east of Broadway from Cornelia Avenue to
Diversey Parkway; east of Clark Street from Diversey Parkway to Deming Place; east of
Geneva Terrace from Deming Place to Fullerton Parkway; east of Sedgwick Street from
Grant Place to Armitage Avenue and the block bounded by Lincoln, Armitage and Ogden.

**The central zone, included all blocks which were west of the lake-front stratum
and: east of Clark Street from Montrose Avenue to Irving Park Roa~ east of North Sheridan
Road from Irving Park Road to West Sheridan Road, east of Sheffield Avenue from West
Sheridan Road to Wisconsin Street. The southern boundary of Lakeview-Lincoln is highly
irregular in the central zone. The boundary is: Wisconsin Street from Sheffield to
Halsted; Western Avenue from Halsted to Orchard; Dickens Avenue from Orchard to Mohawk;
Armitage from Mohawk to Sedgwick.

***The western zone included all blocks west of the central zone and east of the North
Branch of the Chicago River from Montrose Avenue to Wisconsin Street.

The blocks were divided into three strata
on a geographical basis. Lakeview-Lincoln
has three distinct, relatively homogeneous
zone& sociologically speaking. The eastern
zone* (along Lincoln Park) is composed
generally of large apartment buildings
whose residents are of a high socio-economic
status. The lowest 1940 median contract
or estimated rent for any of the Census
tracts in this stratum was $41.78 (the
median for all of Chicago was only $32.56),
while the median rent in five of the nine
tracts in the stratum was over $60.00.

was a list of all the city blocks in the
Lakeview-Lincoln telephone exchange area.
The Lake.view-Lincoln area covers sixty
census-tracts in their entirety and parts
of eight other tracts. There are 712 city
blocks in the area.

The second stratum, the central zone, is
generally composed of blocks having large
apartment buildings and rooming houses' in
the moderate rental range.** The median
contract or estimated rentals for the Cen­
sus tracts in this zone ranged from $22.60
to $40.48. Eleven of the fifteen tracts
in this . stratum had median rents in the
$31.00 to $38.00 range.

The third stratum, the western zone, is
composed mainly of blocks having attached
structures with two, three, Or four dwell­
ing units of moderate to low rentals.***
The median contract or estimated rentals
for the Census tracts in this zone ranged
from $15.00 to $44.14. The median rent of
69% (29 out of 42) of the tracts fell below
the median rent for Chicago as a whole
($32.56) in 1940.

There was considerable variation in the
number of dwelling units per block in the

2. The Lakeview-Lincoln sample:

This sample was also a multi-stage prob­
ability sample. The primary sampling frame

Thus, in this survey, the individual
rooms in a rooming house or single room
units without cooking facilities in a
residential hotel are each classified as
individual dwelling units, while in the
1950 census they were generally classified
as "non-dwelling unit quarters." This
difference leads to some non-comparability
between the Census tabulations of certain
demographic characteristics and overall
tabulations of those characteristics from
the present survey.

The dwelling unit listings within each
block-size stratum were arranged in geo­
graphic order, considered as one unit, and
sampled systematically. One in every six
dwelling units were taken from the small­
block stratum; one in every twelve units
were taken from the large-block stratum.
Thus, the sampling ratio for the city sam­
ple was 1/660.

Twenty-seven of the 216 segments listed
had no dwelling units in them. An addi­
tional five segments having very few dwell­
ing units in them had no dwelling units
drawn from them in the systematic sample
of the listings. Thus, dwelling units in
the city sample were assigned to 184 seg~

ments.

A total of 1669 dwelling units were as­
signed to the 184 segments in the city
sample. Owing to the systematic sampling
used at both stages of selection, the seg­
ments were well distributed throughout the
city and the sample dwelling units were
always well distributed throughout the
segment.



*The within block sampling interval was determined as follows: Let "x" be the sampling
interval; let "y" be the number of dwelling units on the block in 1940. Then:
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x = l
4.45

set so that the overall sampling ratio for
Lakeview-Lincoln would be one in every 110
dwelling units. In the eastern and central
zone the within-block sampling interval
varied from block to block since the prob­
ability of a given block falling into the
sample was proportionate to its size.* In
the western zone, the sampling interval
within the large blocks was 20 and in the
small blocks was 11. Thus, every dwelling
unit in Lakeview-Lincoln, regardless of
its stratum, had an equal probability of
falling into this sample.

For each block in the eastern and central
zones, a random number between one and the
sampling interval was selected and, start­
ing at the random numbe~ a systema~ic sam­
ple of the dwelling units in the block was
taken. In the western zone, the blocks
within each stratum were run together as
in the eity sample, and systematic samples
were d~awn from a random starting point.
Only one of the blocks that contained
dwelling units failed to have any of its
dwelling units fall into the sample. Thus,
dwelling units were assigned to 166 blocks.

A total of 896 dwelling units were as­
signed.

3. A sample of partial volunteers for the
Phonevision test:

It was expected that the Lakeview-Lincoln
sample would yield some cases of this kind,
but to make certain of a large enough sam­
ple of volunteers, the area sample of
Lakeview-Lincoln was supplemented with a
sample of 130 partial volunteers drawn
systematically from the alphabetical files
of their postcard applications.

4. A sample of full volunteers for the
Phonevision test:

As with the partial volunteers, it was
anticipated that full volunteers would
occur in the Lakeview-Lincoln sample, but
an additional 80 cases, drawn systematically
from the alphabetic files of their appli­
cation~were selected to increase the size
of this group.

-.l = 4.45
x y

~--.L = I
x 490 110

The sampling intervals for the selection
of dwelling units within the blocks were

The dwelling units on the 172 blocks
thus selected were then pre-listed by the
same procedure as the city sample. Five
blocks had no dwelling units in them at
all.

In the western zone, the variation in
block size was not particularly marked ex­
cept that there were a number of blocks
which had either no or very few dwelling
units in 1940. Two sub-strata were set
up, one containing blocks with 11 or more
dwelling units,the other containing blocks
with 10 or fewer units. Within each sub­
strata, the blocks were listed geographic­
ally and sampled systematically with equal
probability. The sampling interval among
the larger blocks was 5.5 (alternately,
every fifth and every sixth block was
selected) and among the smaller blocks,
the sampling interval was ten. Eighty-six
of the 494 blocks in the stratum were
selected".

eastern and central zone. In order to in­
crease the efficiency f of the sample in
those two zones, by having as nearly as
possible an equal number of cases from
each block, the blocks in these two strata
were selected with probability porportion­
ate to their 1940 population. Within each
stratum,", the blocks were listed in geo­
graphical order, the number of dwelling
units in each block was cumulated, and a
systematic sample was drawn with a sampling
interval of 1 in 490 dwelling units. A
special stratum of blocks having no dwell­
ing units in 1940 was set up within each
of the two major strata. In the eastern
zone lout of every 4 of these vacant
blocks' was selected and in the central
zone, lout of 2 was selected in order to
give a chance for new dwelling units or
for units that were defined as dwelling
units for the purposes of this" study but
were not so defined by the Bureau of the
Census to fall into the sample. Thirty­
six of the 75 blocks in the eastern zone
were selected. Fifty of the 143 blocks in
the central zone were selected.
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*See the instructions for the survey in Exhibit IV, Appendix B.
**The two samples--city, exclusive of Lakeview-Lincoln, and Lakeview-Lincoln--are

weighed and combined to represent the entire city. The weights applied to percentages
based on the groups interviewed are 0.92 and 0.08. respectively. For whole numbers, the
corresponding weights are 1.000 and 0.166.

***All comparisons in this section ar~ made with the data for the city proper published
in 1950 Census of Population, Preliminary Report~ "Characteristics of the Chicago, Ill.,
Standard Metropolitan Area, April 1, 1950," Series PC-5, No. 10; and "Housing Character­
istics of the Chicago, Ill., Standard Metropolitan Area, April 1, 1950," Series HC-3,
No. 10. At the time of writing, final reports were not available.

Because of the loss of about 14% of the
interviews assigned in the combined city
sample.** the question of the demographic
representativeness of the sample of Chicago
used in this study may be raised. As a
test of this point. comparisons may be made
between the distribution of various demo­
graphic characteristics in the present­
sample and the distributions based on a
large sample of the returns from the 1950
Censuses of housing and population for
Chicago.***

The final outcome on the various samples
is shown in Table 100. page 181. As is
apparent there. the net loss in the sample
of the cit~ exclusive of Lakeview-Lincoln,
was 14.1%, well over two-thirds of which
consisted of refusals. In Lakeview-Lincoln,
the loss was 13.4%, with about two-thirds
of the loss again attributable to.refusals.­
In the supplementary sample of partial
volunteers, losses were 19.2% of assigned
interviews, while for the full volunteer
supplementary sample losses were negligi­
ble--2.5%. and for test families there was
no loss at all.

Evaluation of Samples Interviewed

The distributions are not exactly com­
parable for several reasons. First, these
two sets of data refer to dates about one
year apart, and small changes in the popu­
lation and housing distributions could
have taken place in tne year. Second, the
institutional population (i.e., in jails,
college dormitories, homes for the aged,
mental institutions, hospitals, military
installation~etc.) was completely exclud­
ed from the universe of the present study~

but is included in the Census; thus, cer­
tain of the population distributions are
bound to differ somewhat. Then, as was
mentioned earli~r. the definitions of
dwelling units used for this study and for
the Census differed somewhat, so that. al­
though some correction can be made for the

Extent of Completion of Samples

5. All of the three hundred participating
families were included in the final
sample of test participants.

Within each of these five samples, the
same systematic way of selecting one person
per dwelling unit to act as informant for
the household was used. Within each sam­
ple, all dwelling units were assigned case
numbers in serial order. The male head of
the household was designated for inter­
viewing in those dwelling units with even
case numbers; the female head of the house­
hold, in those dwelling units with odd
case numbers. In households with only one
head, as defined for this survey, the
household head was interviewed regardless
of sex. In dwelling units with two fami­
lies or two or more unrelated individuals,
where the head' of the household was not
clearly defined. standard procedures were
used to determine who should be inter­
viewed.* This systematic selection of
respondents ensured that any biases attri­
butable to choice of informant were kept
constant from sample to sample.

Methods of Selecting Sespondents

In an effort to complete the samples,
calls were assigned in sets of three.
After the first set of three calls, all
residual cases in the sample were reas­
signed for thr,ee more calls; and all re­
maining incomplete cases after the sixth
call were again reassigned; and so on,
until the case was completed or twelve
calls had been made. The only exception
to this procedure was that any case for
which the designated respondent had twice
refused to be interviewed was dropped
without further calls. Calls were spaced
at the hours respondents were most likely
to be found at horne, as explained in the
instructions in Exhibit IV, of Appendix B.
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TABLE 100

alone to possible bias resulting from non­
random loss of cases because of "not-at­
home's" or refusals.

In Table 101, page 182, selected housing
characteristics derived from the Census and
from the survey sample are compared. It
may be noted there that differences are
relatively small, although the adjusted
survey sample tended to have too few
rented, one-room, single-person dwelling
units mmultiple dwelling-unit structures.
The overall survey sample for the city,
however, deviated less in these respects,
with, because of the dwelling-unit defini­
tion, too many one-room, . single-person
dwelling units.

INTERVIEWS ASSIGNED AND COMPLETED IN THE VARIOUS SAMPLES

difference in the concept of dwelling unit
when comparisons are made, this correction
may not be complete and some of the housing
and household distributions may still be
affected by this difference.

It should also be remembered that the
Census data presented here are based on a
sample of returns and are, therefore, sub­
ject to sampling error. Of course, the
survey sample is much smaller than the
Census sample, and results derived from it
are subject to larger sampling error. It
is likely that any difference between the
distributions in the samples used in this
survey and the Census distributions is at
least partially attributable to the sam­
pling error in the former sample, and not

Number or Per Cent of Each Sample with Given Outcome

Outcome City Lakeview- Partial Full Test
Lincoln Volunteer Volunteer FamilySample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Dwelling units originally assigned. · 1669 896 130 80 300

Dwelling units added because of
under listing · · · · · · · · · · · 11 32 - - -

Dwelling units dropped because of:
Overlisting · · · · · · · · · · · 18 32 - - -
Vacancy · · · · · · · · · · · · · 28 38 - - -
Duplication of test family

sample · · · · · · · · · · · · · - 7 - - -

Net sample of dwelling units to
which interviews were assigned · · · 1634 851 130 80 300

Proportion of net sample:

Interviewed · · · · · · · · · · · · 85.9 86.6 80.8 97.5 100.0

Refused interview · · · · · · · · · 10.2 8.8 6.9 1.3 -
Never found at home · · · · · · · · 2.6 3.3 5.4 - -
Dropped because:

There were language difficulties. 0.7 0.8 - - -
Designated respondent was out of

town for study period. · · · · · 0.4 0.4 - - -
Designated respondent was too
ill to interview · · · · · · · · 0.2 0.1 1.5 - -

Family moved and could not be
traced · · · · · · · · · · · · · - - 5.4 1.2 -

Total per cent. · · · · · · · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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COMPARISON OF CENSUS AND PHONEVISION SAMPLE ESTIMATES OF SELECTED HOUSING
CHARACTERISTICS FOR CHICAGO

10.8%
13.2
76.0

Interviews
Not Obtained

dwelling units which were

19.7%
21.3
59.0

Interviews
Obtained

This differential loss rate between large
and small dwelling units may be seen in
the tendency to lose cases disproportion­
ately from multiple dwelling-unit struc­
tures, which tend to have smaller dwelling
units:

TABLE 101

Type of structure dwelling-unit was located in:
Single dwelling-unit • • • • • • • ••
Two dwelling-unit ••••••
Three or more dwelling-unit.

This tendency may well be due to a
larger loss rate among respondents living
in such dwelling units than among respon­
dents living in larger dwelling units-­
particularly those in detached, owner­
occupied, single dwelling-unit structures.

aThe adjustment was made by discarding' from the sample all
one-room units without separate kitchen facilities.

bThe number of cases shown for the combined city sample is always the weighted total
of the two component samples. thus, for the adjusted sample it is 1321 + 0.166 (709),
and for the entire sample it is 1404 + 0.166 (735).

Phonevision Survey Sample,
April-May, 1951

Characteristic Census Adjusted for
April 1, 1950 Census Sample Unadjusted

Dwelling-Unit Sample
Definitiona

Proportion of dwelling units:
Owner-occupied · · · · · · ·. · · · · · · 31.0 34.5 32.7

Single-family structure. · · · · · · · · 16.2 20.7 19.7

Headed by a married couple · · · · · · · 74.0 75.8 71.9

Size of dwelling unit (per cent):
One room · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 7.4 5.1 10.2
Two room · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 9.8 8.8 8.3
Three room · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 11.5 10.1 9.6
Four room. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 24.3 24.0 22.7
Five or more rooms · · · · · · · · · · · 47.0 52.0 49.2

Number of persons in dwelling unit
(per cent):
One. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 11.2 9.3 13.6
Two. · · · · '. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 29.7 28.2 27.0
Three. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 23.8 22.4 21.3
Four · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 18.2 20.9 19.9
Five · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 9.5 9.7 9.2
Six. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ~ · 4.4 5.0 4.7
Seven or more. · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.2 4.5 4.3

Average number of persons per dwelling
unit:
Mean · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 3.2 3.3 3.2
Median · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.9 3.1 2.9

Number of cases. · · · · · · · · · · · · · l439b l526b
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TABLE 102

The representativeness of the Phonevision
sample can also be checked with several
population variables. The variables com­
pared in Table 102, below, are those least
affected by the fact that institutional
population is included in the Census but
excluded in the Phonevision sample. Un­
questionably, the Phonevision sample of

units with cooking facilities differ rather
little in their behavior with respect to
Phonevision from persons living in one­
room units without cooking facilities, the
slight bias due to the differential loss
rate between the respondents living in
small and large dwelling units is probably
largely compensated. If the universe is
regarded as the total number of dwelling
units including the one-room dwelling units
without cooking facilities, the bias is
more serious but still rather small.

COMPARISON OF CENSUS AND PHONEVISION SAMPLE ESTIMATES OF
SELECTED POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS FOR CHICAGO

An examination of the addresses of assigned
dwelling units in which interviews were
not obtained indicated that at least 30~2%

of these dwelling units were in apartment
hotels, Y. M. C. A.'s, rooming houses, and
similar dwelling unit& most of which would
not fall under the Census definition of
dwelling unit. Since only 5.7% of the
interviews obtained were not dwelling
units, by the Census definition, the loss
rate among these small dwelling units must
have been particularly high, probably be­
tween 40 and 50%. Nevertheless, this bias
seems rather small. The overall sample
does approximate the Census more closely
because of the inclusion of single-room
dwelling units excluded by the Census.
Thus, if the Census enumeration is consid­
ered as the total number of dwelling units
in the universe, and, if it is assumed
that persons living in one-room dwelling

aThe adjustment was made by discarding from the sample all dwelling units which were
occupied by one person or by two or more unrelated persons.

bSince the Census reports this characteristic for the entire population rather than
for the population living in their universe of family dwelling units, there is no need
to adjust the survey results to the Census definition of family.

Phonevision Survey Sample,
April-May, 1951

Characteristic Census Adjusted forApril 1, 1950
Census Sample Unadjusted

Family Sample
Definitiona

Proportion of population:
bMale . . . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 48.7 49.0

Living at same address as one year
bearlier . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 85.5 83.8

Age of population (per cent):
Under 5 years. 9.0 b 10.5· · · · · · · · · · · · ·5-9 years. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 6.8 7.9
10-34 years. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 36.1 35.6
35-64 years. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 40.5 39.5
65 years 'and over. · · · · · · · · · · · 7.6 6.5

Annual family. income (per cent):
Under $2,500 · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 20.0 13.8 18.0
$2,500 - $4,999. · · · · · · · · · · · · 42.6 44.8 43.5
$5,000 - $9,999. · · · · · · · · · · · · 27.5 25.0 22.7
$10,000 and over · · · · · · · · · · · · 4.0 3.3 2.8
Not reported · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 5.9 13.1 13.0

Number of cases. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 1286 1526
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*"Distribution of Consumer Income in 1950," Pt. HI 1951 Survey of Consumer Finance,
Federal Reserve Bulletin, August 1951. There was a definite decrease from 1949 to 1950
in the proportion of families in the lowest income groups over the country as a whole.

in the sample of one-person, one-room,
multiple-unit structure dwelling units. In
the main text, crucial items are frequently
presented separately for each major family
size group, and it appears that one-person
families in the sample had far lower rates
of television ownership or intention to
become television owners, with concomitant
differences in attitudes--somewhat less
approval of subscription television and
less interest in becoming subscribers to
Phonevision. If the one-person families
in the sample are taken as an approxima­
tion of the entire group of small dwelling
units which are underrepresented, and if
it is assumed that other types of sample
losses would also have had attitudes less
favorable than those of families inter­
viewed to about the same extent as the
one-person families were less favorably
disposed, then, the general tendency in
the main text is somewhat to overstate the
favorableness of attitudes in the city as
a whole. For example, since one-person
families were far less likely to own tele­
vision sets, and since they are underrep­
resented, while other differential losses
would probably be closer to one-person
families in television ownership than they
would be to the entire sample interviewed,
the sample estimate of television owner­
ship in Chicago is probably somewhat exag­
gerated. Since the text does frequently
provide separate tabulations for the one­
person family group, any reader who wishes
to do so may make more exact allowance for
the differential tendencies in the portion
of the sample not interviewed.

It should be pointed out that, in ~he

final section of this report, where the
problem is one of estimating the number of
subscribers and the amount they would spend
for subscription television, all assigned
dwelling units where interviews were not
obtained are treated as non-subscribers
and zero expenders. While this assumption
is probably too extreme, its use makes
certain that estimates of subscribers and
expenditures are not exaggerated because
of any differential tendencies among the
unobtained part of the sample.

"unrelated individuals" or "married coup­
les" without households does not represent
the institutional population, but since
this latter group is not regarded as part
of the universe of families whose reactions
to subscription television were being
studied, their exclusion from the sample
should not in any way affect the results.

The population distributions in the
Phonevision sample are also quite close to
the Census distributions. The slightly
lower age of population in the households
in the Phonevision sample is probably
primarily due to the exclusion of institu­
tional population, although it may also be
in part due to differential loss of one­
person, adult households. The smaller
proportion of families in the Phonevision
sample than in the Census sample with in­
comes under $2,500 is probably partially
attributable to the fact that the Census
data refer to 1949 income while the Phone­
vision question asked about "present" in­
com~ essentially the rate of income during
April-May, 1951. There has almost unques­
tionably been a decrease in the proportion
of families with incomes under $2, 500 since
1949.* It is also likely that the rela­
tively large group that did not report
income in the Phonevision survey came dis­
proportionately from the very high and
very low income groups. When these factors
are taken into account along with the ap­
parent representativeness of the sample
with respect to other demographic charac­
teristics,there is little reason to assume
more than a very negligible bias in income
distribution, if there is any at all, in
the Phonevision sample.

While there is fairly close correspon­
dence of the survey sample to the universe
with respect to those demographic charac­
teristics investigated, this result does
not ensure that the sample is equally
representative for other variables which
were not examined or, more especially, for
attitudinal data. It does seem likely,
however, that one major portion of any
bias there may be in the opinion data
would result from the underrepresentation
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TlLlYIIION.8ADIO
,M • NIA81Na A'DI

CHICAGO 77, ILLINOiS

~!lITH
••• ~' , .... 01'

P. o. lOX 7510

2. How frequently a tyPical Chi.cago family will choose
to pay an "adn'li88ion charge" of $1.00 to see a
feature motion picture in their own home on their
television IIcreen-the kind you woo't get free.

:lrIlITN 8ADIO CORP08ATIO ..

Send the coupon below if you would like to take part in

the test. 300 families representing a t~e "crOS& section" of

the Chicago public will be selected from those who apply by

the National Opinion Research Center. If you are inter­

ested, send your, coupon reply to Zenith Radio Corpora~

tion, P.O. Box 7510, Chicago 77. Whether you noW own a

television set or not, makes no difference.

Our sincere thanks to those who offer to help UB test this

challenging new type of television service.

r------------------------------------------,
J Pho".vldOll Selectlon til I
1 ZENITH AA.DIO coapORATION t\\t\\\~ I
I P. O. Box 7'10, ChlcallO 77, 11I1/1011 \1~6 \\\6 I
I Dou Sin, l\aasa t~ II COII"~ 1DOl i"Cor the PKONEVISION Tbl ,\\~\ I
! My"""",,. i,a\\\t\\ a'i,~\l\ta~ i
i\\lillls\aW- I
J MylaepAo~,...mb£r".. ..." , I

1 N!u::~rg:=..~~~:~~o~r~~~to~:.~:e:t:IO:t:a:~~:: I
I 1000000oCthe~iverifD:ly{amily;"oDlloithOlle""IededIOltthet/lllt. I

I I
I Signal",.. I
1 IL J

•

•

OR-GONE WITH HENRY FORD ON
A TRIAL RUN IN HIS FIRST CAR?

•

•

•

•

Over Channel No.2-each day for three months, a dif­

ferentIeature moving picture will be telecast.The na.me ofthe

movie and. time of broadcast will be announced in advance.

Ifyou decide to "go to the movies at home" any evening,

you' just call the Phoneviaion telephone operator and say

so. Phonevision will then bring a complef.e movie to your

living-room (without any advertising content), partly over

the telephone wire and partly over the air-the kind. of

entertainment you now :find at only the best neighborhood

movie theatres. At the end of the month a family "admis­

Ilion fee" will be hilled ($1.00 for each show). You pay

only for the shows you ask to see.

Remember-your test set (which will be a Zenith or

other make modified for Phonevision) will receive all regu·

lar TV programs at any time. Only when you order it will

you receive clear Phonevision.

The purpose of this test :is to find out-

1. Whether the public would like to have sueh a serv­
ice sa ubox~office television" whereby good movies
and events that are too costly to be paid for by
adver1i9ing SPODlJOrs can be viewed in the home.

• Phonevillion can be lI1Bde to work on BDY make of television set
-old or new_irrnped.ive of make.

• The station broadcastiDg PhQ.D.eviidon "scramb)es" the picture it

sends over the air. The PhOtlevisioa udecoder"1n yoUI' set usn a signal

received over the telephoae wire to "unscramble" and give you a

clear picture.

• The addition of Phonevision to BIIY make of tele~ion set does
not interfere in BIIY way with reception on usual commercial channels.

• Although PhonevbJlon utiJ.iz:es both the air and telephone wirell,

it does not interfere with telephone calle.

WOULD YOU HAVE HELPED THOMAS
EDISON TEST THE ELECTRIC LIGHT?

THE PICTURILI ABOVE TlliW THE WHOLI STORY

YOU MAY HELP MAKE HISTORY NOW-HERE'S HOW

A. Newspaper Advertisement
(Actual Size 17 x 22")

You can help UB test a new kind of television which may prove

8tl' important to the American family as the automobile.

PhoneviBion iJ:I just what it. sounds like-television deliv­

ered (in part) via your telephone wire making it possible

for you to see good movies in your home.

Zenith Radio Corporation needs 300 typical Chicago

families to, help make the PhoneviBion test authorized by

the Federal Commwrications Commission. The sole pur­

pose of this test is to determine public desire for and use of

Phonevision. The teSt 85 now planned will be made some

time this fall.

In each home selected. Zenith will inst.all without charge,

a television set capable of receiving Phonevision.

H your home is selected, the TV set will be yours to use

as you wish for 90 days after which it will be removed at

Zenith's expense.

