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PREFACE

From its beginning in 1920, the American broadcasting industry has been
involved in controversy, and from then on scholars, practitioners, and
critics have been ready to evaluate elements of the changing
controversies, offering their many points of view for discussion, debate,
and action. It is a pattern that has continued, but it is also one that tends
to be dated. Looking at the few collections of articles available on
broadcasting, we saw that they would be of limited use to us in teaching
in the seventies mainly because of their lack of timeliness. We were
seeking to provide material in a rapidly changing field that would
supplement some of the existing textbooks by supplying more current
information, primarily by focusing on the most recent controversial issues.
Even as we surveyed the field to determine which issues seemed to be
of more than seasonal interest, we found limitations of our own with
respect to the size of the book we were planning and the way we expected

" It to be used. Another consideration was the kinds of articles we felt

would be desirable in a book that was to be a supplementary reader. That
is, we wished to include both scholarly journal articles (from sources
such as the Journal of Communications and the Journal of Broadcasting)
and those from the trade (Broadcasting and Television/Radio Age) and
the popular press. Wherever possible, we wanted to include complete
articles, keeping excerpts to a minimum, in an effort to let the authors
have their full say.
The result of our planning was our decision to reduce the total number .
of selections in order to offer as many complete articles as possible vii
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within a book of manageable size. Consequently, issues covered as well
as the number of viewpoints offered are not as numerous as we might
have wished. Since we also sought to present articles that were topical,
we generally avoided historical articles (except for those that provided
needed background) or articles that reflected earlier issues. We have,
therefore, concentrated on what we consider to be the key issues of the
seventies, insotfar as our powers of prophecy have enabled us to foresee
the next few years. We have sought to present views on a variety of issues
that deat with social criticism, professional problems, government
regulation, minority interests, and technological effects.

In attempting to present those key issues, we have included authors
who express strong, one-sided viewpoints. We feel these authors
crystallize the issues, even though we ourselves may disagree with thelr
views (as we sometimes have). Other writers have been included because
they place an issue in perspective and provide a general understanding
of the ramifications of proposed solutions.-It is, perhaps, needless to
add that in selecting these articles over others some important issues
and viewpoints undoubtedly have been omitted, for which we ask the
reader’s indulgence. Without pretext to comprehensive coverage, this
book of readings is intended as a sampling and a supplement or as a text
in an issues-oriented seminar.

We thank those writers and publishers who have permitted us to reprint
these articles and chapters. We have left the articles in their original form
in most cases; a few articles have been edited for space considerations
by eliminating footnotes and statistical references. It is our hope, as
editors, that the readers of this book will be stimulated to seek further
information about these issues so that they can make informed personal
decisions regarding them.

We also wish to thank all those who helped in the preparation of this
book through their advice and their willing assistance and expertise:
Alden Paine, Carole Norton, Marilyn Palmer, Freda Nichols, and Cheryl
McElvain. We also appreciate the contributions of April Orcutt, who
carefully worked on many of the small details in the final preparation
of the materials. Especially, we want to thank our wives, Barbara Smythe
and Nancy Mastroianni, who observed the project from beginning to end
with patience and good humor.

Fullerton, California
Ted C. Smythe
Ceorge A. Mastrolanni



INTRODUCTION

The social and political turmoil of the sixties profoundly affected
American social institutions, and many segments of society exerted
pressure for changes in education, religion, political parties, private
industry and the mass media. All of these institutions responded in some
way to the pressure and criticism, and many of them made major
adjustments in their methods and goals. The highly visible and powerful
institutions of the mass media (print media and broadcasting) were
vigorously attacked by groups that sought to use them to influence social
change. The broadcast media, which are the most pervasive and perhaps
the most persuasive media, received special attention from minority and
activist groups. Their attention was well placed, because the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) provided the legal tools for those
groups that wanted to use broadcasting. (The electronic media in this
country are still the only mass media regulated by the government.) The
development of cable television and its spread to urban areas also
stimulated many groups to seek immediate access to these primarily
local media.

Social groups were not the only critics of broadcasting practices.
Indeed, many of the “professionals” in broadcasting have had severe 1
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disagreements with industry-wide practices such as rating systems, news
policies, and technological improvements, in addition to minority group
proposals, FCC restrictions, and court rulings. There are also issues
concerning ethical considerations in programming and broadcasting. An
ongoing conflict between broadcasters and cablecasters over copyright
and pay television is still to be resolved.

The role played by public broadcasting (noncommercial education and
community stations) has from its earliest days been one of promise and
unfulfilled promise. Within the predominately commercial system
of broadcasting that we have in the United States, public broadcasting is
a supplementary system, and it has had to perform a different role from
that assigned to it in countries where it is the dominant system. In the
United States public broadcasting's role primarily is to provide a wide
range of programming designed to meet minority tastes. Perhaps the most
pressing and continuing issues in the public broadcasting area are those
of long-term financing and independence from government control—two
issues that are separate yet interdependent.

Broadcasting and cablecasting, commercial and public, have performed
a useful social role in American society by entertaining the public,
informing it, directing its attention to issues of importance, and, in general,
giving the public a shared experience. There is much to praise in
American broadcasting, whether it concerns quality drama (such as the
recent production of Hamlet or the award winning The Autobiography of
Miss Jane Pittman), or public affairs (such as the moon probes, the
Kennedy assassinations, or the Watergate hearings). However, there also
is much to condemn among those individuals in broadcasting who all too
frequently have sought the easy way to fame and fortune by appealing to
the lower instincts of the public through violence and sex in entertainment,
vaudevillian tactics in the news and exclusion of certain groups from
the media.

These, then, are some of the broad issues we will consider here. Again,
in a book of this size, we cannot present all sides of all issues nor even
include all of the issues. Indeed, we have focused attention on those key
issues that we believe will have meaning not only for today but through
the decade of the seventies.

Each chapter deals with a different aspect of broadcasting—types of
programming, government policy, cable television, public broadcasting,
international broadcasting, and technology. Our commentaries introduce
the chapters and seek to structure the issues presented in the articles so
that the reader will be able to pick out the general relationships among
discordant views. Where needed, we have provided background



information on an issue to help the reaaer develop a perspective for
interpreting the opinions in the readings.

Each chapter introduction closes with a selective bibliographical essay
evaluating some of the books and magazine articles that deal with the
issues in that particular chapter. By using the bibliography, the reader
also will be able to find related articles and books that fill in those content
areas not covered in our selections. The study questions, which follow
the bibliographical essays, can serve as guides both before and after
reading the articles: (1) the reader can gauge his familiarity with current
broadcasting issues by trying the questions before reading the articles
and (2) the questions can be used as a self-check after reading
the articles.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL ESSAY

The bibliographical essays will enable students to find additional related
books, articles, reports, and government studies that appear relevant to
the topics in the chapters. They are designed to be convenient research
tools, but do not strive for comprehensiveness; instead, they seek to
highlight the more important and more accessible sources of information.
During the life of this book, many additional articles and books will be
published that could not have been included here. Therefore, this essay
deals with standard publications in the field which will permit the reader
to keep up-to-date on the issues that confront broadcasting—today and
tomorrow. We will first describe periodicals in broadcasting or periodicals
which frequently carry articles dealing with broadcasting. Second, we will
note several standard books in the field that are requisite background for
many of the issues we discuss. The student who reads carefully two or
three of these books will have an excellent background for discussing the
issues; he or she will then need to read regularly in two or-three of
the periodicals suggested.

Periodicals

Periodicals dealing with the broadcast tield fall mainly into five
categories: professional, scholarly, governmental, popular, and criticism.
In the professional category, the best single publication is Broadcasting,
a weekly news magazine that covers the entire field of broadcasting,
including cable television. This publication is especially valuable for its
coverage of federal legislation and hearings related to broadcasting, its
up-to-the minute coverage of the FCC and its infrequent but highly useful
special articles. Variety, also a weekly, is devoted to far more “media”
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than broadcasting, including film, stage, music, and records. It tends to
give good economic background on broadcasting, particularly the
entertainment side of the field. It has annual international editions that
are especially useful for their coverage of foreign broadcast systems.
Television/Radio Age meets management as well as technical objectives.
Many of the issues that are peculiarly related to interindustry practices
find good expression here. For instance, the problem of advertising clutter
(a problem advertising and broadcasting share) has received excellent
coverage. There also is thorough coverage of FCC actions and proposals.
Broadcast Management/Engineering (BM/E) is described by its title.
Students interested in the applications of new technology, whether in
news or production, will find good treatment in this publication.

Scholarly journals are numerous, but tend to concentrate articles on
certain aspects of broadcasting or more general mass media concerns.
The most general and most useful broadcasting quarterly is the Journal
of Broadcasting. It is a broad-scan publication, giving historical, legal,
and statistical treatment to broadcasting. It frequently includes special
bibliographies on subtopics of broadcasting. In the educational
broadcasting field, the best of several journals is Public
Telecommunication Review; formerly entitied Educational Broadcasting
Review, this new-format monthly is now more aptly described by its title,
since much of the content of the magazine deals not only with the
educational side of broadcasting but also with those public broadcast
stations that are incidentally oriented to education or linked to a school
system. The renovated Television Quarterly concentrates on the
commercial television industry and on research studies and viewpoints
that might not find expression elsewhere.

Three scholarly publications that are more general in nature frequently
contain articles dealing with broadcasting: Journalism Quarterly, Public
Opinion Quarterly, and the Journal of Communications. All three are
highly regarded publications. Journalism Quarterly (JQ) is especially
useful for its good coverage of books (brief annotations of many books
that will not be reviewed in full are included) and for its excellent
compilation of articles which are taken from a rich variety of publications.
Although the citations are always dated by at least three months, they
are conveniently categorized for research needs, and there are excellent
cross-citations. Public Opinion Quarterly (POQ) emphasizes the subject
of its title. Therefore, articles on the influence of television news,
advertising, or perhaps entertainment, particuiarly as it relates to the
political process, frequently appear in this journal. The Journal of
Communications has been editorially and visually revamped and now



offers many articles that are retated more to the impact of the mass
media, especially television, than was true before. The journal covers the
domestic and international fields. Somewhat related to this class of
journal is the EBU Review (European Broadcasting Union). This
publication deals primarily with the European broadcasting scene. There
are two issues: one covers general and legal issues, the other covers
technical problems and solutions. This is an excellent source of
information on European systems of broadcasting and sometimes containg
articles on non-European countries as well.

Federal publications are few in number but they are highly useful
sources of information because of the relationship between broadcasting
and the FCC. The Federal Communication Commission issues Annual
Reports that summarize the activities of the Commission during the year.
In addition, there are FCC Reports on an ongoing basis that provide
revealing insight into Commission response. The Federal Communications
Bar Journal is a nongovernmentally supported publication that deals with
a very specialized area of broadcast regulation, but it is well worth the
serious reader’s attention.

Popular publications dealing with broadcasting are numerous, but only
a few are useful. One of the best is TV Guide. Many of the issues of
concern to the television viewer receive topical coverage in this weekly
publication. It frequently is difficult to locate back copies of the magazine,
however, because few libraries keep it on file. Sometimes the television
comment in metropolitan newspapers contains useful information about
issues on the medium, but this is not true of all newspapers.

Criticism of broadcasting, particularly by consumer groups of one type
or another, has been a fairly recent innovation. One critic is ACT News
(Action for Children’s Television), which is a news quarterly dealing with
ACT efforts in regulation or local broadcasting across the country.
Another is Cable Report, an outgrowth of the Chicago Journalism Review
from which it is separated. Several of the journalism reviews that now dot
the publishing landscape also include criticism of broadcast media, as
well as of local newspaper and editorial practices; perhaps the most useful
and easily obtainable are Columbia Journalism Review, which is the best
of the group, Chicago Journalism Review, and (More). The last publication
is issued from New York City and tends to concentrate on the media
in the city.

Students interested in seeing what other publications are available in
broadcasting should consult Kenneth Harwood, ““A World Bibliography of
Selected Periodicals on Broadcasting (Revised),” Journal of Broadcasting
(Spring, 1972), 131-146.

o1 Introduction
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Many other magazines and journals carry articles on broadcasting
issues. The best way to keep abreast of the comment appearing in other
periodicals, including legal publications, is to consult several indexes.
Topicator is a monthly publication that covers the advertising-broadcasting
trade press. Unfortunately, it seldom annotates the articles so the
researcher must depend upon the title for useful information. The
classified index of periodical articles that appears in the back of
Journalism Quarterly, which already has been mentioned, is another
excellent source. Indexes of more general nature include the reliable
and wide-ranging Reader’s Guide to Periodical Literature, Business
Periodicals Index, the Applied Science & Technology Index, and the
Social Science and Humanities Index (the latter two grew out of the
former International Index). In addition, the Index to Legal Periodicals and
Index to Periodical Articles Related to Law are useful sources for
viewpoints on broadcasting.

Standard Books

Books on broadcasting are numerous, but the following titles offer
extensive background information for the reader who wishes to quickly
grasp the heritage and structure of the medium. The standard history is
Erik Barnouw’s A History of Broadcasting in the United States, Oxford
University Press, New York, issued in three volumes in 1966, 1968, and
1970. These constitute the best history available. Two additional volumes
that include useful historical treatments which emphasize the relationship
of television and radio to society are by Sydney W. Head, Broadcasting
in America, 2nd ed., Houghton-Mitflin, Boston, 1972; and Giraud Chester,
et al., Television and Radio, 4th ed., Appleton-Century Crofts, New York,
1971. An excellent survey by Wilbur Schramm and Janet Alexander
entitled “Broadcasting” appears as a chapter in the Handbook of
Communication, edited by Ithiel de Sola Pool, Wilbur Schramm, et al.,
Rand McNally, Chicago, 1973. We reprint just a fraction of the chapter in
this reader; students should consult the full chapter as well as the useful
bibliography that accompanies it. Three additional sources should be
mentioned. They are Warren C. Price, compiler, The Literature of
Journalism, 1959, and Price and Calder M. Pickett, An Annotated
Journalism Bibliography, 1958-1968, both published by the University of
Minnesota Press, Minneapolis; and “'Broadcasting and Mass Media: A
Survey Bibliography,” compiled annually in January by Christopher H.
Sterling of Temple University. The first two books are baseline—any
serious research in the field starts with them. Sterling’s mimeograph
edition has been published since 1970 and is a highly selective list of



titles that generally are current in the field; it is categorized, which makes
it useful, but it is not annotated, which detracts from its usefulness. For
annotations, the student should consult Sterling’s Mass Media Booknotes,
a monthly listing of titles in the field of mass communications that is a
highly useful source of information on current books and on their strengths.

STUDY QUESTIONS

1.

2.

What were the key inventions that led to the development of radio as
we know it today? Of television?

What are the key elements in the structure of the U.S. broadcasting
industry?

. Describe the differences of operation between a network-affiliated

station and an independent station in regard to their program functions.

. What are some of the specific responsibilities of the Federal

Communications Commission?

. What are some of the policy issues of concern to broadcasters,

government, and the people?

. What reasons can you give for the changes in attitudes toward

television between 1960 and 1970 as suggested by the results of the
study by Dr. Robert T. Bower?

Are there observable differences in your own or your family’s viewing
of particular types of TV programming?

<3 Introduction
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WILBUR SCHRAMM and JANET ALEXANDER |

Wilbur Schramm and Janet Alexander, “Broadcasting,” in Ithiel de Sola Pool,
Wilbur Schramm, et al., Handbook of Communication, © 1973 by Rand McNally
College Publishing Company, Chicago, pp. 583-586, 588-589, 591-597, 599, 601-602.
Wilbur Schramm, former director of the Institute for Communications Rescarch,
Stanford University, now heads the Communications Institute, East-West Center,
Hawaii. He has published extensively in the broadcast field. Janet Alexander is a staff
member in the Institute at Stanford University.

DEVELOPMENT OF BROADCASTING

Seeing, hearing, communicating over great distances have always been part
of man’s dream. During the Renaissance, when the study of magnetism led
to the first primitive understanding of electronics, these dreams took a
new form.

As early as 1558, Giovanni Battista della Porta described a “sympathetic
telegraph” which could send messages through magnetism. . . . Joseph
Glanvil predicted in London in 1661 that “the time will come, and that
presently, when by making use of the magnetic waves that permeate the
ether which surrounds the world, we shall communicate with the
Antipodes.” There were many such predictions in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, and in the nineteenth century they began to come true.

In 1844 Samuel F. B. Morse sent from Washington to Baltimore the first
official message by wired telegraph, said to have been “What hath God
wrought!” (What unofficial messages preceded that, we do not know, but
anyone who has tried to get a new communication link to work will suspect
that *“What hath God wrought!” came fairly late in the process of trial.)
Marconi demonstrated in 1897 that dots and dashes could be sent through
space without wires, and in 1899 he sent Morse code across the English
channel; in 1901, across the Atlantic. ¢

Meanwhile work was under way in transmitting the human voice itself.
Alexander Graham Bell demonstrated in 1876 that understandable speech
could be sent over a wire. Edison was working on the phonograph by 1877.
Just before the turn of the century experiments in sending the human voice



by “wireless” were in progress. Stubblefield claimed to have sent and
received a voice one mile without wires in 1899.

