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RE:

Corporate Sponsorship and Advertising in Public Schools
You asked for information about corporate sponsorship in public elementary and secondary schools.  You were especially interested in exclusive product distribution and advertising agreements that school districts conclude with corporations.  You wanted to know how widespread such arrangements are, which districts and companies are making them, and what concerns and issues have arisen regarding them.

SUMMARY


According to our survey of recent education publications, many school districts, especially in western and southwestern states, are signing exclusive, multi-year distribution and advertising contracts with corporate sponsors in return for cash payments.  Among the companies that are most active in pursuing such agreements are soft-drink companies such as Pepsico, Coca Cola, and Dr. Pepper and their local distributors and bottlers.  Other companies that have made such agreements include Nike, US West, Burger King, and McDonald’s. Most involve multi-year exclusive distribution requirements that oblige schools to use or distribute only the sponsor’s product in school vending machines, at games, and at school events.  Often, other advertising venues are supplied as well, including allowing product or corporate ads on the outside or roofs of school buildings or buses, on scoreboards and gymnasium walls, and in school publications.  No similar long-term agreements have yet been concluded in Connecticut according to Patrice McCarthy of the Connecticut Association of Boards of Education (CABE).  


Many individuals and groups have raised concerns about commercialism and advertising in schools, including the Consumer Union, which publishes Consumer Reports magazine; the National Parent-Teacher Association; and Alex Molnar, a professor of education at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, who has written a book on the commercialization of public schools.  Among the concerns raised by these and other groups and individuals are that such contracts compromise the integrity of the public schools, imply that public schools are for sale to the highest bidder, give companies too much control over schools, and require schools to push products like soda that are not good for children.  Those who favor such agreements respond that they are a good way for school boards to raise badly needed funds without asking for additional tax money and that, on balance, they help students and school districts.

Although the kinds of agreements that are being concluded in other areas of the country are still a rarity in Connecticut, CABE has assembled some policy guidelines for boards to use in deciding what kinds of advertising to allow in schools.  We have requested copies of the guidelines and will forward them when we receive them.  Katherine Nicoletti of the State Department of Education told us that the State Board of Education has no formal policy on such agreements.

EXAMPLES OF CORPORATE MARKETING AGREEMENTS WITH SCHOOLS


Based on information from an Internet survey, it appears that corporate marketing agreements with school districts, especially exclusive distribution contracts, are more widespread in the west and midwest than in the east.  According to CABE, there are currently no Connecticut districts that have negotiated such agreements.


Not surprisingly, in states where such agreements exist, big school districts command the largest payments and are most desired by businesses. According to published reports, the main impetus for the deals is a combination of school districts’ need for additional funds and taxpayer reluctance to pay higher taxes to support school districts.


A May 1998 survey published by the Education Commission of the States and articles over the last year from Education Week yielded many instances of districts signing exclusive distribution or advertising contracts, which we summarize in Table 1.  In some cases, districts do not receive the full payment reported below. At least one company, DD Marketing of Pueblo, Colorado, has been established specifically to set up advertising and exclusive distribution deals between districts and companies in return for a share of the payments. The commissions can be substantial.  DD Marketing’s proposed cut of contracts to be negotiated on behalf of the various Oregon school boards was 25% according to Willamette Week (April 1, 1998). In Grapevine, Texas, a school district near Dallas that has gone heavily into advertising and corporate sponsorship, DD Marketing receives a 40% of each contract, according to the Dallas Business Journal (July 14, 1997).

Table 1:  School District Advertising And Exclusive Distribution Agreements

	STATE
	SCHOOL OR DISTRICT
	COVERAGE
	COMPANY
	PAYMENT
	CONTRACT

	California
	Berkeley High School
	School-wide
	Local Pepsi bottler
	$100,000
	Seven-year exclusive distribution contract.

	Colorado
	Colorado Springs
	53 schools, 33,000 students
	Local car dealers, Burger King, Pepsi, and Shoney’s Restaurant.
	Total not reported
	Advertising space on school buses, gym walls, etc. 

	
	Colorado Springs
	53 schools, 33,000 students
	Coca Cola
	$8 million over 10 years.
	Exclusive use of Coke beverages (bottler expects to sell 70,000 cases per year).

	
	Jefferson County
	88,000 students
	Pepsi
	$7.3 million over seven years including $2.1 million towards building a $5.1m stadium, a 50% share of all Pepsi sales within the district (estimated $700,000/yr.); and a $48,000/yr. scholarship fund.
	District agrees to advertise and sell only Pepsi in schools; contract allows district to renegotiate at any time if it believes Pepsi’s presence adversely affects schools.