This set. will receive all the regular broadcasts from Chi­

cago television stations in addition to Phoneviaion broad­

casts on Zenith TV Station Channel No.2.

In the public interest-the Federal Communications Commission has
authorized a limited test of Zenith Phonevision by 300 typical
Chicago families - to determine the extent to which people want to
receive good movies in their homes over· their television sets for a fee.

TELEVISION SETS WILL BE LOANED
TO 300 CHICAGO FAMILIES FOR A
90-DAY PUBLIC TEST OF PHONEVISION

(Ineidentolly, Messrs. Edison and Ford were right-the~ decided
thot the ekelrie light ond outomobik were useful things)

Interesting Information About PHONE VISION
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(Use- Coupon at BoHom of Page)

SEND THE COUPON TODAY-HELP MAKE HISTORY



Enc.

PHONE
BERKSHIRE 7500

Lincoln
Bittersweet
Buckingham

May 16, 1950

CHICAGO

Graceland 2
Graceland 7
Wellington

6001 DICKENS AVENUE

Lakeview
Diversey
Eastgate

B. Letter of Invitation

191

Each of the 300 families selected will receive from us the free loan of a
l6-inch (165 square inch screen) television receiver which will be in­
stalled in their homes free of charge and removed without cost to them at
the end of the 9o-day test. These will be fine new television sets, PLUS
Phonevision with which test families will be able to enjoy the finest"Of'""
motion picture entertainment in their homes without advertising.

We are, therefore, writing to ascertain whether you care to make applica­
tion to have your home included &~ong the 300 families that will make this
90-day test.

It has now been decided that your telephone exchange will be one of those
used on the Zenith Phonevision test.

This is not a Erize contest or slick sales scheme. It is, instead, a
carefully planned scientific test to determine the extent of public interest
in receiving top quality theatrical entertainment that advertisers can't
afford to supply in the home by pay-as-you-see television. Participating
families will be selected to fonn a true cross section of this community by
National Opinion Research Center of the University of Chicago.

Becalise of limits on the maximum power permitted on our experi.:nental tele­
vision-Phonevision transmitter, it has now been decided that the majority
of homes participating in the test will be located in the area of·the fol­
lowing telephone exchanges:

JRH:mw

To make sure that every family in these areas will have an opportunity to
be selected for the test, we are t4king this means of calling it to your
attention, and are inclUding a copy of our advertisement.

If you are interested in participating -- in receiving the free 9O-day
loan of a new television receiver, in enjoying fine movies in your home,.
then fill in and mail the enclosed post card. Mail prom~, because
final selection of the test families will begin next wee •

OFFiCE OF

JOHN R.HOWLANO
ASSISTANT

TO THE PRESIDENT

Dear Friend:



I understand that the final selection of the SOO test families will be made by the NationaJ
Opinion Research Center. I will be glad to cooperate at no cost to me for the loan of the
receiver if my family is one of those selected fGf the test.

M)! addresj is:

Count me in for the PHONEVISION Test.

.J

,
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L.

r

(Back of Card)

(Front of Card)

ZENITH RADIO CORPORATION

P. O. Box 751C!. Chicago 77. 1111001.

Dear Sirs:

AI)' telephone nUlnber h.. . .

Signed.

c. Volunteer Postcard

BUSINESS REPLY CARD
First Class Permit No. 1491 (Sec. 34.9, P. l. & R.), Chicaqo, 111.

ZENITH RADIO CORPORATION

P. O. BOX 7510

CHICAGO 77, ILLINOIS

91 ?JD.u •••
ARE INTERESTED IN
BEING CONSIDERED FOR
PARTICIPATION IN THE
PHONEVISION TEST.

even if you have already
written to us or sent in
a coupon from our
Newspaper Ads-

SIGN AND MAIL
THIS CARD TODAY • ••

?lo PDJdatp 'YWuJRd!



D. Volunteer Questionnaire

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER

BUSiNESS REPLY ENVELOPE
Flnt Clau Permit No. 38802 (he. 34.9, P. L. & 8.), c:hk:!aqo. m.

4901 SOUTH ELLIS AVENUE

UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

CHICA60 15. ILLINOIS

....
co
t1l

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

490 I South Ellis Avenue

Chicago 15, Illinois

PASTE GUMMED FLAP HERE

(Page 4 of 4 page Folder)

Dear Sir:

The ZeDith Radio Corporation hes given us your nBlDe as one

who is interested in partia1pating in its PII0NEVISION test

nen fall and bas aSked us to seleot, from the applicants,

300 t81111ies who, 8S a group. are representative ot the

people of Chioago who are interested in taking part. In

order that We may do this on a soientitic basis we need

some detailed information about you and your famlly.

Very truly yours.

rZ,~
Clyde W. Hart, Dire.tor

P.S. When you have tinished answering all questions on the

inside of this folder, please fold this piece. seal the flap

and drop it in the mall. NO POSrAGE IS REQUIRED! Thanks for

your ooopera~loat

ALL ANSWERS WILL BE TREATED AS CONFIDENTIAL
T

(Page I of 4 page Folder)



D. Volunteer Questionnaire

PLEASE FILL OUT AND RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE ON OR BEFORE JUNE 10. 1950 ANSWER ALL OF THE FOLLOWING CjlUESTIONS

NAME: HOME TELEPHONE NUMBER: _

HOME ADDRESS:--""N,--=-=...---,-)-------,("'_----,,--)------------,(C"'",--y,--)-----='ZO,-n-.,-)---

IF YOU HAVE A TELEVISION SET, ANSWER THESE CjlUESTlONS

32-34.

49-50. If you have a television set, has the movie
attendance of the adults in your family changed
since you got your set?

(1) 0 Yes, increased by__· _%
(2) 0 Yes, decreased by %
(3) 0 No, stayed the same

JOB: _

COUNTRY: _

INDUSTRY: _

COUNTRY: _

55. In what country was the head of the family
(main earner) born?

54. How far did the head of the family (the main
earner) go in school?

(1) 0 Some grammar school, but didn't finish

(2) 0 Graduated from grammar school

(3) 0 Some high school, butless than 4 years

(4) 0 Completed 4 years of high school

(5) 0 Some college, but less than 4 years

(6) 0 Graduated from 4-year college

(7) 0 Postgraduate work in university

56. In what country was the father of the head of
the family (main earner) bom?

51-52. If you have a television set, has the movie
attendance of the children in your family
changed since you got your set?

(1) 0 Yes, increased by %
(2) 0 Yes, decreased by %

(3) 0 No, stayed the same

THESE QUESTIONS REFER TO THE HEAD OF
THE FAMILY (THE MAIN EARNER) ONLY:

53. What kind of work does the main ea,.,..,. in your
family do? (Please describe hoth his job and
the kind of industry in which he wa.-ks. Fa.- in­
stance, don't just say "clerk," say I "clerk in a
department store" or "clerk in an lusurance
office." Or if he's an engineer, say, "engineel
on a railroad," or "mechanical engineer in a
construction company'" or whatever it is.)

48. Ahout how often do the children in your family­
the ones who are old enough-go to the movies?

(1) 0 Twice a week or more

(2) 0 Once a week

(3) D Two or tJu.ee times a month

(4) o Once a month

(5) 0 Less than once a month

42. If you are chosen to take part in the Phonevision
test, will your landlord pennit the installation
of a special antenna for television on your roof?

44. What kind of a house do you live in?

(1) 0 Single-family house

(2) 0 Two-family house

(3) 0 Apartment building

(4) 0 Hotel

(5) 0 Other (Write it here):

47. Ahout how often do the adu!!s in your family go
to the movies?

(1) D Twice a week or more

(2) 0 Once a week

(3) 0 Two or three times a month

(4) 0 Once a month

(5) 0 Less than once a month

(1) 0 Yes

(2) 0 No

45. What is your family's race'?

(1) 0 White

(2) 0 Colored

46. What is your famUy's total yearly income­
before taxes?

(1) 0 Under $2,500

(2) 0 $2,500 - $4,999

(3) 0 $5,000 - $7,499

(4) 0 $7,500 - $9,999

(5) 0 $10,000 and over

43. Does your family own or rent the place where
you live?

(1) 0 Own

(2) 0 Rent
Total

Numbe'

(2) 0 No

Men
and Boys

(1) 0 Yes

40. What width picture tube does your set have?

(1) 0 7 or 8-inch

(2) 0 10-inch

(3) 0 12-inch

(4) 0 16-inch

(5) 0 Over 16-inch

(6) 0 Projection type

38. Do you now have a television set in your home?

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

s..10. How many persons, altogether, live in your home?
Write the numbers on these lines----....

Women
and GlrJs

41. What is the make of your television set?

26-28. How many are between 50 and 64 years of age?'----....

39. How long have you had a television set?

(1) 0 Less than one month

(2) 0 One month up to three months

(3) 0 Three months up to six months

(4) 0 Six months up to one year

(5) 0 One year up to 18 months

(6) 0 18 months up to two years

(7) 0 Two years or more

29-31. How many are 65 years of age or older?

23-25. How many are between 35 and 49 years of age? ,

20-22. How many are between 20 and 34 years of age? )

11-13. How many of these are under 5 years of age?

35-37

14-16. How many are between 5 and 9 years of age? ,

17-19. How many are between 10 and 19 years of age?----....

I-'
~
0)
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NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

4901 South Ellis Avenue
Chicago 15, Illinois

Dear Friend:

You have expressed interest in taking part in the phonevision test,
but up to now we have not received your questionnaire. Since only those
who return questionnaires will be considered in selecting the 300 fami­
lies who are to participate, we urge you to send in your questionnaire
now, if you are still interested in being selected.

For your convenience we are enclosing another copy of the question­
naire o Because of the Memorial Day weekend, we are extending the date
up to which the questionnaire can be returned to June lOth, so disregard
the date on the questionnaire o

If you have already returned a questionnaire, please disregard this
notice o

Very truly yours,

NATIONAL. OPINION RESEARCH CENTER

E. Cover Letter for Second Mailing of Questionnaire
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II

MATERIALS USED IN INTERVIEWING NON"VOLUNTEERS
AND PARTIAL VOLUNTEERS
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NORC - Survey 278A
June, 1950

A. Questionnaire for Non..volunteers

to.:)

o.....

NAME : ADDRESS: TEL. :'-- _

RECORD OF CALLS

First Call Second Call Third Call Fourth Call

Date: Date :. Date: Dat-e:

Time: Before Noon • • • • .1 TIME: Before Noon • • · . .1 Time: Before Noon •••••1 Time: Before Noon • • · . .1
Noon to 6 PM. . . . .2 Noon to 6 PM. . • • .2 Noon to 6 PM. · . . .2 Noon to 6 PM. · . . .2
After 6 PM. • • • • • 3 After 6 PM••• · • .3 After 6 PM. · · • • .3 After 6 PM•• · • •. 3

Outcome: No Ans ••••••1 Outcome: No Ans •• . · . .1 Outcome: No Ans • · . . . .1 Outcome: No Ans •• • • •. 1
Busy • • • . . . .2 Busy • . . . · • .2 Busy. . · · . • .2 Busy ••• · . . .2
Disconnected • • .3 Disconnected • • .3 Disconnected • • .3 Disconnected ••• 3
Refused•••• • .4 Refused. • • · . .4 Refused. · · . . .4 Refused•••• • .4
Completed•• . . . 5 Completed. . • . .5 Completed••• . .5 Completed. · • •• 5

Notes: Notes: Notes: Notes:

Operator: Operator: Operator: Operator:

1. HELLO.
Yes

I'M WORKING ON A TELEVISION SURVEY.
[]

Do you have a television set in working order in your home?
~[]

2. A FEW WEEKS AGO THE ZENITH RADIO CORPORATION ANNOUNCED THAT THEY WERE GOING TO TEST A NEW IDEA IN TELEVISION CALLED
PHONEVISION. Did you or anyone in your home have any interest in taking part in the Phonevision test?

Yes 0 No 0 Don't know, Never heard of it 0

3a. (IF "YES) Why didn' tyou (they) send in an application to take part in the test?

3b. (IF "NO") Why weren't you (they) interested in taking part in the test?



NORC - Survey 278B
June t 1950

B. Questionnaire for Partial Volunteers

l\:).

o
~

NAME : ADDRESS: TEL. : _

RECORD OF CALLS

First Call Second Call Third Call Fourth Call

Date: Date: . Date: Date:

Time: Before Noon • · . · .1 Time: Before Noon • · · . .1 Time: Before Noon • · · . .1 Time: Before Noon • · · • .1
Noon to 6 PM. · . · .2 Noon to 6 PM •• · . .2 Noon to 6 PM. · . • .2 Noon to 6 PM. · . · .2

~

.3 .3After 6 PM. . · . . .3 After 6 PM•• · . . .3 After 6 PM. · · · . After 6 PM•• · · .
Outcome: No Answer. · . · .1 Outcome: No Answer. · · . .1 Outcome: No Answer. · . · .1 Outcome: No Answer. · • • 01

Busy • . . . . • .2 Busy • . . · · .. .2 Busy •• · . . . .2 Busy ••• · · · .2
Disconnected • • •3 Disconnected •••3 Disconnected • • .3 Disconnected • · .3
Refused •• · . . .4 Refused. . . . . .4 Refused. · . · • .4 Refused •• · · . .4
Completed. · . · •5 Completed. · . . .5 Completed. • · · .5 Completed•• · · .5

Notes: Notes: Notes: Notes:.

Operator: Operator: Operator: Operator:

1. HELLO:
Yes

I'M WORKING ON A TELEVISION SURVEY.
o

Do you have a television set in working order in your home?
~O

2. A FEW WEEKS AGO '!HE ZENITH RADIO CORPORATION ANNOUNCED THAT THEY WERE GOING TO TEST A NEW IDEA IN TELEVISION CALLED
PHONEVISION. Did you or anyone in your home receive a questionnaire to fill out in order to be considered for se­
lection for the Phonevision Test?

Yes 0 No 0 Don't know t Never heard of itO

3a. (IF "YES") Why didn't you (they) send in the questionnaire?



c. Instructions for the Survey
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NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SURVEY 278A AND B
(Phonevision Telephone Check)

Purpose of the Survey

The purpose of this telephone survey is
to determine people's reasons for not re­
sponding to our letters or questionnaires
inviting their participation in the Phone­
vision Test. These non-respondents make
it difficult to know what the original
universe of people to whom participation
was offered is like. Therefore a sample
of them must be contacted in order to get
this information. Form 278A is used with
people who never responded to the original
letter -- that is, they did not send in a
postcard volunteering for the test. Form
278B is used with people who did volunteer
by returning the postcard, but who did not
return the questionnaire subsequently sent
to them.

Procedure

The questionnaire forms you will be
working from contain the name, address and
telephone number of the household you are
to call. You will call this number and
enter the following types of information
on the questionnaire:

I. Data about the telephone call.

a. Number of calls. Up to four calls
will be made in an attempt to contact
each household in the sample. Informa­
tion about each call is to be entered
in the column corresponding to the
number of the call.

b. Date of call is entered in the first
space by recording the month and date,
as for example, 6/15.

c. The time at which the telephone call
is attempted is entered in the second
space by circling the number which
corresponds to the time of day at
which you make the call. In general,
only the first call can be made during
either the morning or afternoon hours
on a wee~day. Second and subsequent
calls must be made either after 6 PM
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or Saturday afternoons or Sundays. The
only exceptions to this rule are in a
case where you receive definite in­
structions from someone answering the
phone to call at a particular hour, or
where you received a busy signal on
the first call.

d. Outcome of call. Circle one number
corresponding to what happened when
you made the call:

(1) "No answer" applies to those calls
where the phone rang six times
without b~ing answered. Always
let the phone ring six times be­
fore hanging up and recording "no
answer".

(2) If you receive a busy signal hang
up immediately and circle the code
number corresponding to busy. Put
this questionnaire aside and call
back on it for the second call ten
to fifteen minutes later.

(3) If the operator cuts in on your
call to tell you the phone is dis­
connected, circle the code for
"Disconnected" and be sure to
record in the "Notes" space whether
this is a temporary or permanent
disconnection, and any other in-.
formation pertaining to the dis­
connection that the operator gives
you.

The operator may inform you that
the phone number has been changed.
Record this just above the phone
number on the questionnaire as
"Changed to: (new number)". If
the new number's prefix is one of
the following complete your first
call by calling this new number:

Bittersweet 8 Graceland 2
Buckingham 1 Graceland 7
Diversey 8 Lakeview 5
Eastgate 7 Lincoln 9

Wellington 5

In other words, simply getting the
information that the number has
been changed does not complete
your first call.



If the phone number is not one of
the nine listed above, code this
interview as "Completed" (5) and
enter in the Notes space, "Moved
out of area".

(4) The phone may be answered, and the
person on the other end may refuse
to supply the information. These
cases are coded "Refused", and a
full explanation is given in the
"Notes" space. For instance, the
person may refuse to give the in­
formation ,but give you a time and
person to call who will give you
the information. The "Notes" here
might then say, "Talked to mother
who knew nothing about it but said
her son would be home after seven."
The -notes then should try to
specify both why the information
was not given and how it might be
obtained. Of course, if all you
know is that the person at the
other end hung up without saying a
word, all you can enter in the
notes is this fact. If any of the
information in the interview is
not given, code this call as a
refusal, and explain in the notes
the reasons why the missing in­
formation was not obtained.

Before accepting a refusal, make
an attempt to talk to someone else
in the house. If you find you are
talking to someone on the phone
who cannot understand or cooperate
with you, ask-to talk to someone
else. For instance, if you recog­
nize a child's voice, ask to talk
to a parent. If you learn you are
talking to a servant, ask for the
lady (or some member) of the
house. If you find the person you
are talking to is unable to speak
English, or so old or deaf that
you cannot make yourself under­
stood, ask, politely, if there is
anyone else at home you could talk
to.

If you have to accept the refusal,
make every effort to learn, for
your notes, ,when would be a good
time to call back.

e. Notes: As explained above any informa­
tion bearing on reasons why the
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interview was not successfully com­
pleted or which will aid the inter­
viewer making the next call should be
entered here.

f. Operator: Sign your last name here.

Obviously, the information pertaining to
the call cannot all be entered at the same
time. When you have dialed a number and
are waiting for the phone to be answered
you can fill in the date, time and opera­
tor. But the outcome and notes generally
cannot be completed until you have hung
up.

II. The interview.

a. Your introduction. In making your in­
troduction you will say, "Hello. This
is a television survey", and then im­
mediately ask the first question. This
introduction is different from the one
printed on the questionnaire, but pre­
testing has shown that it is less
likely to sound like a sales talk, so
memorize this wording and use it.

Notice that in your introduction you
do not use the family's name or the
name of the research organization do­
ing the survey. It is best to keep
the introduction very brief and get
right to your questions. If the re­
spondent asks for any information,
however, you will, of course, answer
their questions. For instance, if
they ask how you happened' to call
them, you will answer that phone num­
bers for this survey were picked at
random from the telephone book and
theirs just happened to be chosen. If
they ask who is doing this survey, you
will tell them it is the National
Opinion Research Center, which does
surveys of all kinds all the time.

b. The questions. As soon as you have
made your introduction, ask the first
question without pausing for any com­
ments from the respondent. Ask the
question exactly as printed on the
questionnaire, and record the answer
as soon as it is given to you. Ques­
tion 1 is the same on both 278A and
278B and is a straightforward factual
question which requires no interpreta­
tion on your part.



In recording
and b and the
answers given

Then ask the second question. This
will require that you give the expla­
nation printed in capital letters be­
fore asking your question. Againread
both the explanation and the question
exactly as printed on the question­
naire, and record the answer as soon
as you receive it.

On the 278A Form, Questions 2 and 3
are designed to find out why people
did not return the post card, which
indicated their interest and desire to
volunteer. On the 278B Form, Ques­
tions 2 and 3 are intended to find out
why people who did volunteer and re­
ceived a questionnaire, did not return
the questionnaire.

On either form, an answer of "Yes", or
tlNo" to Question 2 is straightforward,
and you can record it immediately. An
answer of "Don't know" or "Never heard
of it (Phonevision or the question­
naire)" requires some interpretation
however. If the person giving this
information means that he or she
doesn't know"because such decisions
are made by someone else in the fami­
ly, this answer should not be recorded
as "Don't know, never heard of it."
Instead you will code the call as a
refusal, and indicate in the notes
that the person you talked to was un­
able to give the information, specify­
ing the reasons and indicating who
should be contacted at what time in
order to complete the questionnaire.
If the person giving the information
means that the family as a whole
couldn't make up their minds or never
heard about the phonevision test or
the questionnaire, then this should be
checked as a "Don't know" answer to
Question 2, underlining the relevant
part of the answer category, AND a
full statement of what the respondent
said in explanation of this answer
should be written in the blank space
at the bottom of the questionnaire.

If the respondent does not give you
some clear indication of which way to
interpret his "Don't know" answer, you
can ask som'ething like "Did anyone in
your family receive a letter (a ques­
tionnaire) about phonevision?"

If the respondent says "Don't know" to
this you are talking to the wrong
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person, and you should ask who in the
family might be able to give you more
information. Incidentally, if that
person is home at the time, ask to
talk to him or her then, instead of
closing off your first call as a
refusal.

If they say "Yes" to this new question,
you can ask the original Question 2
again -- that is, "Were they inter­
ested or not?" and then if you get a
"Don't know" you can code Question 2
this way, but put down the explanation
of why the respondent still says
"Don't know" in the answer space be­
low. For instance, someone might say,
"I don't know; I thought it might be
good, but my husband didn't favor it,
so we just decided to skip it... This
would be an adequate explanation of
the "Don't know" if it contained the
reasons why there was some opposition
in the family. If the person does not
volunteer this information, just ask,
for example, "Why didn't your husband
favor it?"

If they say "No" to this new question,
check the "Never heard of it" box, un"'"
derlining that part of the answer
category, and sign off the interview.

On both forms, Question 3a is asked of
those who said "Yes" to Question 2.
On the 278A Form only, there is a
Question 3b to be asked of those who
said "No" to Question 2. Do not fail
to ask these dependent questions, for
the interview must count as a refusal
if this information is missing.

In asking Questions 3a and b, you will
want to be careful not to imply by
your tone of voice that you are
criticising or arguing with the re­
spondent for his decision. The easiest
way to make sure of not seeming to im­
ply these attitudes is to modify the
question wording and ask, instead of
the question printed, "How did it hap­
pen t ha t (you didn't send in applica­
t ion to take part in the test?) (You
weren't interested in taking part in
the test?) (You didn't send'in the
quest ionnaire ?)"

answersito Questions 3a
explanations of their
by "Don't know's" to



Question 2, be sure to write down the
exact words that the person says-­
that is, record the answers verbatim.
If you feel more explanation is neces­
sary, you can add your comment in
parentheses.

Your telephone manner.

a. Always speak clearly and in a self-as­
sured manner. Do not talk too rapid­
ly, but avoid talking so slowly and
hesitantly that the respondent keeps
interrupting you. Ideally, you should
never have to repeat anything you say,
and you should always remain in con­
trol of the conversation.

b. Try to speak conversationally, how­
ever, and avoid an artificiality of
manner. You should sound business­
like, but not stilted.
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c. Politely discourage garrulousness on
the part of your respondents. Get the
information we need as quickly as pos­
sible.

d. Be sure to thank your respondent in
closing your conversation.

Disposition of interviews.

As you complete your call, place your
interviews in one of three piles:

a. In the first pile will be those which
you have successfully completed. These
will be turned over to your supervisor
at the end of each day.

b. In the second pile, put those on which
you got busy signals, since you will
want to make the second call shortly.

c. Put all. other cases in a third pile,
which your supervisor will pickup for
re-assignment and final disposition.
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MATERIALS USED IN THE CITY..WIDE CHECK OF THE FIRST WEEK
OF THE PHONEVISION TEST
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A. Questionnaire
NORC--Survey 278C January, 1951

NAME: 4. In watching television on your
own set, have you or anyone in

ADDRESS: your family ever happened to
see the jittered phonevision

PHONE: 5-6- picture on Channel 2--the Zenith
experimental television sta-
tion?

INFORMATION ON FIRST CALL: Yes · 0 · · · · 0 0 0 · · 16-1
Date: Jan. 9 · · · · · · · · · · 7-1 Noo · · · 0 0 · 0 · 0 · · 2*

Jan o 10. 0 · 0 · 0 · 0 0 0 2 *IF "NO" , SKIP TO QUESTION 10
Jan. II. · · · · · 0 · 0 · 3
Jano 12 and after. · · 0 · 4 5. About how often have you (he,

she, they) looked at the jit-
Time: Before Noon. · 0 0 · · · · 8-1 tered phonevision picture?

Noon to 6 P.M. · · · · 0 · 2 Just once · 0 · · · · · · 17-1
After 6 PoM. 0 · 0 0 0 · 0 3 Two or three times. · 0 · 2

More frequently · 0 · · · 3
Outcome: Completed. · · · · · · · · 9-1

6. When the last time you,
Phone disconnected 2 was

· · 0 · (he, she, they) looked at the,No answer. · 0 0 · · · · 0 3 jittered phonevision picture?Busy signal. 0 · 0 · · · · 4*
Refusal. 0 · 0 · 0 · · 0 0 5*

*REPEAT CALL WITH IN HALF AN HOUR
18-

7. About how long did you (he,
FINAL OUTCOME: she, they) look at it then?

Completed on first call. · 10-1
Completed on later call. · 2
Phone disconnected · 0 · · 3 19-
Double refusal · · · · · · 4
Never reached. · · · · · · 5 8. Were you (he, she, they) able

to see the picture clearly
I. Do you have a radio in your home? enough to enjoy it?