A key development at this time was the invention of the Alexanderson
alternator, which produced a smooth continuous set of high frequency
waves, suitable for voice modulation. Using this method, Fessenden, a
former Westinghouse engineer who had gone to teach at the University of
Pittsburgh, began to experiment with sending both music and voice through
the air. Ham operators and ship radio officers began to report as early as
1905 that they occasionally received voice programs from Fessenden’s
laboratory.

DeForest’s triode tube, patented in 1907, made voice broadcasting easier,
and DeForest himself entered voice radio experimentation. He did a voice
broadcast from the Tour Eiffel in 1909, and in 1910 put Caruso on the air,
to be heard by ships at sea. In 1916 he broadcast election returns from
New York City; like most other newsmen on that election day, he
announced that Charles Evans Hughes was the next president of the
United States. '

One of the first official uses of voice radio was a broadcast made by
President Wilson (who had won the 1916 election) from his ship returning
from the Paris Peace Conference in 1919. Unfortunately, he seems to have
been heard only by ships at sea.

Marconi and other European innovators had been very active with
radio-broadcast experiments during the first two decades of the century,
and experimental stations were springing up in both Europe and America.,
One of the first of these was KQW, San Jose, California, which was on the
air in 1909. It was a short step from “ham” and experimental stations to
stations designed to serve homes. The present KCBS in San Francnsco isa
lineal descendant of KQW.

In 1888, Edward Bellamy’s book Looking Backward had contained a
passage that drew more attention thirty years later than when it was first
published. He described a scene in the year 2000, in which a hostess asked
a guest whether he wanted to hear some music. She handed him a list of
titles and let him make a selection, then “crossed the room and as far as I
could see merely touched one or two screws and at once the room was filled
with the music of a great organ anthem.”

Probably Bellamy’s imagination was stimulated by Edison’s new
phonograph, but thirty years later a telegrapher for the American Marconi
Company (who latcr became president of the Radio Corporation of

Schramm/Alexander




Introduction

10

America) believed that he saw a way to make the scene come true long
before the year 2000. This was David Sarnoff, who wrote a memorandum
to his superiors, as follows:

I have in mind a plan of development which would make radio a
household utility. . . . The idea is to bring music into the home by
wireless. The receiver can be designed in the form of a simple “Radio
Music Box” and arranged for several different wavelengths, which can
be changeable with the throwing of a single switch or the pressing of
a single button. . . . The same principle can be extended to numerous
other fields, as for example receiving lectures at home, which could
be perfectly audible; and events of national importance which can be
simultaneously announced and received. Baseball scores can be trans-
mitted in the air, . . . This proposition would be especially interesting
to farmers and others living in outlying districts. . . .

The same vision came to others. Radio station 8MK, Detroit, became
station WWJ. Out of the Westinghouse experimental station, in 1920,
came station KDKA. There were 30 licensed stations on the air in the
United States by the end of 1921, and 500 by the end of 1922. At that
time approximately three million receivers were in use.

The Growing Pains of Radio

With the development of home radio in this country and elsewhere,
problems swiftly developed: how to support it, how to regulate it, how to
guide its use. It was thought at first that stations could be maintained by the
sale of receivers and by the tangible or intangible returns from the prestige
of broadcasting. Sarnoff himself did not conceive of radio as a vehicle for
direct profit-making. He spoke of it as something that will “be regarded as a
public institution of great value in the same sense that a library, for
example, is regarded today.” . . . In 1922, however, the American Society
of Composers, Authors, and Publishers demanded payment for music that
was played on the air. This pointed to even greater program expenses in the
future, and forced the new stations to look for an additional source of
substantial income. They found it in advertising.

The first recorded radio commercial was sold in 1922 by station WEAF,
New York, to promote the sale of real estate lots on Long Island.
Thereafter, advertising was to be the chief method of support for
broadcasting in the United States.

There were vigorous protests against a commercial system. Secretary of



Commerce Hoover said in 1922, “It is inconceivable that we should allow
so great a possibility for service, for news, for entertainment, for education,
and for vital commercial purpose, to be drowned in advertising chatter.”. . .
He predicted that “the American people will never stand for” advertising
on the radio. It was a celebrated miscalculation. By 1930, radio advertising
had risen to $60 million a year, and there were 14,750,000 receivers in use.
Presently, the bill for radio advertising is over a billion dollars a year, and
for television more than two billion.

One of the chief reasons for the formation of networks (NBC in 1926,
CBS in 1927) was the need to make it easier for advertisers and their
agencies to deal quickly and efficiently with a group of stations. The first
network show on American radio, at the inaugural of NBC on 15 November,
1926, illustrated the quality of talent that was on radio at that time, and
also indicated what kind of display window radio was prepared to provide
for the commercials on which it subsisted. The program originated at the
Waldorf-Astoria in New York, and included the New York Symphony
Orchestra under Walter Damrosch, the humorist Will Rogers, opera singers
Mary Garden and Tito Ruffo, and the dance bands of Vincent Lopez and
Ben Bernie, among others.

It is interesting to speculate what might have happened to radio in the
United States if in 1922 it had chosen the way that most European countries
took: government-owned radio supported wholly or in part by a tax on
receiving sets. This was a fundamental decision for the United States
communication system. It built commercial competition for audiences (and
consequently for advertising dollars) into the system for as long as can be
foreseen. It created property values for frequency assignments so that, in
practice, they came to be treated as the broadcasters’, rather than the
public’s, channels. It transferred the responsibility for programming to the
broadcasters rather than to the government, and government regulatory
agencies ever since have had the greatest difficulty doing anything about it.
It tended to substitute audience size and resultant profit for other measures
of public service. And, most obviously, it determined that American
broadcasting thereafter would be a showcase for sales messages that were
permitted to intrude into entertainment and informational programming.

Before radio could realize the financial and entertainment success it was
destined to attain, however, it was necessary to regulate the assignment of
frequencies to stations. American radio began with one frequency, then two,
and finally the whole band of 550 to 1600 kilohertz (kHz). As more 11
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stations came on the air, and as power was increased, stations began to
interfere with each other.

Secretary Hoover called a conference on standards and allocations as
early as 1922, and most of the 1920s was taken up in sorting out frequency
assignments and providing a way to make and enforce them. Finally the
chaos on the air became so intolerable that the broadcasters themselves
petitioned for regulation. The result was passage of the Federal Radio Act
of 1927, which established the Federal Radio Commission. Seven years
later the Federal Communications Act of 1934 replaced the 1927 law and
established the Federal Communications Commission. We shall have more
to say later about the FCC and the problems of broadcast regulation.

Once these basic decisions had been made and order established on the
airwaves, radio became a thriving industry. Despite the depression, more
than 50 million sets were in use and 700 stations operative by the end of the
1930s. Income from the sale of time was approaching $200 million. Radio
won a historic victory over the newspapers in gaining the right to buy wire
news services.

The new medium came to absorb somewhere near three hours of the

average American’s day. It contributed to everyday American life and
experience familiar voices like those of Ed Murrow, William L. Shirer,
H. V. Kaltenborn, and Lowell Thomas; the Philharmonic with Toscanini
and the Saturday afternoon Metropolitan opera broadcast; quality drama
such as CBS Playhouse; family serial drama, some of it as memorable as
“One Man’s Family”; satiric comedy like that of Fred Allen.

On Halloween, 1938, Orson Welles scared substantial numbers of
listeners out of their lounge slippers with a program that demonstrated what
radio had come to mean to Americans. It was outwardly innocuous—a
dramatization of H. G. Well’s novel, War of the Worlds, which tells the
story of an imagined invasion from Mars. It was well labeled as fiction and
radio drama—but it was in the form of news broadcasts. In less than twenty
years radio had come to be so deeply trusted, so much depended on for
news, that in several parts of the country uncritical listeners literally ran
for the hills.

The Coming of Television

Even as early as 1938, a shadow was beginning to fall over the prosperity
and popularity of radio. The shadow came from a new medium, still in an
experimental stage, called television.



The development of television traces back at least as far as the invention
of the daguerreotype, about 1839. Within a little over forty years, people
found out how to make the picture move. Senator Leland Stanford of
California bet that at one point in its stride a horse has all four feet off the
ground. The photographer Eadweard Muybridge took a series of consecutive
still pictures and mounted them on a rotating disc so that only one picture
could be seen at a time through an aperture: the result was the illusion of a
running horse. Stanford won his bet; there was one point at which all four
of the horse’s hooves were off the ground.

When Eastman’s films became available in the late 1880’s, Edison used
them to develop the Kinetoscope, which was long used in penny arcades. In
France, Auguste and Louis Lumiére invented the Cinématographe which
projected these consecutive exposures in a large room. Films began to be
shown in nickelodeons, theaters where the admission was as low as five
cents, and where a piano thumped out mood music for whatever action was
being shown.

Barnouw . . . notes wryly that as early as 1907 the Chicago Tribune was
charging that films were ministering to the “lowest passions of children.” A
judge wrote that “nickelodeons indirectly or directly caused more juvenile
crimes coming into this court than all other causes combined.”. . . Many of
the same things were said in the 1950s and 1970s of television. But motion
pictures gained more respectability with the coming of great stars such as
Mary Pickford who by 1914 was being signed to annual contracts of more
than $100,000 a year. And when a standard film width of 16 mm., and a
fire-resistant film substance were agreed upon, teaching and training films
began to come into use. The first sound films were shown in theaters in
1926, and sound took over most of the field from silent films during the
early thirties.

Dizard . .. feels that the marriage of films and radio, resulting in
television, is most appropriately dated at 2 November 1936 when the
British Broadcasting Corporation inaugurated the first continuing public
television broadcasting service in the world, from an experimental studio at
Alexandra Palace on the north edge of London. But there were many
developments before that. The scientific sources were international.

Jakob Berzelius, a Swedish chemist, discovered the element selenium that
became the basic component of photoelectric cells. In 1875 Carey, an
English scientist, designed a plan for “television” using selenium cells.
Caselli, an Italian, claimed to have transmitted a picture by wire in 1862.
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Paul Nipkow, a Russian living in Germany, developed a scanning disc in
1884 for transmitting pictures by wireless, an idea developed into working
systems in the 1920s by Jenkins in the United States and Baird in England.
Vladimir Zworykin, a Russian employed by Westinghouse in the United
States, patented an electron-beam pickup that led to an all-<clectronic systcm
and to the iconoscope or electronic camera tube, and the kinescope or
clectronic receiver system.

Development and testing went forward, on a variety of systems,
throughout the late twenties and thirties. Television transmission over a
wired circuit between New York and Washington was demonstrated by Bell
Laboratories in 1927. On 11 May 1927, Station WGY, Schenectady,
started experimental telecasts three afternoons a week. By 1932, twenty-five
experimental television stations were operating in the United States;
thirty-six were operating on 2 November 1936, which Dizard proclaimed
the birthday of television. In 1938 David Sarnoff, echoing his famous
memorandum about radio, wrote that he felt television was now feasible for
use in the home.

The Federal Communications Commission approved a plan for
commercial telecasting in 1940. Both CBS and NBC began television
operations in July 1941, in New York, fifteen hours a week. Within a year,
eight other commercial television stations came on the air, and six of them
continued to broadcast throughout World War II.

The war, however, held up the development of television throughout the
world. The United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union all stopped their
television services in 1939. The British had 20,000 receivers when they
ceased broadcasting at the start of the war. They resumed in 1946. France
stopped in 1939 and resumed on a very limited scale after liberation in 1944.
The Soviet Union had begun television in 1938, using equipment purchased
from RCA. They also resumed on a limited scale in 1946. No other country
except the United States had a regular television service before 1950.

In the United States only a small amount of television was available
during the war, but the service and the industry grew rapidly when the war
ended. In one year alone, 1948, the number of TV sets in this country
increased from about 100,000 to about one million.

The Federal Communications Commission had to make two fundamental
decisions before television in the United States could develop as it was
destined to do. One of these concerned frequency allocation. It became
apparent that there was not enough room in the frequency spectrum for all



the stations that would be needed to bring thrce networks, as well as
independent programming, to the whole country. For nearly four years
(1948-1952), therefore, the commission maintained a freecze on new
station authorizations until a satisfactory allocation plan could be developed
for the country.

One result of this freeze and the new allocations was that American
educators were able to sccure 242 channel assignments, both very high
frequency (VHF) and ultra high frequency (UHF)—12 percent of all
those available at that time—for educational noncommercial use, making it
possible for a seccond system to grow beside the commercial one. The first
ETYV station, KUHT at Houston, went on the air 8 June 1953. Thanks in
no small degree to strong and continuing support from the Ford Foundation
and later to the Educational Facilities Act of 1962 and the Public
Broadcasting Act of 1967, there are now 191 of these noncommercial
stations owned by citizens’ groups or by educational institutions.

The second decision had to do with color television. The introduction of
color was delayed for several years while the networks and their engineers
battled over whether the approved color system should be “compatible”
with black-and-white television—that is, whether color and black-and-white
broadcasts should be receivable on the same set. The noncompatible
system, built around a rotating color disc, was ready earlier. But the
compatible system, based on the electronic system of Zworykin, ultimately
won out; when color sets appeared in the stores they could receive either
black-and-white or color programs.

Once these decisions were taken, television swept over the country. Less
than twenty years had elapsed between the time television receivers were in
5 percent of American homes and the time they were in 90 percent. Radio
had grown at nearly the same rate twenty-five years earlier. But when the
Old Champion faced the New Challenger in the 1950s, it was a clear victory
for the challenger. Television took from radio its position as the home
entertainment center, its huge audiences, and its fat national advertising
contracts. At the same time it kept a substantial part of movie audiences at
home looking at the picture tube rather than at theaters watching the silver
screen. . ..

Some Characteristics of the U.S. System

Before leaving the development of broadcasting, let us note several
characteristics of the system that emerged in the United States.
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For one thing, it emerged ad hoc. Regulation and direction came after
technology. In the past decade, certain Asian and African nations have been
able to plan and introduce their media systems in a way that integrates
them smoothly into their existing sociopolitical systems and their goal
patterns. In the United States, however, the technology was in use before
there were appropriate governmental structures to regulate and control its
devclopment. Therefore, the broadcast system reflects many of the conflicts
prevailing at the time of its growth.

Nevertheless, the ideology that shaped the system was based consistently
on the First Amendment and the idea of free enterprise. For example:

The airwaves are recognized as belonging to the public. Private interests
are merely franchised to use a portion of the spectrum, for a three-year
period, “in the public interest, convenience, and necessity.” The franchise
granted by the FCC does not in any way constitute legal ownership, but
rather public trusteeship whose renewal is dependent on the licensee’s
performance.

The profits belong to the licensee. Broadcasting requires the investment
of risk capital by the private sector, with little or no regulation of rates,
profits, or services.

Broadcast frequencies are allocated to local communities. The FCC
assumes that the best frequency allocation is one that assures each local
community a voice of its own. The licensee is charged with fulfilling this
public service for the community. This is one reason why stations, rather
than nectworks, are licensed, and why the licensee is required to return to
the FCC every three years for the renewal of his license.

Consequently, the proper working of the system requires a balance
between private and public interest. In return for the use of a public
resource, the broadcaster is responsible for serving the public. What this
“service™ consists of is necessarily worked out in a balance of power and
authority between the public and private sectors. The broadcasters are
charged with providing a “free market place of idcas,” and yet the
government is loath to do anything about the programming of the stations.
The private licensecs operate franchises that acquire fabulous property values
(for example, in a large city a television station may represent a capital
investment of less than $5 million, but a property value of $50 million),
and yet the broadcaster feels himself in jeopardy every three years when he
faces the possibility (a very small possibility, it must be admitted) that the
license may be taken from him.



STRUCTURE OF THE INDUSTRY

Perhaps the best way to approach the complex structure of the United
States broadcasting industry is by means of a simple chart (Figure 1).

In essence, that is the way it works. With the aid of outside program
sources, stations and cable services produce and transmit programs for
audiences. Because it is a private enterprise system, it necessarily has a
double goal—not only to please and serve audiences but also to attract the
kind and size of audiences that in turn will attract advertisers to buy time
on the system and, consequently, to make a profit for the owners. The
system therefore serves two masters, and operates within limits set by
government regulatory agencies that have rigorously maintained a policy of
keeping hands off programs.

Control
by ownership, law,
and government
regulation

Stations

roduce
ggf::;n .CATV. P " to—e( Audiences
Allied stations / transmit

Support
chiefly by sale
of time for
advertising

Figure 1
Structure of the U.S. broadcasting industry.

This is simple enough, but the picture is complicated when we start to
fill in some of the details. For example, the mere matter of size—much
larger than any other broadcasting system in the world—itsclf adds an
element of complexity. Suppose we fill in some numbers for the circles in
the previous chart (see Figure 2).
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927 television stations
700 commercial oa wee}(ly
(510 VHF, 190 UHF) cum.ulatlve
227 noncommercial distribute well audience of
(92 VHF, 135 UHF) over | million °V.TII. 12?
7,131 radio stations hours of programming l:vlerl%r:)m
(4,354 AM, 2,777 FM, each week million
including 478 non- American
commercial FM) homes
2,883 cable television systems

Figure 2
Size of the U.S. broadcasting industry.

