‘ ,and~théyfwoald‘appea%‘to,admit~that‘b

‘-l).- e

. ftér;SQV'ghéwing;,:of_f”
: reﬁundexfoptﬁgﬁ‘_;% i

: showing'on‘STV,,tﬁe average Betngrless:thénEtwof§ear:
’the remaining§ones,‘many;haveﬂalygady‘been’purehased

'f;‘7315‘\§gg;5§.~-0pponénts ofvSTV!statéithaﬁ;thgretié VittﬁélIY‘n

" major sports attraction that~is‘not~prESent1nyéing;brgadcastaonffreﬁ«@vf;’E;
They :list in overwhelming detail the kinds of gports and%apdfts‘prégrams~th554 e
free TV carries, and we shall not here repeat them. They state that the '
quantity and quality offspor;s¢pragtams‘exceedSya - ipectations of about ten
years: ago when ‘this proceeding: began. They concede what cann ‘denied

‘that STV at Harcfordrcérmied'hgavyweight"chgmpibnship,boxi
of ‘program that in recent years has not ~generally

; 1ly been car ed by. free

her sports events carried by WHCI

.- ‘not- otherwise available in the market

32, ecial Entertainment and Educational propramg. As with sports,
opponents describe at length the great varietyfaﬁdﬁQU&IigyleWSpeciéL I A
“entertainment programming carried: by free TV to show that it-is of the same .
type that STV offered at Hartford, and mention that;sinCe"thevissuance b£“§he5Q
- First Report such programs “have expanded in number and quality.  ‘Mention is .«

- also made of the growth of educational  television service invthisfcountry .

~ which provides'educational and cultural programming, the programmin “of National

Educational Television (NET), the fact that since this proceeding. started the

number of educational television stations has inc:eaéed:from‘ZB:tOIover,100,;;2I; 

~and the fact that:recent developments suggest that:there may be new financing .
available -in- the near. future for programming in,the educat;ona1~televisiOn‘,‘,*'y
- sexvice which would further. improve its already excellent offerings. In addi-

_ tion, the Oxtoby-Smith "Study of Consumer Response. to Pay;Televisidh"‘iq'qUoted’

~‘;go’the‘éifect~that-"the;t&tingﬁafor‘eduﬁationalkahdféulﬁpxal‘programSQandA%

- even for available stage plays'havé;been,lbw;.,.TheTQPéiatioﬁ,?f'a'feady‘ rket
for 'cultural’ programming.has‘notkmaperialized&“ Along the same line, they L

advert to the very limited viewing4of<such,programming,By Hartford,sgbs_ri ers
(average of only 22 squcribefs~viewing~education§L:ppograms),m; N :

~. .33, As mehﬁionédlaﬁové; STV Qﬁﬁoneﬁt55fih‘Eéngécﬁignf&ith;che_;avf

foregoing ‘data submitted by them, make the argument that the Hartford trial. -
did not provide a-beneficial supplement~because1programmingf0fjthe same general
‘type appears on free TV. With regard to feature films, the only possible ad-

. vantage of STV, we are told, is that of reducing the time lag between theater
release and TV viewings:' At least one party says that STV will not allow
vieéwers to see films-Wat.a;sighificantly earlier timé;ﬂ"Sevéyal’admit that

it is possible that STV.can provide films "soméwhatﬁeafliepﬂcérwthat“STV "*can

somewhat jaccelerate" their presentation to the public: goWayer,>i;“isﬁargged,i_

because. conventional television is getting more and more recent films of high
. quality, the difference in. time of presentation over STV-and free TV would be 4
less and less important. This time differential, it is said, does not justify . -

the use of scarce channels for STV. Opponents say that representations were

19/ Since the filing of the'¢ommeﬁts, the‘huhbér has increased. to 125}] 7,