Yes. · · · · · · · · · · · ll-N Yes · 0 · 0 · · · 0 0 · 0 20-1
No 0 · · · · · · · · · · · 2 No. · · · · · · 0 · · · · 2

*Ao (IF "YES") Is it turned on 9. You know, people generally
now? can't have Phonevision now, but

Yes. · · · · · · · 0 · 0 · 12-1 if you could have it, wo~ld

No · 0 · · · · · 0 · · 0 · 2 your family want to have their
television set connected up

2. Do you have a television set in with Phonevision, so you could
your home? see some of the movies being

Yes. · · · · · · · · · · 0 13-1 shown, at a dollar per picture?
No · · 0 · · · · · · · · · 2* Yes · 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 · · 21-1

No. · · · · · · · · · · · 2
*IF "NO", DISCONT INUE INTERVIEW Not sure. · · 0 · · 0 · 0 3

3. Is it turned on now? 10. Have you or any other adult in
Yes. · · · 0 0 · · · · · · l4-N your family been to the movies
No · · · · · · · 0 · · · 0 2 since last Friday?

Yes · · · · · · · · 0 · · 22-1
*A. (IF "YES") What program are No. 0 · · · · · 0 0 0 · · 2

you viewing?
OPERATOR COMPLETING INTERVIEW:

15- 23-4
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B. Instructions for the Survey

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

Procedure

supervisor also gets a
the final outcome should

recorded as "double re-

If the
refusal,
then be
fusal".

let the phone ring SIX times be­
fore hanging up and recording "No
answer".

(e) The phone may be answered and the
person on the other end may refuse
to supply the information. For
these cases, circle the code num­
ber for "Refusal". Cases like
these will be handled like "BUSY
Signals"--that is, they will be
called back again within a half­
hour--except that all refusals
should be turned over to your
supervisor for subsequent calling.
Subsequent calls to a refusal by
the supervisor will be handled. as
if they were first calls. For
instance, if, on the next call the
supervisor obtained the interview,
both "Refusal" and "Completed"
would be circled for the outcome
of the first call. And the final
outcome would be shown as "com­
pleted on first call".

(d) If you receive a busy signal, hang
up immediately and circle the code
number corresponding to "Busy Sig­
nal". Put this questionnaire
aside and return to it for another
call in about ten to fifteen min­
utes. IN EVERY CASE, another call
should be made to "busy" phones
within the half-hour. When the
next call is made to a busy num­
ber, it should be counted as part
of the first call. For instance,
if a line is busy on the first,
second, and third tries, you are
still working on the first call.
If it were to be answered on the
fourth try, and you obtain the in­
terview, your form would show both
"Busy signal" and "Completed"
circled for the outcome of the
first call, and the final outcome
would be shown as "completed on
first call".

If the operator should inform you
that the phone number has· been
changed, cross out the old number
and record this new number direct­
ly above the old one. Then start
again by calling the new number
for the first time. The "Informa­
tion on First Call" should pertain
to this new number, and the first
call which yielded the information
should NOT be counted as a call.
In other words, simply getting the
information that the number has
been changed does not finish the
first call.

If the operator cuts in on your
call to tell you that the phone
has been disconnected, circle the
code for "Disconnected".

(b)

(c) "No answer" applies to those calls
where the phone rang SIX times
without being answered. Always

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SURVEY 278C
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ON THE FIRST CALL TO A HOUSEHOLD:

The questionnaire forms from which you
will be working contain the name, address,
and telephone number of the household you
are to call.

purpose of the Survey

(2) Circle the number(s) corresponding to
the outcome of this first call.

(a) A completed call is one in which
you get the entire interview.

(1) Circle the code numbers corresponding
to the date and time of this first
call.

This is a survey of a random sample of
Chicago families who are telephone s~b­

scribers. Its purpose is to determine the
extent to which families who are not par­
ticipating in the Phonevision test are
viewing the distorted Phonevisions pic­
tures and what their reactions to these
Phonevision tests are.



The Interview:

Proceed as follows:

If you get a refusal, record this in
the margin with a brief explanation,
as above, and turn it over to your
supervisor for a repeat call.

In making your introduction, say,
"Hello. This is the National Opinion

(d) Be sure to thank your respondent
in closing your conversation.

(b) Try to speak conversationally,
however, and avoid an artifici­
ality of manner. You should sound
business-like, but never self-con­
scious or stilted.

(a) Always speak clearly and in a
self-assured manner. Do not talk
too rapidly, but avoid talking so
slowly and hesitantly that the re­
spondent keeps interrupting you.
Ideally, you should never have to
repeat anything you say, and you
should always remain in control of
the conversation.

(c) Politely discourage garrulousness
on the part of your respondent.
Get the information we need as
quickly as you possibly can, with­
out offending the respondent.

(b)

as "no answer" on the first call. As ex­
plained above, repeat calls to "bUSy sig­
nals" and "refusals" are to be regarded as
extensions of the first call.

(a) If you get a busy signal, hang up.
This case should be called again in
ten or fifteen minutes, and, pending
this repeat call, nothing should be
recorded on your questionnaire.

(1) Your telephone manner:

(d) If you complete the interview, record
the final outcome as "completed on
later call".

(c) If you still get no answer, record
nothing and put it in the pile of in­
complete- cases for subsequent calls.

(2) Your introduction:
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If the person is just refusing-­
doesn't want to be bothered, etc.
--try, tactfully, to persuade
them. You can explain that this
is a research survey being done to
find out something about people's
use of radio and television, that
answers are anonymous, that NORC
is a non-profit research organiza­
tion affiliated with the Univer­
sity of Chicago, etc., etc., de­
pending on the kind of persuasion
that seem appropriate.

Before accepting a refusal, make
an attempt to talk to someone else
in the house. For instance, if
you find you are talking to some­
one on the phone who cannot under­
stand or cooperate with you, ask
to talk to someone else--if you
recognize a child's voice, ask to
talk to a parent; or if you are
talking to a servant, ask to talk
to the lady (or some member) of
the house; or if you find the per­
son you are talking to is unable
to speak English, or is so old or
deaf that you cannot make yourself
understood, ask, politely, if
there is anyone else at home you
could talk to.

If you have to accept the refusal,
note briefly in the margin what
happened, so the supervisor will
have some guiding information in
making a call-back. For instance
you might jot down, "Hung up be­
fore I finished introduction", or
"Was very angry about being
awakened", etc.

In general, bonafide second or later
calls can be made only to cases classified

(3) For all first calls on which inter­
views were obtained and cases where
the phone is disconnected, the final
outcome is exactly the same as the
outcome of the first call, and the
code for interview obtained on first
call (or phone disconnected) should be
circled immediately. In all other
cases--no answer, busy, refusal--the
final outcome has not yet been deter­
mined and nothing should be circled
until subsequent calls have been made.

ON SECOND AND LATER CALLS TO A HOUSEHOLD:



s Just once•••••17-Q)
H Two or three times ®

More frequently.. 3

Note that you should skip to Ques­
tion 10, if a respondent has neither
looked at nor listened to the jit­
tered Phonevision programs.

• • .16-Q)
2

an estimate in
parts of an hour

H Yes.
No ••

If a respondent claims that he has
one of the Phonevision sets in his
home and is seeing the pictures
without Jitter, put a "P" in front
of the "Yes". Ask Questions 5-8, as
is, with reference to the times when
they have looked at the jittered
pictures.

QUestions 5-7 should then be asked
in terms of "listening" instead of
"looking". Question 8 should be
asked as "Did you enjoy the program
just listening to it?"

Question 5: If your respondent makes
a distinction between "listening"
and "looking" practices--suppose she
says she listens longer than she
looks--record two answers to this
question and to questions 6 and 7.
Put an "H" (hears) before the answer
pertaining to "listening" and an "S"
(sees) before the answer pertaining
to "looking". For instance if she
says she looked only once, but has
listened a couple of times, the
answer would look like this:

QUestion 6: Try to get the exact day.
Record it in terms of days of the
week; that is, if a respondent says
"yesterday", translate that to the
appropriate day in recording. Re­
member to record "listening" and
"looking" separately, if these are
different.

Question 7: Get
seconds, minutes,

Question 4: If your respondent should
say that they listen to the Phonevi­
sion programs, but don't look at the
picture, circle "Yes", but put an
"H" (hears) to the left of the
answer category, thus:
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Question 1: Self-explanatory. Note
that Q. lA is asked of those who own
radios.

QUestion 3A: Record either the exact
name of the program, the name of the
station, or the channel number.

Question 2: Self-explanatory. Note
that this question completes the in­
terview in the case of people who do
not own television sets.

Question 3: Self-explanatory. Note
that Q. 3A is asked of those whose
television set is turned on at the
time of your call.

Do not use the family's name in your
introduction or later remarks, and do
not volunteer any additional informa­
tion. Of course, if the respondent
asks questions, you should answer them
briefly and honestly. For instance,
if they ask how you happened to call
them, you can say that phone numbers
for this survey were picked at random
from the telephone book and theirs
just happened to be one that was
chosen. If they want to know more
about the organization doing the sur­
vey, you can explain that the National
Opinion Research Center is a non­
profit, opinion research organization,
affiliated with the university of
Chicago, which does surveys of all
kinds all the time.

Research Center survey of radio and
television." Then, ask the first
question, IMMEDIATELY. Try to enunci­
ate this mouthful distinctly, so you
will not be asked to repeat it, but if
you are asked for a repetition, shorten
it to, "This is a survey of radio and
television. I'd like to ask you if
you have a radio in your home?", and
continue with the interview.

If you start getting beyond your
depth, transfer the call to your
supervisor. That is, you simply say,
"I'm sorry, I don' t know the answer to
that, ' but I'll let you talk to my
supervisor" • Your supervisor will
then take over the call and complete
the interview.

(3) The questions:



Disposition of Interviews:

As you complete your call. place your
interviews in one of five piles:

In a fourth pile will be your re­
fusals. These will be turned over to
your supervisor at brief intervals.

(4)

the questionnaire, irrespective of who
it was who may have made any. of the
earlier calls.

Remember that "Busy's" and "Refusals"
must never carryover from one shift to
another or from one day to another. They
must be cleaned up within a half-hour from
the time of the "Busy" or the refusal.

(5) In the last pile should be the cases
which will require second and further
calls--the "no answers".

(3) In a third pile will be your own "busy
signals" • which you are going to call
back shortly. You should NEVER have
any of these left at the end of your
working day.

(1) In the first pile will be those which
are entirely finished--completed in­
terviews.

(2) Place those cases which fallout of
the sample--disconnected telephones-­
in a second pile.
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or hours. If the respondent says
something vague--"just a little
while", "not very long", etc.--try
to get a more precise answer: "About
how long would you say that was in
minutes?" The exception to this is
when a respondent says she watched
the program all the way through. In
such a case, just enter "Entire pro­
gram". Be sure that, in recording
numbers, you specify whether these
are seconds. minutes or hours. Re­
member to record "listening" and
"looking" separately. if these are
different.

QUestion 10: If you are getting the
interview from a sUb-adult, ask this
quest ion as: "Bas any adult in your
family ••••• ?"

The interviewer who obtained the
data from the respondent should sign

QUestion 9: A long, difficult ques­
tion. so read it carefully and dis­
tinctly.

Question 8: Remember that. for persons
who listen without looking, this
question should be asked as: "Did
you enjoy the program just listening
to it?"

(4) Signature of interviewer:



IV
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A. Listing Instructions
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BASIC LISTING PROCEDURES

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER

A dwelling unit may be a whole house
or only part of a house; it may be a
flat or an apartment in a structure
containing several dwelling units.

a. Institutional units such as cells
in a prison, rooms or wards in a
hospital, dormitory quarters in a
college, student rooms in a fra­
ternity, rooms in a nurses home,
etc.

2. Do not consider the following as
dwelling units:

1. The general definition:

Those people living in a dwelling
unit may be either one person living
alone, a family, or unrelated persons,
such as several working girls.

A dwelling unit is a room or group
of rooms which is occupied or intended
as separate permanent living quarters.
Generally, a dwelling unit is occu­
pied, but a vacant unit also qualifies
if it could be lived in. Nowadays you
will find practically no such vacan­
cies, but if you should run into such

. a rarity, it, of course, should be
listed.

It may be a basement or attic apart­
ment, a trailer parked in the back or
on·a lot, etc., if such places are re­
garded as the occupant's permanent
living quarters at that time.

RULE I. LEARN THIS DEFINITION OF A DWELL­
ING UNIT:

If you need. to use any continuation
sheets, indicate the sequence number on
each extra sheet used (i. e., sheet 2,
sheet 3, etc.). Later you will record on
each sheet used in a block the total num­
ber of sheets in the set needed for that
block (e. g. sheet lof a total of3sheets,
sheet 2 of a total of 3 sheets, etc.)

3. IN ORDER TO DO·THE LISTING ACCURATELY,
YOU MUST FOLLOW THESE RULES EXACTLY:
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You must be absolutely sure that you are
in the correct block. The general shape
of the block and the bounding streets will
guide you in knowing whether you are in
the right block. But to be sure, please
take the exploratory walk around the en­
tire block before you start any work on
the listings. In case there are any dis~

crepancies between your sketch and what
you actually find, ",hich make you doubt­
ful, please report this by telephone to
your supervisor. These might indicate
that you are in the wrong block, and by
discussing it with the supervisor, any
such error would be caught before valuable
time is wasted in listing the wrong dwell­
ing units. Any questions that you have
about the block boundaries and what is
legitimately included within the block
should also be discussed with your super­
visor, before .you start the next step.

When you get there, please take an ex­
ploratory walk around the block before you
start any work on the listings.

1. FIND YOUR ASSIGNED BLOCK AND TAKE A
WALK AROmm IT.

2. LIST ALL DWELLING UNITS ON YOUR AS­
SIGNED BLOCK ON THE "LISTING SIIIET".

Once you have arrived at your block,
walked all around it, are sure that you
are in the correct block and have identi­
fied its boundaries, you must then begin
listing every dwelling unit within the
block. you will be given a special form
for each block assigned to you which is
called "Listing Form". You will also be
given a supply of "continuation sheets"
since some blocks will have more dwelling
units than can be listed on the one sheet.

You will be assigned a particular block
by the supervisor. A sketch of the block
will be given to you. The sketch will
show the boundaries by giving the street
names whenever they exist. In case you
are not familier with the location of this
block, look it up on the large office map.
Then decide the best way to get there, and
actually go and visit your block.



However, the permanent units w~th­

in such institutions would be
listed such as the warden's house,
the janitor's quarters, etc.

b. Transient trailers or transient
tourist cabins.

However, if a trailer or cabin
were being used as a permanent
residence it would be listed.

c. Buildings in the process of con­
struction.

d. Unoccupied buildings in such dis­
repair that nobody can live in
them, e. g., condemned buildings.

.3. Places of business such as stores,
factories, etc.

However, within such places of
business you may occasionally find
some part set aside as permanent
living quarters, which would qual­
ify to be listed.

3. Note the following distinction be­
tween apartment hotels and transient
hotels:

People who live in an apartment or
resident hotel are to be considered in
the same way as people living in an
apartment hQuse. Their dwelling units
would be listed, since they presumably
maintain permanent residence there.

However, transient hotels should
generally not be counted as buildings
containing dwelling units. Presumably
the occupants of these rooms maintain
residences elsewhere, and therefore
these rooms would not be listed. You
may, however, find within a transient
hotel, a floor or part of a floor, or
one apartment set aside for a perma­
nent guest or for the manager or other
employees. These particular units
would be considered in the same way as
apartments and would, of course, be
listed.

4. Note the following distinction be­
tween a Roomer and a Rooming House.

In general, you are not to consider
a roomer living with a private family
as having a separate dwelling unit.
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Only the one dwelling unit would be
listed. However, you should consider
a rooming house as if it were an
apartment house; i. e., that is since
each room or suite of rooms is perma­
nently and separately occupied by a
single person or family, it would be
counted as a separate dwelling unit.

There may be instances where you are
not sure whether to count a particular
place as a rooming house with several
separate dwelling units, or as one
dwelling unit containing some roomers.
Wherever you find a place where four
or more roomers live, consider it as a
rooming house and list each dwelling
unit (room or suite of rooms) sepa­
rately. If less than four roomers,
count them as part of the one dwelling
unit in which they room.

RULE II. LIST BY INSPECTION BUT ASK QUES­
TIONS WHERE IN DOUBT:

Many structures are one-family houses
and count as single dwelling units.
These can sometimes be spotted by just
looking at the outside of the house.
This is especially true in the better
residential areas where you have large
one-family houses on a big plot of
ground. But in neighborhoods that are
deteriorating a little, sometimes a
former one family house has been con­
verted into a two or three family house
and it is not always possible to tell
this fact by looking at the exterior
of the house. Therefore, it is essen­
tial that you not only inspect the
outside of each apparent one-family
house as thoroughly as you can for
signs of it being a multiple dwelling
unit (more than one mailbox, ,for ex­
ample) but also ask a few people whom
you happen to see on the block whether
any of these houses (other than the
more obvious ones) have more than one
family living in them.

Many two-family houses are easy to
detect; especially the conventional
side-by-side type or the kind where
the structure has two floors with
identical apartments on each.

It is the one-family houses that
have been converted into two separate
dwelling units that you have to be



RULE IV. BE SURE TO COVER THE ENTIRE
AREA:

To avoid confusion, do not use the
term first floor, because some people
think of the first floor as being one
flight up and others think of it as
the equivalent of the ground floor~

Call the street floor the "ground
floor"; use "second 'floor" for dwell­
ings one flight up.

g., basement
to second

on any given
b.

a.

c.

Bottom to top, e.
to ground floor
floor, etc.
Right to left.
Front to the back
floor.

This three-dimensional instruction
bottom to top, right to left, front to
back should permit you to handle all
units systematically.

Whenever there is more than one
dwelling unit at the same address,
there is a problem of the order in
which you list each dwelling unit.

1. For those units using the same ad­
dress, the order of listing will
be by apartment number of flat
nUmber if such numbers appear on
bells, mail boxes, or on the doors
of individual apartments. Record
the lowest number and lowest let­
ter of alphabet first; (e. g., a,
b, c, etc. or 1, 2, 3, etc., or
l-a,l-b, l-c, 2-a, 2-b, 2-c, etc.)

2. When there is no numerical or
alphabetibal identification of
individual rooms, apartments, or
flats, you should· list in the fol­
lowing order:

Eve!"y alley, court or passageway in
your block should be covered, because
there may be dwelling units hidden in
them that you might otherwise miss.
It will naturally be more likely for
one to overlook such units, so for
this reason extreme care is all the
more essential. Residents of remote
units may well have some different
characteristics from residents of the
more conventional or easily accessible
units. Enter every alley or street
within your block as you come to it,
going down one side of it first and
back up the other side.
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We have provided a system wfrich all
listers should follow. This is to in­
sure thoroughness in the listing pro­
cess, and to help in 'identifying the
dwelling units when we return to these
blocks at a future time.

It is necessary that you always
start your listing of each block at a
designated corner. In the sketch of
your block, this designated corner or
starting point is indicated by an "X"
and an arrow shows the direction in
which you should walk as you list.
Following the arrow means that you
will be going in a clockwise direction
during the listing. For one-family
structures, this will be from right to
left as you face the buildings. If
you always walk from right to left as
you face the building you will be fol­
lowing the clockwise direction.

careful of. . You also haveto~atch

for former two-family houses in which
one or both flats have in turn been
subdivided into several separate dwell­
ing units. Where you are in doubt,
ask a storekeeper or one of the neigh­
bors.

structures with Multiple Dwelling
Units (3 or more units), especially
apartment houses, are often easily de­
tectable. If it is obviously an
apartment house, you will have to walk
into the building and check the bells
or mailboxes, or in cases where there
are no bells or mailboxes you Will
have to walk around the floors to make
sure you include all the units within
the building. Sometimes, the informa­
tion can be obtained by asking some­
one, the superintendent or a tenant.

Be sure not to miss units reached by
side or rear entrances, or the units
occupied by managers, janitors, night
watchmen, or other employees which do
not 'always have a separate doorbell or
mailbox. You may also have to inquire
in some stores, office and factory
buildings, warehouses, etc., to find
out whether there are unseen dwelling
units in the structure. Such units
are commonnow-a-days in congested
areas.

RULE I II • LIST ALL DWELLING UNITS IN THE
FOLLOWING SYSTEMATIC ORDER:



Besides being hidden in alleys and
backyards, dwelling units may be situ­
ated in such other unusual places as:
Converted stores, behind other units
that face the street, behind the busi­
ness front of a store building, over
garages or stores, in factory yards,
etc. It is important to include the
dwelling units found in all such
places.

RULE V. KEEP STRIcrLY WITHIN mE BOUImA­
RIES OF YOUR BLOCK:

Where the boundary 'line follows a
street, it is intended to run down the
middle of that street, so that you
list all dwelling units on the side
which falls inside your block, but not
those on the other side of the str~et.

RULE VI. ONE LINE AND ONE LINE ONLY
SHOULD BE USED FOR LISTING BACH
DWELLING UNIT:

Do not use two lines for one dwell­
~ng unit. Never skip a line.

RULE VII. LIST THE ADDRESS OF BACH DWELL­
ING UNIT IN FULL DETAIL:

As you list each individual dwelling
unit, describe it. in such a ,complete
way that you or anyone else could find
it in the future. If there is a house
number, use it, plus any additional
description which may be necessary.
Where there are no numbers, describe
the house as clearly as possible,
e.g., "Spruce Street , large house ,
second from corner, red brick" ,
"Spruce Street, near alley) small
white house with uncovered porch",
etc.
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Complete street names should always
be used. Do not leave out the words
"street", "place", "boulevard", etc.
When the same address applies on suc­
ceeding lines to several dwelling
units, ditto marks should be used
rather than writing the numbers or
words over again. Do not leave the
space blank in such a case since this
might be taken for a~ omission.

Always give apartment or room number
in multi-dwelling structures. Where
apartments are not numbered or
lettered, write in floor and exact
location of room or apartment (right,
left, front, back, etc.) If a dwell­
ing unit is .in an alley with no name,
describe the alley in some way so that
there can be no mistake in locating it
in the future (e. g., off 15th Street,
running North Bast).

RULE VIII. WRITE CLEARLY, MAKE ALL YOUR
ENTRIES UNIFORM AND ACCURATE:

The listing forms constitute a perma­
nent record from which this sample and
future samples of dwelling units will
be drawn. If the entries are not
written clearly and accurately, we
will not be able to identify the dwell­
ing units drawn from the lists.

e. g., When the writing is hasty, it
is easy to confuse the figure "2" with
"3", or "6" with "O~;, or "3" with "5",
and it will be difficult for an inter­
viewer to find the address in question.

EVEN THOUGH THESE INS:rRUCfIONS ARB
VERY DETAILED, YOU MAY RUN IlfrO
SPECIFIC PRQ3LEMS WHICH HAVE NOT BDlf
EXPLAINED. mESE SPECIAL PRQ3LDS
SHOULD BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF
YOUR SUPERVISOR TO BE SURE THAT YOU
HANDLE THEM CORREcrLY.



B. Questionnaire for General Public
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Address of DU:..: _

14-

15-

13-

46-

16-18

19-21

22-24

25-27

28-30

31-33

34-36

37-39

40-42

43-45

Applic. #~ ~9-l2

Segment #__~ 6.-8

FOR 0 F F ICE USE:
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

Male Female Total

Total. · · · · ·
Children · · · ·
Adults · · · · ·
Under 5. · · · ·
5-9. . · · · · ·
10-19. · · · · ·
20-34. · · · · ·
35-49. · · · · ·
50-64. · · · · ·
65 plus. · · · ·

. 229

Age

Age V'R,

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
4901 South Ellis Avenue

Chicago 15, Illinois
Sample # ~__~5

Sex:
M or F

Sex:
M or F

In the actual survey the fare sheets were printed in
different colors to identify the separate samples.

Relation to Bead

Relation to Bead

Appointment or when usually home'

Name :, --'" ---'- _

Face Sheet
Survey 299
March, 1951

Case #;... _

I. Would you please tell me how many adults,
20 years of age or over, live in this
household? (LIST AGE, SEX AND RELATION TO
FAMILY BEAD FOR EACH ADULT~)

II. Are there any children or persons under
twenty years of age living here with you?
(LIST SAME DATA FOR~ SUB-ADULT.)

.
Call Date Time, inc. Interviewer Result RemarksA.M. or P.M.

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th



NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTEIt
4901 South Ellis Avenue

Chicago 15, Illinois
Survey 299
March, 1951

10-1
2*
3

11-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y
R

12-1
2
3

20 and
Would
would

Reading. . . • . • • . . • . • • .
Listening to the radio • • • • • •
Watching television. • • • • • • •
Going to the movies. • • • •. • • •
Going to a stage play•••••••
Playing cards, games • • • • • • •
Visiting With friends•••••••
Taking part in sports. • • • • • •
Going to sports events • • • • • •
Dancing, nightclubbing ••••••
"Homemaking" activities••••••
Other (SPECIFY BELOW). • • • • • •
Don't know • • • . • • • . . • . •

*A. (IF "OTHER THINGS") ? What are
some of the things (they) would
rather do? (Any others?)

In general, when you have a free even­
ing, would you rather stay home, or
would you rather go out somewhere?

Rather stay home • • • • • • • • •
Rather go out. • • • • • • • • • •
Don't know • • • • • • • • • • • •

About how often do the adults (20 and
over) in your family--including your­
se1f--go to the movies?

Twice a week or more • • • • • • • 14-1
Once a week. • • • 0 • • • • • •• 2
Two or three times a month • • •• 3
Once a month • • • • • • • • • •• 4
Less than once a month • • • • •• 5
Never. • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 6

OF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) About how often
do the children in your family go to
the movies?