The figures are for about the beginning of 1972: true totals will
doubtless be larger by the time this is in print.

Because of the many different types of stations, their interrelationships in
networks and chains of ownership, and their relationships to cable
transmission of signals, most of which originate with stations; because of
the great variety in programming; and because of the number of different
audiences to be served—for these reasons it is impossible to describe
American television and radio in any such simple way as one can describe,
for example, the broadcasting system of a country that has a state-owned
network or a single public corporation responsible for broadcasting. For the
majority of American stations, their programming and their policies are
their own; they are responsible to their owners rather than to a government
agency or public corporation. They all come together under the umbrella of
benevolent government regulation for, as indicated, the Federal
Communications Commission since its founding in 1934 has been
considerably more interested in allocating frequencies than in concerning
itself over what a broadcaster does with his frequency.

The system is complex also because it includes a number of organizations
and agencies that have become essential to the operation of broadcasting
but are separate from the act of broadcasting. In Figure 3 we have inserted
some numbers, where they are readily available, in order to provide some
idea of the magnitude of these related services.

This is the kind-of structure that broadcasting has evolved in the United
States. . ..




Control
Program sources Stockholders Technical services
Networks (3 TV, FCC Equipment manufacturers
4 radio) 292 consulting engineers
385 radio-program serving broadcasting
producers and Microwave, cable, and satellite
distributors services (receivers)

724 TV-program

producers and Stations \
distributors
r—b CATV —{(P am:
48 talent agents Allied stations ogram

and managers N

Film studios and Ay Audience measurement |\
distributors R 63 companies providi k
102 TV-processing panies pr ng
labs research services

News services

Support
Others

Advertisers and agencies Management services

g 240 station representatives Broadcasting lawyers
Employee services

Network sales services 95 consultants on
137 associations 537 producers of TV management, personnel,
and professional commercials etc.
societies 312 producers of radio 73 public relations,
50 unions commercials and jingles publicity, promotion
representing Others services
workers and 43 station and CATV
performers brokers
13 station finance
companies
Others
Figure 3

Related agencies and services essential te U.S. broadcasting-industry.

The appetite of the American broadcasting system for programs is
gargantuan. Over one million hours per week must be programmed. This
is a quantum jump from the programming needs of a system like that of
France or Britain, where independent stations are almost nonexistent and
most programming comes from a few networks. That is why such a large
number of programming-production services are needed by the American
broadcasting structure.

Relatively little of a station’s programming actually originates within the
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furnish a certain number of hours of programming in return for which the
station promises to take a certain number of these programs and to permit
the network to sell a certain amount of the station’s time to national
advertisers. The station thus receives programs of broad audience interest
and also a substantial share of the time charges collected by the network.

The network makes some of the programs it distributes and contracts for
the making of others. Behind the network, as behind the individual station,
stand the program producers and distributors, the film studios and
distributors, feature services, wire news services, and many other program
sources. Where possible, the network covers live events of wide interest.
For some of these (e.g., foptball games), the network must pay for the
privilege of broadcasting; for others (e.g., a presidential press conference, a
moon shot, or a public meeting or demonstration), it pays no fee but must
meet the very considerable expense of coverage.

A network station receives by no means all of its programs from the
network. The station provides some of its own programs and buys others,
which means that it, too, deals with wire services, film distributors, program
producers, and the like. Stations that are not affiliated with networks make
even more use of these programming services, and often buy network shows
that are available for reshowing after a season or two. Independent radio
stations in particular build as much of their program as possible around
low-cost programming, such as disc jockeys playing phonograph records or
tapes, or talk shows relying upon telephone calls to the station.

Approximately one-tenth of broadcasting time can be filled by
commercials. Some of these are read by station announcers from scripts
written in the station or provided by advertisers. A national television
commercial or a radio jingle, however, usually originates in an advertising
agency or in the studio of a producer hired by the agency. In the case of
television, particularly, loving care is usually lavished on the commercial,
and the process of planning, studying, pretesting, making, and remaking
usually costs considerably more per minute than does the program that the
commercial accompanies. It comes to a station usually on film or magnetic
tape, or embedded in a network program.

Noncommercial stations do not have quite the same relationship to their
network, if they belong to one. The noncommercial network does not act as
a national advertising salesman, and the station’s promise of how much
programming it will take is somewhat less strict, but the network does
provide a certain number of programs. Like the programs of a commercial




network (NBC, CBS, or ABC), the programs circulated by the Public
Broadcasting System may be made by the affiliated national program center
NET (as, for example, was “Sesame Street”) or purchased from other
sources (as were “The Forsyte Saga” and “Civilisation,” which were
purchased from BBC). Noncommercial stations also exchange a certain
number of their own best programs.

Because of the need to transmit so many programs promptly, a
nationwide microwave . . . and [coaxial cable has] . . . become necessary,
and numerous proposals have been made to supplement these with domestic
satellites. Because of the number of individual outlets that must be
maintained and the great number of programs that must be paid for, a very
large system of advertising sales has become necessary. We shall say
something in the next section about the size of this support structure. Here
we should merely note that it includes, in addition to the network sales
departments, many hundreds of advertising agencies handling radio or
television advertising, many hundreds of sales representatives who solicit
and sell spot announcements for local stations and, of course, many
thousands of local station sales departments which deal directly with local
and regional advertisers. The stations and networks themselves employ
over 100,000 persons.

The number of local units in the system and the intensely competitive
nature of the industry place rather heavy responsibility on management for
the economic survival of the station, and for dealings with unions and
national professional organizations as well as with government regulatory
agencies and local pressure and power groups. Whether the responsibilities
are any less in a less-fragmented industry is debatable, but observers have
continually noted the intensely competitive nature of American broadcasting
in comparison, for example, with European broadcasting systems built
around national networks.

Support of U.S. Broadcasting
The advertising support of commercial broadcasting in the United States
amounts to more than $4.5 billion per year, of which almost two-thirds
goes to television. It is interesting to observe how this support has
grown.

... The swift rise of television, after the freeze ended in 1952, . ..
[affected radio revenues, especially radio network advertisers income.]
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The first year in which the total income of television exceeded that of radio
was 1955, and 1956 was the first year since before World War II when
radio’s total sales fell below the level of the preceding year. After 1956,
radio’s national nonnetwork and local advertising began to rise again, but
the rate of total growth in support was only about half that of television.

How does a station spend its money? . . . The radio station spends
relatively more on sales because a greater part of its support has to come
from selling local advertising. The television station has higher technical
costs because it is technically more complex, and it spends more on
programs because television material costs more than sound broadcast
material.

How profitable is broadcasting? The question cannot be answered simply
because there is a great variation among types of stations. VHF stations,
carrying network service in metropolitan markets, may be immensely
profitable whereas many UHF stations have been in severe financial
difficulty. Broadcasting Yearbook’s 1970 “typical TV station,” which was
supposedly a VHF station, reported a profit of 18.1 percent on gross before
federal income taxes. The “typical radio station” for the same year made
8.7 percent before federal income taxes. These compare favorably with
profits from other industries. For example, the steel industry has been
making about 7 percent before federal income taxes, and printing and
publishing has reported something over 9 percent.

Illustrating how unevenly the returns from broadcasting are divided,
however, are the FCC financial reports for 1970, which show that almost
40 percent of the total income of television went to the three networks and
their fifteen owned and operated stations.

Fifteen advertisers provided about one-third of television income in 1970.
These were Procter and Gamble, General Foods, Colgate-Palmolive,
Bristol-Myers, American Home Products, R. J. Reynolds, Lever Brothers,
General Motors, Warner-Lambert, Sterling Drug, Phillip Morris, Gillette,
General Mills, Ford Motor, and Miles Laboratories. All of these
corporations deal in products with very wide appeal over economic, age,
and social groups. That is, they sell goods like soaps, toothpastes, cigarettes,
automobiles, and the contents of the home medicine cabinet. The top
twenty advertisers—dealing almost wholly with the same kind of products
—provided more than 40 percent of television income.

It might be predicted that this concentration of income in products of
general, rather than specific, interest would encourage television



programming of a kind that would also have the widest possible audience
appeal; and this is precisely what we find. Programs of broad interest =
large audiences = large product sales = large time sales and high
advertising rates.

There is a corresponding concentration of this flow of advertising in a
few large agencies. One advertising agency alone (J. Walter Thompson)
was responsible for nearly 15 percent of all television time sales in 1969.
The top ten agencies together were responsible for nearly two-thirds of
total television time sales. :

What does it cost to make a sales pitch to a large television audience?
More than one-third of all the television homes in the United States are in
the ten largest markets: New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Philadelphia,
Boston, San Francisco, Detroit, Cleveland, Washington, and Pittsburgh. To
buy 1 percent of these television homes (one rating point) costs on the
average $850 during prime time. This is for a brief spot announcement
during prime time, 7:30 to 11:00 p.M. In the daytime it costs less, but the
maximum audience is much less and does not include many adult males.

In the smaller markets of the country, an audience of the same size
would cost more. The individual station time rates are lower, but the
audiences are smaller, too. This is one reason why stations in large cities
have a market value far above the investment that has been made in them:
With the same program and corresponding facilities, they can reach a vast
audience; consequently, they charge very high rates and still offer an
attractive buy to national advertisers.

The heavy flow of advertising support and the need for programs of wide
interest have had effects far beyond the broadcasting industry itself. For
example, much of the entertainment of the country is dependent in no small
part on television and radio. Exposure on the air is almost a requirement
for successfully building an entertainer’s career. Most professional sports
would be much less popular and less prosperous without broadcasting. For
example, the networks alone pay professional football about $50 million a
year—3$2.5 million of it for one game, the Super Bowl. Professional football
schedules and times (e.g., whether the game is played on Saturday, Sunday,
or Monday, and at what hour) will often depend more on the needs of
television than the convenience of the local audience. And in order that
commercials may get enough attention during a game, special time-outs for
advertising are called a number of times during the game.
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THE PATTERN OF CONTROL

No broadcasting system is completely free from control. There are
countless degrees of political control between the extremes that Terrou
and Solal (1951) describe as “subordination to political authorities”
and “nonsubordination.”

Toward one end of that spectrum would be a country like Spain, in which
broadcasting is actually a part of the government and its content is
carefully watched; or a country like the Soviet Union, in which broadcasting
operates under the minister of culture and under the careful surveillance
of the Party. Toward the other end would be a country like Sweden in
which television operates as a private company under the direction of a
board of eleven members, the chairman and five other members being
appointed by the government; or the United States, where most stations are
privately owned and subject to very light government regulation.

Between those extremes lie a variety of patterns. For example, the
British Broadcasting Corporation operates under a nonprofit, corporate
body set up by a royal charter with a board of governors appointed by the
queen; BBC is given almost complete freedom in its programming policies
and is expected to exercise responsibility. NHK in Japan is a public juridical
person, free in large part from government control although regulated by
a governmental agency much like the Federal Communications Commission
in the United States. Both Britain and Japan have a parallel system of
commercial stations, but neither BBC nor NHK takes advertising.

German broadcasting is conducted by chartered corporations in the
several Linder (states); they are neither government agencies nor private
companies, and are designed to be as free as possible of government
control. Radiodiffusion-Télévision Frangaise (RTF) in France is a public
establishment under the joint supervision of the minister of information
and the minister of finance and economic affairs, who have in the past
exercised rather close control over the news policies of the organization.

There are thus many patterns of relationship to government, subtly
different from each other . . . but even the systems that seem to be most
free are not completely free. Any nation feels the obligation to allocate
frequencies for its stations to prevent interference or chaos on the air. Any
nation is almost certain to have a law protecting copyright owners from
unauthorized broadcast, protecting audiences against obscenity or libel,
and protecting the state against treason or sedition. Additional policies and




legal controls vary in their strictness. But governmental control is not
the only kind of control exerted upon broadcasting.

When a Western broadcaster says that Soviet broadcasting is not “free”
he means that it is not politically free. When a Soviet broadcaster says that
American broadcasting is not “free” he probably means that it is not
economically free. That is, he would argue that it is owned by wealthy
people and financial organizations, and is likely therefore to be in the
control of owners who represent a class interest. The interests of ownership
are likely to be reflected in the content. . . . There are differences of opinion
as to how much control is exerted by ownership in different privately owned
systems, but at least one can hardly contend that the need to make a profit
from advertising does not affect the content of commercial broadcasting.

There is also the kind of social control that is expressed in the United
States by the act of viewing or not viewing, listening or not listening, in
letters and messages to stations and networks, in criticisms and rewards.

All broadcasting systems are to some degree subject to each of these
kinds of control. It happens that the United States system is uncommonly
free from control by government, and ownership is (except for
noncommercial stations) private rather than public or governmental. The
owner has a great amount of freedom to set policy for the same public
service concerning which many governments are so concerned that they
own and operate it themselves or control it tightly.

The agency by which the United States government chiefly exercises its
regulatory control over broadcasting is the FCC—the Federal
Communications Commission. This was actually the third pattern by which
the United States tried to regulate broadcasting. The first such attempt
to control general broadcasting was the Radio Act of 1912. It made the
secretary of commerce and labor (these were then combined in one
department) responsible for licensing radio stations and operators.

When stations multiplied rapidly in the 1920s, however, the courts
decided that the secretary did not have the authority, under this act, to limit
broadcast time and power, enforce frequency allocations, and cure the
growing chaos on the air waves. President Coolidge asked Congress for new
legislation, and the result was the Dill-White Radio Act of 1927, which
established a five-member Federal Radio Commission with regulatory
powers over licensing, allocating frequency bands to different services,
assigning frequencies to stations, and controlling power. The Radio
Commission went to work to straighten out the mess in frequency use,
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and its new rules forced about 150 of the more than 700 existing stations
to surrender their licenses.

In 1933 President Roosevelt appointed an interdepartmental committee
to restudy the needs of broadcast regulation in the context of national and
international electronic communication as a whole. This committee
recommended that “the communication service, as far as congressional
action is involved, should be regulated by a single body. It recommended
that a new agency be created with responsibility for regulating all
interstate and foreign communication by wire or by radio, including
telephone, telegraph, broadcast, and other uses of the radio spectrum.” . . .

This agency, the Federal Communications Commission, was created
by the Communications Act of 1934 which, with its subsequent
amendments, is the main body of U.S. communication law. The FCC was
to carry out the law as written by Congress, and to promulgate new rules
and regulations not contained in the law but necessary to carry out the law’s
intent. Thus, at the outset, the FCC became administrator, legislator,
and judge.

The FCC is an independent regulatory commission, It consists of seven
commissioners, appointed by the president with the advice and consent
of Congress. Appointments are for seven years, and no more than four
members may belong to a single political party. The commission has a staff
numbering about fifteen hundred, a large number of whom are assigned
to engineering work, such as monitoring the use of frequencies and power,
and tracing interference.

The responsibilities of the FCC are far wider than broadcasting. They
include the management, in the public interest, of the entire radio spectrum,
the allocation of frequencies to different services, and the coordination
of the United States’ position regarding new spectrum allocations for
the meetings of the International Radio Consultative Committee (CCIR—
Comité Consultatif International des Radio-Communications), which is
the international frequency-allocation board. The commission also regulates
common carriers engaged in interstate and foreign communication by
telephone and telegraph, and in so doing decides upon rates and charges.
It examines and licenses radio operators of many kinds. These and others.
But the best known of its activities, and the ones that chiefly concern us
here, are those that relate to broadcasting, where it is responsible, among
other things, for licensing every radio and television station.
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In carrying out its responsibilites for broadcasting, the commission has
made decisions of far-reaching importance. Among these are the frequency
allocation plan for television that came into effect in 1952, opening up the
UHF band, and providing much more complete coverage for the country.
Another influential decision was the so-called chain regulations concerning
monopoly of ownership: No individual or group may own more than one
network, or more than seven AM, seven FM, or seven TV commercial
stations anywhere in the United States, and no more than five of the seven
TV stations may be in the VHF band.

Still another important decision had to do with adoption of a television
system that would provide for “compatible” color—the reception of both
black-and-white and color television on the same receiver. The FCC also
reacted firmly to the “payola” and “quiz” scandals of the 1950s; as a
result, the Communications Act was amended in 1960 to prohibit the
plugging of phonograph discs or other commercial items without making
clear when money had been received for doing so; and also to prohibit
the broadcasting of quiz shows that were “fixed.” . . .

A great deal of the argument generated around the commission, however,
has arisen from the responsibility for licensing stations, and in particular
from the possible relation of that responsibility to station programming.

Let us make clear that the commission has no direct authority over
programs. It can neither put a program on or take it off the air. The
Communications Act says: '

Nothing in this Act shall be understood or construed to give the com-
mission the power of censorship over the radio communications or
signals transmitted by any radio station, and no regulation or condi-
tion shall be promulgated or fixed by the commission which shall inter-
fere with the right of free speech by means of radio communication.