	
	Jefferson County
	88,000 students
	US West
	$2 million for a new stadium
	Name on stadium and exclusive provision of phone service to the district.



	Montana
	Bozeman School District
	Districtwide
	Pepsi
	$120,000 over four years
	Exclusive distribution contract/switch from Coke.

	New Jersey
	St. Patrick High School
	Not available
	Nike
	$20,000
	Switch athletic teams from Adidas equipment.


Table 1 (Continued)

	STATE
	SCHOOL OR DISTRICT 
	COVERAGE
	COMPANY
	PAYMENT
	CONTRACT 

	Oregon
	Benson High School, Portland
	1,500 students
	Pepsi
	$42,000
	Exclusive distribution and advertising for three years

	
	Franklin High School, Portland
	Not available
	Pepsi
	$100,000. Includes $17,000 to construct a press box for the baseball field, $3,000 to upgrade electrical service to place additional vending machines, $2,000 per year in “support funds,” and 40 cents for each case sold.
	10 years, exclusive distribution at school, school events, and by clubs associated with the school. 

	Texas
	Clear Creek Independent School District
	Districtwide
	Coca Cola
	$180,000 per year
	Stock Coke exclusively in district vending machines.

	
	Eanes Independent School District
	Districtwide
	Coca Cola
	$350,000 plus a percentage of all Coke sales in the district
	Exclusive distribution

	
	Hurst-Euless-Bedford district
	19,000 students
	Pepsi


	$1.95 million
	Five-year exclusive distribution

	
	West Lake High School, Austin
	School-wide
	Coca Cola
	$350,000
	Multi-year exclusive distribution 

	
	Grapevine-Colleyville District
	Districtwide
	13 companies including Forth Worth Star-Telegram;

Schroeder Orthodontics; Better Bodies, Texas, Inc.; Nationwide Insurance; and McDonalds
	Various levels up to $10,000 per advertisement
	Advertising on school buses and in gym, public address announcements during school events, and ads in school publications.

	
	Grapevine-Colleyville District
	Districtwide
	Dr. Pepper
	$3.45 million
	10-year exclusive distribution and advertising deal


ARGUMENTS AND CONCERNS RAISED ABOUT CORPORATE SPONSORSHIP AND ADVERTISING


Advertising in schools and corporate sponsorship of public elementary and secondary schools is a controversial issue.  Proponents of school boards’ signing such agreements generally argue that commercialism in the schools is nothing new.  Schools already have soda machines and corporations and business frequently supply materials and services for schools that are marked with their logos.  Schools also raise money by collecting box tops or bottle caps.  Since schools need money, facilities, and equipment and taxpayers are not willing to pay, why not tap alternate sources of funding, they argue.  As for the commercialism involved, many argue that students are used to commercial messages and can discount them. And ad locations can be limited to noneducational situations, such as in a cafeteria or in conjunction with athletics programs, or to the outsides of buildings.


But despite the financial attractions of the deals, some groups and individuals believe that such arrangements are antithetical to the whole idea that public schools exist for the public welfare.  Using them to sell products, they say, blurs the distinction between public and private.  Furthermore, when districts sign exclusivity contracts with corporations, it sends a message to students that the school environment is for sale to the highest bidder.


Opponents also raise educational issues.  For example, exclusive contracts with soft drink companies could put districts in the position of promoting soft drink consumption, which may run counter to what is taught in classes.  Commercialism may also lead to companies having inappropriate control over school time.  This concern arises particularly with regard to the for-profit Channel One, which provides a 10-minute news broadcast broken up by two minutes of commercials. In return for showing the broadcasts, schools get video equipment and hook ups. The channel dictates to schools when and how often they must air the program.  Finally, groups such as the National Parent-Teacher Association point out that corporate-sponsored materials often do not undergo the same rigorous review for appropriateness and accuracy as regular educational materials. 


Financial questions can also arise.  Alex Molnar, a professor of education at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, maintains that contracts with beverage companies, for example, are not a-s lucrative as they sound.  In addition, the bulk of the money is coming from the students, who are thus forced to pay for their own education “one soda at a time,” he says. Chris Pipho of the Education Commission of the States raises financial equity issues.  He asks, could smaller rural districts be disadvantaged because their smaller student bodies make them less attractive to marketers than large districts?  Such a situation could lead smaller districts to try to exert political pressure to tap the marketing revenues going to bigger and richer districts.  In a time when school finance equity lawsuits are common, can some districts receive large marketing payments from companies without sharing them?  Pipho also raises the possibility that a state legislature could make a marketing deal for all the schools in a state and distribute the money among all districts as part of its regular school funding formula.

JSL:lc

- 5 -

[image: image2.png]


_931253767.doc
[image: image1.png]