Twice a week or more • • • • • • • 15-1
Once a week. • • • • • • • • • •• 2
Two or three times a month • • •• 3
Once a month • • • • • • • • • •• 4
Less than once a month • • • • •• 5
Kever. • • • • . . . . • • • 0 •• 6

(IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) How about (the
children)? Do (they) usually enjoy
doing the same things the grown-ups do
or are there other things that they
would rather do?

Same things. • • • • • • • • • • •
other things • • • • • • • • • • •
Don't know ••••••••.•••

How about (the other adults,
over, in your household)?
(they) rather stay home, or
(they) rather go out somewhere?

Rather stay home • • • • • • • • • 13-1
Rather go out. • • • • • • • • •• 2
Some one way, some the other • •• 3
Don't know • • . . . • • . • • •• 4

5.

4.

7.

6.

8.

23Q

7-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y
R

6-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y
R

9-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y
R

Reading. • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Listening to the radio • • • • • •
watching television. • • • • • • •
Going to the movies. • • • • • • •
Going to a stage play. • • • • • •
Playing cards, games • • • • • • •
Visiting with friendS•••••••
Taking part in sports. • • • • • •
Going to sports events • • • • • •
Dancing, nightclubbing • • • • • •
"Homemaking" activities••••••
Other (SPECIFY BELOW) •••••••
Don't know • 0 • • • • • • • • • •

Reading. • • . . • • . . . • • • •
Listening to the radio • • • • • •
Watching television. • • • • • • •
Going to the movies. • • • • • • •
Going to a stage play. • • • • • •
Playing cards, games •• • • • • •
Visit,ing with friends•••••••
Taking part in sports. • • • • • •
Going to sports events • • • • • •
Dancing, nightclubbing • • • • • •
"Homemaking" act i vities. • • • • •
oth~r .(SPECIFY BELOW). • • • • • •
DOD t know • • 0 • • • • • • • • •

What is your favorite way of spending
an evening'?

Reading. • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Listening to the radio • • • • • •
Watching television. • • • • • • •
Going to the movies. • • • • • • •
Going to a stage play. • • • • • •
Playing cards~ games • • • • • • •
Visiting with friends. • • • • • •
Taking· part in sports. • • • • • •
Going to sports events • • • • • •
Dancing, nightc1ubbing • • • • • •
"Homemaking" activities••••••
other (SPICIFY BILOW). • • • • ••
DOD't know • • • • • 0 • • • • • •

How about (the other adults, 20 and
over, in your household)? Would you
say that, in general, (they) enjoy
doing the same things that you do, or
are there other things that (they)
would rather do?

Same things. • • • • • • • • • • •
other things • • • • • • • • • • •
Don't know • • 0 • • • • • • • • •

*A. (IF "O'11IER THINGS") What are
some of the things (they) would
rather do? (ADy others?)

What are some of the other things you
enjoy doing When you have the free
-time? (Any others?)

1.

2.

3.



Survey 299-2

16-1
2
3
4

17-1
2
3
4
5

18-1
2
3
4
5

2.2-

21-

• 20-1
2
3
4

o • .• •

. . . . . . .

• 0 eo •

the other •

.. .
the other

Go to a movie. • • •
Watch television •
Don't like either.
Don't know ••

Like • • • •
Dislike••
Don't know.

Go to a movie.
Watch television •
Some one way, some
Don't like either.
Don't know ••••

Very much•••
A good deal. •
Onlr a little.
Don t know ••

231

*A. (IF "LIKE" OR "DISLIKE") Would you say you like (dislike) television very much, or
a good deal, or only a little?

9. Speaking for yourself, which would you rather do--go to a movie, or watch a television
program?

14. What is there about television that you dislike? (What else?)

10. Bow about (the other adults, 20 and over, in your household)? Which would (they)
rather do--go to a movie, or watch a television program?

Go to a movie.
Watch television •
Some one way, some
Don't like either.
Don't know ••

12. On the whole, do you like or dislike television?

13. What 1s there about television that you like'? (What else?)

11. (IF ANY CHILDREN 5~19) ,And (the children)? Which would (they) rather do--go to a
movie, or watch a television program?



24-

25-

• 31-1
• • •• 2

3
4
5

Feel the same. • • • • • • • • 30-1
Like more than R • •• • • •• 2
Like less than R • • • • • • • •• 3
Some agree, some don't. • • • • 4
Don't know. • . . . . . . . • .• 5

Yes••••
lfo • • • • • •

Do (they) feel the same way you do
than you do '?
Feel the same.
Like more than R •
Like less than R •
Some agree, some don't
Don't know • • • • •••

(IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) How about (the children)?
about television, or do they like it more, or less,

232

*IF "YES, OWN TELEVISION", ASK LEFT-HAND COLUMN ON BEXT PAGE.

**IF "NO'; ,DON'T OWN TELEVISION", ASK RIGHT-HAND COLUMN ON NEXT PAGE.

29-

27-

26-

23-

28-

Survey 299-3

15. Do you think you would like television any better if certain changes were made? (What
changes?) (Any others?)

16. What are some of the (other) kinds of television programs you especially like? (Any
others?)

18. Are there any (other) kinds of programs you would like to have more of on television?
(What kinds?) (Any others'?)

17. What are some of the (other) kinds of television programs you especially dislike'? (Any
others'?)

19. Do (the other adults, 20 and over, in your household) feel the same way you do about
television, or do (they) like it more, or less, that you do?

20.

21. Do you have a television set in your home?



22. About how long have you had a televi­
sion set?

38-R#
1

• 37-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

• • 33-1
2
3

• • 35-h**
2**
3***
4**

• • 36-1***
2
3***
4

Do you have any idea what
kind of set you'll get when
you do buy?

Not sure•••

. .
No. . • . • •
Yes

Will get. • • • • • • • • •
Will not get•••••••
Depends (SPECIFY ON WHAT)
Not sure yet. • •

Yes • • •••
No••••••

Yes, will get • • • • • •
No, will not get. • •••
Depends (SPECIFY ON WHAT) •
Don't know••••••••

Less than one month • • • • •
One month up to 3 months. •
Three months up to 6 months • •
Six months up to 9 months •
Nine months up to 1 year••
One year up to 2 years••
Two years up to 5 years • •
Five years and over • • •
Don't know•••••••••

D.

ASK NON-OWNERS ONLY

*A. (IF "YES") Have you made up
your miiias yet whether you will
get a television set or not?
(What did you decide'?)

***IF "WILL GET" OR "DEPENDS" TO
Q. 23 A or B, ASK C AND D.

C. About how long do you think
it will be before you get a
television set 'I'

Survey 299-4

**B. (IF "NO" TO Q. 23, OR "WILL
NOT GET" OR "NOT SURE YET" TO
Q. 2: A) Do you think you ever
wil get a television set?

No. • • • •
Yes • • • •

#(1) (IF "YES" TO D) What kind of
set do you have in mind?
(Anything else you've de­
cided about the set you'll
get?)

Have you and your family thought at
all about getting a television set?

23.

22. Would you and your family like to
have a television set?
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36-

37-

• 33-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o

• 38-1
2
3
4

• 39-1
2
3
4

____~hours 34-

____~hours 35-

__~h,ours

morning--from 6 A.M. to

In the evening--after 6 P.M.?

SKIP TO QUESTION 27.

Less than one month • • • •
One month up to 3 months. • •
Three months up to 6 months •
Six months up to 9 months •
Nine months up to 10 months •
Ten months up to 11 months. •
Eleven months up to 1 year.
One year up to 18 months. •
18 months up to 2 years • •
Two years a,nd over. • • • • •

Yes, increased•••
Yes, decreased••••
No, stayed the same
Don't know••••••

Yes, increased•••
Yes, decreased••••••••
No, stayed the same ••
Don t t know. • • • • • • • • • • •

In the
noon?

ASK TELEVISION OWNERS ONLY

A.

C.

B. In the afternoon--from noon to
6 P.M. 'I'

(IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) Has the movie
attendance of the children in your
family changed since you got your
television set? (How?)

24. Has the movie attendance of the
adults (20 -and over) in your family-­
includlng yourself--changed since you
got your television set 'I' (How?)

23. On an average weekday, about how many
hours is your television set on••••

25.



40-R

ASK NON-OWNERS ONLY

41-1
2
3
4
5
6
7

42-h
2**

•• 39-1
2
3
4
5
6
7

• • 43-1
2
3. . .

. . .

a month •.
a month

a week.

a month

. . . . . . .
a week••

a month •

ASK NON~SUBSCRIBERS ONLY

Yes••
No ••

Every day.
Two to 6 times
Once a week. •
Two to 3 times
Once a month •
Less than once
Never•••••

Yes. interested. .• • •
No, not interested •
Not sure • • • • • • •

Every day•••
Two to 6 times
once a week••
Two to 3 times
Once a month •
Less than once
Never•••••

CONTINUE WITH RIGHT-HAND COLUMN
ON NEXT PAGE

Of course, having a telephone is al­
ways a convenience, but would you
say that you and your family are
particularly interested in getting a
telephone or not?

26. (IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) About how
often do (the children) see televi­
sion?

43-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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28.

41-R

ASK EVERYONE

24. About how often do you see televi­
sion?

Survey 299-5

Every day. • • • • • • • • 40-1
Two to 6 times a week. • • • •• 2
Once a week. • • • • • 3
Two to 3 times a month • 4
Once a month • • • • • 5
Less than once a month • 6
Never. • • • • • 7

25. About how often do (the other adults,
20 and over, in your household) see
television?

One-party (private) line • • •
Two-party line • • • • • • • • • •
Three-party line • • • •
Four or more party line. • •
Hotel switchboard•••
Other (SPECIFY BELOW). •
Don't know • • • • • • • • • •

CONTINUE WITH LEFT-HAND COLUMN
ON NEXT PAGE

dF TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBER, ASKLBFl'-BAND COLUMN'.

**IF NON-SUBSCRIBER. ASK RIGHT-BAND COLUMN.

ASK TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBIRS ONLY

What type of telephone service do you
have?

28.

27. Do you have a telephone in your home?
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48-

49-

• 47-1*
2
3

• • 45-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

• •• 46-1
2
3
4
5
6
7

(DO you know any-

(Where? When? What did it

Less than a one month•••••
One month up to 3 months. • •
Three months up to 6 months •
Six months up to 9 months • •
Nine months up to 1 year••
One year up to 2 years. •
Two years up to 5 years • • • • •
Five years and over • • • • • • •
DOD't know. • • • • • • • • • • •

Yes •
No. • • • • •
Don't know.

Survey 299-6

Yes • • • 0 • • • • • • • 0

No.. • • • • • • • • • -. •
Depends (SPECIFY ON WHAT)
Don't know. • • • • • ••

ASK NON-SUBSCRIBERS ONLY

*IF "YES" OR "DEPENDS"! ASK A AND B.

A. About how long do you think it
will be before you get a tele­
phone?

Do you think you will get a telephone
sometime?

B. If you got a telephone, what kind
of service do you think you would
get?

one-party (private) line.
Two-party line. • • • •
Three-party line. • • •
Four or more party line •
Hotel switchboard • • •
Other (SPECIFY BELOW) •
Don't know. • • • • • • •

(Bow does it work?)

29.

• • 45-1
2
3
4
5
6
7

• • 44-1
• • •• 2*

3

Yes, discontinuing. • • •
Yes, changing service • •
Ho. • • •••••

46-R

ASK EVERYONE

ASK TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS ONLY

(IF "HS CHANGING SIRYICI")
whatn3 of telephone service
do you think you might change
to?

One-party (private line).
Two-party line. • • • •
Three-party line. • • • •
Four or more party line •
Hotel switchboard •••
Other (SPECIFY BELOIt)
Don't- know. • • • • •

Have you and your family been think­
ing at all about giving up your tele­
phone, or changing the kind of tele­
phone service you now have?

*IF "YES" ,ASK A, B, AND C.

A. As far as you know, what is phonevision?
thing else about it?)

B. Where did you hear or find out about phonevision?
say?) (Any other way or place?)

29.

30. Have you ever heard anything about phonevision?



30'. (CONTINUED)

7-8
9
o
X
y

6-4**
5
6

11-

10-

. . .

(What other

Wrote in to WEFM. • •
Sent newspaper coupon •
Sent return postcard. •
Sent dealer card. •
Other (SPECIFY AT SIDE)

Yes • • • • •
No. • • • • •
Don't know••

Would want to • • • • • •
Would not • • • • • • • •
Depends (SPECIFY ON WHAT)
Don't know. • • • • • • •

(1) Just what did (you) do?

(2) Did (you) receive a questionnaire?

**IF "YES. APPLIED". ASK (1) AND (2).

C. (IF "HEARD OF PHONEVISION") Did you or anyone in your family ever apply to take
part 1n the phonev1s10n test that (is going on) (just finished)?

*IF "WOULD WANT TO" OR "DEPENDS", ASK A.

**IF "WOULD Nor WANT TO", ASK B.

A. What would interest you about taking part in the phonevision test?
reasons would you have for taking part?)

236

B. What makes you feel that you wouldn't be interested in taking part in the phonevi­
sion test? (What other reasons would you have for not taking part?)

Survey 299-7

Yes. and returned it. • • • 8-0
Yes. but didn't return it • • X
No. didn't receive. • • • y

31. Well (as you know). phonevision is a system of charging people to see television pro­
grams by sending'the programs out in scrambled form. If people pay for it. they can
get the picture unscrambled. through a special device installed in their television
set. They've been testing phonevision. for the last three months. with three hundred
families who were loaned a television set which could receive the jittered programs
clearly. if the family called up and ordered the program. Then the family saw a regu­
lar full-length movie on their television set and was charged a dollar for each movie
they saw. Of course, the families didn't have to buy any movies unless they wanted
them, and they could use the television set they were loaned to see regular television
programs any time they wanted to.... '

If the phonevision test were beginning now (just as I described it), do you think your
family would want to take part in the test or not?



14-

13-

• 15-4
5
6
7

• 17-5
6
7
8
9

• 20-0
X
y

• • • • 19-0
X
y

television

Survey 299-8

phonevision

• 12-0*
• • • 0 X

• • • • y

o • • • • • • 0 16-8*
.• • •• 9**

• • • 0 0

all •

18-

Only jittered • • • •. • • • •
Clear, coming attractions ••
Clear, guest of test family.
Clear, other (SPECIFY) ••••

Very strongly •
Pretty strongly
Not so strongly
Not strongiy at
Don't know•••

Favor •••
Oppose. • • • • •
Don't know••••

favoring (opposing) the idea of charging people to see
(What other reasons do you have?)

is a good idea, or a bad idea, to have some
pay to see, if they want to see them?

Good idea •
Bad idea. • ••
Don't know. • •

If there actually were some television programs that people had to pay to see (and you
had a television set), do you think your family ever would pay for any of them that
you wanted to see and couldn't get on television any other way?

Yes, might pay.
No, would never pay •
Not sure••••

*IF "GOOD IDEA", ASK A AND B.
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**IF "BAD IDEA", ASK A, BAND C.

A. How strongly do you favor (oppose) the idea of charging people to see some televi­
sion programs?

In general, do you think it
programs that people have to

B. What are your reasons for
some television programs?

*IF "YES", ASK A, B AND C.

A. About how often has your family looked at the jittered phonevision programs?

C. Has anyone in your family seen the phonevision programs in clear form, or have you
only seen them jittered?

B. What was the longest, at anyone time, that anyone in your family looked at the
jittered phonevision programs?

c. Suppose the television programs that people were charged to see were programs that
wouldn't be on television at all, otherwise.... In that case, would you favor or
oppose having some telev~sion programs which people would have to pay to see, if
they wanted to see them?

Have you, or anyone in your family.:, ever happened to see those jittered
pictures on Channel 2--the Zenith experimental television station?

Yes 0 • • • •

No. •• • • 0 • •

Don't know•••

34.

33.

32.



*IF "YES, ASK A AND B.

Survey 299-9

9

9

9

9

24-0*
X
Y

25-

22-

• 23-8
9
o
X
y

8

8

8

8

7

7

7

7
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*IF "YES", ASK A AND B.

A. If these were the only programs on phonevision, about how many pictures a month do
you think your family would take at one dollar per picture? (Just your guess •••• )

A. IF there were two movies you wanted to see being shown-­
one on phonevision and the other at a regular movie
theater?, (Would you stay home and see the phonevision
movie or go to the movie theater?) • • • • • • • • • •• 27-6

B. How sure do you feel that your family actually wtiuld take this many movies?
Very sure • • • • • • • 26-8
Pretty sure • • • • • • 9
Not so sure • • • 0
Not sure at all • • • • • •• X
Don't know. • • • • • • •• y

B. How sure do you feel that your family actually would take this many movies?
Very sure.
Pretty sure
Not so sure
Not sure at all
Don't know.

B. IF a movie you wanted to see was being shown on phonevi­
sion at the same time as your favorite radio program?
(Would you see the phonevision movie or listen to the
radio program?). • • • • • • 0 • • • 0 • • • • • • • •• 28-6

Suppose they were showing only new movies on phonevision ••••Do you think your family
would pay to see some of these movies on television, at a dollar per picture?

Yes, would pay••
No, would not • • • • •
Not sure. • • • • . • •

c. IF a movie you wanted to see was being shown on phonevi­
sion at the same time as your favorite regular televi­
sion program? (Would you see the phonevision movie or
watch the regular television program?) • • • • • • • •• 29-6

D. IF the movie being shown on phonevision sounded all
right to you, and there was nothing on regular televi­
sion that you particularly wanted to see? (Would you
see the phonevision movie or watch regular television?). 30-6

A. If these were the only programs on phonevision, about how many pictures a month do
you think your family would take at one dollar per picture? (Just your guess •••• )

See PV Other
Movie Choice Neither D.K.

36.

37. Now, suppose your family had a television set that could get the phonevision programs ••••
Which do you think you would do:

35. During the phonevision test, they were showing movies that were a couple of years old,
but which had never been seen on television before••••]f phonevision were available
now, and they were showing only movies that were one or two years old, do you think
your family would pay to see some of these movies on television (assuming you had a
television set that could get the phonevision programs), at a dollar per picture?

Yes, would pay. • • • 0 21-7*
No, woulc:l not • • • • 0 8
Not sure. • • • • • • 9



39. Are there any other kinds of programs (besides movies and sports events) that your
family would be interested in seeing on phonevision--that is, programs that you would
be willing to pay to see?

37-

• 31-7*
8
9

• • 35-0*
X
Y

• • 38-8
9
o
X
Y

• 0 34-8
• • •• 9

o
X

• • • • y

all •

. .

Very sure • • • •
pretty sure
Not so sure
Not sure at all •
Don't know•••

Yes •
No. • •
Don't know.

Very sure •
Pretty sure
Not so sure
Not sur-e at
Don't know.
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C. Bow sure do you feel that your family actually would take this many sports pro­
grams?

Survey 299-10

*IF "YES". ASK A, B, AND C.
A. Which sports events would your family be interested in seeing on phonevision? (Any

others?)

32-

33-

36-

C. Bow sure do you feel that your family actually would take this many of these pro­
grams?

B. If these were the only programs on phobevision. about how many of these programs a
month do you think your family would take, at one dollar per program? (Just your
guess••• ~)

*IF "YES", ASK A, B, AND C.
A. What other kinds of programs would your family like to have on phonevision? (Any

others?)

B. If these were the only programs on phonevision. about how many of these sports pro­
grams a month do you think your family would take, at one dollar per program? (Just
your gue~s••••)

If phonevision were available ~Qw. and they. were showing only sports events that
weren't on television anywhere else. do you think yoUr family would pay to see some of
the.Be sPClrts events on television. at a dollar per program?

Yes, would pay. • • • • • •
Ho. would not" •
Not sure••••

38.



43. (IF NO TELEPHONE. AND SOME INTEREST IN PHOWISION) You know, phonevision works through
telephone wires so people have to have a telephone in order to get phonevision•••• If
phonevision were available, do you think that you would be any more interested in
getting a telephone than you are now?

*A. (IF i'WOULD WANT") Suppose all the different kinds of programs that you are inter­
ested in having were on phonevision••••About how many programs of all kinds a month
do you think your family would take, at one dollar per program? (Just your
guess ••••)

40-

46-4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
y

42-

• 44-4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
y

• • 43-0*
X
Y

• • 45-0*
X
Y

. . .

• • • • 39-5*
• • • • • 6

7

Would want •••
Would not want.
Not sure. • •

charge for a family to pay for a
less?
About right .••••••••
Should be more. • • • •
Should be less. • • • •
Depends on the p~ogram.

Don't know•••••••

Yes, more interested.
No, no difference
Don't know~ •••

Yes, more interested.
No, no difference
Don't know••••

were available right now, about how
a television set?

Less than one month • •
One month up to 3 months. •
Three months up to 6 months •
Six months up to 9 months
Nine months up to 1 year••
One year up to 2 years.
Two years up to 5 years • • • • •
Five years and over • • • •
Don't know•••••••••

were available right now, about how
a telephone?

Less than one month • •
One month up to 3 months. •
Three months up to 6 months •
Six months up to 9 months
Nine months up to 1 year.
One year up to 2 years. •
Two years up to 5 years • •
Five years and over •
Don't know••••••••
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(IF "YES, MORE INTERESTED") If phonevision
long do you th1nk it would be before you got

(IF "YES, MORE INTERESTED") If phonevision
long do you think it would be before you got

*A. (IF "SHOULD BE MORE", "SHOULD BE LESS", OR "DEPENDS ON TIlE PROGRAM") About what
should the charge per p~ogram be?

Do you think a dollar per program is about the' right
phonevision program, or should the charge be more, or

41.

Survey 299-11

40. All in all, if phonevision were on the market today (and you had a television set), do
you think you would have your television set connected up with it, so you could some­
times see some of these programs at a dollar per program, or wouldn't you want your set
connected up with phonevision?

42. (IF NO TELEVISION SIT AND SOME INTEREST IN PHONEVISION) If phonevision were available,
do you th1nk that you would be any more 1nterested in getting a television set than you
are now?



FAcrUAL DATA
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61-

62-63-

A. Under $2,500 a year. · · · · · · 57-7
B. $2,500 to $4,999 •• · · · · · · · 8
C. $5,000 to $7,499 · · · · · · · · 9
D. $7,500 to $10,000. · · · · · · · 0
E. $10,000 and over · · · · · • · · X

Refused. . . . . · · · · · · · · y

White••• 0 ••••••••••• 0 59-0
N~gro. • • • • • • • • • • • 0 0 •• X
Other non-white. • • • • • • • • •• y

Before 12 noon • • • • • • . • • • • 60-0
Noon to 6 P.M. • • • • • • • • • •• X
After 6 P.M. • • • • • • . • • • •• y

8. TYPE OF DWELLING UNIT

Single-family house. • • • • • • • • 58-8
Two-family house • • • • • • . • •• 9
Apt. in bldg. with 3 or more apts.. 0
Hotel. • • • • . • . • • • • • • .• X
Other (SPECIFY BELOW). • • • • • •• y

7. Would you tell me in which one of
these general groups your total yearly
family income falls--before taxes?
(HAND RESPONDENT CARD) (we need this
information just to make sure that we
are getting a good sample.)

7. RACE OF HOUSEHOLD

10. TIME OF INTERVIEW

11. DATE OF INTERVIEW

4

5
6

7
8
9

51-52-

Graduated from grammar school. • • •
Some high school, but less than four

year~. • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
completed four years of high school.
Some college, but less than four

years. 0 • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •

Graduated from four-year college • •
Post-graduate work in university • •

49-50-
B. In what country was the father of

(the head of the family) born?

1. What kind of work does (the head of
the family) do?

Job :':...- _

Industry: 47-

5. Does your family own or rent your
home?

OWn. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54-X
Rent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . y

Survey 299-12

2. How far did (the head of the family)
go in school?

Some grammar school, but didn't fin-
ish. 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 48-3

3. A. In what country was (the head of
the family) born?

4. About how long have you been living
at this address?

Under three months • • • • • • • • • 53-3
Three months up to 6 months. • • •• 4
Six months up to 9 months. • • • •• 5
Nine months up to 1 year • • • • •• 6
one year up to 5 years • • • • • •• 7
Five years up to 10 years. • • • •• 8
Ten years and over • • • • • • • •• 9

6. How many rooms do you have here?
One. • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • 55-5*
Two. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 6 1-----------------------
Three. • • • • • • • •. . • . • • •• 7 12. SIGNATURE OF INTERVIEWER
Four • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 8
Five and over. • • • • • • • . • •• 9

*A. (IF "ONE ROOM") Do you have your
own cooking facilities?

Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 56-X
No. • • • • • • • 0 • • • • •• y



c. Questionnaire for Test Families
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Appointment or when usually home.~: ___

15-

14-

13-

46-

16-18

19-21

22-24

25-27

28-30

31-33

34-36

37-39

40-42

43-45

Sample # 5

Segment # 6-8

Applic. # 9-12

FOR OFFICE USE~
00 NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

Male Female Total

Total. · · · · ·
Children · · · ·
Adults · · · · ·
Under 5. · · · ·
5-9. . · · · ·
10-19. · · · · · .-

20-34. · · · ·
35-49. · · · · ·
50-64. · · · · ·
65 plus. · · · ·

Age

Age ..IR

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
4901 South Ellis Avenue

Chicago 15, Illinois

Sex:
Mor F

Sex:
M or FRelation to Head

Relation to Head

I. Would you please tell me how many adults,
20 years of age or over, live in this
household? (LIST AGE, SEX AND RELATION TO
FAMILY HEAD FOR EACH ADULT.)