The act stipulates certain requirements that must be met by applicants
for a broadcast license. They must be legally, technically, and financially
qualified to operate a station. They must be citizens of the United States.
No officer or director of a corporation applying for a license may be an
alien, nor may more than one-fifth of the capital stock of such a corporation
be held by foreign owners. And an applicant must show that the proposed
operation will be in the public interest.

Schramm/Alexander
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That is where programming enters into the act of licensing. When a
broadcaster endeavors to show that his operation will be in the public
interest, he has to talk about what kind of programming he proposes
to provide.

In this respect, the commission has not been dogmatic. . . . In practice
the commission has paid relatively little attention to an applicant’s
programming except in two circumstances—when there is competition for
the frequency, and (recently) when an applicant returns for a renewal
of his license after three years (and there are complaints on file regarding
his services). In the former circumstance, when the commission has before
it more than one applicant for the same channel, all of whom are
apparently adequately qualified legally, financially, and technically, then it
has seemed necessary to examine the kind of programming they propose.
And in the latter circumstance, when an applicant has received a license
because he promised to provide certain kinds of programming, the
commission has come to think that perhaps before it renews the license
it should examine the program records he submits to see whether he has
kept his promises.

The commission has been most loath to take any action based on
programming. It does little more than pass on to a station any complaints
that come to the commission concerning the station’s programming. It has
almost never revoked a license at the time of renewal, although it has
sometimes renewed the license for less than three years.

In the last few years, however, the commission has taken a few actions
of this kind. Certain commissioners have spoken very frankly about the level
of broadcast programming (former chairman Newton Minow’s “Vast
Wasteland” speech still echoes through the stations and the networks), a
“fairness doctrine” providing the right of reply to a political nonnews
broadcast has been promulgated (see Kahn, 1972) and, in general,
the matter of program quality and station responsibility for programs has
been brought to public attention more vividly than in the past. This has
frightened many broadcasters and raised the specter of the First
Amendment and government control. We shall return to this and related
problems of policy in the next section. Here it need merely be said that
the degree of government control over broadcasting represented by the FCC
is very mild indeed in comparison with many other systems in
the world. . ..



THE BROADCASTING AUDIENCE

According to the Nielsen Television Index, during the measurement period
ending in March of 1972 the average American home used its television
receiver forty-two hours and fourteen minutes a week, or just over six hours
a day. Over one-third of this was in the “prime time” hours—7:30 to

11 p.M. This pattern varies by day of the week, time of the year, and
individual homes. For the kind of day we have described, however, it comes
close to being the average for a supposedly representative sample of
American homes.

There are no precisely comparable figures for radio because radio
receivers are so widely distributed and, consequently, more difficult to
survey. The common estimate of time devoted by a family to radio is about
half the time for television. Yet radio in one day or one week reaches more
people than does television, if we can depend upon an NBC audience study
that was reported in Broadcasting Yearbook for 1972 beside the 1972
Nielsen figures. The cumulative audiences of people eighteen years of age
and over reached by the two broadcast media are shown in Table [A].

Table [A]
Cumulative audiences of radio and television

] In one day In seven days
Radio 92,100,000 (75.1%) 111,000,000 (90.5%)
Television 80,900,000 (65.9%) 106,500,000 (86.8%)

These figures are highly approximate, and may or may not be
comparable. NBC says that it regards the radio estimates as *“‘approximate”
but “conservative” benchmarks, and that the comparison “does not imply
that television and radio are equal in impact or effectiveness” but “‘does
suggest that radio’s broad reach makes the medium an ideal choice for
backing up television advertising.” . . .

One other note of interest is that radio reaches a higher proportion of
teen-agers (twelve to seventeen) than of adults. The difference is only a few
percentage points, but suggests the attractiveness of radio’s popular music
programs. . . .

Who is viewing, and how many? Latest answers to these questions come
from Nielsen, for February 1971, and are presented in Table [B].

These figures indicate that television is largely a women’s and children’s
medium through the working hours of the day, an all-family medium in the

Schramm/Alexander
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Table [B]
Composition of the TV audience

Homes Viewers % of viewing audience made up of
using TV per home Men Women Teens Children

Monday-Friday
10:00 A.M.-1:00 P.M. 25.3% 1.33 17 57 5 21
1:00-5:00 p.M. 32.8 1.42 16 56 8 20
All Nights
7:30-11:00 .M. 65.1 2.07 32 41 11 16

evening. About three out of five homes, on the average, will have the TV
receiver turned on in prime time. In ten representative homes, we should
expect in prime evening time to find about six sets in use, about thirteen
people viewing, of whom four would be men, five women, one or two
teen-agers, and perhaps two or three children. Of course, audience
composition would vary greatly by program and by family.

The average network prime-time evening program will go into 15 to 20
percent of television homes. Daytime programs will get a much lower rating.
Top network news programs will draw an audience nearly comparable to
that of prime-time entertainment. Reruns of popular comedies like “I Love
Lucy,” in good time slots, will draw very well. Evening programs on public
television, in competition with the top commercial entertainment, will draw
at the most 5 to 10 percent of homes, and on the average 2 or 3 percent.
The most popular of the independent stations will average higher ratings
than the public stations: some of the independents, particularly those on
UHF, will average less. . . .

Television gathers its largest audiences for coverage of great events. One
of the largest audiences ever in front of television in this country was for
the first moonwalk, covered by all three networks, and viewed in American
homes by perhaps 125 million people. When President John F. Kennedy
was killed, it is estimated that 166 million Americans viewed the ensuing
events on television at some time during that weekend.

PROBLEMS OF POLICY AND PERFORMANCE

Any industry that serves as many people with information and
entertainment, and commands as many of the waking hours of a nation as
does American broadcasting is bound to raise problems of public policy.




In many countries these problems are internalized within the
government. In the United States, however, the private enterprise nature
of the system and the historic relations of mass media to government give
matters of this kind a high public visibility.

Most of these problems are twofold: Does some aspect of the industry or
its performance involve the public interest? What, if anything, should
the government do about it? =

Needless to say, American tradition has been that the government should
do as little as possible, and the media should be as free as possible to
operate within a freely competitive situation. Therefore the public problems
of broadcasting, as they have grown more urgent, have raised over and
over again long-standing and still sensitive issues of private versus public
interest, licensing and censorship, freedom and control, and the degree
of public responsibility to be expected of a broadcaster. These are familiar
issues but the impact of electronic technology has modernized them. . ..

The Bower Report:
Attitudes Toward Broadcasting

BROADCASTING

Copyright 1973, Broadcasting Publications, Inc., publishers of Broadcasting,
newsweekly of broadcasting and allied arts, Broadcasting Yearbook, and Broadcasting
Cable Sourcebook (annual). Reprinted by permission from the June 11, 1973 issue of
Broadcasting. This Broadcasting magazine article is a condensation of Robert T.
Bower’s book Television and the Public. Dr. Bower has been director of the Bureau

of Social Science Research in Washington, D.C. since 1950.

In the public mind American television has ceased to be primarily
an entertainment center and has become a major force in journalism as well,
This change occurred in a decade when, paradoxically, viewers were
losing some of their enthusiasm for television but nevertheless were
watching it more—and enjoying it more—than when the decade began. 31
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Table 1
“Now, I would like to get your opinions about how radio, newspaper, television, and

magazines compare. Generally speaking, which of these would you say . .. ?”
In percentages
Television  Magazines  Newspapers Radio None/NA
Which of the
media: 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970
Is the most

entertaining? 68 72 9 5 13 9 9 14 1 0

Gives the most
complete news

coverage? 19 41 3 4 59 39 18 14 1 2
Presents things

most

intelligently? 27 38 27 18 33 28 8 9 5 8
Is the most

educational? 32 46 31 20 31 26 3 4 3 5

Brings you the
latest news most
quickly? 36 54 0 0 5 6 57 39 2 1

Does the most
for the public? 34 48 3 2 44 28 11 13 8 10

Seems to be

getting worse all

the time? 24 41 17 18 10 14 14 5 35 22
Presents the

fairest, most
unbiased news? 29 33 9 9 31 23 22 19 9 16

Is the least

important

to you? 15 13 49 53 7 9 15 20 7 5
Creates the

most interest

in new things

going on? 56 61 18 16 18 14 4 5 4 5

Does the least
for the public? 13 10 47 50 5 7 12 13 23 20

Seems to be
getting better all
the time? 49 38 11 8 11 11 10 15 19 28

Gives you the

clearest

understanding

of the candi-

dates and issues

in national

elections? 42 59 10 8 36 21 5 3 7 9
1960 base: 100 percent = 2427

1970 base: 100 percent = 1900




These are among many findings made public [in 1973] from 1970
research that duplicated—and thus permitted direct comparisons with—
major elements of the 1960 surveys that formed the basis of the late
Dr. Gary Steiner’s landmark volume, “The People Look at Television”
(Broadcasting, Feb, 18, 1963, et seq.).

Other major findings and conclusions from the 1970 study:

”” 6«

Viewers in 1970 found TV less ‘“‘satisfying,” “relaxing,” “exciting,”
“important” and generally less “wonderful” than had those in 1960
(possibly, the report suggests, because some of the newness had worn
off), but the change was not from “praise” to “‘condemnation”—more
nearly is was from “summa to magna cum laude.” (Table 2.)

Better-educated viewers in 1970, as in 1960, held TV in lower esteem
than did other viewers, but they watched as much—and essentially
the same things—as everybody else.

Table 2

“Here are some opposites. Please read each pair quickly and put a check some place
between them, wherever you think it belongs, to describe television. Just your offhand
impression.”

Proportion of 1960-1970 samples choosing each of six positions

Television is __ (/) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
generally: 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970

Relaxing 43 33 21 23 19 27 9 11 3 4 4 3 Upsetting
Interesting 42 31 21 23 19 24 9 13 4 5 4 3 Uninteresting
For me 41 27 16 20 19 24 10 15 6 8 8 6 Not for me
Important 39 30 17 19 21 24 10 15 7 7 6 6 Unimportant
Informative 39 35 25 27 20 23 8 9 5 3 3 3 Not informative
Lotsof fun 32 22 20 20 25 31 1216 5 6 6 5 Not much fun
Exciting 30 19 18 17 29 35 13 17 5 7 4 6 Dull
Wonderful 28 19 16 15 33 36 16 22 4 [3 3 3 Terrible
Imaginative 26 19 21 20 28 33 14 15 6 7 5 6 No imagination
In good taste 24 18 21 19 131 33 19 19 6 7 4 4 In bad taste
Gemeraly 3 45 19 18 32 36 18 21 5 6 4 4 Generallybad
Lots of variety 35 28 16 20 19 21 12 14 10 9 8 8 All the same
Oneveryone’s 33 5, 33 g 24 29 15 20 4 7 3 s Nobody
mind cares much
Getting better 25 16 19 15 24 23 16 21 8 11 9 15 Getting worse
Keeps changing 23 22 17 18 22 24 18 20 10 9 9 8 Stays the same
Serious 8 7 8 8 31 35 29 33 12 100 12 7 Playful
Too 4y 3 3 4 20 28 42 43 11 12 9 11 Yoorsimple

“highbrow” minded”

1960 Base: 100 percent = 2427
1970 Base: 100 percent = 1900
(Excluding NA's which vary from item to item)

Broadcasting
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Table 3
Proportion of each group taking most extreme position on two scales.

Superians Vilifiers
Percent who check Percent who check
extreme positive positions extreme negative positions
"“"Wonderful” “For me” “Terrible” “Not for me” Base: 100% =
1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970

Sex: .
Male 27 17 40 24 3 4 7 7 1177 900
Female 28 20 41 31 3 2 9 6 1246 982
Education:
Grade

school 44 33 54 43 3 3 9 7 627 367
High

school 26 19 42 28 3 3 6 1214 1030
College 12 7 20 15 3 2 11 8 516 490
Age:

18-19 32 17 44 25 0 2 6 7 84 182
20-29 19 17 33 29 3 1 8 6 473 331
30-39 23 18 39 24 2 3 7 6 544 356
40-49 27 13 38 23 2 3 7 9 463 378
50-59 34 21 44 27 4 2 10 5 400 311
604 36 24 50 i3 4 5 10 6 440 419

In 1970 as in 1960 viewers showed a high degree of acceptance of
commercials. At most, viewer attitude had become only slightly more
negative. “The average viewer still overwhelmingly accepts the frequent
and long interruptions by commercials as ‘a fair price to pay.’”

(Table 4.)

Most adults in both surveys felt children are better off with television
than they would be without it, but the percentage has increased from
70% to 76% . College-educated parents now give TV the heaviest vote
on this score (81%, up from 68% 10 years earlier), and grade-school-
educated parents the lowest (68 %, down from 75% ).

Educational benefits remain the biggest advantage adults see in television
for children, but by a much bigger percentage in 1970 than in 1960
(80% versus 65% ), and entertainment has replaced the baby-sitting
function as the second greatest advantage. (Table 6.)

“Seeing things they shouldn’t” is still the top-rated disadvantage of TV
for children in adults’ minds, but there have been some changes since



Table 4

“Here are some statements about commercials. I'd like you to read each statement
and mark whether you generally agree or disagree with each statement.”

1970 occupation of
head of household
1960 1970 White Blue
Percent who agree that: total total collar collar
Commercials are a fair price to pay for
the entertainment you get 75 70 69 71
Most commercials are too long 63 65 67 65
I find some commercials very helpful in
keeping me informed 58 54 50 57
Some commercials are so good that they
are more entertaining than the program 43 54 56 52
I would prefer TV without commercials 43 48 49 47
Commercials are generally in poor taste .
and very annoying 40 43 42 43
I frequently find myself welcoming a
commercial break 36 35 31 38
I'd rather pay a small amount yearly to
have TV without commercials 24 30 30 29
There are just too many commercials (Not included 70 71 70
in 1960)
Having special commercial breaks
during a program is better than
having the same number of
commercials at the begining and end (Not included 39 35 42
in 1960)
Base: 100 percent == (2427) (1900) (674) (873)

1960 in what those things are. “Violence” is still number one, but sex,
seminudity, vulgarity, smoking, drinking and drugs have increased as
causes of concern. (Table 7.)

Parents are “a bit stricter” than they were about controlling their
children’s viewing (43% say they have “definite rules” as against 41% in
1960). But better-educated parents, the biggest group in approving of
TV for children, are much more inclined to have rules (46% ) than
grade-school-educated parents (25% ), who are most fearful about TV
for children. In general, however, “there are about as many parents who
look to the children for help in deciding what they (parents) are going

to watch as there are parents who try to decide about their children’s
viewing.”

g Broadcasting
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The 1970 study was financed by a grant by CBS, which also underwrote
the 1960 study, to the Bureau of Social Science Research, a Washington-
based independent nonprofit organization. Based on a national probability
sample, some 1,900 adults (aged 18 and over) were interviewed by the
Roper Organization, New York, in late winter and early spring of 1970—
exactly 10 years after interviewing was done in the 1960 study. In addition
there was a separate special study in Minneapolis-St.Paul, where, in
cooperation with the American Research Bureau, the researchers were able
to measure what viewers said against what they actually watched,
corresponding to a similar special study in New York as part of the 1960
work. . ..

The report is by Robert T. Bower, director of the Bureau of Social
Science Research, who emphasizes in his preface that CBS had no control
over any aspect of the study or report. It is . . . published as a 205-page
book titled Television and the Public by CBS’s Holt, Rinehart & Winston
subsidiary, which CBS . . . [distributed] widely to editors, educators and
other opinion leaders.

The report ranges over many areas covered in the 1960 study, but
the rising role of television as a journalistic force in the public’s perception
of the medium represents one of the most striking changes of the decade.

It is demonstrated in many ways. In 1960, for example, television had
been voted best mass medium in only one of four specified news categories:
giving the clearest understanding of candidates and issues in national
elections. But by 1970, Dr. Bower reports, “we find television surging
ahead of newspapers as the news medium that ‘gives the most complete
news coverage,’ overtaking radio in bringing ‘the latest news most quickly,’
edging out newspapers in ‘presenting the fairest, most unbiased news’
and increasing its lead” in the one area where it was ahead in 1960, national
political coverage. (Table 5.)

Dr. Bower notes that these findings parallel the results of studies
conducted—also by the Roper Organization—for the Television
Information Office since 1959. (He also hotes at another point that when
an Apollo 13 moon-flight emergency occurred during interviewing in
Minneapolis-St. Paul, where 52% had rated TV the fastest news medium,
58% got their first word of the emergency from radio, as against 40%
from TV. However, he says, TV regained its position as predominant
source of information in the remaining four days of the flight.)




Table 5

“Now, I would like to get your opinions about how radio, newspapers, television and

magazines compare. Generally speaking, which of these would you say . ..”