II. Are there any children or persons under
twenty years of age living here with you?
(LIST SAME DATA FOR~ SUB-ADULT. )

Address of DU:"---------'-------r======================----

Name:,_-.,.- _

Case #T _

Face Sheet
Survey 299
March, 1951

Call Date Time, inc. Interviewer Result RemarksA.M. or P.M.

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th



NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
4901 South Ellis Avenue

Chicago 15, Illinois

What is your favorite way of spending
an evening?

11-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y
R

• l2-h
2
3

• 14-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y
R

• • • 10-1
2*
3

• • • 13-1
2
3

(Final)
Survey 299A

.April, 1951

Yes. • • • •
No • • • • • •
Don't know ••

What are some of the things that
(ther) now enjoy doing,that (they)
didn t use to enjoy before the
phonevision test? (Any others?)

Reading. • • • • • • • •
Listening to the radio •
Watching television. •
Going to the movies. • •
Going to a stage play.
Playing cards·, games ••
Visiting with friends.
Taking part in sports. •
Going to sports events •
Dancing, nightclubbing ••••••
"Homemaking" activities.
Other (SPECIFY BELOW) ••
Don't know • • • • • • • •

Same things.
Other things •
Don't know.

Reading. . . . . . . .
Listening to the radio
Watching television. •
Going to the movies. • • • • • • •
Going to a stage play••
Playing cards, games ••
Visiting with friends.
Taking part in sports.
Going to sports events
Dancing, nightclubbing •
"Homemaking" activities.
Other (SPECIFY BELOW) ••
Don't know • • • • • • • •

"YES"! ASK A AND B.
A.

B.

*A. (IF "OTHER THINGS")? What are
some of the th1ngs (they) would
rather do? (Any others?)

dF

Are there any things that anyone in your
family--including yourself--now enjoys
doin~ in their free time, that they
didn t use to care for, before the
phonevision test?

(IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) How about (the
children)? Do (they) usually enjoy
doing the same things the grown-ups do
or are there other things that they
would rather do?

5.

4.
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9-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y
R

Reading. • • • • • . • • 6-1
Listening to the radio 2
Watching television. • 3
Going to the movies. • • 4
Going to a stage play. 5
Playing cards, games • 6
Visiting with friends. 7
Taking part in sports. 8
Going to sports events 9
Dancing, nightclubbing • 0
"Homemaking" activi ties. • X
Other (SPECIFY BELOW). • Y
Don't know. • • • • • • R

What are some of the other things you
enjoy doing when you have the free
time? (Any others?)

Reading. • • • • • • • 7-1
Listening to the radio • 2
Watching television. • 3
Going to the movies. • • 4
Going to a stage play. • 5
Playing cards, games • 6
Visiting with friends. 7
Taking part in sports. 8
Going to sports events 9
Dancing, nightclubbing • 0
"Homemaking" activi ties. • X
Other (SPECIFY BELOW). • Y
Don't know. • • • • • • • R

How about (the other adults, 20 and
over, in your household)? Would you
say that, in general, (they) enjoy
doing the same things that you do, or
are there other things that (they)
would rather do?

Same things. •
Other things
Don't know.

*A. (IF "OTHER THINGS") What are
some of the things (they) would
rather do? (Any others?)

Reading. • • • • • • •
Listening to the radio
Watching television. • •
Going to the movies ••••
Going to a stage play.
Playing cards, games •
Visiting with friends. •
Taking part in sports. •
Going to sports events •
Dancing, nightclubbing
"Homemaking" activities.
Other (SPECIFY BELOW) ••
Don't know •••••••

2.

3.

1.
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• 23-1
2
3
4
5
6

• 25-1
2
3
4
5
6

•• 26-1
2
3
4
5
6

(IF "MORE OFTEN". "LESS OFTEN", OR
"SOME ONE, SOME ANOTHER") About
how often did the children go to
the movies, during the phonevi­
sion test?

Twice a week or more · . . . · 22-1
Once a week. · · 2
Two or 3 times a month 3
Once a month · · · · · 4
Less than once a month 5
Never. . . · · · .' 6

More often · · · · · · 24-h
Less· often · · · · · · 2*
Same . . . · · · · · · · 3
Some one, some another 4*
Don't know · · · · · · 5

Twice a week or more • •
Once a week. • • • • •
Two or 3 times a month
Once a month • . • • •
Less than once a month
Never. • • • • • • • •

Twice a week or more
Once a week. • •
Two or 3 times a month
Once a month • • • • •
Less than once a month
Never. • • •

Twice a week or more • •
Once a week. • • • • •
Two or 3 times a month
Once a month • • • • • •
Less than once a month • •
Never. . . . . . . . •

~.

More often
Less often ••
Same • • • . •
Some one, some another
Don't know ••••••

(IF "MORE OFTEN", "LESS OFTEN", OR
"SOME ONE, SOME ANOTHER") About
how often d1d the adults go.to
the movies, during the phonevi­
sion test?

Survey 299A-2

10. During the phonevision test, did the
adults (20 and over) 1n your family-­
inclUding yourself--go to the movies
more often, or less often, than they
usually did before the test?

11. About how often do the adults usually
go to the movies?

12. (IF ANYCBILDREN 5-19) During the phone­
vision test, did the children in your
family'go to the movies more often, or
less often, than they usually did be­
fore the test?

17-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y
R

19-1
2
3
4

• 18-1
2
3

20 and
Would
would

•• 16-1
• • • •• 2

3

•• l5-h
• • • • 2

• • • • • 3

"YES", ASK A AND B.

Yes. • • • •

Respondent • • • •
Other adult(s) •••
Child (ren) • • • ••

Reading. • • • • • • • •
Listening to the radio
Watching television. •
Going to the movies. •
Going to a stage play. • •
Playing cards, games •
Visiting with friends ••
Taking part in sports.
Going to sports events •
Dancing, nightclubbing •
"Bomemaking" activities••
Other (SPECIFY BELOW) ••
Don't know • • • • • • • •

No • • •.• • •
Don't know •••

A.

B. What are some of the things that
(they) used to enjoy doing before
the phonevision test, that (they)
don't enjoy any more? (Any others?)

Rather stay home •
Rather go out. •
Don't know •••

dF

How about (the other adults,
over, in your household)?
(they) rather stay home, or
(they) rather go out somewhere?

Rather stay home'. • • •
Rather go out. • • • • •
Some one, some the other
Don't know ••••

8.

7. In general, when you ~ave a free eve­
ning, would you rather stay home, or
would you rather go out somewhere?

6. Are there any things that anyone in your
family~-including yourself--used to
enjoy doing in their free time, before
the phonevision test, that they don't
care for any more?

------------------------------------------~13. (IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) About how often
9. Did the adults in your family--includ- do the children usually go to the

ing yourself--feel the same way about movies?
staying home or going out, before the
phonevision test, as they do now, or
have any of them changed?

All adults feel same • • •• •• 20-1
All adults changed • • • • 2
Some same, some changed. 3
Don't know. • • • • • • • 4



18. And (the other adults)? Which would
they rather have done before the
phonevision test--gone to a movie, or
watched a television program?

35-1
2
3

... 33-h
2*
3
4

· • • • 36-1
2
3
4
5

· .•• 38-h
• • •• 2*

. . • . •• 3

the other • • • •

(IF "LIKED" OR "DISLlKED")-­
Would you say that, before the
phonevision test, you liked
(disliked) television very much,
or a good deal, or only a lit­
tle?

Very much. • • • • • • • • • • •
A good deal ••••
Only a little.

More. ••••
Less •
Same •••
Don't know •••••••••••

More • • • • •
Less • • • •
Same •• ••
Some one, some
Don't know ••

Like • • • • • • • •
Dislike. •••••
Don't know •••

More • • • • • • •• ••••• 37-1
Less • • • • • •• •••••• 2
Same • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 3
Some one, some the other • • •• 4
Don't know • • • • • • • • • •• 5

20. Now that you've seen phonevision, do
you like regular television more, or
less, than you did before the test?

(IF "LIKE" OR "DISLIKE") Would
you say that you now lIke (dis­
like) television very much, or
a good deal, or only a little?

Very much. • • • • • • • • • • • 39-1
A good deal. • • • • • • • • •• 2
Onlr a little. • • • • • • • •• 3
Don t know • • • • • • • • • •• 4

Survey 299A-3

Liked. • • • • • • • • • •
Disliked • • • • • •
Don't know • • • • • • • • •

(IF "MORE" OR "LESS") On the
w7h~0'1'e~,~~b~e'f~0~r~e~t~h~e~~phonevision

test, did you like or dislike
television?

21. How about (the other adults in your
household)? Do (they) like regular
television more, or less, now, than
(they) did before the phonevision
test?

22. (IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) And (the chil­
dren)? Do they like regular televi­
sion more, or less, now, than they
did before the phonevision test?

23. On the whol~ do you lik~ or dislike,
television, now?

248

27-1
2
3
4

• • • 30-1
2
3
4

• • • • 28-1
2
3
4
5

• • • • 31-1
2
3
4
5

a movie ••
television.
like either ••••••
know••••

Go to
Watch
Don't
Don't

Go to a movie • • • • • • • • • • 29-1
Watch television. • ••••• 2
Some one, some the other. • • • 3
Don't like either. • • • •• • 4
Don't know. • • • • • • • • • •• 5

Go to a movie •• •••
Watch television.. ••••••
Some one, some the other. • • • •
Don't like either ••••••••
Don't know. • •• • ••••

Gone to a movie • • • • • • • • • 32-1
Watched television. • • • • • •• 2
Some one, some the other. • • •• 3
Didn't like either. • • • • • •• 4
Don't know. • • • • • • • • • • 5

Gone to a movie • •
Watched television. • • • • • • •
Didn't like either••••••••
Don't know•••••••••

Gone to a movie • • • • •
Watched television. • • •
Some one, some the other•••••
Didn't like either••••.
Don't know. • • • • • • • • • • •

Before you took part in the phonevi­
sion test, which would you rather have
done--gone to a movie, or watched a
television program?

How about (the other adults, 20 and
over, in your household)? Which would
(they) rather do--go to a movie, or
watch a television program?

(IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) And (the chil­
dren)? Which would (they) rather do
-~go to a movie, or watch a television
program?

(IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) And (the chil­
dren)? Which would (they) rather
have done before the phonevision test
--gone to a movie or watched a tele­
vision program?

14. Speaking for yourself, which would
you rather do--go to a movi~ or watch
a television program?

15.

16.

17.

19.



Survey 299A-4

24. What is there about television that you like? (What else?)

40-

25. What is there about television that you dislike? (What else?)

41-

26. Do you think you would like television any better if certain changes were made? (What
changes?) (Any others?)

42-

27. What are some of the (other) kinds of television programs you especially like? (Any
others?)

43-

44-

249



28. What are some of the (other) kinds of television programs you especially dislike? (Any
others?)

29. Are there any (other) kinds of programs you would like to have more of on television?
(What kinds?) (Any others?)

50-4
5
6
7
8

48-

49-4
5
6
7
8

5l-X*
y**

52-4
5
6
7
8
9
o

53-6
7
8
9
o
X
y

about

. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
don't.•

same way you doDo (they) feel the
than you do?

Feel the same. •
Like more than R
Like less than R
Some agree, some
Don't know •••

ASK NON-OWNERS ONLY

Before the phonevision test, about
how often did (the other adults, 20
and over, in your household) see
television?

Every day. •
Two to 6 times a week. • •
Once a week. • • • • •
Two to 3 times a month
Once a month • • • • •
Less than once a month ••••
Never.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Before the phonevision test. about
how often did you see television?

Every day. • • • • • •
Two to 6 times a week.
Once a week. • • • • •
Two to 3 times a month
Once a month • • • • •
Less than once a month
Never. • • • • • • • • •

33.

34.
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52-4
5
6*
7*
8*
9*
o
X
y

53-6
7
8

over, in your household) feel the same way you do
it more, or less, than you do?

Feel the same. • •
Like more than R •
Like less than R •
Some agree, some don't
Don't know. • •••

ASK TELEVISION OWNERS ONLY

Less than one month • • • • •
Once a month up to 6 months •
Six months up to 9 months • •
Nine months up to 10 months •
Ten months up to 11 months. • • •
Eleven months up to 1 year.
One year up to 18 months.
18 months up to 2 years •
Two years and over. • • • •

Before. • • • •
After • • • • •
Don't remember.

~. (IF SIX MONTHS TO ONE YEAR)
Did you get your television set
before or after you applied to
take part in the phonevision test?

46-

dF "YES, OWN TELEVISION", ASK LEFT-HAND COLUMN OF THIS PAGE.

*dF "NO, DON'T OWN TELEVISION", ASK RIGHT-HAND COLlIMN' OF THIS PAGE.

45-

Survey 299A-5

47-

About how long have you had your
television set?

Do (the other adults, 20 and
televis~on, or do (they) like

(IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) How about (the children)?
about television, or do they like it more, or less,

31.

30.

33.

32. Do you have a television set in your home, besides the phonevision test set?

Yes. • • •
No • • • •



35. On an average weekday before the phone­
vision test, about how many hours was
your television set on••••

11-1
2
3

12-1
2
3

Every day. . · · · · 6-6
Two to 6 times a week. 7
Once a week. · · · · 8
Two to 3 times a month 9
Once a month · · · · · 0
Less than once a month . X
Never. . . . · · · y

Yes.••
No • • •
Not sure

Yes, would like.
No, would not.
Not sure •.••

_____hours 9-

Survey 299A-6

C. In the evening-­
after 6 P.M.?

B. In the afternoon-­
from noon to 6 P.M.?

hours 8-----

hours 7------

A. In the morning-­
from 6 A.M. to noon?

10-

ASK NON-OWNERS ONLY

(IF ANY CHILDREN 5-19) Before the
honevision test about how often

did the children) see television?

How do you feel about it now--would
you and your family like to have
your own television set or not?

35.

36. On an average weekday during the
~honevision test, about how many
~ours was your television set used
for watching regular television ••••

38.

37. Before the phonevision test, did you
and your family want a television
set?
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14-

15-9
o
X
Y

____hours 9-

ASK TELEVISION OWNERS ONLY

10-

(2) In the afternoon-­
from noon to 6 P.M.?

____hours 7-

___~hours 8-

(3) In the evening-­
after 6 P.M.?

During the phonevision test, did your
family watch regular television more
often, or less often, than you did
before the test?

More often•••
Less often•••
About the same.
Don't know.••

*A. (IF "MORE OFTEN" OR "LESS OFTEN")
On an average weekday during the
phonevision test, about how many
hours was your television set
used for watching regular tele­
vision••••
(1) In the morning-­

from 6 A.M. to noon?

___~hours 11-

______hours 12-

C. In the evening-­
after 6 P.M.?

_____~hours 13-

B. In the afternoon-­
from noon to 6 P.M.?

A. In the morning-­
from 6 A.M. to noon?

Now· that the phonevision test is over,
does your family watch regular tele­
vision more often, or less often,
than they did before the test?

More often.
Less often••
Same.
Don't know.

34.

36.



l7-R#
1

16-4
5
6
7
8
9
o
X
Y

14-h**
2**
3***
4**

• 13-h
2**

Yes
No.

Less than one month . • • •
One month up to 3 months ••
Three months up to 6 months
Six months up to 9 months
Nine months up to 1 year ••
One year up to 2 years.
Two years up to 5 years
Five years and over . . •
Don't know••••••••

Yes, will get • • •
No, will not get ••
Depends (SPECIFY ON WHAT)
Don't know•••.•••••

Will get. • • . • • • •
Will not get •.•••••
Depends (SPECIFY ON WHAT)
Not sure yet. . • • • • • •

C. About how long do you think it
will be before you get a tele­
vision set?

D. Do you have any idea what kind
of set you'll get when yoUidO
buy?

Yes • • . • • . . •• .•••
No. • . • . • • • ., ••••

# (1) (IF "YES" TO D) What kind
of set <b you have in mind?
(Anything else you've de­
cided about the set you'll
get?)

*A. (IF" YES" ) Have you made up
your minds yet whether you will
get a television set or not?
(What did you decide?)

Survey 299A-7

*~. (IF "NO" TO Q.39, OR "WILL NOT
GET" OR "NOT SURE YET" TO Q.
~ Do you think you ever
will get a television set?)

**dF "WILL GET" OR "DEPENDS" TO Q.
39 A OR B, ASK C AND D.

ASK NON-OWNERS ONLY

39. Have you and your family thought at
all about getting a television set?

252

20-4
5
6
7
8

18-X
Y

17-

SKIP TO QUESTION 41.

More.
Fewer
Same.
Don't know••

~. (IF "MORE", "FEWER", OR "SAME")
How certain are you that you
would have bought more (fewer)
(about as many) phonevision pro­
grams?

Very certain. . • •
Pretty certain. • •
Not so certain. • •
Not certain at all .•
Don't know•..••

B. Did it ever happen that part of
the family saw a phonevision
movie on one set, while the rest
of the family watched some other
program on the other set?

Yes
No. . •

Both..
One ••

If you had had only the phonevision
test television set in your home dur­
ing the test, do you think your family
would have bought about the same num­
ber of phonevision programs as you
did, or do you think you might have
bought more programs or fewer pro­
grams?

dF "BOTH", ASK A AND B.
A. How did you happen to use both

of them? (Did you have any other
reasons for using both?)

38.

ASK TELEVISION OWNERS ONLY

37. During the phonevision test, did your
family use both teleVIsIon sets in
your home, or did you only use one of
them?



ASK NON-OWNERS ONLY

19-0*
X
Y

20-4
5
6
7
8

20-R

21-

22-

expected.

As good as expected.
Didn't like as well.
Liked it better than
Don't know • • • • •

40. If you hadn't been taking part in l8-R
the phonevision test, do you think
you would have gotten your own tele­
vision set by now, or not?
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Survey 299A-8

Would have gotten
Would not.
Don't know

ASK EVERYONE

Very sure••
Pretty sure.
Not so sure.
Not sure at all.
Don't know •••

*A. (IF "WOULD HAVE GOTTEN") How
sure are you that you would have
gotten your own television set
by now?

A. What were your reasons for applying to take part in the test, as far as you remember?
(What other reasons did you have?)

B. When you first applied for the test, what did you expect phonevision wouid be like?
(What else did you expect?)

*IF "AS GOOD AS EXPECTED" OR "LIKED IT BETTER", ASK B ON NEXT PAGE FIRST THEN ASK A.

**IF "DIDN"T LIKE AS WELL", ASK A AND B ON NEXT PAGE, IN THAT ORDER.

41. Do you happen to remember now what you thought about the phonevision test, when you
first heard about it? I mean •.••

42. Did phonevision turn out to be as good as your family expected it to be, or didn't you
like it as well as you thought you would?



25-

24-

79-M
I

80-9
o
X
y

Yes.
No

More
Fewer. • •
Same • • • •
Don't know
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B. If all the movies shown on phonevision had been movies that no one in your family
had seen before, do you think your family would have bought about the same number
of phonevision programs as you did, or do you think you might have bought more pro­
grams, or fewer programs?

*A. (IF "WOULD NOT" OR "NOT SURE") What would keep you from wanting to take part in the
test? (What else?)

Survey 299A-9

B. What did you like (Was there anything you liked) about phonevision? (What else did
you like?)

A. What was (Was there anything) disappointing about phonevision? (What else was dis­
appointing?)

*IF "YES", ASK A AND B.
A. About how many of the movies shown on phonevision had someone in your family seen

before?

42. (CONTINUED)

43. Knowing what you do about it now, if your family were just deciding now whether to take
part in the phonevision test Or not, what do you think you would decide to do?

Would take part.
Would not ••
Not sure • •

44. Were there any movies shown on phonevision that someone in your family had seen before?



46. Do you think your family actually did buy either more or fewer phonevision programs than
you really wanted to?

28-7*
8
9

29-

32-0
X
Y

31-

35-

34-6
7
8
9
o

• 36-0
X
Y

Survey 299A-lO

television pro-

were programs that
would you favor or
to pay to see, if

you had to buy phonevi-

Yes, more ••
Yes, fewer
No • • •
Not sure ••

Favor ••
Oppose ••
Don't know.
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phonevision programs than you really wanted to all through
beginning of test, or what?

All through. . • • •
Only at beginning. •
Other (SPECIFY AT SIDE).

(What else caused you to buy more (fewer) programs than you

Very strongly••
Pretty strongly.
Not so strongly.
Not strongly at all.
Don't know • • • • • •

for favoring (opposing) the idea of charging people to see some
(What other reasons do you have?)

What are your reasons
television programs?

Did you buy more (fewer)
the test, or only at the

Suppose the television programs that people were charged to see
wouldn't be on television at all, otherwise •••• In that case,
oppose having some television programs which people would have
they wanted to see them?

B.

B.

C.

During the phonevision test, did you ever get any feeling that
sion programs, when you didn't particularly want to?

Yes. • •
No • • •
Not sure

~. (IF "YES") What gave you that feeling? (What else?)

*IF "YES", ASK A AND B.
A. How did that happen?

really wanted to?

*IF "GOOD IDEA" I ASK A AND B.
**IF "BAD IDEA", ASK A, B, AND C.

A. How strongly do you favor (oppose) the idea of charging people to see some television
programs?

45.

46X. In general, do you think it is a good idea, or a bad idea, to have some
grams that people have to pay to see, if they want to see them?

Good idea.
Bad idea ••
Don't know



49. Now, suppose your family had a television set that could get the phonevision programs •••.
Which do you think you would do:

Survey 299A-ll

9

9

9

9

37-5*
6
7

39-8
9
o
X
y

38-

42-8
9
o
X
y

41-

8

8

8

8

Neither D. K.

7

7

7

7
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See PV Other
Movie Choice

A. IF there were two movies you wanted to see being shown-­
one on phonevision and the other at a regular movie
theater? (Would you stay home and see the phonevision
movie or go to the movie theater?) • • • • • • • • • •• 43-6

B. IF a movie you wanted to see was being shown on phonevi­
sion at the same time as your favorite radio program?
(Would you see the phonevision movie or listen to the
radio program?). • . • . • • • • • • . • • . • . • • •• 44-6

B. How sure do you feel that your family actually would take this many movies?
Very sure. . • .
Pretty sure. • •
Not so sure. • •
Not sure at all.
Don't know .

B. How sure do you feel that your family actually would take this many movies?
Very sure. • • •
Pretty sure. . •
Not so sure. . •
Not sure at all.
Don't know

As you know, during the phonevision tes~, they were showing movies that were a couple
of years old, but which had never been seen on television before •••• lf phonevision were
available now, and they were showing only movies that were one or two years old, do you
think your family would pay to see some of these movies on television (assuming you had
a television set that could get the phonevision programs), at a dollar per picture?

Yes, would pay
No, would not.
Not sure

Suppose they were showing only ~ movies on phonevision•••. Do you think your family
would pay to see some of these movies on television, at a dollar per picture?

Yes, would pay
No, would not.
Not sure

C. IF a movie you wanted to see was being shown on phonevi­
sion at the same time as your favorite regular televi­
sion program? (Would you see the phonevision movie or
watch the regular television program?). •••• 45-6

D. IF the movie being shown on phonevision sounded all
right to you, and there was nothing on regular televi­
sion that you particularly wanted to see? (Would you
see the phonevision movie or watch regular television?). 46-6

dF "YES", ASK A AND B.
A. If these were the only programs on phonevision, about how many pictures a month do

you think your family would take at one dollar per picture? (Just your guess •••. )

dF "YES", ASK A AND B.
A. If these were the only programs on phonevision, about how many pictures a month do

you think your family would take at one dollar per picture? (Just your guess •••• )

48.

47.
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50. If phonevision were available now, and they were showing only sports events that
weren't on television anywhere else, do you think your family would pay to see some of.
these sports events on television, at a dollar per program? .

50-8
9
o
X
y

54-8
9
o
X
y

48-

53-

52-

49-

(Any

. . . .

Yes, would pay
No, would not.
Not sure

Very sure•...
Pretty sure. . •
Not so sure. • •
Not sure at all.
Don't know ••.

Yes. • ". . •
No • . . •
Don't know
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B. If these were the only programs on phonevision, about how many of these sports pro­
grams a month do you think your family would take, at one dollar per program? (Just
your guess .•.• )

Very sure. • • •
Pretty sure. • •
Not so sure. • •
Not sure at all.
Don't know •.•

B. If these were the only programs on phonevision, about how many of these programs a
month do you think your family would take, at one dollar per program? (Just your
guess •••• )

C. How sure do you feel that your family actually would take this many sports pro­
grams?

C. How sure do you feel that your family actually would take this many of these pro­
grams?

*IF "YES", ASK A, B, AND C.
A. Which sports events would your family be interested in seeing on phonevision?

others?)

*IF "YES", ASK A, B, AND C.
A. What other kinds of programs would your family like to have on phonevision? (Any

others?)

51. Are there any other kinds of programs (besides movies and sports events) that your
family would be interested in seeing on phonevision--that is, programs that you would
be willing to pay to see?
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55-5*
6
7

56-

58-

• 59-0*
X
Y

Yes, more interested •
No, no difference. •
Don't know ••.

*A. (IF "SHOULD BE MORE", "SHOULD BE LESS", OR "DEPENDS ON THE PROGRAM") About what
should the charge per program be?

About right.
Should be more
Should be less
Depends on the program
Don't know ••

Would want ••
Would not want
Not sure • • •

*A. (IF "WOULD WANT") Suppose all the different kinds of programs that you are inter­
ested in having were on phonevision •••• About how many programs of all kinds a month
do you think your family would take, at one dollar per program? (Just your
guess •••• )
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~. (IF "YES, MORE INTERESTED") If phonevision were available right now, about how
long do you think it would be before you got a television set?

Less than one month. • 60-4
One month up to 3 months • . • 5
Three months up to 6 months. 6
Six months up to 9 months. • 7
Nine months up to I year • 8
One year up to 2 years • 9
Two years up to 5 years. 0
Five years and over. • • X
Don't know • • • . • • • y

52. All in all, if phonevision were on the market today (and you had a television set), do
you think you would have your television set connected up with it, so you could some­
times see some of these progranls at a dollar per program, or wouldn't you want your set
connected up with phonevision?

53. Do you think a dollar per program is about the right charge for a family to pay for a
phonevision program, or should the charge be more, or less?

54. (IF NO TELEVISION SET AND SOME INTEREST IN PBONEVISION) If phonevision were available,
do you think that you would be any more interested in getting a television set than you
are now?



FACTUAL DATA

Survey 299A-14

73-8
9
o
X
y

76-

• 72-6
7
8
9
o
X
y

• 75-0
X
Y

Under $2,500 a year •• , •• 71-7
$2,500 to $4,999. • • • • • •• 8
$5,000 to $7,499. • • • • • •• 9
$7,500 to $10,000 • • • • • •• 0
$10,000 and over. • • • • • •• X
Refused • • • • • • • • • • •• y

White • • • • • • • • • •• • •• 74-0
Negro • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 'X
Other n6n-white • • • • • • • • •• y

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

One-party line. • • • • • • •
Two-party line. • • • • • • •
Three-party line. • • • • • • • • •
Four or more party line • • • •
Hotel switchboard ••••
Other (SPECIFY BELOW) • • • • • • •
Don't know. . • . . • . . . . .

Single-family house • • • • • • • •
Two-family house; • • • • • • • • •
Apt. in bldg. with 3 or more apts •
Hote1 •• ••••••••••••
Other (SPECIFY BELOW) • • • • • • •

What type of telephone service do you
have?

TIME OF INTERVIEW
Before 12 noon. •
Noon to 6 P.M • •
After 6 P.M • • •

RACE OF HOUSEHOLD

DATE OF INTERVIEW

77-78-

7. Would you tell me in which one of
these general groups your total yearly
family income falls--before taxes?
(BAND RESPONDENT CARD) (We need this
information just to make sure that we
are getting a good sample.)

8.

9. TYPE OF DWELLING UNIT

n.

12.

13. SIGNATURE OF INTERVIEWER

10.
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68-X
Y

65-66-

63-64-

• • 70-X
• •• y

Yes. • • • • • • • • • • • •
No • • • • • • • • • •

In what country was the father of
(the head of the family) born?

Own. •
Rent •

B.

Industry: 61-

Job:----------------

*A. (IF "ONE ROOM") Do you have your
own cooking facilities?

Under three months • • • • • • • • • 67-4
Three months up to 6 months. • • •• 5
Six months up to 9 months. • • • •• 6
Nine months up to 1 year • • • • • 7
One year up to 5 years • • • • • •• 8
Five years up to 10 years. • • • •• 9
Ten years and over • •• ••••• 0

One. • • • • •• ••• ••••• 69-8*
Two. • • • • • • • • • •• ••• 9
Th.ree. . • . • . . . . • • . . . •. 0
Four • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• X
Five and over. • • • • • '. • • • • y

1. What kind of work does (the head of
the family) do?

2. Bow far did (the head of the family)
go in school?

Some grammar school, but didn't fin-
ish. •••••••.••• •• 62-4

Graduated from grammar school. • •• 5
Some high school, but less than four

years. • • • • • • • • •• ••• 6
Completed four year~ of high school. 7
Some college, but less than four

years. • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 8
Graduated from four-year college •• 9
Post-graduate work in university.. 0

3. A. In what country was (the head of
the family) born?

5. Does your family own or rent your
home?

4. About how long have you been living
at this address?

6~ Bow many rooms do you have here?



D. Instructions for the Survey
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THE SAMPLES USED

March, 1951

ABOUT THIS SURVEY

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
4901 South Ellis Avenue

Chicago 15, Illinois

A small list sample of families in Lakeview-Lincoln who originally applied to
take part in the test, but did not complete their applications.

A small list sample of families in Lakeview-Lincoln who applied to take part
in the test, but were not chosen for the test.

Area sample of the Lakeview-Lincoln district.

The three hundred Phonevision test families.

White:

Green:

Blue:

Pink:

PROCEDURE FOR ARRANGING AN INTERVIEW

Yellow: Area sample of the city, excluding Lakeview-Lincoln, the area in which the
Phonevision test is being conducted.

Follow these instructions carefully:

SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A

This survey is being conducted in connection with the Zenith Phonevision test in order
to determine city-wide interest in Phonevision and the likelihood that people would sub­
scribe to Phonevision if it were offered commercially. The approach used is to ascer­
tain people's recreational and leisure-time interests, their interest in movies and
television, and their information about and reactions to Phonevision. All of this in­
formation, when combined and compared with similar information about the families taking
part in the test, will be used as a basis for projecting the expenditures for Phonevision
actually made by the test families to the ~ity as a whole.

Five separate samples are included in the survey. These may be identified by the
color of the "Face Sheet" preceding the questionnaire:

1. GO TO THE SPECIFIED DWELLING UNIT. Each of your interview forms is preceded by a
"Face Sheet", which gives an address and a description of a dwelling unit at that
address. (On white, green and blue Face Sheets, the name of the family also ap­
pears.) In occasional in~tances, where there was no numerical street address, a
description of the location of the dwelling unit has been provided.

If you are not familiar with this general location, look up the address on the large
office map. Once you know the location of the dwelling units assigned to you visit
each one. Be sure to call at the exact dwelling units prescribed on your Face
Sheets. Where you are given a description rather than a numerical address, be ab­
solutely sure that you have the correct apartment or house.

With yellow and pink Face Sheets, the prescribed dwelling unit is the one which be­
longs in the sample, in all cases, and you are NEVER permitted to make any substitu­
tion for a prescribed dwelling unit.

The same questionnaire (Survey 299) is used with the first four samples; a special
questionnaire (Survey 299A) has been prepared for the test families.



SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A--p. 2.

With white, green and blue Face Sheets, the family named is the one which belongs in
the sample. If they no longer live at the address shown on the Face Sheet, they
should be followed to their new address. With these three samples, NEVER interview
anyone but the family named on the Face Sheet.

IN CASE OF ANY DIFFICULTIES IN IDENTIFYING PARTICULAR DWELLING UNITS, OR TRACING
FAMILIES TO THEIR NEW ADDRESSES, CONSULT YOUR SUPERVISOR.

2. INTRODUCE YOURSELF AS BRIEFLY AS POSSIBLE TO ANYONE WHO COMES TO THE DOOR. As an
opening, you might say: "Good Evening, I'm working on an opinion survey. Would you
kindly tell me how many adults, 20 years of age or over, live in this household?"

Most informants will be satisfied with this explanation, but, if an occasional per­
son should wonder why you want this informa~ion, you can explain that it is needed
in order to do an accurate survey of public opinion. You might say: "For this sur­
vey, 3000 homes have been scientifically selected to represent all the people in
Chicago. From the people living in these homes, we pick certain ones, just by
chance. So, in your home, from all the people 20 and over, I'll pick one, and he or
she will have a chance to express his opinions on 'some questions."

If no one is home at the time of your first call, you will have to call back at the
dwelling unit at another time to get this basic enumeration of the household. Ask a
neighbor when this family is likely to be at home, in order to determine the best
time to make your next call.

3. ENUMERATE THE ENTIRE HOUSEHOLD. Questions I and lIon the Face Sheet are the first
things you ask. You need this information in order to determine whom to interview,
and we need the information in order to know the type and size of family, etc.

Make clear to your informants that all adults living in the dwelling unit are to be
included. You will, therefore, include maids and other employees who sleep in, and
you will also include roomers. But exclude guests who maintain homes elsewhere. Do
not count as a family member anyone who is away at school, in the Army, hospitalized,
or on a trip for a month or more. Be sure not to overlook the person you are talk­
ing to.

After you have determined how many adults live there, you must ask the age, sex and
relation to the head of the family of each one. List the adults and the required
information about them in the table provided under Question I. You can list them in
the order mentioned, or in any order you want. Space has been provided to list six
adults in the household. You will rarely find households with more adult members
than this, but, if you do, note "MORE" at the bottom of the table, and list the re­
maining adults on the back of the face sheet.

Then list the 5ub-adults--those under 20--in the same way in the second table. Be
sure your informant remembers that infants should be counted too. Then, ask the
age, sex and relation to the head of the, family for each one, and list the sub­
adults and the required information about them in the table under Question II.
Again, should there be more than six sub-adUlts, write "MORE" at the bottom of the
table, and list the remaining sub-adults on the back of the Face Sheet.

Make a real effort to remember the family composition you learn from this listing.
You will find that many questions in the questionnaire will be easier to ask if you
can remember how many adults and children there are in the household, and how they
are related to your respondent.
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If no married couple lives in the household, you may find:

Here are some rules to guide you in the more complex situations:

their
or a

265

Other combinations of married couples--for instance, two brothers and
wives living together; two friends and their wives living together;

For all interviews with odd case numbers (case numbers ending I, 3, 5, 7 and 9),
you interview the FEMALE head of the household.

a) One adult, with his or her servants and/or roomers, or one adult, living
alone. This adult is always the head of his or her household; servants and/or
roomers living with other people are never household heads. So you interview
this adult, regardless of sex.

b) Two or more unrelated adult equals of the same sex, i.e. several men or
several women living together. The group may regard some one of their number
as the head of the household (You can ask, "Whom do you regard as the head of
the household?"), in which case you would interview that person. If no one of
them is regarded as the head of the household, interview the oldest of them.

EXCEPTION: If there is only one head of the household, interview that person, re­
gardless of sex.

c) Two or more related adults living together--for instance, a widow and her
adult child or children; or a brother and sister; or an aunt and a niece; etc.
If adults of both sexes live in the household, and there is only one of each
sex, then you have no problem: the man is automatically the male head of the
household; and the woman, the female head. If there is more than one person
of the same sex in the household, then you will have to determine which one of
them is regarded as the head by the others. (Remember that this may be re­
garded as the equivalent of determining whose home it is. That is to say, if
it is the aunt's home, and her niece merely lives with her, then the aunt is
the head of the household.) If there is no way of deciding which person to
regard as the household head of the given sex, then interview the oldest of
the persons of that sex.

For all interviews with even case numbers (case numbers ending in 0, 2, 4, 6 and
8), you interview the MALE head of the household.

b)

If more than one married couple lives in the household, you may find:

a) Two or more married couples related in parent-child fashion. Here, it is a
question of determining "who is living with who". If it is the parent's home
and their married child and spouse live with them, the parental couple should
be regarded as the male and female head of the house. If a married couple
have their married parents living in their (the couple's) home, then it is the
younger couple who are the heads of the house.

The majority of households consist of one married couple--a man and his wife--and
their unmarried children. In a simple situation like this, you have no problem
determining whom to interview: the man is, naturally, the male head of the house­
hold and his wife is the female head.

The rule for determining who should be interviewed is relatively simple and easy to
follow. Look at the case number in the upper left-hand corner of the Face Sheet:

4. SELECT THE PERSON TO BE INTERVIEWED--YOUR RESPONDENT.

SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A--p. 3.
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A genuine visit is one that meets all of the following conditions:

determined
it is your

b) Except. in cases where calls are made at appointed times, two out of the three
calls must be made at hours when people are generally more likely to be found at
home -- that is, (1) after 6 P.M. on week days, (2) Saturday afternoons and
evenings, or (3) SUnday all day.

b) If the person who gave you the enumeration is not the designated respondent, ask
the person you are speaking to whether the designated respondent is at home.

married couple with married servants and/or roomers; etc. Again it is a matter
of determining whose home it is, or who is generally regarded as the head of
the household by the others. If this can be determined, you interview the
person of the sex prescribed by the case number from the couple regarded as
household heads. If neither couple is regarded as the household heads, select
the oldest couple as the household heads and interview the person of proper
sex from this couple.

If the person you are talking to wants to know Why you can't interview him, you
can explain that only certain people are to be interviewed and in this particu­
lar household you must interview an older woman or the youngest man, filling in
the proper words to describe the person you need.

(2) If the designated respondent is not at home, find out from the person you
are speaking to when he is most likely to be found at home; if at all pos­
sible, arrange a definite appointment through the person you are talking to
for a time that will be convenient for both you and the intended respondent.

(1) If the designated respondent is at home, you can interview him immediately
or, if necessary, arrange an appointment for a later time.

ARRANGE AN INTERVIEW WITH YOUR DESIGNATED RESPONDENT. After you have
whom you are to interview in the household (your designated respondent),
job to locate that person and conduct an interview with him or her.

a) If the person in the dwelling unit who furnished you with the enumeration is
your designated respondent, there is no problem. Merely start right in with the
interview. In a few cases, you may have to arrange an appointment for a later
time.

PLACE A CHECK IN THE LAST COLUMN ON TABLE I OPPOSITE THE LISTING OF THE PERSON YOU
SELECT AS YOUR DESIGNATED RESPONDENT.

a) No more than one visit can be made per day unless one is made during evening
hours (after 6 P.M.) and one made before. The only exception to this is in the
case where the second visit is made on the same day in daytime hours by specific
appointment. (There is a space on the face sheet for noting the best hours to
call.) Of course, if you are on the block and passing by the dwelling unit, you
should try again, but do not count this as a call, unless you actually optain
the interview then.

SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A--p. 4.

6. MAKE CALL-BACKS IN ORDER TO FIND THE DESIGNATED RESPONDENT. If you do not complete
an interview with a designated respondent on the first visit, you must return for a
second visit. If you do not complete the interview on the second visit, you must
return for a third v.isit. Unless you get an interview earlier or get very flatly
refused, three genuine visits to every selected dwelling unit must be made. There
must be no exceptions.



SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A--p. 5.

8. ENTER THE RESULTS OF YOUR VISITS ON THE FACE SHEET. There is a chart on the bottom
of the Face Sheet with space to report on six calls. For each genuine call you make,
you are to make five entries:

Go back to the

interview without a genuine effort to find
If a person is reluctant to be interviewed,
for, and each such person lost makes the
use every bit of ingenuity you possess to

up a single
respondent.
substituted
Therefore,

If he is lazy, tell him "it really wont t take very long".

Don't permit one person in a family to refuse for another one.
right person.

If he gives you an alibi, try to overcome it.

Persistence will enable you to get interviews with those who are difficult to find
at home. Remember that checking with the neighbors about the hours they keep can
save you waste calls.

If he is busy, sick or tired, be willing to return at his convenience.

If he is suspicious, explain that no names are taken.

b) The hour of the call, including whether A.M. or P.M.

c) If your first genuine visit to a dwelling unit does not result in an enumera­
tion, this still counts as a first call. The second call to obtain an enumera­
tion must follow the rules above.
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Int ••••• Interview obtained with designated respondent.

DR•••••Designatedrespondent refused to be interviewed.

SR••••• SOmeone other than designated respondent refused access to designated
respondent or refused enumeration of household.

DNAK~••••Designated respondent not at home.

NAK••••• No one at all is at home.

V••••• lo one living in this dwelling unit. (Vacant unit.)

No DU •••••No dwelling unit corresponding to Face Sheet description can be located.

SINCE YOU KNOW BEFOREHAND THAT YOUR EVEN-NUMBERED INTERVIEWS ARE GOING TO BE WITH
MEN, IT IS WISE TO MAKE FIRST CALLS ON THESE CASES AT TIMES WHEN MEN ARE USUALLY
HOME--EVENINGS AND WEEKENDS--RATHER THAN WASTING A DAY CALL.

BE PERSISTENT: Do not give
and interview each intended
remember that he cannot be
sample less representative.
get the interview.

a) The date of the call

Most people are cooperative, and the proportion who will refuse to be interviewed
will be very low if you persist.

d) The result of that call, using the following notation:

For instance:

c) Your name

7.
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If you have any "result" other than these, write it out.

original
Where you

with the dwelling units assigned to you, determine the
it on your Face Sheet. (This, of course, applies only
and the yellow Face Sheets--where no names have been

e) Except where an interview was obtained, use the "Remarks" space to give all the
information that will be helpful to you or someone else in making later calls.
This will include appointment times, family and neighbors' reports of what times
the person can usually be found at home, ~hat people said and how they -acted
when they refused; etc. Report this as fully as you can, because the interviews
will have to be reassigned in so~e cases to interviewers who did not make the
earlier calls, and they will need all the information you can give them.

ONE SPECIAL POINT

YOU MAY DISCOVER ERRORS IN THE ORIGINAL LISTING. The person who did the
listing of dwelling units may have occasionally made an error in listing.
can find no such address and apartment, notify your supervisor.

The lister may also have listed a certain place as one dwelling unit and when you
actually knock on the door, you may find that in actuality there are two or more
separate dwelling units at that particular address. This may happen, for example,
if the lister failed to see that a one-family house or apartment had been subdivided.
You may learn upon ringing that particular bell that there is another apartment in
the back, upstairs, in the basement or in the backyard.

In such cases, your sample dwelling unit should be the UNIT WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN
LISTED FIRST if all the units had been listed. This means the unit on the lowest
floor, and, if there are several of these, the unit on the right as you face the
building, and, if there are several of these, the frontmost unit. Proceed with this
unit exactly as you do with any other unit in the sample.

NOTIFY YOUR SUPERVISOR OF THE ADDITIONAL UNITS YOU DISCOVERED, so that these may be
added to the lists for completeness and sampled in the correct proportion.

Sometime during your contacts
name of the household and enter
to the general samples--the pink
given you.)

If people want to know why you have to get names, be sure to assure them that every­
thing they say is kept strictly confidential. You can say that sometimes people are
called on again by your supervisor to make sure that the interviewer did a good job, and
the names are needed in order to locate them. Don't tell them that we wish to check the
files, because this may'sound too much like cheCking-up on them, and because it may bias
their answers to the questionnaire, as is explained below.

Frequently, you can just get this name off of the mail-box at your very first call,
without asking anyone in the household any questions about it. If this is impossible,
you will have to ask your respondent for it. If you think there may be any suspicion
about your asking for names, wait until after you have completed the interview; other­
wise try to get it on first call.

In entering this name on the Face Sheet, please print, and make absolutely sure that
you spell the last name correctly, and that you give first name and middle initials (of
male head of household). These names will be checked against various existing files of
people who applied to take part in the Phonevision test, or who wrote in or otherwise
inquired about Phonevision. These files are very large and are in alphabetical order.
If you make any mistakes on the name, we will never be able to locate it in the files.

9.

SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A--p. 6.



SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A--p. 7.

YOUR APPROACH TO THE INTERVIEW

As always, the less explanation you give respondents about the nature and the purpose
of the interview the better. Don't assume that the respondent needs to be sold on the
interview. Just explain that you are making a public opinion survey and ask the first
question.

Of course, if the respondent asks any questions about the survey, you will answer
them. Try not to refer to the subject of the survey unless you are specifically asked
about it. But, if you are asked, just say that it is a survey of "recreation and what
people do in their leisure time". NEVER REFER TO THE FACT THAT THE SURVEY HAS SOMETHING
TO DO WITH PHONEVISION. In a large number of cases, people would answer many of the
questions which are asked before the subject of Phonevision is introduced very differ­
ently, if they knew that we were interested in Phonevision. We do not want to bias
their responses to these earlier "questions in this way, so we ask you to avoid intro­
ducing bias by avoiding any mention of Phonevision.

If you are asked anything about who is sponsoring the survey, you can refer to the
National Opinion Research Center. The Center is a non-commercial, non-profit research
organization that does surveys on all sorts of subjects all the time. (We are affiliated
with the University of Chicago, but it is usually not a good idea to mention this when
interviewing in Chicago, since many Chicagoans do not like the University.)

THE INTERVIEW

Please follow general NORC procedures in asking questions and recording answers. That
is:

IN ASKING QUESTIONS:

1. Read each question exactly as worded on the questionnaire: Do not trust to your
memory. It is important that all respondents be asked the questions in identical
form. Experience has shown that even small, seemingly minor alterations in wording
can change the meaning of the question in the mind of the respondent.

2. Read the questions naturally: Be thoroughly familiar with the questionnaire so that
you can read each question without hesitation or stumbling. If you hesitate or"em­
phasize one word more than another you can change the meaning of a question. Occa­
sionally certain words are italicized or underscored. These words are those on
which you should place more stress when reading the question. Watch for italics or
underscoring in order to obtain a consistency in emphasis.

3. Don't attempt to explain. If the respondent does not seem to understand a question,
repeat the question slowly and clearly. Give the respondent time to consider the
meaning of the question. Do not elaborate on the wording or suggest an answer. The
best answer to a query on what the question means is, "What does it mean to you?",
followed by "How would you answer that?". NEVER EXPLAIN THE MEANING OF A QUESTION
UNLESS THE INSTRUCTIONS ON SPECIFIC QUESTIONS PERMIT YOU TO DO SO.

4. Never read the answers to the question printed in the questionnaire: These answers
are printed in the questionnaire solely to help you to classify the respondent's
answer. Do not bias his answer by suggesting any of these answers to him.

5. Ask every question: Never omit a question because you think it does not apply or
because you think it has already been answered. If the respondent claims that he
has already answered the question agree with him by saying, "Well, we more or less
covered this before, but I'd like to get your answer down here" (or "in your own
words"). Occasionally, the Instructions on Specific Questions will indicate an ex­
ception to this rule.
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6. Ask all questions in the order presented: Never change the sequence of a question.
The response to a question asked out of sequence may influence or bias answers which
appear later in the questionnaire.

7. Watch for dependent questions: Dependent questions are the type of questions which
follow specified answers to the previous question. For example, if the respondent
says "yes" to the preceding question, you may be instructed to follow this response
by asking "Why?" If the respondent answers "No", no further questioning is required.
DO NOT OMIT THE APPROPRIATE FOLLOW-UP QUESTION. DO NOT ASK THE WRONG FOLLOW-UP
QUESTION OR ASK ONE WHEN' IT IS NOT REQUIRED?

8. Use of Card Questions: On this survey "card questions" are used. This type of
question requires the interviewer to hand a card to the respondent before reading
the question. The card lists several possible answers from which the respondent is
asked to choose the one that corresponds most closely to his own opinions. Card
questions should be handled as follows:

a) After yot! hand the card to the respondent, ask the question slowly and dis­
tinctly. Be sure that the respondent understands what you are asking him to do.
If he selects more than one category, remind hi~ that you want him to select the
one which Comes closest to what he thinks.

b) Give the respondent all the time he needs to read the card. Don't hurry him.
Watch to be sure that he reads all of the alternatives. If you suspect that the
respondent does not know how to read, don't hesitate to help him by reading all
the choices slowly.

IN OBTAINING RESPONSES:

1. Be thoroughly familiar with the Instructions on Specific Questions: Be sure that
you are thoroughly familiar with the purpose of each question. If you are not
familiar with them, you will not be in a position to determine whether a reply is
adequate or not.

2. Get a specific response to each question: Be sure to get a specific response to
each question. If the questions ask whether the respondent "agrees" or disagrees"
with a statement, do not accept "yes" or "I guess that's right" as adequate answers.
You should never assume that the "yes" or "no" refers to agreement or disagreement.
Here is an example from an actual interview. Q: "Do you approve or disapprove of
the new long skirts women are wearing?" Respondent: "Well, yes, I pay some atten­
tion to changes in fashion; of course, a lot of it is awful silly and just done to
sell new clothes." This is a vague, and rambling answer, and you cannot conclude
that the respondent's first "yes" meant anything more than that he was familial," with
the general SUbject. But you still do not know whether he approves or disapproves.
So, you will have to bring him back to the subject by saying, "Well, then, do you
approve or disapprove••••?.. This example also illustrates how a very long statement
from the respondent may be no answer at all as far as the purpose of the question is
concerned. Do not let talkativeness on the part of your respondent lead you to
assume that you are automatically getting a good interview.

3. Get a complete response: Never accept an incomplete or irrelevant response. Do not
accept a "don't know" or "can't decide" unless you are convinced that the respondent
cannot answer the question. If the respondent does not want to.commit himself, you
can reassure him again that his views are as important as anyone elses, that there
are no right or wrong answers, that what he says is confidential or that no names
are taken•••• depending on the source of his hesitancy.

4. Probing for complete or specific responses: Whenever a respondent has no ready re­
ply, give him a chance to think about one. Encourage him to respond by asking,
"Well, what do you think?"--or by a reassuring glance. If, however, a response is
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inadequate or incomplete, the interviewer must help the respondent to elaborate on
his response by one or more of the following techniques:

a) If the respondent does not seem to understand the question, repeat the question
slowly.

b) If the respondent gives a vague or ambiguous response--one in which the meaning
is unclear--use the probe questions' suggested in the Specifications. If no
probe questions are suggested, ask one of the following types'of questions:
"Could you explain that more fully?", "Could you give me an example?", "What do
you mean by •••. ?", and so forth. Whenever you devise your own probe questions
remember that you must never word the question in such away that it will suggest
a response.

c) If the respondent merely needs to be encouraged to talk further, silence or an
appropriate gesture may be all that is necessary.