Percent
1960 1970
“Gives the most complete news coverage?” Television 19 41
Magazines 3 4
Newspapers 59 39
Radio 18 14
None or don't know 1 2
“Brings you the latest news most quickly?” Television 36 54
Magazines 0 0
Newspapers 5 6
Radio 57 39
None or don't know 2 1
“Gives the fairest, most unbiased news?” Television 29 33
Magazines 9 9
Newspapers 31 23
Radio 22 19
None or don't know 9 16
“Gives the clearest understanding of candidates Television 42 59
and issues in national elections?” Magazines 16 8
Newspapers 36 21
Radio 5 3
None or don't know 1 9

1960 Base: 100 percent = 2427 (minus NA's which vary from item to item)
1970 Base: 100 percent = 1900 (minus NA's which vary from item to item)

As another evidence of the public’s growing perception of TV’s news
role Dr. Bower recalls that viewers and critics in 1960 were talking

primarily about entertainment and cultural values, but in 1970 had shifted

their focus to news functions, objectivity, concentration of control and

effects of news coverage on audience behavior. And even in the area of TV

and children, he notes, much of the violence parents object to their
children’s seeing is violence that is reported in the news.

He cites Vice-President Spiro Agnew’s celebrated Nov. 13, 1969, attack
on network news specifically. This was just three months before interviewing
was done for the 1970 study—and still TV was voted the fairest and most

unbiased medium. . . .
The study looked for bias in a number of directions. In one, 53% of

the conservatives, an equal percentage of liberals and a few more middle-

of-the-roaders (56% ) said they thought newscasters in general “give it

Broadcasting
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Table 6
“What do you think are some of the main advantages of television for children?”

The advantages of TV for children by respondent’s general attitude (pro or con)
toward television for children*

1960 1970
Parents Others Parents Others
Percent who 1960 1970
mention: Pros Cons Pros Cons Total Total Pros Cons Pros Cons
Education 74 49 72 45 65 80 85 69 85 62

Baby-sitting 34 21 31 13 28 16 17 13 18 9
Entertainment 21 15 23 8 19 22 27 20 21 17

Programs good

generally 4 17 6 16 8 2 2 2 2 2
Stimulates

socializing 2 — 1 — 1 2 3 — 2 2
Adult supervision

necessary 4 2 10 4 6 2 2 1 2 1

Other, general 1 4 1 4 2 4 3 6 2 6
Base:
100% = (858) (292) (781) (419)(2350)(1592) (589) (159) (607) (237)

*Multiple response item: percentages do not necessarily add up to 100 percent.

straight,” while 30% of the conservatives, 26% of the liberals and 25%
of the middle-roaders thought newscasters tend to color the news.
Republicans were more suspicious (32% ) than Democrats (22% ). In
the total sample, viewers divided about equally as to whether the
newscasters they individually watch most are liberal (14% ) or
conservative (13% ); more consider them middle-roaders (36% ) and even
more can't tell (38% ). But overwhelmingly they feel their favorite
newscasters give the news straight (78 % ) rather than let their personal
opinions color it (6% ).

Dr. Bower offers this summary:

It appears that a sizable proportion (about one-fourth) of the public
feels that television news is generally biased in its presentation. A
much smaller group of hard-core critics think even their own favorite
newscaster colors the news. But the vast majority of people either
accept the objectivity of television newscasting in general or find a
specific newscaster to watch who is felt to be objective in his report-
ing. ...If the public at large were the judge, the medium would
probably be exonerated [of bias charges] or at worst be given a
suspended sentence.
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Table 7

“What do you think are some of the main disadvantages of television for children?”

Disadvantages of television for children by parental status and general attitude
(pro and con) toward television for children.*

1960 1970
Parents . Others Parents Others
Percent who 1960 1970
mention: Pros Cons Pros Cons Total Total Pros Cons Pros Cons
See things they
shouldn't: 46 55 48 64 51 52 48 55 50 64
Violence,
horror 26 32 28 40 30 30 27 32 30 3s
Crime,
gangsters 7 8 11 13 10 6 10 9 12
Sex,
suggestiveness,
vulgarity 4 7 4 6 5 11 10 12 11 13
Smoking,
drinking, dope 2 2 2 3 2 s 4 6 7
Adult themes 2 3 1 3 2 9 6 11 10 12
Harmful or
sinful products
advertised 1 1 1 — 1 1 1 —_ 1 1
Wrong values or
moral codes 3 5 2 5 3 ] 8 11 ] 9

Other, general 7 11 9 8 2 3 s 2 5

Keeps them from
doing things
they should 34 51 31 41 36 30 29 40 26 34

Programs bad,

general 10 9 8 13 10 2 2 6 2 3

Other, program

content 3 9 2 6 4 6 7 10 5 6

Physical harm 3 7 4 8 5 5 3 4 5 7

Advertising too R

effective 2 3 1 -— 1 2 3 3 2 3

Other 2 3 1 3 2 5 6 5 5 3
Base: ]
100% = (858) (292) (781) (419)(2350)(1583) (586) (157) (604) (236) 'g

*Multiple response item: percentages do not necessarily add up to 100 percent. _§

-]

The study also undertook to learn which news medium people think puts ,E

most emphasis on “good things” and which puts most on “bad things”—

and found that TV was voted number one on both counts. Dr. Bower 39
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suggests a possible explanation: “that for a large group of viewers television
is simply so dominant a medium in bringing all the news, any sort of news,
they see it as emphasizing all things—both the good and the bad—without
any sense of contradiction. Yes, it cmphasizes the good things; yes, it
emphasizes the bad things; it emphasizes everything.”

The study found 57% rated TV’s performance in presenting 1968
presidential election campaign issues and candidates as good (44% ) or
excellent (13% ); 32% wanted more political programs in the 1970
campaign while 15% wanted fewer, and 43% said TV played a “fairly
important” (30% ) or “very important” (13% ) part in helping them
decide whom they had wanted to win in 1968. He doesn’t think that last
finding should be construed to mean TV caused large numbers to bolt their
parties but, rather, that it reflects “a sense of increased familiarity with the
candidates and, most likely, a reinforcement of pre-existing tendencies.”

At another point Dr. Bower says: “The indications are that television
does not tend to favor one faction over another in such a way as to suggest
a partisan political influence during a campaign, or even to discriminate
among the social groups of which the population is composed. To an
amazing degree, the perceived effects of television’s political coverage are
spread evenly among the public.”

In summary, he says:

The high asscssment of television in its journalistic role that has been
shown in this chapter certainly represents a general public endorse-
ment, all the more resounding since it occurs at a time when TV
news is under attack.

Clearly, this part of television’s content has largely been exempted
from the trend toward a lower public esteem for the medium as a
whole. But the vote is by no means unanimous. TV news presentation
is not free of the suspicion of bias that the American public accords to
tell all the mass media; and while the improvements in the technology
of rapid worldwide coverage of daily events may be roundly ap-
plauded, there are those who would prefer less emphasis on the
unpleasant and disturbing national conflicts.

THE NEW EMPHASIS

These presumably would be older viewers, for in another section the
study found age to be the greatest differentiator of views about social strife
such as riots, street protests, race problems and campus unrest. “The



young applaud what the old condemn in what would seem to be
expressions about the world at large, attributed to television only as
the bearer of bad tidings,” Dr. Bower observes.

Age also figured in one of the major changes found in viewing patterns
in 1970. Ten years earlier, the heaviest viewing had been found among
teenagers; in 1970, teenagers watched less than any of the other age
groups. They also were the only age group that failed to watch more in
1970 than their counterparts did in 1960. In itself the decline was not
considered large—from 26.25 median hours per week in 1960 to 25.33 in
1970—but in a broader context, Dr. Bower suggests, it could be huge.

The 1970 dip might be a transitory one, he says, with the teenagers
increasing their viewing as they grow older, as viewers who were 28 or 29
in 1970 watched more than those 18 or 19 in 1960. “But,” Dr. Bower
cautions, “if it happens to be a way of life that will endure as the generation
ages,” the uptrend of TV viewing is threatened.

Among other changes found in 1970:

Where 1960 viewers preferred regular series to specials (49% to 32% ),
1970’s preferred specials (44% ) to series (36% ).

Despite a somewhat declining esteem for TV as a whole, viewers found
more specific programs to applaud. On average, the proportion of all
programs rated “extremely enjoyable” rose from 44% in 1960 to 50%
in 1970. In addition, or perhaps as a factor in that increase, Dr. Bower
reports that 70% of the viewers said they thought there were more
“different kinds of programs” in 1970, giving them a broader range

to choose from.

As for changes in television itself, reaction was overwhelmingly
favorable (55% had only favorable things to say, as opposed to 16%
who were solely unfavorable, with the rest neutral, balanced or in the
no-answer category).

Generally, they felt neutral about 10-year changes in sports programs

and movies, were critical on such morality questions as sex, nudity and 5
vulgarity (10% ) and on violence (4% ), which they often linked with §
news, and were favorable toward changes perceived in general k]
entertainment (19% ), technical advances such as color and increased ,E
numbers of station (23% ) and, most of all, changes in news and

information (33%). 41
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What they said and what they saw

The Bureau of Social Science Research’s special study in Minneapolis-St.
Paul, made in conjunction with its national study, confirmed again what
many already knew: Viewers don’t always watch what they say they want
to see on television.

With the cooperation of the American Research Bureau, the researchers
interviewed some Minnesotans wha had previously kept ARB diaries, and
then compared what they said with what they had watched. One conclusion:
“The people who say they usually watch television to learn something do
watch news and information programming more than others, but only a little
bit more. Those who feel there is not enough ‘food for thought’ on television
watch as many entertainment shows as the rest of the viewers, Those who
want television stations to concentrate on information programs spend only
slightly more time watching such programs than those who want the ‘best
entertainment,’ despite the fact that a great deal of informative fare is avail-
able in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area for those who could just switch the
dial to another channel.”

The researchers also rated respondents on a “culture scale” and exam-
ined their viewing in that context; the “high-culture” people, it turned out,
“watched television somewhat less than those who scored lower; when they
did watch, their viewing was distributed among program types in almost pre-
cisely the same way as the low-culture scorers, hardly a hair’s breadth be-
tween them exceptin the news (higher viewing] and sports [lower] categories.”

“Live coverage of national events, educational television, more channels,
television by satellite and longer news programs are all viewed as changes
for the better by 70% or more of the sample,” Dr. Bower writes. “At the
other end, talk shows, fewer westerns and live coverage of civil disruptions
are approved by only about a third.”

Noting that coverage of space shots and other national events ranked
at the top of changes rated for the better, while coverage of riots and
protests ranked at the bottom, Dr. Bower assumes that in these cases
“people are responding to the message as much as the medium, probably
it is the space effort people like and the riots they dislike.”

Dr. Bower also cautions that it should not be assumed that “the
American television audience has changed in 10 years from a population of
entertainment fans to a population of news hawks.” Entertainment, he
notes, still dominates TV fare and commands most of the viewer’s time.



“But,” he continues, “there is apparently a general shift in people’s
perception of what television is and what it means to them, and the new
focus on the news and information content of television has undoubtedly
altered people’s views about various other aspects of the medium’s role—
from how it affects the 12-year-old to whether it is a benign or malevolent
force in society.” More than that, he concludes, “the journalistic emphasis
may have introduced important new criteria by which TV will be judged
in the future.”

5 Broadcasting
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Living rooms of about sixty million homes in the United States are lighted
each evening by the glow of the television screen tuned to popular
entertainment programs. There is no hiding the fact that both television
and radio in this country are used primarily for “getting away from it all.”
Furthermore, the economic underpinning of the broadcasting industry is
based upon its entertainment and advertising functions. While studies by
The Roper Organization, Inc. (a series of reports on American attitudes
toward broadcasting) consistently reflect our dependency on television for
news, the mass audience, barring disasters and spectacular news events,
selects entertainment to fill more than 85 percent of the 6 hours and 20
minutes of average viewing time per day per home.

Numerous issues focus on the electronic media’s entertainment
function. For television, “ageless” criticism such as “bland and
repetitive program plots,” “inane” situation comedies, “escapist,
melodramatic series” continue to be leveled at stations and networks in
the seventies. As for radio, the major criticisms focus on the sameness of
programming from station to station and the charge that radio is nothing
more than a jukebox with headlines and commercials. The most important
issues, we feel, concern TV violence, program reality, reruns, and the



effects of TV and radio programming—the topics of the next five articles.

Television violence has often been singled out as a contributor to real
violence and the latest national study, described in the Eli A. Rubinstein's
article, reports a “causal relationship.” While Rubinstein’s analysis is an
accurate report of the Surgeon General's Scientific Advisory Committee on
Television and Social Behavior, it should be noted that there were some
investigators who were not in total agreement with the findings. For
example, psychology professors Robert Singer and Seymour Feshback
reported in one volume of the Surgeon General’s Report that their research
involving boys 8 to 18 showed that “violent program content which these
boys observed is not a significant cause of their aggression.”

Where is the line between reality and fantasy or dramatic license to be
drawn in television programs? Do people take what they see in dramatic
shows as reality? Do viewers recognize that most entertainment programs
operate in a world created by writers and directors? Robert Daley, a
former deputy police commissioner in New York City, has some views
about this as it applies to his area of expertise. He also raises questions
about possible misrepresentations in television dramas that focus on
particular professions. Are there really doctors like Marcus Welby or
lawyers like Perry Mason or Owen Marshall?

The problem of reruns is another issue that will receive increasing
attention during the last half of this decade. The networks claim it is too
expensive to produce more than 22 to 24 original episodes of a series
program at today's costs. These programs are run and then repeated
beginning sometime in March to fill in the schedule. Some industry figures
argue that viewers are being shortchanged because they are getting fewer
original episodes a season (in 1960 there were 39 originals and 13 repeats).
On the other hand, there are those who believe that viewers appreciate
reruns because many miss individual shows the first time around. There
also is a segment of the audience that likes the rerun idea because then
they can watch one series for six months and when the reruns begin,
switch to a series that was scheduled on the same day, same time, but
different station. Then there are the anti-rerun groups whose income is
tied to the television industry. Most Hollywood craft unions are unhappy
because a small number of original programs produced in any year means
there are fewer working days. The more originals, the more work. Reruns
were even the subject of a White House letter to the networks in which
President Nixon urged the networks to reduce reruns through some
interindustry arrangement or face regulation to solve the problem. A
history and discussion of the rerun issue is presented by Bill Davidson.

One issue in radio centers on the opportunity to provide specialized
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programming through the many radio outlets. In May, 1974, there were
6932 commercial and FM stations on the air compared to 709 commercial
UHF and VHF television stations. Because of this large number of radio
stations, there is the opportunity to program for audiences with special
needs or interests. For example, at least one commercial classical music
station usually thrives (or at least survives) in a medium-to-large
metropolitan market. The all-news station is a specialized radio concept,
as are Spanish-language stations and those aimed at the black community.
While programming specialization may be good for various segments of
the audience, there are questions raised about how stations are filling the
needs of special audiences. Douglas O’Connor and Gayla Cook criticize
black radio because they believe the programming is below standard and
is not fulfilling its responsibilities.

Television and radio programming have obviously had their effects on
our day-to-day activities, our life styles and our buying habits. An average
family, at least sometimes, plans meals and other family activities around
the television schedule. Everyone is aware of the seasonal joking about
the millions of football widows whose husbands are engrossed in televised
college and professional football on Saturday, Sunday, and even Monday
evenings during five months of the year. Now the World Football League
will extend the playing and viewing season two additional months. Given
the 6 hours and 20 minutes of average daily viewing per home, the question
is, can we enjoy television without destroying family life?

Television viewing can be accommodated in at least three ways. One is
to watch it indiscriminately; watch anything that is on regardless of family
routine and interaction. Another is to be selective, choosing those
programs we enjoy and feel are the best, then fit this viewing into the
family routine, if necessary, thus limiting the disruption of normal family
interaction. A final way to handle the problem is to throw the rascal out;
do without television entirely. Obviously, the second course of action
appears to be the right choice if we feel that television is an intruder into
our homes, but that it also has something of value to offer. Applying careful
selectivity and planning in our viewing supplements family activities and
exposes us to some of the highest quality entertainment and informational
programs available. Choosing the third option obviously eliminates the
disruptions in the family routine caused by television and provides other
family benefits that Colin McCarthy describes in “'Ousting the Stranger
from the House.” The issue he considers is who is in control, the viewer or
the television set?