IN RECORDING RESPONSES:

NORC surveys include two types of questions--check-list questions and open-end ques­
tions. The majority of the questions will be check-list questions which are so worded
that respondents will answer in terms of specific types of responses--a "yes" or "no",
"easier" or "harder", and so forth. The open-end questions are worded so that the re­
spondent. is allowed to give a completely spontaneous response. Responses to these ques­
tions should be recorded as follows:

1. Check-list questions: The responses to each of these questions will appear directly
beneath the question. Indicate the answer given by the respondent by circling the
code number which appears to the right of the appropriate response. DO NOT CIRCLE
MORE THAN ONE CODE, UNLESS THE SPECIFICATIONS TELL YOU THAT MORE THAN ONE ANSWER IS
PERMITTED. DO NOT USE X'S OR CHECK MARKS. Special problems should be handled as
follOWS:

a) If, after pr~bing, you still find it impossible to classify a response, record
the answer verbatim underneath the question.

b) If a respondent answers a question, and later decides that he has changed his
mind, do not change the original answer. We want the first answer given. To
reassure the respondent write down his comments about the change, but do not
change the code that you originally circled.

2. Open-end questions: All answers to open-end questions should be recorded verbatim-­
in the respondent's own words. Do not summarize, paraphrase or edit the answers.
Whenever you use probes, these must be recorded too. If you use the exact probe
suggested in the Specifications, just place an X at the point in the respondent's
remarks at which you asked the probe. All other probes must be written out verbatim,
enclosed in parentheses to mark your words off from what the respondent says.

You'll find the job of recording verbatim answers easier if you use standard abbre­
viations. For instance:

Omit articles
DK is don't know
Th is think
Just use the "g" from the "ing"--sayg is saying, hopg is hoping, etc.
Thg for thing
c is can; cd is could
w is will; wd is would
sh is shall; shd is should
r for are
u for you
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about the house, done to make the home more livable or the
are included under "lIomemaking activities". For instance,
mending, embroidering, puttering around fixing faucets and

All kinds of activities
family more comfortable,
cooking, baking, sewing,
light connections, etc.

Question 3: Here we are interested in the amount of agreement about leisure-time
activities among the adult members of the family. This is the first of the

questions where you will need to be familiar with the composition of the family given on
the Face Sheet. In asking the question, substitute for the parenthetical "the other
adults, 20 and over, in your household", the simplest phrase which accurately describes

Question 2: This question permits the respondent to add other preferred activities to
his favorite one. Circle as many answers as apply to the respondent, and

remember to probe for all the activities he enjoys. As always, the parenthetical probe
is there to remind you to probe for completeness of answer, but you should never ask it
in the short-hand form in which it is suggested here. In this case you might ask in­
stead, "What other things do you enjoy doing?" or "Are there any other things you enjoy
doing?"

"Other" includes everything which cannot be classified elsewhere; for example, going
to political meetings, lectures, listening to music, playing a musical instrument;
etc. Be sure to circle the code for "Other" and to state clearly what the "Other" is.

All of the points made under Q. 1 also apply here. Also, if there is any doubt in the
respondent's mind, this question refers both to daytime and evening activities, instead
of merely to evening activities.

Hunting, fishing, bowling, and all kinds of active games and athletics are included
under "Taking part in sports".

Studying; reading newspapers, magazines and books of all kinds are all included under
"Reading".

All kinds of inactive games--checkers, chess, monopoly, backgammon, etc.--are·included
under "Playing cards, games".

INSTRUCTIONS ON SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
(Survey 299)

"Visiting with friends" includes either going to their homes or having them to one's
own home.

Watch out for vague answers, and probe to get them clarified. For instance the
answer, "I just like to stay home", does not tell us what the favorite activity is. You
might go on to ask, "And what do you like to do best when you stay home?"

You may have some trouble classifying specific responses, but here are some typical
ones:

Question 1: This is a simple opening question, designed to get the interview going in
an interesting fashion, and beginning the series of questions (1-8) on gen­

eral recreational interests. Some respondents may wish to say that it "depends"--upon
the weather or the time of the year, etc•. In such cases, say, "In general", apd repeat
the question. If a respondent simply cannot generalize about his favorite activity,
take the one he likes best "at this time of year". Remember that you are to record only
the one most favorite activity, so if a respondent mentions several things, ask "Which
one of those do you like best?"
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Sub-question A is handled

Question 6: Here we compare the R's attitudes toward staying home with those of the
other adults in his family. Again, as explained in ~. 3, substitute the

simplest phrase describing the other adults for .the parenthetical phrase which appears
in the questionnaire. As in Q. 5, try to get a generalization from the respondent. If
the respondent cannot generalize because some adults would rather stay home, while others
would rather go out, a special code has been provided.

If "Other things" is circled, you ask sub-question A.
exactly like Q. 3 A.

This question is handled just like Q. 3. That is, if one child likes the same things
as the adult, but another does not, you circle the code for "Other things".

If some of the adults in the household like to do the same things as R, while others
like to do different things, circle the code for "other things". Notice that, if you
code "Other things", sub-question A should be asked.

the rest of the adults. For instance, if there is only a man and his wife in the house­
hold, and you are interviewing the woman, you would simply ask: "How about your
husband? ••• " Obviously, if there are no other adults in the household, you skip this
question.

Question 4: Here we are interested in the amount of agreement on leisure-time activities
between adults and children in the family. If all the children are under

five years of age, we assume that their activities are simply those typical of their age
group, and you skip the question. Otherwise, the question is asked, and again you have
to remember the family composition to ask it in the simplest fashion. If there is only
one chi ld under 20, you might say, "How about your son? ••• " or "How about your
daughter? •• ". Otherwise, just ask, "How about your children? •• " or "How about the
children•••?" Answers should refer to the children five and over only.

Question 7: A factual question on amount of movie attendance. Unlike some of the
earlier questions, for purposes of estimating movie attendance, the re­

spondent is included with the other adults in his family in this question. Be sure the
respondent is clear that he is included by stressing the phrase "including yourself".
If different adults in the family go to the movies with different frequencies, try to
strike an average. For instance, if there are two adults in the family, and one goes
once a week, while the other goes once a month, take the code half-way between as the
answer: "Two or three times a month". The code "Less than once a month" should include
all people who attend the movies even less frequently--for instance, once a year--as
long as they sometimes go.

Question 5: This is a simple preference question, getting at whether people would
rather stay home or go out. Some respondents may wish to qualify their

answers, and say it "depends"--on the occasion, or the weather, or whatnot. Try to get
people to generalize, however, just, "In generaL •• ". If you cannot get a complete
generalization, you can, as in Q. I, take the R's preference "At this time of the year".
If the respondent cannot generalize even this much, after you have probed, circle the
"Don't know" code.

Sub-question A is a parallel of Q.'s 1 and 2, and the same points made about these
questions apply here. You should circle here A!!.. the things which .!!!I.. of the other
adults in the family enjoy doing that R_doesn't particularly care for. That is, if R
says that one adult likes one thing better than he does, and another adult likes another
thing better, you would circle both things in the answer. Remember to probe for all the
preferred activities of the adults who like other things than R.
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Question 8: A parallel question on children's movie attendance. If all the children in
the family are under five, we assume that they seldom go to the movies, and

you omit the question. Otherwise, you ask the question, with reference to the movie
attendance of the children five and over only. In case different children in the family
have different rates of movie attendance, handle it just as in Q. 7.

Question 9: A rather straight-forward question, introducing the series of questions
(9-26) on telev~sion by asking the respondent for his general preference as

between movies and television. Try to get the respondent to generalize, if he wishes to
qualify his answer, by saying, "Well, in generaL •.• " If the R can't answer, because he
feels that it depends on which TV program versus which movie, you can say, "Assuming
they are both good, which would you rather do •••• ?" If he still cannot generalize,
after this probing, circle the code for "Don't know".

Question 10: A repeat of Q. 9 for the other adults in the family. By now, you should
be familiar with substituting a more specific description of the family

for the parenthetical phrase in the questionnaire, so this point. will not be repeated
hereafter. The problems which may arise here are the same as those under Q. 9. In
addition, an extra code is given hereto handle the cases where the other adults in the
family have different tastes among themselves.

Question 11: A repeat of Q. 9 for the children in the family. By now, you are familiar
with asking this type of question only in families with children five and

over, asking it only with respect to the children in this age group, and substituting a
more specific description for the parenthetical phase in the questionnaire. Otherwise,
proceed as with Q. 10.

Question 12: A straightforward question. Those who like or dislike television are
asked Sub-question A, to get the strength of their feelings about tele­

vision. In asking A, use the appropriate word--like or dislike--depending on the answer
to Q. 12.

Question 13: An open question on reasons for liking television. With those who said
they dislike television, it is a good idea to ask Q. 14 first, and then

come back and ask Q. 13. This is an extremely important question, so be sure to probe
enough to get complete, detailed and clear answers. It is generally wise, after the R
has mentioned something he likes about television, to probe about that answer to make
sure it js fUlly explained. Then, after this answer is complete, aS~'Now, what else
is there about television that you like?", probe this answer, and start again, till the
respondent runs out. The parenthetical, short-hand probe is there just to remind you to
get complete answers. Here are a couple of examples of vague, incomplete answers:

"It's a source of convenient entertainment."--Here the answer should be probed for why
the respondent thinks this: "How do you mean?" or "What makes it convenient?" or
"Why is it more convenient than something else?" After this probing, anattempt should
be made to get other reasons: "What else·is there••••?"

"It gets tiresome.tt--Again, an incomplete answer, since we have no way of knowing what
about television gets tiresome, or why the respondent finds it so, and since no ·attempt
has been made to get other reasons.

Some respondents will answer this question with a discussion of their specific program
preferences. The question is intended to get at more general factors in the liking for
television, but if a respondent answers this way, you should, of course, record this
answer. In such a case, however, when you ask for other reasons, say something like,
"Now, aside from particular programs, is there anything more general about television
that you like?"
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"Better type programs"--Find out what kind of programs these would be.

Handle

Handle it

changes in specific TV pro­
ways of looking at the sub­
are there any more general

"A high level of entertainment"--Find out what level the R considers higher.

And always probe for exhaustive answers with, "And what other changes should be made?"

Remember here, as elsewhere, to probe for completeness: "What other types of programs
do you like?"

Question 21: A factual question on television ownership. By this time, you will prob­
ably already know the answer to the question, and, if you do, circle the

proper answer, without asking the question.

In getting answers to this.question, remember that we are more interested in types of
programs than in specific programs. The question is not whether the R likes some par­
ticular comedian or another, but whether, in general,he likes comedy-type TV shows.

Question 14: An open question o~ reasons for disliking television. Proceed exactly as
with Q. 13, remembering that this question should be asked before Q. 13,

if the R has said that he dislikes television.

SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A--p. 13.

Question 16: This is a question on TV program preferences. If the R has already re-
ferred to programming in any of his answers to Q.'s 13-15, you can get

around the repetitiousness of this question by using the parenthetical "other", to in­
dicate to the R that you know he has already talked some about programs. That is you
would say, "What are some of the other kinds of television programs you especially like?"

Question 15: An open question on the changes people would like to see made in televi­
sion. The general points made under Q. 13 with reference to probing re­

sponses on open questions apply here, as well. Probe until you have complete, detailed
and clear answers. For instance, don't settle for ambiguities like:

Again, as in Q. 13, if the respondent answers here with
gramming, make your next probe refer the R to more general
ject: "Now, aside from changes in the kind of programs,
changes in television you would like to see?"

Question 20: The usual type question on whether the R's opinion on television are
shared by the children five and over in his household.

Question 19: The usual type question on whether the R's opinion on television are
shared by the other adults in his household.

Question 18: This is a question on demand for various kinds of TV programming.
it just like Q. 16.

Question 17: This is a question of TV program dislikes, paralleling Q. 16.
just like Q. 16.

Notice that the question determines the next set of questions that you ask. Television
owners are asked the left-hand side of the next page and a half (down to the double
line), while families without television are asked the right-hand side.
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TELEVISION OWNERS ONLY

Question 22: A straightforward question
on length of television own­

ership. The question refers to the total
length of time a family has had a televi­
sion set. If the R has recently gotten a
new set to replace an older one, the cor­
rect answer to this question is the length
of time he has had the new set plus the
length of time he had the older ones.

Question 23: A straightforward factual
question on the amount of

time the television set is in use on an
average weekday. Be sure to ask all three
parts and to write in an answer in each
place. If the answer is "None" or "Don't
know", be sure to write that in. In in­
terviewing men, you may find that they
frequently do not know about the use of
the set in the daytime hours. Since this
is a factual question, it is perfectly all
right to get this answer from the woman,
if she is around.
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NON-OWNERS ONLY

Question 22: A question on desire for
television sets among fami­

lies that do not have them. This question
should be interpreted as pure "wish". If
a respondent says, "That's out-of-the
question, we can't afford it", etc., re­
peat the question, saying, "If you could
have one, would you and your family like
to have •••• ?" I f there is a conf lict in
the family, with some of the members want­
ing it, and some of the members not want­
ing it, circle the code for "Don't know".

Question 23: This is a straightforward
question on whether the R

and his family have given any considera­
tion--"thought at all about"--to getting
a television set, regardless of whether
they have decided as yet on what they will
do, or what it is they decided.

Question 23 introduces a rather cpmpli­
cated series of dependent questions, but
if you follow the asterisks, and read this
explanation carefully, you will come out
all right.

If an R has thbught at all about getting
a television set, he is asked Sub-question
A, in order to determine whether he came
to a decision and what he decided.

If an R has not thought at all about
getting a television set, he is asked Sub­
question B, which asks him to think about
it now and come to a decision (thus paral­
leling A exactly).

Regardless of whether they gave this
answer to Sub-question A or to Sub-question
B, those respondents who think they will
get television sets, or will get them
under certain circumstances--"Depends"-­
are asked Sub-questions C and D.

In Sub-questions A and B, do not use the
"Depends" code, unless it is clear that
the R means that he will get a set under
certain circumstances and will not, under
others. For instance, if an R says he
will get a set~ he has the money, this
shou ld be coded "Wi 11 get". I f he says
that he will get a set if he gets a raise,
then it is a "Depends,;--answer. With all
"Depends" answers, write in an explanation



Sub-question C calls for an estimate of
how soon the R thinks he will get the TV
set. Even if the R is pretty vague, if
he can make any guess at all about the
length of time, code that rather than
coding "Don't know".

Sub-question D is designed to see how
definitely plans about the TV set to be
bought have been formulated. If the R
thinks he has any idea at all about what
he will buy, circle "Yes", and ask Sub­
question (1).

NON-OWNERS ONLY

The usual type question on
the television of the chil­

and over. Handle just like
25.

In Sub-question D (1), a respondent may
talk in terms of brand of set, size of
picture tube, model, appearance or style,
etc. Make no attempt to suggest to the R
which of these aspects of the set he
should talk about. Just make sure to
probe enough that you have gotten from the
respondent every detail about the set
about which he has already made up his
mind.

Question 24: A straightforward question
on how frequently the R now

sees television. An answer like "only
when I visit friends" should be probed
with, "About how often is that?"

Question 25: The usual type question on
the television viewing of

the other adults in the family. If it
differs for different adults, strike an
average, as in Q. 7.

Question 26:

dren five
Q.' s 24 and
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for tele­
Skip to

There is no Q. 26
vision owners.
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TELEVISION OWNERS ONLY

of "what it depends on" in the space pro­
vided just below the answer list that is
full enough to tell us what it is about.
For instance, don't just say "Finances",
say "If he gets a raise", or "If he can

. make some ext ra money" or whatever it is
specifically.

Question 24: A straightforward question
on how the ownership of a

television set has affected the adult
movie attendance. Notice that in this
question, as in Q. 7, the R is included
with the other adults in his family. Usu­
ally the R will volunteer whether his at­
tendance has increased or decreased, if it
has changed. If not ask "How has this at­
tendance changed?" or "Has it increased or
decreased?".

Q. 27.

Question 26:

Question 25: This question parallels Q.24
for the children five and

over in the family.
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Notice that this question determines the next set of questions that you ask. Tele­
phone subscribers are asked the left-hand side of the rest of this page and the next
half page (down to the double line), while non-subscribers are asked the right-hand side.

family,
some not
the code

NON-SUBSCRIBERS ONLY

If there is a conflict in the
with some wanting a telephone and
particUlarly wanting it, circle
for "Don't know".

Question 28: A question about the R's de-
sire to have a telephone.

This question should be interpreted as
pure "wish", as was Q. 22 for non-televi­
sion owners. That is, irrespective of
whether it is practical for the R to con­
sider it or not, does he particUlarly want
to have one.

Those who think they will get a phone,
or might get one under certain conditions

Question 29: This asks the more realistic
question of whether the R

ever will get a phone or not. If he thinks
he might, under certain circumstances, but
not under others, circle the code for
"Depends", and specify clearly below what
it depends on. (See notes on Q. 23 Aand B
for non-television owners for handling
this type of "Depends" answer.)
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the type
it costs
the dif-
are as

TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS ONLY

Question 28: A factual question about
type of telephone service.

As with other factual questions, if the R
you are talking with does not know, it is
permissible to get the answer to this item
from other members of the household. More
than one answer may be circled here.

Individual line (one-party)
Residence message service (MR) ••$5.83
Residence coin-box service (CR) • 7.77
Business message service (MB) . • 8.05
Business coin-box service (CB) •• 9.66

Question 27: A factual question on telephone ownership, which introduces a brief series
(27-29). A phone in the hall or in the lobby of the building, etc. should

not be counted. A "Yes" to this question means that the respondent has a telephone in­
side of his dwelling unit.

Often, when an R does not know
of service, he will know how much
monthly. The minimum rates for
ferent services (including tax)
follows:

Four-party line
Residence coin-box service (4CR). 4.09

Two-plirty line
Residence message service (2MR) • 4.72
Residence message,service (2ML) • 4.14
Residence coin-box service (2CR). 5.29
Business coin-box service (2CB) • 7.94

Question 29: This question deals with
whether the R has considered

changing his telephone service at all. If
he has thought of it at all, ask Sub-ques­
tion A, which deals with the type of serv­
ice he has thought of changing to.

Any types of service not classifiab~e

into the list of answers are coded "Other".
Specify plainly below exactly what type of
service it is.
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NON-SUBSCRIBERS ONLY

Sub-question B deals with the type of
service they would want. Handle it like
Q. 's 28 and 29 Afor telephone subscribers.

("Depends") are asked Sub-question A and
B. Sub-question A asks for an estimate of
how long it will be before they get a
phone, and, as with Q. 23 for non-tele­
vision owners, no matter how vague the R
sounds, take any time estimate in prefer­
ence to a "Don't know" answer.

TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERS ONLY

(1) Phonevision is a system of charging people for seeing certain television programs.

(2) Part of the television picture is sent out, in jittered form, over the regular
television wave lengths.

(3) The missing portions of the picture, needed to clear-up the image, are trans­
mitted through the telephone wires.

(4) Phonevision requires the installation of a special device on the television set
and an adjustment of the telephone wires.

(5) People order the programs they want by phone and are then billed for the programs
they see in clear form.

(6) Phonevision was developed by the Zenith Radio Corporation and was tested for
three months ending March 31st over Channel 2, using 300 test families.

(7) During the test, the sound was distorted too.

(8) During the test, full-length feature movies were used.

Sub-question B asks for the R's sources of information about phonevision. It is very
important here not only to cover all the sources, but to get the respondent to tell you
for each source when it was or what it was about so that it can be placed in the
historical development of publicity about phonevision. For your own information, so you
can understand whether the R has told you enough or not, the sequence may be sketched
out as:

(1) More than a year ago: Sporadic publicity about the development of phon~vision

and Zenith's attempt to get F.C.C. permission to test it.

(2) A year ago: Large-scale publicity announcing the test and requesting volunteers
to take part in the test.

Question 30: This question introduces the series on phonevision, to which the rest of
the questionnaire is devoted. The question itself is straightforward,

simply asking the R whether he has ever heard anything about phonevision. If he has
heard about it, you ask Sub-questions A, B, and C. IF, AT THIS POINT OR ANY POINT IN
THE INTERVIEW, YOU LEARN THAT YOU ARE INTERVIEWING A TEST FAMILY. TERMINATE THE INTER­
VIEW IMMEDIATELY. Test families will be interviewed later on Survey 299A.

Sub-question A asks the R to explain, in his own words, what phonevision is and how it
works. Do not simply take what the respondent says, spontaneously, in answer to your
first question and let it go at that. Instead, use the suggested probes to draw out
from the respondent everything he knows about it. Don't use leading questions like,
"How do they charge you for it?", or anything like that, but keep asking for more, until
the R has told you all he knows or has given you all the elements of a complete answer.
A complete answer might include all of the following:
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(3) From about June, 1950 to January, 1951: Sporadic publicity about test arrange­
ments, trouble getting movies, postponing the test, etc. -

(4) January 1, 1951 to March 31, 1951: The test period, during which there has been
a good deal of publicity about what the test is showing, how people are reacting
to it and how phonevision works, etc.

Sub-question C deals with whether the R or some member of his family ever applied to
take part in the test. In asking the question, use "is going on" through March 31st,
and "just finished", thereafter. If they did, ask Sub-questions (1) and (2). Sub-ques­
tion (1) deals with the method by which the R volunteered. Don't accept an answer like
"Filled out an application", but get the R to tell you enough about it so you can tell
what it is. The types are as follows:

(1) Wrote in to WEFM. This is Zenith's FM radio station, and the plans to test
phonevision were first annouqced on it, before the general publicity about the
test. Persons who wrote in toWEFM were sent a questionnaire to fill out.

(2) Sent newspaper coupon. When the general publicity was launched, all Chicago
newspapers carried an ad which contained a coupon which could be clipped and re­
turned if the person was interested in taking part in the test. These volunteers
generally received a letter telling them that the test was limited to Lakeview­
Lincoln, so that they could not be considered.

(3) Sent return postcard. Telephone subscribers in the Lakeview-Lincoln district
each received a letter explaining the test and enclosing a return postcard to be
sent in, if the person was interested in taking part in the test. All these per­
sons received questionnaires.

(4) Sent dealer card. Dealers handling Zenith products had a supply of cards which
people could pick up there and send in, in order to volunteer for the test.

(5) Other. People may have written in or phoned, etc., as the news got around.

People may have applied in more than one way, so more than one answer can be circled
here.

On this Sub-question C, take what the respondent tells you. Even though you know from
the information given you here that the family did not receive a questionnaire or could
not have had a return postcard, do not argue with the respondent. Sometimes mistakes
were made, and sometimes the R no longer remembers things correctly, but we want to know
whatever discrepancies there are, so don't coach your respondents. Obviously, with in­
terviews on white Face Sheets you are talking to people whom our records show received
questionnaires but didn't return them, while with green Face Sheets you are talking to
people whom. our records show returned questionnaires, but ask the questions in every
case and put down the answers the respondent gives you.

Question 31: This question deals with current interest in participating in the phone-
vision test. Be sure to read the entire explanation printed in the

questionnaire in every interview, since we have to be sure that every respondent has the
same understanding of the test in answering the question. Saying "As you know" will
ease the asking of this question with informed respondents. Try to read the long state­
ment conversationally and slowly enough for your respondent to understand all the points.

The question itself then refers to the phonevision test, just as it was conducted.
The only element not explicitly stated in the explanation is the fact that the movies
used in the test were a couple of years old. If any respondent wants to know whether
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this would be a part of the test being asked about in the question, you should say that
it is--"Yes, just the way the test \vas conducted this time". This means that an answer
like, "Yes, I would like to take part, but only if they had newer movies than they used",
should not be coded as a "Depends" answer, but as a "Would not". A real "Depends"
answer is one in which the conditions on which it depends have nothing to do with what
the test conditions might be, for the test conditions are fixed and known. Remember,
with "Depends" answers, to specify clearly what it depends on in the blank space to the
left of the answer list.

Sub-questions A and B deal with reasons for wanting or not wanting to take part in the
test--A being asked of those who want to or might want to under certain conditions
("Depends"), and B of those who don't want to. These are key questions in the survey
and should be handled with all the thoroughness described under Q.'s 13 and 14. That
is, when an R gives you a reason, be sure to probe it enough to make entirely clear what
the respondent had in mind; then, go on to ask for additional reasons, as suggested by
the parenthetical probe.

Question 32: This question deals with the amount of viewing of phonevision that was
done during the test period. The main question is straightforward, and

respondents whose families have done any viewing of phonevision are asked Sub-questions
A, B, and C. For the purposes of this question, any amount of viewing, even just catch­
ing a glimpse of it while tuning another channel, should be counted as a "Yes" answer.

Sub-question A calls for the number of separate days on which anyone in the family
looked at phonevision for any amount of time. For about the first thirty days of the
test, the sound was clear, and most of the viewing would have been done at this time,
making it a little difficult for your respondent to recall exactly how often they looked
at phonevision. Nevertheless, try not to accept vague answers; for instance, if a re­
spondent says, "A few times", ask, "About how many times would that be?".

Sub-question B calls for the longest time at anyone time that anyone in the family
watched phonevision. Answers here should be in terms of minutes, fractions of an hour,
or hours. If you get an answer like "A whole program, find out for sure whether this
was a full (It hour) movie, or whether it was just a full (15 minute) program of pre­
views. If the person says "Just in tuning", you can simply record this, or write down
"Momentarily".

Sub-question C calls for a simple answer to the form in which they saw phonevision-­
jittered or clear, and, if clear, how this happened. The two main possibilities are
printed in the questionnaire. If you get any other types of answers, circle the code
for'''Other'' and specify clearly exactly how the respondent saw clear phonevision pro­
grams at the side. Simply seeing the clear test pattern whlch was run from time to time
should not be counted as seeing Phonevision in the clear. It is possible to circle more
than one answer on this question.

Question 33: This question calls for an opinion on the basic idea of phonevision, which
is sometimes called "Box-office Television". People who favor the idea-­

"Good idea"--are asked Sub-questions A and B, while those who oppose it--"Bad idea"--are
asked Sub-questions A, B, and C.