Other issues related to entertainment programming not included in this
group of readings are the role of ratings in the broadcast system, the



search for better programming to replace the Saturday morning children’s
cartoon ghetto accused of being too violent, the controversy over the
content and treatment of programs about sensitive topics such as the
abortion episode on the “Maude” program, and the subtle effects that may
be communicated to viewers of ethnic humor programs such as “All in the
Family” and "“Sanford and Son.” The reader is encouraged to explore the
bibliography to examine these issues further.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL ESSAY

Dr. Rubinstein’s article on TV violence should be supplemented by the
Surgeon General’s Scientific Advisory Committee on Television and Social
Behavior, Television and Growing Up; The Impact of Televised Violence,
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1972. There also are five
volumes of research studies which accompany the report. A good, general
review of the reports and of the criticism which has surrounded them is a
report of the Aspen Institute Conference on the Surgeon General's report.
It is titled A First Hard Look at the Surgeon General’s Report on Television
and Violence,” by Douglass Cater and Stephen Strickland (March 1972),
issued by Communications and Society, Palo Alto, Calif. A survey by
Dennis Howitt, "'Attitudes Towards Violence and Mass Media Exposure,”
Gazette (1972), 208-234, presents a different view to the effects of violence.
Related research should be undertaken in sources cited in the following
bibliographies: Charles K. Atkin, et al., Television and Social Behavior: An
Annotated Bibliography of Research Focusing on Television’s Impact on
Children, National Institute of Mental Health, Washington, D.C., 1971, and
John P. Murray, et al., Eds., “‘Television and the Child: A Comprehensive
Research Bibliography,” Journal of Broadcasting (Winter, 1971-72), 3-20.
Our selection by Robert Daley concerns the effects of television in
structuring ‘‘reality” through its entertainment programs. An interesting
book by Edmund Carpenter, Oh, What a Blow That Phantom Gave Me!,
Harper & Row, New York, 1974, places the electronic media in the larger
context of its impact on culture, particularly traditional cultures. For a
specific look at the effects of television entertainment, see Larry Gross
“The ‘Real’ World of Television,” Today’s Education (January/February,
1974), 86, 89-92. For several years scholars and media critics have
been concerned about the effects of a popular program such as “All in the
Family” on racial and ethnic attitudes of white Americans. For a very
personal view, see Laura Z. Hobson, “As | Listened to Archie Say
‘Hebe’...” The New York Times, (September 12, 1971), sec. 2, 1+. A
frightening research report on the possible reinforcement effects of the
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same program can be found in Neil Vidmar and Miiton Rokeach, “Archie
Bunker's Bigotry,” Journal of Communication (Winter, 1974), 36-47.

The tendency for networks to begin their rerun schedule far earlier than
was true late in the sixties is discussed by Bill Davidson. While there is a
large number of articles available in the trade press on this issue, students
should consult a copy of the Office of Telecommunications Policy’s study
of neiwork reruns, dealing with “An Analysis of the Causes and Effects of
Rerun Programming and Related Issues in Prime Time Network Television,”
issued in 1973. A thorough review of the preliminary report appeared in
Broadcasting (February 5, 1973), 42-44.

The relationship of racial minorities to American mass media is varied
and complex. Many articles criticize the media for their lack of sensitivity
to the plight of minority groups; others indicate that the mass media have
made great strides. We have chosen to segment our articles on minorities
and women in media in what we consider to be appropriate chapters of the
book. Thus, the reading suggestions given here deal only with the kinds of
programming blacks will find on radio or television. Their ownership of
television media (aside from radio, which is discussed in this section),
their status as participants in management, news and programming, appear
elsewhere in the book. To complement our critical article by Douglas
O'Connor and Gayla Cook, students should consult one or more of the
following series of studies completed by Stuart H. Surlin of the University
of Georgia. Dr. Surlin has published, in chronological order of publication,

~ “Ascertainment of Community Needs by Black-Oriented Radio Stations,”
mimeograph report (January, 1972), “'Percentage of Air Time Devoted to
News and Public Service Programming by Black-Oriented Radio,” a paper
prepared for the Minorities and Communications Division, Association for
Education in Journalism Convention, 1972, (both available from author)
and “Black-Oriented Radio: Programming to a Perceived Audience,”
Journal of Broadcasting (Summer, 1972), 289-298. The last will be most
easily accessible to students. Also related to the black-oriented radio
issue is a short piece by Bernard E. Garnett, ‘A Negro Radio Station Cuts
Back Gospel Music, Faith-Healer Ads, Wins Top Rating in Savannah,” The
Wall Street Journal (January 16, 1973), 32. For a caustic comment about
television’s programming of black entertainment programs, see Eugenia
Collier, “TV Still Evades the Nitty-Gritty Truth!” TV Guide (January 12,
1974), 6-8+.

Colman McCarthy's brief explanation of why he threw television out of
the house might well be augmented, in somewhat the same spirit, by Aljean
Harmetz, “Why My Sons Watch ‘The Waltons,’ ”’ The New York Times
(February 25, 1973), sec. D, 19.



STUDY QUESTIONS

1.

Eli Rubinstein points out that *. .. the mental health and racial
development of the child viewer are more vulnerable to negative and
positive influences of television viewing precisely because the child is
more sensitive to his environment than is an adult.”” Given this
statement, do you agree with him that "society is more responsible for
children (vis-a-vis television) because of this vulnerability? What can
adult viewers do to exert this responslbility? Does exertion of pressure
upon networks and stations to make changes in programming violate
First Amendment freedoms?

2. What are some of the reasons for the violence in television programs?

3. In your own viewing of television, what can you point to as distortions

of reality that might give viewers erroneous impressions?

. The networks view the rerun as a way to keep costs down. What is your

feeling about the rerun dilemma and the attempt to pass legislation
requiring networks to increase the number of original programs per
season? Are there precedents for legislation effecting other businesses
in a similar manner?

. Listen to a black-oriented radio station to determine if it appears to be

responsive to the real needs of the black community. Is it more or less
responsive to community needs than the general audience stations?
Explain.

. Colman McCarthy suggests that we turn off (and throw out) the

television set so we can liberate ourselves to read, talk, and, in general,
lead a more healthy family existence. What are the positive and
negative ramifications of this proposal? Are there alternatives to his
approach?
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The TV Violence Report:
What’s Next?

ELI A. RUBINSTEIN

Reprinted from Journal of Communications, vol. 24, 1 (1974), with permission of
the publisher and the author. Copyright 1974. Eli A. Rubinstein is Professor of
Psychiatry (Behavioral Sciences) at the School of Medicine, State University of New
York at Stony Brook. He was Vice-Chairman of the Surgeon General’s Scientific
Advisory Committee on Television and Social Behavior, and editor of the
multi-volume research report to the Surgeon General.

On the morning of March 24, 1972, after three full days of Senate hearings,
Senator John Pastore, chairman of the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on
Communications, opened the last day of hearings by making the following
statement:

When the Surgeon General appeared to tender the Report of his Com-
mittee on televised violence and its impact on children, I said our
journey was just beginning. In my judgment, what has taken place in
the past few days is nothing less than a scientific and cultural break-
through. For we now know there is a causal relation between televised
violence and antisocial behavior which is sufficient to warrant imme-
diate remedial action. It is this certainty which has eluded men of good
will for so long.

Great as this achievement is, I also believe these hearings have
underscored what I said at the outset—long and arduous effort is still
before us. What has been accomplished will be lost if we do not pro-
ceed expeditiously and effectively. For the highest medical authority in
the land has told us, “No action in this social area is a form of action.
It is an acquiescence in the continuation of the present level of tele-
vised violence entering American homes.”

I am, therefore, requesting the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, the Surgeon General, and the FCC to establish a method of
measuring the amount of televised violence entering American homes
—a violence index—so that the Secretary may report to this com-
mittee annually the results of his study. That is only part of what we
expect to be done. (16)

Entertainment

At one level that certainly sounds impressive: “a scientific and cultural
850 breakthrough.” An overgenerous evaluation, perhaps, but this was the first



time a scientific committee used the term “causal relationship” in evaluating
the link between televised violence and subsequent aggressive behavior of
children.

However, many concerned parents and sophisticated observers of this
whole debate over televised violence and its effect on children’s behavior
are probably less than overwhelmed that a committee report based on three
years’ worth of research, five volumes of technical reports, and the
expenditure of one million dollars seemingly resulted in nothing more than
a request for still another series of reports.

In January 1972, the Surgeon General’s Scientific Advisory Committee
on Television and Social Behavior issued a report on an examination of
research on televised violence and its impact on social behavior. This
committee of 12 behavioral scientists had been appointed by the Secretary
of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare in June 1969. A large
program of research with a budget of one million dollars was initiated to
provide the needed evidence. The studies sponsored by the committee’s
program were published in five volumes of research reports. After assessing
the findings of its own research program and other research in the field, the
committee reached the following carefully worded conclusion:

Thus, there is a convergence of the fairly substantial experimental
evidence for short-run causation of aggression among some children
by viewing violence on the screen and the much less certain evidence
from field studies that extensive violence viewing precedes some long-
run manifestations of aggressive behavior. This convergence of the two
types of evidence constitutes some preliminary indication of a causal
relationship, but a good deal of research remains to be done before
one can have confidence in these conclusions, (15)

What is of special relevance to public concern in this entire research
cffort is that a high-level appointed committee of behavioral scientists
completed a major research program whose conclusions have policy
implications for the television industry. The findings were acknowledged by
network officials, who have never before publicly admitted that television
programming might negatively influence the behavior of children.

What are the highlights of the findings of this entire research program
and what implications do they have for the future of television program
content? I will concentrate on the effects of television on children in the
United States—not because children alone are influenced by television, but

’
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because the mental health and social development of the child viewer are
more vulnerable to negative and positive influcnces of television viewing,
precisely because the child is more sensitive to his environment than is an
adult. Society is more responsible for children because of this vulnerability.

First of all, we know that children watch a lot of television. The television
set is on for an average of more than six hours a day. Most children watch
television every day and watch at least two hours a day. However, individual
variation is significant and is related to the child’s age, sex, and intelligence.
Television viewing drops off after the child enters high school. Girls tend to
watch more than boys. Blacks view more than whites. The brighter
high-school viewer watches less. The brighter sixth-grade student tends to
watch more. Before sixth-grade age, few children watch after 9 p.M. The
teenage audience continues to watch until 11 p.M. At all age levels about
onc-quarter of the children watch more than five hours a day on school-days.
(10)

Children’s program preferences are demonstrated early. Five-and six-year
olds have established patterns of both viewing time and program preference.
Among preschool children, cartoons have been consistently most popular.
Among first-graders, situation comedies begin to be as popular as cartoons.
By the sixth grade, the preference for cartoons gives way to adventure
programs. In early adolescence, musical variety programs and dramatic
shows become more popular. From that age level on, the viewing preferences
approach those of the adults. With the exception of Sesame Street, viewing
of educational programs is relatively low. Viewing of news programs by
children is also low.

Perhaps the most extensively and precisely documented aspect of the
effect of television on the young viewer is its impact on social learning.
Much of the experimental evidence comes from investigators who are more
interested in theories of social learning than in the effect of television
viewing as such. Nevertheless, the cffectiveness of observational learning
through viewing films and tclevision programs has now been clearly
demonstrated in a variety of laboratory experiments. The results are fairly
well summarized in a variety of recent review articles (9, 12, 13,17). From
the pioncering work of Bandura and Walters (2) to the various research
studies done for the Surgeon General's research program on television and
social behavior, the case for social learning through direct viewing of films
and television is no longer questionable. While much of the evidence has
concerned itself with the issue of imitation of violence, there is no reason
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that other types of behavior are not equally susceptiblc to modeling and
imitation.

What about television and the family? While there is some evidence that
television viewing is often a group activity, interaction among TV viewers
tends to be limited. One of the classic studies on television and the child, by
Himmelweit et al. (8), found no evidence that television binds the family
together. Recent data collected by Bechtel et al. (3), in which families were
observed by video camera while they watched television, showed that the
family sat together, but did not interact.

However, programs do provide topics of conversation and sometimes
generate conflicts if parents try to control the amount or type of viewing.
Two-thirds of the students in the Lyle and Hoffman sample (11) admitted
that their parents complained about their viewing. Family quarreling about
program selection also was reported.

Some interesting inferences about television and the family can be made
from Chaffee and McLeod’s data (4). The research attempted to assess
parent-child communication patterns and to relate these to television viewing
behavior. “Parental example” does not seem to influence adolescent viewing.
If anything, “reverse modeling” from child to parent is more consonant with
the data. Chaffee and McLeod suggest that adolescents are seen as the TV
experts: the parents seek the child’s advice more often than vice-versa.

Perhaps of central importance to the examination of violence in television
content is the question: why is there so much violence on television? And—
make no mistake about it—there continues to be much violence on
American network television. In the fifth of a series of annual reports on
televised dramatic violence, Gerbner and Gross (6) found that a 1972
composite index of dramatic violence on prime-time network television
remained at about the level it has been each year since 1970. The composite
index has declined somewhat from 1967 to 1973. However, eight of every
ten programs and nine out of every ten cartoons contained some violence in
1972. Furthermore, the actual prevalence of violence (percentage of
programs and hours containing violent action) did not change since these
studies began in 1967. (The definition of dramatic violence used by
Gerbner and Gross has been “the overt expression of physical force,
compelling action against one’s will on pain of being hurt or killed or
actually hurting or killing.”)

This lack of change in the level of violence—although admittedly
measured by a somewhat crude scale—is not simply explained. One cannot
assume that network officials, who are well aware of the public concern
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about violence in tclevision, have simply ignored scientific evidence and
public concern. The relative lack of response is a more complex
phenomenon than that.

Aside from the obvious fact that commercial television is a large industry,
with all the complex administrative problems of a massive organizational
structure, there are particular attributes of the production process which
come into play. Baldwin and Lewis (1), who interviewed 48 high-level
production people, including producers, writers, directors, and some
network censors, show how the pressures of production and the effort to
obtain the maximum number of viewers influence the inclusion of violence
in program content.

They also point out that the television people are influenced by old clichés
about violent content. They believe television is being used as a scapegoat
for other more important determinants of violence in our society. They tend
to believe the cathartic hypothesis about violent entertainment. In any case,
they believe parents should be responsible for their children’s viewing habits.
The entire sequence of steps ending in the actual production of a television
program is a combination of commercial and creative influences. The
problems of serving a mass audience seven days a week under constant
pressure of production deadlines inevitably produce formula approaches
and limited originality. Any effort to modify television programming must
take into account these formidable barriers to innovation. How can this
situation be modified?

Old arguments that television merely mirrors the world around it or that
violence is part of human nature are not nearly so persuasive if one looks at
other cultures. A recent study of violence on television in Great Britain,
conducted by the British Broadcasting Corporation (5), shows that British
television contains less than two-thirds the amount of violence shown on
American network programming. More than half of the most violent
programs are American imports. The most critical problem, however, is not
explaining why there is so much violence, or even reducing the excessive
and gratuitous violence that is displayed on many American programs
which children watch. It is, rather, how to provide a viable alternative to
the present type of programming for children.

It is not enough to admonish the public about the hazards of violence on
television. A recent published statement by the former U.S. Surgeon
General (14) calls for concrete actions: (a) Parents should refrain from
using television as a baby sitter. They must spend more time watching with



their children and simply shutting off the violent programs. (b) We need a
system for objectively monitoring the trends in network television violence.
(c) The FCC should declare the 7:30 p.M. to 9:00 p.M. slot “family
television time” and restrict adult content to later programming.

(d) American parents must demand better TV fare for their children.
Implementing these suggestions is something else again. The data show
that parents do not now control their children’s viewing activities. Exhorting
parents to do so is unlikely to produce significant changes in their behavior.

Similarly, telling American parents to demand better TV fare is not likely
to lead to anything concrete because the precise steps to the goal are not
described. Recommendations for a violence index or for restricted family
television time come somewhat closer to possible translation into action, but
there are still some serious operational problems.

The theory that public exhortation will have a significant effect on
viewing habits is not attractive if we look at the results of the much more
extensive and intensive effort to change the smoking habits of the American
public. Despite ten years’ worth of public education and the clear warning
by the Surgeon General on every package of cigarettes, a significant
proportion of young people are still smoking.

But television viewing habits are different in one significant way from
smoking habits. There is no “good smoking™—at least until all carcinogenic
material is removed from tobacco, However, there can be “good TV
watching”: television can provide stimuli to prosocial behavior, just as well
as it can provide a stimulus for aggressive behavior.

The television industry is understandably opposed to any effort which
adds new controls or restrictions to its operation. But if the emphasis is on
expanding the role of television for positive child development rather than
merely restricting the negative influences, this should be an incentive for
media participation. Sesame Street, by demonstrating a viable alternative for
children’s programming, has provided the networks with millions of dollars’
worth of creative ideas and research information on how to improve
television for children.

New research is now needed much beyond the earlier emphasis on the
effects of televised violence. The evidence on televised violence is now
sufficient to warrant remedial action and does not need further large-scale
research. Instead, the issue of televised violence should be pursued by
continuing to obtain annual information about the level of televised violence.,
This can be done through the development of an annual “violence index” as
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requested by Senator Pastore. Plans for the development of such an index
are now under way through the auspices of the National Institute of Mental
Health. The larger issue of television and the young viewer needs further
examination.

A major rescarch effort should be initiated exploring the impact of
television on the very young child. One approach might be an extensive
longitudinal study of children from two to five years old, a nursery school
setting. We need to know what makes a program appealing, and we need to
know what concepts children develop from their earliest exposure to
television through the first few years. In what way is the child’s concept of
reality influenced or modified by the vicarious experience with television?

Research should investigate the ways in which television reinforces social
stereotypes: the role of women, the attributes of ethnic groups, the
characteristics of people in different social classes. We need to know more
about cross-cultural differences in television program practices, in program
content, and in responses by children to those differences. We need to know
more about family viewing and about how family communication is
influenced by those viewing patterns. Methods for educating parents and
children on how to watch television need to be developed. Just as there are
effective guides to reading books, there should be guides to effective
television viewing. This will become increasingly important as technology
advances and opportunities and choices for viewing proliferate. Initial
efforts will be difficult, but this should become easier and more useful as our
knowledge increases.