Sub-question A calls for the strength of their previously-expressed opinion. With
those who said "Good idea", you will say "How strongly do you favor •••• ?", while you
substitute the word "Oppose", with those who said "Bad idea".

Sub-questionB asks for their reasons for favoring (or opposing) box-office television.
You may have gotten part of the answer to this question offered to you spontaneously at
the time you asked Q. 33, itself. In such cases, write down that part of the answer
here, go back to A, and then, when you come to this question again, ask for "other
reasons". As with Q. 's 13, 14, 31 A and 31 B, this is an extreme ly important item,
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and you should take pains to probe carefully and fully for all the reasons the person
may have, and for the exact meaning of each of these reasons.

Sub-question C is asked only of those who are opposed to box-office television to see
whether their opinion changes or stays the same when one of the major facts about box­
office television, is suggested to them.

Question 34: This question deals with personal willingness to pay for some television
programs. You should never assume ,that a person who favors box-office

television will necessarily be willing to buy some of these programs himself; nor should
you assume that someone who is opposed will never buy any. Ask the question in all
cases, soothing the respondent about the repetitiousness, if you have to. The only_
exception to this is in the case where a respondent has clearly and explicitly said in
answering Q. 33 that he would certainly buy such programs himself. In these exceptional
cases, you may circle the "Yes, might pay" answer toQ. 34, without asking the question.

Respondents may be a little vague on this question, since it is somewhat new to them.
If a respondent thinks that he might pay, this is sufficient to circle the first code;
you do not have to have a respondent who is completely definite and certain that he
would in order to code "Yes". Respondents who qualify their answers with comments about
the program--for instance, those who say they "would if the programs being shown were
good", should be coded "Yes, might pay" in this instance.

Question 35: Here, we begin a ,series of questions specifically on phonevision interest
and buying. This question deals with the test situation--where only older

movies were available--and whether respondents' families would buy any of these. (In
asking this question use the parenthetical phrase, if the respondent gets confused.)
Notice that if any financially-responsible member of the family would buy some of these
programs the answer should be recorded as "Yes, would pay". As with Q. 34, even' if
respondents are a 11tt Ie vague about this, if they think they might pay, code it as "Yes,
would pay". Respondents who say, "Yes, would pay", are asked Sub-quest ions A, and B.

Sub-question A asks for an estimate of the number of programs they think they would
take monthly, if the only phonevision programs available were these older movies. Since
the programs cost $l each, this is the same thing as asking them about how much money
they think they would spend on it monthly. Again respondents will be somewhat vague,
but if they can make any guess at all--and you can use the parenthetical probe by way of
reassurance--record the number they mention. Ambiguous answers, like "Any that were
appealing to us", should be probed for a, more definite answer: "If they were all
appealing, how many •••• ?" If the answer is "None", or, after probing, "Don't know", be
sure to write this in.

Sub-question B asks the respondent how sure he feels about all the speculating he has
been doing. If the answer to Sub-question A is "Don't know", skip Sub-question B.

Question 36: This is the same question as Q. 35, only this time we assume that the only
programs on phonevision are new movies. Follow the same procedures out­

lined underQ. 35, asking Sub-questions A and B of those who say "Yes, would buy". Make
sure that the R understands that this is a different question from Q. 34, in the sense
that he should not assume that these expenditures are in addition to the earlier ex­
penditures he has decided on. Each question calls for a separate estimate of expendi­
tures under different conditions.

Question 37: This is a series of four questions, A, B, C, and D, comparing phonevision
with other types of entertainment, by asking the respondent to choose be­

tween them, if they were competing for his attention. Be sure to ask all four parts of
every respondent. Some respondents may get a little confused in this, but keep in mind
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that A, B, and C all tell the respondent that the phonevision program and the things it
is being compared with are all things he would enjoy, -so answers like "It would depend
on whether it was a good movie or not" are irrelevant. In .such instances, you should
repeat the question, stressing the part that states the conditions. In each Sub-ques­
tion, a parenthetical question has been added, which you can use if the respondent does
not understand the present form of the question.

Question 38: This is the same question as Q.'s 35 and 36, only this time we assume that
the only programs on phonevision are sports events. Remember, since·

sports usually appeal more to men than to women, that if any member of the family would
buy these programs, the answer should be recorded as "Yes, would buy". Here, those who
say "Yes, would buy" are asked three Sub-questions, A, B, and C.

In Sub-question A, we want to know exactly what types of sports events the respondent,
or members of his family, would be interested in seeing on phonevision. Be sure to
probe for all the types of sports events they're interested in and to write them down in
enough detail so we'll know what they are.

Sub-questions Band C are the same as those which were asked previously on Q. 's 35 and
36, and should be handled in the same way.

Question 39: Here, we ask the respondent whether there are any other kinds of programs
that we have not already covered which he would be interested in seeing on

phonevision. Obviously, there are many things which could be on phonevision--like open­
ing night at the opera, Broadway plays, ice shows, college courses, and whatnot. .You
should, of course, not suggest any of these to your respondents, the object being to see
to what extent they are interested in and have thought of these. Respondents who say
"Yes" to Q. 39 are asked Sub-questions A, B, and C.

Sub-questions A, B, and C, exactly parallel the Sub-questions in Q. 38 and should be
handled in the same way. Be sure, in A, to probe for all the different kinds of pro­
grams in which the respondent might be interested.

Question 40: This is the summary question on interest in phonevision, this time assum-
ing that all the types of programs--older movies, new movies, sports

events, and others--in which the respondent or members of his family have any interest
would be on phonevision. Questions may arise at this point, or, perhaps, earlier, about
what the costs of phonevision (in addition to the $1 a program) might be. If the re­
spondent raises the question, you can tell him that, while it isn't definite yet, it
would probably be like having an extension added to a telephone--there would be a small
installation charge and then some sma~l monthly maintenance charge of probably one
dollar a month. Don't go into all these complications, however, if your respondent
doesn't bring up the subject.

As with previous questions of this type, don't expect your respondent to be too
definite: If he thinks he might want phonevision, this is sufficient to code "Would
want". Those who say "Would want" are asked Sub-question A, which is a final estimate
of total phonevision expenditures, when all different kinds of programs are available.
Handle ambiguities and vagueness in the same way as outlined under Q.'s 35 and 36. .

Question 41: This is a summary question on the fairness of the charges contemplated for
phonevision programs. A respondent may wish to say that the charge for

one type of program is too high, for another is about right and for still another too
low. In such cases you would circle the code for "Depends". Sub-question A is asked of
all those who are not satisfied with the $1 charge.

If a respondent says "Should be more" or "Should be less", you can write in only one
answer--what the charge should be. For "Depends on the program" respondents, be sure to
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* * *

Straightforward.

Straightforward.

write in more than one answer, giving the charge per program by types of programs; that
is which programs the respondent thinks should cost each price he mentions.
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Question 43: This question is asked only of respondents who do not have telephones,
but expressed some interest in phonevision, in order to see whether phone­

vision would make any difference to their likelihood of getting telephones. Again, you
will have to remember from earlier in the interview whether the R has a telephone or
not. As explained in the question, a telephone is necessary in order to get phonevision,
since part of the picture is transmitted by telephone wires. If a respondent should, at
this point or anywhere else in the interview, raise any question as to whether phone­
vision would interfere with the normal use of the phone either. for incoming or outgoing
calls, the answer is "No". Respondents who say "Yes" to this question are asked Sub­
question A.

Factual Item 2: Again, this question refers to the male head of the household, unless
there is only a female head. Count only formal schooling; do not in­

clude correspondence courses, adult education classes, trade schools, etc. If a person
was educated in foreign schools, ask for its nearest equivalent in our school system.

Factual Item 7: A straightforward card question. Use the parenthetical reassurance
when you need to.

Factual Item 8: This item and the ones following it are not asked of the respondent,
but are filled in by you. Here, circle the house type, specifying

clearly when you circle the "Other".

Factual Item 3: Again this question refers to the male head of the household, unless
there is only a female head. Record the name of the country in which

the male head of the house was born and the name of the country in which his father was
born. In recording names of foreign countries, get them specifically: Do not write
"South America" or "Eastern Europe", etc.

Factual Item 5:

Factual Item 6: Bathrooms a~d Pullman kitchens do not count as rooms. Where a family
has only one room (not counting bath and/or Pullman kitchen) ask Sub­

question A. In Sub-question A, we want to know whether this should count as complete
living quarters or just a room. "Complete kitchen facilities" means at least a stove
and an ice-box; if the person has only a hot-plate this should not be counted as com­
plete cooking facilities.

Factual Item 4:

Factual Item 1: This question refers to the male head of the household (who is generally
also the main earner), unless there is only one head and she is a

woman. In the latter case, the question refers to her. Be sure to get precise informa­
tion in recording occupation. You should report both "Job" and "Industry". "Job" refers
to the type of work the person does (carpenter, lawyer, proprietor, machinist, etc.);
"Industry" refers to the line of business that employs him (construction company, drug
store, private practice, steel mill, etc.) Reassure your respondent, if necessary, that
we do not want to know the name of the company, just the kind of business it is.

Factual Item 9-12: Obvious.

Question 42: This question is asked only of respondents who do not have television sets,
but have expressed some interest in phonevision, in order to see whether

phonevision would make any difference to their likelihood of getting television sets.
(You will have to remember from earlier in the interview whether the R has a television
set or not.) Those who say "Yes" to the question are asked Sub-question A.
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Some General Points

For answers of "phonevision", proceed as described

For answers of "phonevision", proceed as described

For answers of "phonevision", proceed as described
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SUPPLEMENTARY INSTRUCTIONS FOR SURVEY 299A

In filling out the Face Sheet and determining whom in the household to interview, you
follow exactly the same procedures described for Survey 299.

Instructions on Specific Questions

This survey involves interviews with only the three hundred families who actually took
part in the phonevision test. The objective is two-fold: to learn their reactions to
phonevision, and to obtain data comparable to those obtained from the general Chicago
population in Survey 299.

NOTE: Wherever a question in Survey 299A duplicates a question in Survey 299, and the
instructions with regard to it are exactly the same, you will be referred to the
"Instructions on Specific Questions for Survey 299'~ in order to avoid repetition.
Be sure to go back and review these instructions.

There is one point about which you should be very careful: Since you carry the offi­
cial Phonevision Identification Card and are talking to test families, there may be some
tendency for people to feel that they are talking to official representatives of the
phonevision test and be somewhat reluctant to express any criticisms of or dissatisfac­
tion with phonevision. So, take pains to assure your respondents that we are an impar­
tial research organization and our only interest is in learning what people's frank,
honest opinions of phonevision are.

Beyond these few points, all of the general instructions given for Survey 299 also
apply to Survey 299A.

Question 2: See Survey 299, Q. 2.
in Q. 1 above.

Question 3: See Survey 299, Q. 3.
in Q. 1 above.

Question 4: See Survey 299, Q. 4.
in Q. 1 above.

In explaining the purpose of the survey to any respondent who may ask you what it is
about, you do not have to avoid mentioning phonevision with these test families. The
fact is that they will probably guess that the interview has something to do with phone­
vision, and the questions touch on phonevision much sooner than in the Survey 299 inter­
view. Moreover, the test families have been warned against talking with anyone who can­
not present a "Phonevision Identification Card." You will be carrying one of these
cards, and, if any respondent asks to see it, he will immediately know that the inter­
view has to do with the phonevision test. So, if anyone asks you what this survey
(S 299A) is all about, you can say something like, "It's about phonevision and some of
your other recreational tastes and interests."

Question 1: For general points, see Survey 299, Q. 1. Here, respondents may reply,
"watching aphonevision movie". In case you get an answer of "phonevision",

proceed as follows: write in "phonevision" in the space provided at the bottom of the
question, without circling any code; then repeat the question as, "Now that you can't
have phonevision, what is your favorite way of spending an evening?" Circle the answer
you get to this new question. That is, answers of "phonevision" are always written-in,
but no code is ever circled for this answer.
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Question 5: This question deals with whether any of the recreational interests of the
respondent, the other adults and the children in his family--which were

ascertained in Q.'s 1-4--are interests which they have developed since the beginning of
the phonevision test. If any person--adult or child--in the family now enjoys doing
anything which he didn't care for before the phonevision test, you circle the code for
"Yes", and ask sub-questions A and B. If no one in the family has acquired any new
recreational interests, then you circle the code for "No" and skip the sUb-questions.,

Sub-question A is merely concerned with which member or members of the family have
~cquired the new recreAtional interests. Since several family members may have changed,
more than one code may be circled for this question if the changing family members fall
into different codes.

Sub-question B then asks for what these new recreational interests are. As with ear­
lier questions of this type (Q. 2, Q. 3A, Q. 4A), more than one code can be circled,
and, if one member of the family has acquired one new interest and another member of the
family has acquired another new interest, both of these categories should be circled.
Since sUb-question B is asking which of the interests they now have were acquired since
the beginning of the phonevision test, in general, anything which is circled here should
also have been circled as an answer to one of the four preceding questions.

Question 6: This question is the opposite of question 5, dealing with whether any former
recreational interests of anyone in the family have been dropped since the

beginning of the phonevision test. If any person in the family no longer enjoys doing
something that he used to enjoy before the phonevision test began, you circle the code
for "Yes", and ask sub-questions A and B.

Sub-question A (like sub-question 5A) merely determines which family members have
changed, and several codes may be circled.

Sub-question B then asks for those recreational interests which anyone in the family
formerly enjoyed, before the phonevision test, but no longer enjoys. As before, more
than one code can be circled her~ and if different members of the family have each given
up different recreational interests, all of the interests given up by any of them should
be circled.

Question 7: See Survey 299, Q. 5. Respondents should not assume that staying home in-
cludes watching phonevision movies, since these are no longer available.

So, if a respondent wants to say that it "depends on whether he can have a phonevision
movie", you should remind him that they are no longer available, and repeat the ques­
tion. "In general •••••• "

Question 8: See Survey 299, Q. 6. For handling answers involving phonevision, see Q. 7
above.

Question 9: This question asks whether the attitudes of the attitudes of the adults in
the family, including the respondent, toward staying home, which were just

expressed in Q.'s 7 and 8, are the same as they were before the phonevision test or
whether some change in attitude has taken place during or since the test. A special
code has been provided to take care of situations in which some adults changed and some
did not.

Question 10: A straight-forward question on the effect of the phonevision test on adult,
movie attendance. "Going to the movies", of course, means going to a movie

theater. Respondents should not count the movies they may have seen on phonevision as
going to the movies. Try to get the respondent to generalize for all the adults in the
family (including himself); if he cannot generalize, there is a special code for those
who have to say that one adult went more, another the same, and still another less, etc.
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See Q. 14 above and

See Q. 17 above and

Question 16: A repeat of Q. 14 for the children in the fami,ly.
Survey 299, Q.'s 9, 10 and 11.

Question 17: This question is asked to see whether the R's preference as between movies
and television, just expressed in Q. 14, is any different than it was be­

fore the phonevision test. Since phonevision was not available before the phonevision
test, this problem will not arise. The other points to remember are discussed in Survey
299, Q. 9.

Question 23: A straight-forward question on opinion of television at the present time.
r "Television" should be interpreted as regular (free) television and should

not include phonevision, which is not available at the present time. If necessary re­
mind the respondent that phonevision is not available and ask the question about

Respondents who say that adult movie attendance changed during the phonevision test,
and was either more or less, or mixed, are asked sub-question A, to get the amount of
adult movie attendance during the phonevision test. For points on handling this sub­
question, see Survey 299, Q. 7.

Question 11: See Survey 299, Q. 7. "Usually" may be interpreted to the respondent as
"before the phonevision test", if it raises any question for him.

Question 12: A repeat of Q. 10, this time with regard to the effect of the phonevision
test on children's movie attendance. See the points under Q. 10 above and

Survey 299, Q.'s 7 and 8.

Question 13: A repeat of Q. 11, for children's usual movie attendance. See Q. 11 above
and Survey 299, Q.'s 7 and 8.

Question 14: See Survey 299, Q. 9. Respondents should not assume that television pro-
grams include phonevision movies, since these are no longer available. So,

if a respondent wants to say that it "depends on whether the television program is a
phonevision movie", you should remind him that they are no longer available, and repeat
the question. In other words, the comparison is between a good movie and a good televi­
sion program of the kind available on free television.

Question 19: A repeat of Q. 17 for the children in the family.
Survey 299, Q.'s 9, 10 and 11.

Question 15: A repeat of Q. 14 for the adults in the family. See Q. 14 above and Survey
299, Q.'s 9 and 10.

Question 22: A repeat of Q. 21 for the children in the family. See Q. 21 above.
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Question 20: This question asks for the effect of phonevision on the respondent's opin-
ion of ordinary (free) television. Respondents who now like television

more or less than they did before the phonevision test, are asked sub-question A, in
order to determine what their opinion of television was before the test •. Those who ex­
press a definite opinion of television ("Like" or "Dislike") in answer to sUb-question A
are asked sub-question A (1), in order to get the intensity of their feelings about tele­
vision before the phonevision test.

Question 18: A repeat of Q. 17 for the other adults in the family. See Q. '17 above and
Survey 299, Q.'s 9 and 10.

Question 21: A repeat of the main part of Q. 20--the eff~ct

of ordinary television--for the other adults
spondent cannot generalize about all of the other adults in
each one differentially, a special code has been provided.
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"Television as it is now". Those who like or dislike television are asked sub-question
A, in order to get the strength of their feelings about television.

NON-OWNERS ONLY

Question 34: A repeat of Q. 33 for the
other adults in the family.

See also Survey 299, Q. 25 for non-owners.

Question 33: A straight-forward question
on theR's amount of televi­

sion viewing before the test set was put
into home. See Survey 299, Q. 24 for non­
owners.
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Question 25: See Survey 299, Q. 14. For answers involving phonevision, see Q. 24 above.

Question 26: See Survey 299, Q. 15. Since this question deals with possible future
changes in television, answers in terms of phonevision are to the point

here.

Question 27: See Survey 299, Q. 16. For answers involving phonevision, see Q. 24 above.

Question 28: See Survey 299, Q. 17. For answers involving phonevision, see Q. 24 above.

Question 29: See Survey 299, Q. 18. For answers involving phonevision, see Q. 26 above.

Question 30: See Survey 299, Q. 19.

Question 31: See Survey 299, Q. 20.

TELEVISION OWNERS ONLY

Question 32: See Survey 299, Q. 21. In this survey every family you visit may have a
television set in the home, since the phonevision test set will probably

not yet have been removed. DO NOT COUNT THE TEST SET; the question deals with whether
they have a set of their own in addition to the test set. Notice that the answer to
this question determines the next set of questions you are to ask: those who have sets
of their own are asked the left-hand side of the remainder of this page of the question­
naire and the next two-and-a-half pages; those who do not have sets of their own are
asked the right-hand side.

Question 24: See Survey 299, Q. 13. This question refers to television as it is now,
so answers in terms of phonevision are not to the point. Record all

answers of this kind, but be sure to ask the question again in terms of television as it
is now.

Question 33: See Survey 299, Q. 22 for
television owners. Here, in

addition, those who have owned television
sets for only six months to a year are
asked sub-question A, in order to find out
whether they got their sets before or
after applying for the phonevision test.

Question 34: A question on whether the
phonevision test affected

the viewing of regular (free) television.
Be sure that the R is not including the
watching of phonevision programs in answer­
ing this question. Those who say their
viewing of regular television was affected
("More often" or "Less often") are asked
sub-question A, which calls for the exact
amount of television viewing of regular
television programs at three periods of
the day. BE SURE TO ASK ALL THREE PARTS.
For handling this sub-question, see Survey
299, Q. 23 for television owners.



Question 38:

NON-OWNERS ONLY

A question on present desire
for a television set. As

above, the question should be
as pure "wish". See Survey

Question 35: A repeat of Q. 33 for the
children in the family. See

Q. 33 above and Survey 299, Q. 26 for non­
owners.

Question 37: A question on desire for
television sets before they

took part in the phonevision test and had
the use of a television set. This ques­
tion should be interpreted as pure "wish",
as explained in Survey 299, Q. 22.

Question 36: A question on the amount of
regular (free) television

viewing during the phonevision test.
Remember to ask all three parts, and see
Q. 34 for television owners, above, and
Survey 299, Q. 23 for television owners
for special points to remember.

with Q. 37
interpreted
299, Q. 22.

Question 35: A straight-forward question
on the amount of television

viewing before the phonevision test. See
Survey 29~, Q. 23 for television owners.
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Question 36: A straight-forward question
asking the respondent to

compare the amount of current television
viewing with the amount of viewing before
the phonevision test. Be sure that the
respondent does not compare current view­
ing with viewing during the test.

Question 37: A question on whether homes
which had two television

sets during the phonevision test--their
own and the test set--made use of both of
them or not. Respondents whose families
used "Both" are asked sub-questions A and
B.

In sub-question A, we want to know how
it happened that they made use of both:
what reasons they had for using both, what
caused them to use them, under what condi­
tions they used them, etc. Remember to
probe first to clarify the answer you have
already been given and then for additional
reasons, as suggested by the parenthetical
probe.

Sub-question B asks about one special
circumstance under which both sets might
have been used--that is, when part of the
family wanted to see the phonevision movie
and part of the family wanted to see a
regular program. If sub-question B has
clearly and explicitly been answered as
part of the answer to sub-question A, then
you may circle an answer for this sub­
question without asking the question. Do
not guess, however, if you have not been
directly told about this, ask this sub­
question.

Question 38: This question deals with the
possible influence of having

two television sets on the purchase of
phonevision programs. Everyone who has
any idea whether the two sets made any
difference or not ("More", "Fewer" or
"Same") is asked sub-question A in order
to see how certain they are of their opin­
ion.
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Sub-question B calls for an estimate of how the family might have purchased programs
if none of the programs had' duplicated movies they had already seen.

NON-oWNERS ONLY

Question 39: This question introduces the
same rather complicated

series of questions used in Survey 299.
Review carefully the directions given in
Survey 299, Q. 23.

Question 40: A question on whether the
R believes that participation

in the phonevision test delayed his pur­
chase of his own set. Those who say they
otherwise would have gotten their own
television set are asked sub-question A to
determine how certain they are of this.

41.

TELEVISION OWNERS ONLY

Question 39: There is no Q. 39 for tele­
vision owners. Skip to Q.

SPECIFICATIONS FOR SURVEY 299 AND 299A--p. 28

Question 41: This question begins a series on reactions to participation in the phone-
vision test. Be sure to ask both parts of the question of everyone. In

asking each part, probe thoroughly and completely, both for the meaning of each thing
the respondent may say and for any additional ideas he may have to add to what he has
already said.

In sub-question A, we want to know about how many of the ninety movies shown on phone­
vision had been seen by at least one member of the household prior to its showing on
phonevisio~ irrespective of whether this family saw them on phonevision also. If several
members of the family had each seen different ones of the movies shown on phonevision,
the answer to this question should be the sum of all the different movies that one or
more of them had seen before.

Question 44: A straight-forward question on whether the movies shown on phonevisionhad
been seen before by the participating families. If anyone in the family

had seen any of the movies before, sub-question A and B are asked.

Question 43: This question is another approach to evaluating the phonevision test, by
asking people whether they would still want to take part if they had it to

do over again. This question does not ask whether the person would like to take part
again in a second test of phonevision, so an answer like "No, we've seen it now, so
someone else should have a chance to take part" is irrelevant. Rather, the question
asks whether they would have decided to take part in the test, if they had known more
about it when they were making the decision. Those who would not have wanted to take
part or those who aren't sure are asked sub-question A in order to find out what the
factors are that might have kept them from taking part.

Question 42: A question on whether the test lived up to expectations or not. All re-
o spondents who have an op~nion on this are asked the two sub-questions A

and B. Notice, however, that respondents who found that the test came up to expectations
("As good as expected" or "Liked it better") should be asked sub-question B first; then
they should be asked sub-question A in the form of "Was there anything disappointing
about phonevision? What?" Those who are disappointed in the test ("Didn't like as
well") are asked sub-question A first; then sub-question B should be asked in the form
of "Was there anything you liked about phonevision? What?". BE EXCEPTIONALLY CAREFUL
TO PROBE THOROUGHLY ON THESE SUB-QUESTIONS.
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Question 45: This question deals with whether test participants felt that there were
any pressures on them to buy phonevision programs. Those who feel this

way are asked sub-question A in order to determine what the pressures were.

Question 46: This question deals with whether the family's expenditures for phonevision
deviated in any way from what their real desires were. Those who feel

that they bought either more or fewer programs than they really wanted to are asked sub­
questions A and B. Sub-question A deals with the causes of their over- or under- expend­
itures. Sub-question B deals with whether these factors operated all through the test
or at some·special time during the test.

Question 46X: (Forgive our numbering error~) See Survey 299, Q. 33.

Question 47: See Survey 299, Q. 35. Phonevision families may find this question a
little odd, since they have just been buying movies of the type covered by

the question, but they may feel that they would not do it again. At any rate, we need
the question for comparative purposes, so ask the question, apologizing for its repeti­
tiousness if you have to.

Question 48: See Survey 299, Q. 36.

Question 49: See Sl}.l'vey 299, Q. 37.

Question 50: See Survey 299, Q. 38.

Question 51: See Survey 299, Q. 39.

Question 52: See Survey 299, Q. 40.

Question 53 : See Survey 299, Q. 41.

Question .54: See Survey 299, Q. 42.

Factual Items 1-7: Same as Survey 299, Factual Items 1-7, which see.

Factual Item 8: See Survey 299, Q. 28 for telephone subscribers.

Factual Items 9-13: Obvious.
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