On the larger issue of social policy, there are now enough facts and
enough opinions from various sources (including the 1970 White House
Conference on Children, the Congressional hearings, various citizen action
groups, and other public and private organizations) to enable us to develop
a truly comprehensive and action-oriented national program setting
guidelines for children’s television.

Efforts should be initiated to establish a long-term instrumentality,
preferably outside the government! and so organized as to avoid all the

1The specter of “government control” can complicate and influence the decision-

making process. In the Surgeon General’s program a mistake was made in the process
of selecting committee members. Officials of the U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, attempting to avoid a presumably adversary position, offered the

three commercial television networks “veto power” over those individuals proposed
for membership on the committee. The publicity and comment generated by this

action tainted the committee’s work and affected the reception of its official report.




First Amendment problems, adversary pressures, or special interest
influences. The central important attribute of any program is that it be able
to continue over an indefinite period of time and that it be organized so as
to elicit, where appropriate, involvement of the television industry, the
public, advertisers, media specialists, and researchers in the academic
community, The government might provide funding and initial planning,
but it should not be involved in the formal operation.

The major areas of activity might be: (a) a continuing research program
to study ways of enhancing the value of television to-the child viewer and to
explore the impact of new technology on child development; (b) a
clearinghouse and distribution center for periodic progress reports; (c) a
public advocate to provide expert testimony on matters relating to children
and television,

It is important to see the total task, whether in a single coordinated
program or under separate auspices, as a long-term endeavor. The technology
yet to be perfected is likely to be as powerful in its potential impact on the
viewer, adult as well as child, as anything we have witnessed to date. Cable
systems, including the use of two-way communication, portable miniaturized
sets, cassettes, and other devices for recording and delayed rebroadcasting,
all portend extended and increased use of television.

Perhaps the most challenging long-range implication is not just increased
exposure to television but increased access to and participation in television
itself. Closed-circuit community television, various devices for two-way
interactive communication, the increased use of satellites for educational
television experiments—all will modify the whole of television practices.
Establishing some instrumentality that can look at the problem in its larger
framework will help us to understand and evaluate the impact of these new
developments as they come.

Granger (7) invokes a basic principle of medicine in setting guidelines
for children’s television programming: *First do no harm.” Certainly, the
mental health implications of children’s television should be a major
concern of all those involved in its production and evaluation.

It would seem, however, that the emphasis for the future should be to
accentuate the positive. What is necded is not so much to purge television
of mediocre programs for children. Children will watch television.
Eliminating what is harmful without offering a viable and positive
alternative would be only half a step at best.
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The potential of television as a positive socializing influence has not been

realized. It is to that purpose that intensive research and policy efforts
should be addressed in the future.
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The TV Cops:
Distortions Blur a Real Problem

ROBERT A. DALEY

©1972 by The New York Times Company. Reprinted by permission. Robert Daley, a
former deputy police commissioner of New York City, is completing a book about the
police department.

This is the season of the cop shows. There are dozens of them.

The only thing they all share is heroes carrying shields and guns—that,
plus an incredible collection of half-truths, illusions, stupidities and outright
lies.

Are our police departments important to us? If they are, is it not
important that we know who our policemen are and how they conduct
themselves? Should we really go on watching actors impersonating the way
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other actors have always impersonated policemen? Are we in the process of
fabricating a police myth via TV that will last for decades to come?

The cop shows do not demand any sort of judgment from the viewer;
they make no demands upon his intellect; they do not require his
participation in any way. And yet, in real life the police departments all
around him are in need of help. The entire criminal justice system is in
desperate need of help.

Help comes principally from tax dollars and from the decisions of a few
enlightened men. But as long as our ideas and opinions of the police are
formed principally by TV cop shows, very little intelligent help can be
forthcoming.

How could the country at large suspect that help is needed with so
many invincible cops already on hand? How could anybody believe that
real evil is loose in the land—or that evil basically is mindless and irrational
—when the evil on the TV screen is so neat, so comfortable to watch, so
beautifully constructed and motivated?

I have watched one cop show after another lately, taking notes. Here is
how the notes read:

The Rookies—Put a young black actor and a young white actor inside
cops’ suits and seat them in a radio car. Then dab whipped cream all over
the plot.

In this one, two very bad white guys (eventually caught by the rookies)
force a decent biack man (eventually saved by the rookies) to serve as
driver of their getaway car. This amounts to several preposterous ideas.

Crooks are racists, too, and tend to keep the color line. Certainly only
the very stupidest white crooks would trust an unreliable, chicken-hearted
black man to wait for them with engine running outside the store they were
about to stick up.

But more important, no patrolman—and especially no rookie patrolman
—ever follows a case through from beginning to end. The patrolman makes
his arrest or writes a summons for a traffic violation, and then he goes off in
some other direction. He does not get involved in the suspect’s life.

One other thing. There are some nice shots of the lieutenant’s office back
in the station house. Above his desk are shelves with lots of books on them.
I have never seen books on anybody’s shelf in the police department in
New York.



On the whole, police offices are among the shabbiest that exist in our
world. They are manned 24 hours a day. They are the personal office of
nobody. In most cases, the only permanent decorations are wanted posters
and maps of sectors of precints or divisions.

Adam-12—This purports to show the adventures of two young Los Angeles
cops in a radio car. It claims to be an authentic portrayal of police at work,
and it is produced by Mark VII Ltd., which is Jack Webb’s company. It
appears to be a uniformed version of “Dragnet.”

The two cops handle routine calls as well as the major case of each
particular show. Tonight they are flagged down by a girl on a horse, who
informs them that a light plane has just landed in a nearby, nearly
inaccessible valley.

They go bounding over the ground and immediately come to the
conclusion that they have fallen upon a marijuana-smuggling operation. But
they’re not sure, and there’s nothing they can do about it now. They are
forced to let the plane take off.

Now, there is real mystery in police work. Every time a cop knocks on a
door, he has no idea what is waiting for him on the other side—it could be
anything from an abandoned baby to a psychopath about to blow the cop’s
head off. It could be nothing at all. No cop ever knows.

On TV, the audience almost always knows who the suspect is and
whether or not the suspect is guilty, having most likely seen the crime take
place. In fact, TV cops are so successful precisely because they appear to
have already seen the carliest scenes of the TV play themselves—they know
with absolute certitude who's guilty and who is not.

Adam-12 is not perfect. All the detectives wear shirts and ties, which is
ridiculous, and all the radio cars are brand-new and shiny, unlike real ones,
which are driven 24 hours a day by a variety of drivers and which look
exactly as beat-up as taxicabs in a very short time. Nonetheless, it is a
pleasurc to watch cops coping with they don’t know what.

Ironside—Before the opening billboards of this program even began to
flash upon the screen, I had already sat through—in a rather stunned
silence—60 minutes of Mod Squad. The story was about a girl who needed
plastic surgery because her face was disfigured. Pete, one of the cops, fell
in love with her. The police captain, whose primary responsibility,
apparently, is to give free rein to the Mod Squad, was also willing to give all
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his time and thought to this girl. Now I ask you, which police captain or
police anything can afford to get personally involved?

Now on comes Chief Ironside, beginning his sixth season in a wheelchair,
from which he personally solves nearly all of San Francisco’s interesting
crimes.

During this particular show, Chief Ironside goes on a TV program with
other so-called experts to explain the mentality of an unknown murderer
who has left them an unexplained body.

I offer this item in the interest of truth. It has nothing to do with police
work. What does have to do with police work is the simple fact that no
chief would put his prestige on the line by attempting to solve a murder
during a TV broadcast, which is what Ironside here proposes to do.

Ironside is about to make the murderer, who is safe in his own
apartment, crack.

Murderers don’t crack. I have never seen a defendant in a murder trial
break down on the stand; hardened criminals often become like gifted
athletes, who know how to perform under pressure. Nobody cracks, except
on TV.

Now I watch this stupid program, and then at last I can’t take it
anymore; 1 walk out of the room.

Raymond Burr, who plays Chief Ironside, is just an actor with piercing
eyes, trying to make a living. The producers of Ironside, like the earlier
producers of Perry Mason, are just men trying to make money. But what is
the idiocy of programs such as this doing to our country?

The Streets of San Francisco—This week Janice Rule portrays a prostitute,
the terrified target of some psychopath who already murdered three other
prostitutes.

There is good whore dialog. Obviously, whoever wrote this show knows
more about whores than about cops. Perhaps I should add: Why have none
of us concerned citizens ever thought to become concerned about cops?

Karl Malden, a splendid actor no matter how poor his material, is the
star of this show. Michael Douglas, son of Kirk, plays his young assistant.
Since Janice Rule is likely to be killed before this show is over, they hide
her out in a fleabag hotel that has a phone only at the top of the stairs.

In the New York Police Department, we were often obliged to hide out
witnesses. We kept them at the Commodore Hotel, or the Howard Johnson’s
Motor Lodge or such.



I also suspect that [the San Francisco police], like us, would assign two
detectives to watch a prostitute all night. One simply isn't enough. It’s not
enough should the murderer show up, and it’s not enough should the
prostitute try anything on the detective. I mean anything.

Young Douglas sits up all night in a hotel room with the prostitute but is
still on duty all the next day. Besides having a 100-shot revolver in his belt,
he doesn’t need sleep. Why have we come this far in police dreams without
equipping our hero cops with basic human frailties—such as the need
for sleep, such as fear when they are getting shot at?

In this particular show, the psychopath is eventually trapped on a
rooftop, where the young detective has a conversation with him instead of
grabbing him. If you think cops are rough toward speeders, you should see
them behave towards felony suspects.

The guy would be grabbed, frisked and cuffed faster than a fullback can
plunge into the line. But in this show, the psychopath doesn’t even get
handcuffed after his arrest.

In a number of shows, the prisoner doesn’t get handcuffed at all, and in
others he got handcuffed with his hands in front of him, which is
inconceivable. Handcuffs clamped on that way are a deadly weapon in
themselves. All the suspect has to do is bring them down on the head of
the cop who is attempting to arrest him. This may sound like a small
point and not worth mentioning, but it has to do with danger; it has to do
with the aura of fear and risk surrounding every cop. A television show
that ignores danger and the cop’s natural fear is, it seems to me, an important
lie in the lives of all of us.

Then, lucky us, NBC Mystery Movie presents McMillan and Wife. This one
starts out with Police Commissioner McMillan himself chasing the suspect
up and down Nob Hill on cable cars. When somehow the suspect transfers
from an uphill to a downhill car, so does the police commissioner, leaping
across at the risk of his life.

This occurs several times, and eventually the police commissioner grabs
the suspect, dusts off his hands and remarks: “That closes up the something
case.” I didn’t catch the name of whatever case it closed. I was ready to
walk out at once. Police commissioners do not catch suspects with their
bare hands.

I suggest that hardly anybody in this country knows what a police
commissioner does. One thing he does not do is move through the police
world accompanied by his wife, as McMillan does. 63
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REJECTED REALITY

One night my television screen stayed dark, Choosing to miss God knows
how many cop shows on TV, I went to the movies to see The New
Centurions.

This started as a novel by a Los Angeles police sergeant named Joseph
Wambaugh, which, though somewhat artless, was an absolutely true book
about cops in Los Angeles. The only reviews of the film which I read
praised George C. Scott and panned nearly everything else, and I was not
prepared for a movie that was as faithful to truth and as accurate as the
book had been.

The French Connection was a far more profitable movie, although it
purported to tell in blood-stained terms the “true” story of a real narcotics
operation. In real life, none of the actual participants was ever so much as
scratched by a nail.

The French Connection was full of preposterous scenes, where The
New Centurions stuck to scenes true to the lives of the men who ride radio
cars in Los Angeles and in every other city in this country. The feeling of
danger behind every door is in this picture, but the real danger comes when
the hero is not prepared for it in any way.

Twice he is shot by guns he doesn’t know are there. There is only one
shootout, and for the first time in my memory we are allowed to see the
faces of every cop afterward—and every single face shows terror.

I left the theater totally satisfied, but in the car my wife said: “It didn’t
seem believable to me when George C. Scott killed himself.”

I said: “Anybody who knows anything about cops would accept that
scene as absolutely believable.” Cops kill themselves all the time. I can
think of three police suicides within a few months that I knew about
personally. Inevitably, with every cop owning at least two guns, there are
going to be suicides.

But in my heart I felt dismay. The American public has bcen force-fed so
much clap-trap in movies and TV that hardly anyone anymore is able
to recognize truth, or to tell the real from the fraudulent. And if it is this
bad on the level of cop films and shows, how can we expect it to be better
on any other level—politics, for instance?



Those Reruns:
The Facts Behind the Complaints

BILL DAVIDSON
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[Eds. note: Costs have gone up since this article was written; the issue remains as

current as Davidson reported it.]

One Sunday night in March 1971, an ordinarily mild-mannered, 52-year-
old Californian named Bernard Balmuth attained an all-time high in
televiewer fury and frustration.

Mr. Balmuth had sat down in his comfortable Los Angeles home to see
one of his favorite shows, The FBI. He was slippered and bathrobed; a
pitcher of cooling liquid and a bowl of potato chips were comfortably
within recach. But when the program began, Balmuth uttered a bellow
of outrage.

As he recalls the event today, Balmuth says, “I found myself watching
a segment of The FBI I had seen just a few weeks before. The winter snows
still were on the San Gabriel mountains outside my window and there was
a blizzard in Chicago, but The FBI already had begun its summer reruns.

“I decided to take pen in hand and try what no one is supposed to be
able to get away with: fighting City Hall.”

Fighting City Hall in Balmuth’s case consisted, ultimately, of filing (in
May 1972) a single—itizen petition to the Federal Communications
Commission. The petition was hand-typed, contained spelling errors, and
was based mostly on his examination of 10 years of program listings in a
batch of TV GUIDES squirreled away in his garage.

In the hand-typed petition, Balmuth charged the three major networks
with bamboozling the public by insidiously increasing the number of repeat
shows until they had reached a total of approximately half of the year’s
prime-time evening hours. Balmuth demanded that the networks cut reruns
back to only 13 summer weeks, as had been their practice prior to 1960.
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And he insisted that the networks be forced to label reruns as such, plainly
and unmistakably, on the air.

At the time, Balmuth’s action seemed akin to Don Quixote’s assaults on
windmills. But, in the last year or so, the following events have occurred:

(1) The FCC accepted Balmuth’s petition as if it had been filed by
a giant corporation.

(2) The networks have since spent hundreds of thousands of dollars
fighting it.

(3) The Hollywood film and TV unijons, and the entire AFL-CIO
joined forces to back the Balmuth petition.

(4) Robert Wood, president of CBS-TV, devoted an impassioned
hour’s speech to attacking the Balmuth proposal, and CBS has had
the speech bound for distribution throughout the United States.

(5) The Los Angeles City Council, the California Senate and
many members of Congress have officially joined Balmuth’s
crusade.

And

(6) Richard Nixon, President of the United States, wrote a letter
urging the networks to find a voluntary solution of the epidemic of
reruns, or else the White House “will explore whatever regulatory
recommendations are in order.”

No other individual, Ralph Nader included, has ever stirred up such a
fuss in the broadcasting industry. Balmuth acquired a lot of help, but only
after his first petition had been accepted for possible action by the FCC.

To this day, Balmuth insists he acted as a viewer—a member of the
public—rather than as a worker in the industry (he is a movie film editor).
Nevertheless, when his own union—and all the others, including the
writers’ and actors’ guilds—joined the fray, his crusade took on a much
more professional flavor.

For example, Balmuth’s second petition to the FCC, last August (in
answer to the networks’ hundreds of pages of reply to his initial five-page
complaint), bears about as much relationship to his first petition as a
Henry Kissinger dissertation does to a schoolboy composition. He was
assisted in its preparation by union attorneys as highly paid as their
network corporate counterparts.




Also, Balmuth had big stars like Charlton Heston and Carroll O’Connor
running around gathering citizens’ signatures on petitions and lobbying
with their Congressmen.

Kathleen Nolan (who did The Real McCoys and Broadside TV series)
made national tours urging housewives to join the antirerun campaign by
writing protest letters to Congress and the FCC. Top brains in the Writers
Guild constantly are thinking up arguments to support the crusade. One of
the most cogent of these is by former Writers Guild president Melville
Shavelson, now a movie producer.

Shavelson said, “The networks are flagrantly violating the Government'’s
truth-in-advertising laws. A TV commercial can’t advertise a retread tire as
a new tire, but NBC, CBS and ABC are allowed to present retread shows
without labeling them as such.”

Like all great controversies in the broadcasting field, the main issues in
the rerun flap boil down to a conflict between economics and varying
concepts of what is in the public interest.

As with everything else in our economy, TV production costs have
soared. Up until 1960 (and in some cases, as late as 1963 ) nearly every
television series consisted of 39 original programs, plus 13 reruns during
the summer. Then, a half-hour show cost less than $50,000 to produce; an
hour segment rarely ran more than $100,000.

Harris Kalleman, now MGM’s vice president in charge of TV, said he
made The Rebel with Nick Adams for only $40,000 a week, and the
then-expensive Richard Boone Show for $130,000, “Today,” he says, I
couldn’t do it for under $100,000 for the half-hour show and considerably
more than $200,000 for the hour.”

As the labor and production costs of shows rose, the networks began to
cut back on the originals and gradually increased the number of reruns. The
reason for this, as network economists point out, is that a $200,000 show
earns an average of $55,000 a minute in commercials when it is aired. This
amounts to $330,000 in revenue, which would seem to give the network
a healthy $130,000 profit. Apparently this is not so, however. The networks
say that all the profit from a show’s first airing is eaten up by payments to
the local stations, to advertising agencies and to the telephone company for
transmission charges.

“Therefore,” says NBC Television president Don Durgin, “the only way
the networks can come out ahead is to rerun the show, when, with nearly
all the production costs already paid, we can clear around .$100,000.” 67
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The economics go like this: when NBC reruns a variety hour that
originally cost $200,000, the production cost of the rerun is only $30,000.
Even though advertisers pay lower per-minute rates for commercials on
reruns, with other costs remaining the same, the $100,000-or-so profit
results. )

No one denies that the networks deserve a profit. The question put by the
antirerun groups, however, is whether or not the networks have gone too
far in maintaining abnormally high profits (they rose from $87,000,000
to $145,000,000 in 10 years). Balmuth and his supporters say the three
networks have gone “absolutely wild in their lust for gain” by rerunning
every show at least once and sometimes twice every year.

The Balmuth position is supported [in an] exhaustive study by [former]
President Nixon’s White House Office of Telecommunications Policy, [then]
headed by the controversial Dr. Clay T. Whitehead. The scholarly study on
reruns concludes that there exists in the three networks “a cycle of rivalry
behavior which has the effect of driving down the quantity of original
programming in favor of the maintenance of high profits.”

The networks’ own rerun schedules appear to support this hypothesis.
The Waltons, for example, which began on Sept. 14, 1972, went into a
complete cycle of “summer” reruns on March 15—before the first crocuses
pushed through the snows in New England. Several series even infiltrated
reruns during the Christmas holiday week this past year.

Typical of the original-to-rerun ratio is The Wonderful World of Disney
on NBC. In information supplied to the White House for its report, the
network revealed that the Disney series made only 20 original shows last
year, whereas there were 28 reruns. This means that not only were the 20
originals shown a second time, but there were eight others that either were
shown for the third time, or were culled from even older Disney seasons.

The White House study proves that the average network series currently
airs no more than 22 to 24 original programs per year. Reruns, says the
report, actually fill 51.8 per cent'of all “prime time.”

In his now-famous speech to the Hollywood Radio and Television
Society last Sept. 12, CBS Television president Robert W. Wood admitted
that such figures probably were accurate, but he contended that reruns are
a benefit rather than a detriment to the public. He made the point that
only 14 per cent of the people see a given show the first time around and
can look forward to viewing a program opposite it when the rerun season

- begins. Wood also gloomily predicted that if the networks were forced to




make even 12 more original shows per series every year, the extra cost
of production, $150 million, would wipe out the combined profits of all
three networks and cause a loss of up to $65 million in some years—
resulting in further unemployment in the industry and the inevitability
of cheaper, inferior programming.

Wood’s opponents challenge him on both points. Says Mac St. Johns,
vice president of the unions’ rerun-fighting Film and Television
Coordinating Committee, “The problem with waiting for a rerun of a
show you’ve missed because you wanted to watch something else is that
it might not be around come rerun season. Suppose, for example, you
opted for All in the Family last fall and figured on seeing that night’s
episode of Alias Smith and Jones in the spring. Forget it. Alias Smith and
Jones has been canceled.”

Except for the unions, who are interested in more work for their already
heavily unemployed members, there is less tendency to dispute, head-on,
Wood’s contention that 12 extra shows per series would bankrupt the
networks. Rather, one finds that most producers, studio heads and even
TV stars would prefer to compromise at a lower number of original
programs per season than the 39 requested in the Balmuth petition. The
most popular figure seems to be 30, which would extend the season for
original shows almost until May.

William Self, president of 20th Century-Fox Television, said, “I don’t
think the cost factor for 30 shows instead of 22 or 24 would destroy or even
seriously hurt the networks. It would cost them more, but it’s financially
feasible. The networks wouldn’t make as much profit, but they’d still
make a respectable profit. Hell, I remember when I produced 52 Schlitz
Playhouse shows a year when everyone else was doing 13 reruns. People
drink a lot of beer in the summertime.”

Another compromiser is Grant Tinker, whose MTM Productions turns
out two stable hits, The Mary Tyler Moore Show and The Bob Newhart
Show. For many years Tinker was an NBC vice president. He says, “I
know the network profit picture very well and, believe me, if they had to
extend to 30 shows a year, we wouldn’t have to throw any benefits for
them.” Tinker does believe, however, that the quality of writing and acting
would suffer if he had to make more than 30 shows a year.

Harris Katleman of MGM-TV has still another idea. He suggested, “I
think a better mix would be 26 original shows per season, plus 13 reruns,
plus 13 fresh shows in the summer months. The summer shows could be on
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tape and could be made cheaply, for, say, about $50,000 a week. Such
summer shows would keep network costs down, would give a lot of people
a lot of work, and would open the door for inexpensive experimentation.
ABC tried to do that last summer with The Super and The Corner Bar.
Those particular shows didn’t work, but it’s basically a good idea and
worth trying.” (NBC is trying The Corner Bar again this summer, with
some cast changes.)

Many big stars, too, have joined the chorus for more shows in a series,
although none would like to return to the nightmare 39-week schedule of
the past. True, they would make more money from such an increase, but
the income from those additional weeks of work (considering actors’ rerun
fees and high tax brackets) would not be all that much more.

Mary Tyler Moore is one of those who would like to move up to 30
episodes a year. She says, “The public deserves it and I like to work. A
half-year’s vacation for me is too much.” Mannix’s Mike Connors said,
“My show is a tough one to do physically. Twenty-four episodes takes us
eight and-a-half months to film. But 30 shows seems to be a realistic figure
to me. It would mean 42 extra shooting days, but it still would give me
cight weeks off. That’s not a hell of a lot, but for the good of the industry
and my fellow workers—and for the public—I'd be willing to make the
sacrifice and go along.”

Lorne Greene agrees. He adds, “Reruns, like a good steak, can be and
often are overdone, diluting the public’s appetite.”

What is the state of the public’s appetite? So far, the overrich diet of
reruns does not seem to have caused any mass complaints of indigestion.
Many reruns, in fact, get very good ratings.

Only the unions seem to want government intervention. Even those
producers who favor compromise do not relish further meddling by the
FCC in programming. The Commission did enough damage, they say, by
cutting nighttime network shows from 3%2 to 3 hours a night with the
“Prime-Time Access Rule,” which may have to be repealed. This is
considered the principal reason the FCC has been dragging its feet on the
rerun petition.

The networks, the production companies and the unions will probably
work out some compromise. But when you really get down to it, it’s the
public which holds the ultimate weapon if, indeed, it doesn’t like reruns.

It can stop watching them.
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What is black, has an affinity with some twenty million people, and has
abdicated its responsibility for a fast dollar? The answer is black radio.

According to the 1972 Broadcast Yearbook, there are 330 radio stations
across the United States which devote all or a portion of their air time to
black programming, [Eds. note: 1974 Broadcast Yearbook listed 456
radio stations carrying various amounts of black programming.] Blacks,
however, own only twenty-two of these community outlets, This is almost
twice the black ownership listed in 1970—an encouraging sign compared
to the wasteland of television, where blacks own nothing,

A meeting in November, 1972, of the National Association of
Broadcasters was devoted to discussion of the myriad difficulties that face
minorities in their attempts and aspirations relative to broadcast ownership.
The basic question is, what is being done with the existing facilities to serve
the culturally distinct needs of black people?

The answer is that black radio has a record of dismal failure in servicing
its primary audience. White ownership has set a low standard, but must
black owners follow the bouncing ball? With pitifully few exceptions they
have been as cruelly exploitative and as unstinting in their misconceptions
as their white brethern. If we live in a ripoff society, black radio stands as
a prime illustration.

The early dreams of broadcasting as set forth by the architects of the
Communications Act of 1934 were based on the proposition that this
medium could use its great potential to educate as well as to entertain.

It was hoped that the unique partnership encompassing the Government,
the broadcasters, and the public would assure a positive quality of life
through implementation of this marvel of communication. Mere
geographical location would no longer mean isolation from the mainstream
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of American thought and endeavor. Nation and community would be
bonded together and informed through the news, diversity in programming,
and emphasis on local matters of interest.

Unfortunately, those dreams have been deferred by many broadcasters
in their concern for profit at the expense of their public trust. The
broadcast licensee receives on his investment the highest return of any
American businessman. He tries to reach the largest audience he can to sell
the most advertising possible for the maximum financial profit. His coat of
arms is the dollar sign, and his motto is, “The public be damned.”

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is supposed to
regulate the industry to safeguard the rights and interests of the public in
broadcasting. However, the FCC’s record of enforcement is one of general
inefficicncy. Indecd, without the pressure of various citizen’s groups which
insist on enforcement of existing laws, that agency would be content to be
mercly an issuer of broadcast licenses.

The Communications Act was, among other things, structured to secure
a close relationship bctween the broadcaster and his area of service. The
broadcaster presumably would share the problems of his area and present
a considcred and empathetic body of fact and opinion relative to pertinent
issucs within the community. Somehow it did not work out that way. The
impulse for profit attracted the entrepreneur whose quest for the dollar
led to the quixotic ownership pattern which afflicts the industry today.

The voice of black radio conforms to type whercver one may travel in
this nation. What exists is a formula that presumes black Americans are
monolithic in taste and viewpoint. This packaged formula consists of soul
music—rhythm and blues—to the almost total exclusion of other black
musical and dramatic expression. News, if any, is usually of the “rip 'n
rcad” variety pulled off the ticker and read by a disc jock to the
accompaniment of sounds to simulate a newsroom. This news is of a
quasi-national or regional nature and no more informs the local community
about ncighborhood happenings than does Walter Cronkite.

Ironically, news of the local black community generally goes unreported
unless the white-owned wire services pick it up first and feed it to the
reporterless soul station. Since most black stations are unable to compete
with major networks and television in depth and detail of news coverage
about world events, one can wonder why these outlets have not developed
black local news coverage as their own purview. However, that would
mean spending money. Instead of spools of tape and few low paid



“personalities,” as the jocks are called, a station might need some trained
reporters, a news staff, and perhaps a mobile truck.

An electronic Trojan Horse has been wired into the black community.
It is concealed by a thin veneer of cultural compatibility and amplified
shouts of “Right on, brothers and sisters” from “personalities” whose
unabashed huckstering often borders on hysteria. This method of selling
often overpriced and sometimes inferior products to black audiences is an
insidious maneuver to extract dollars from those very persons who live at
or near basic poverty levels. In this packaged *“black style” even the most
blatant bait and switch advertising is given in terms of black involvement.

For those unfamiliar with this sort of come-on, the sample which follows
illustrates style and content: Imagine a somewhat husky voice laden with
urban street accents saying,

“Hey, looka here, brothers and sisters. I got some news for you.
Things kind of rough out there, right? I mean job situation ain’t too
tough and credit ain’t too cool? Uh-huh. Well, dig what John Brothers
is puttin’ down. A brand new color television set for just your signa-
ture on a piece of paper. That’s right. Just your signature. John
Brothers don’t care about your credit ratin’. If you got a job and have
been working for three months or more, John Brothers will let you
have this beautiful color TV for no money down and up to three years
to pay. Can you dig it? Now get this, my fine black brothers and my
beautiful black sisters, if y’all hurry down to John Brothers and tcll ’em
that I, your main man, Willie B., sent you, they will give you a free
gift—along with that pretty, pretty color TV. Ain’t that somethin’? It’s
yours at outasight John Brothers. Can you dig it? John Brothers.”

The signatures thus collected will often be used in selling the credit list
to a factoring agent—one who buys accounts reccivable and then collects
them—who will pay the dealer a lump sum for each television sct so
assigned, after the verification of the consumer’s current employment status
and a history of at least three months of employment. The factor will then
sometimes act as a collecting agency, often disregarding the terms of
payment indicated in the original contract and will then demand either
an increased schedule of payment, a higher rate, or payment in full. This
forces the purchaser of the set to speed up payments for the benefit of the
factor’s bookkeeping or suffer garnishment of salary or—happiest of worlds
in the view of the factor—return the set and forfeit the money already paid.
The factor is then able to sell the television set at cost back to John
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Brothers or some other merchant. The sets will be refurbished and sold
once more at top prices to the unwary customer—as the beat goes on and
on over the black-oriented station with its black shills selling the same old
patent medicine in the sweet soul style.

Now, let’s take a look at the employment patterns of the white-owned black
stations. For years blacks occupied the role of station “personality.” This
person came in the morning to do the sign-on and remained throughout
the day till sign-off. His pay was low, and he depended upon the ads he
could attract and the promotion of dance events in which his name and that
of the station were featured. The station usually financed the production
and allowed him to “plug” the show on the air. Based on his drawing
power, he sometimes might be given a percentage of the gate.

When the social pressures of the Sixtics forced reexamination of these
antique hiring practices, some stations discovered new methods to operate
the old game of “nigger, hide behind the door.” They gave blacks an
opportunity to “train” for executive positions. Titles such as “program
director” were bestowed on switchboard operators or clerks. Pay was not
commensurate with titles and these “directors” had no hand in decision
making.

Moreover, they maintained their former duties. Thus, the station,
through mistitling, satisfied those blacks who might raise embarrassing
questions and the FCC’s stated concerns about upgrading minorities. There
have been some jarring examples of improper use of titles. In South .
Carolina one disc jockey found his name listed as “program director”
when a local citizens group showed him the application his employer
had tendered for license renewal. This same application named another
part time black employe as “news director.”

Conditions have generally changed for the better, but many stations
continue to maintain the old traditions in the hiring of black executives
and in the decision-making process. In short, there have been gains, some
of them major in character, but these have come about much too slowly
and painfully.

One turns the dial fruitlessly to find informed black opinion about the
large and small issues affecting black America, finding instead that the
entire spectrum of news coverage is encompassed within three minutes of
headline reading. This is not surprising when one takes into account a 1970
survey by Bernard Garnett and the Nashville Race Relations Information



Center in which twenty-five major black-oriented stations were polled about
black executives on the staff at each facility. The findings disclosed that
there were nineteen full time news directors, three of whom were white,
plus one part time news director. Six stations had extremely limited news
gathering personnel or no news department at all, The bulk of full time
personnel other than news directors were located in just five of the stations.
In most stations the news director had no support staff. For the twenty-five
stations overall there were but twenty-one full time news people.

These statistics underline the almost tragic state of news reporting in
black radio. Black radio, in placing its emphasis on the soul package
formula, has misused its position and has obviated any right to be trusted
by the black community. What is worse, black radio has become a third
rate channel of information.

There is virtually no hard information or news or interpretation about
political procedure or how legislation passed at the Federal, state, and city
levels affects blacks. In Dallas, Texas, blacks who owned houses located
in a slum area which major business interests coveted were misinformed
about their rights by speculators. It soon became a major topic of
conversation in the black community, but the local black stations did not
inform the community in any fashion. The local black newspaper did its
best, without avail, to get the stations to address these issues. Here was a
classic example of black radio avoiding its responsibilities.

The guiding philosophy behind the soul package formula is that blacks
are easily satisfied with any offering that can be given a black label. The
cynicism which represents this philosophy was expressed, ironically enough,
by a black executive in an advertising agency which specializes in “black”
products marketed by white firms. It was not the first instance of a “house
nigger” being cavalier about the institution which feeds his- belly and
washes his mind. “Baby,” he told us, “all you need to do to sell niggers is
put up a picture of Martin Luther King to sell half the population and a
black chick with an Afro to get the other half, and whatever else you do,
show plenty soul. See, niggers never question their leaders or their
institutions.”

The most common excuse for the soul package formula is that old
chestnut: “We give the public what it wants.” According to that theory
one must suppose that blacks listen only to rhythm and blues since not
enough of them like other kinds of music, that the black attention span is
too limited to deal with more than a scanning of headlines, and that black
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performers are found only in the world of rhythm and blues.

In black radio, as in black film and the social communication of the
black body politic, one discerns a model that quite often utilizes the
current “hipness” or “black English” expressions and metaphors. This
communications model is easily copied.

The more vital part of the black communications model is best
exemplified in the institution that has the longest existence in the black
experience in America, the black church. In the black church the medium
is indeed the message and the message is the manner of sermon delivery.
The black sermon begins slowly, with profound emotion. It beckons the
audience to participation. Parishioners are drawn into participation by
a technique that calls for response and even physical involvement through
percussive utilization of music and speech. Chants abound, and texts are
read with increasing speed and heightened with drama until the audience
is whipped into a climactic urgency. There is a sheer emotional and
physical involvement, brief and intense, which at its end leaves the
audience satiated.

One observes the same principle in those exhortations between black
politicians and their black constituents. Adam Clayton Powell called out,
“Am I right or wrong?” The answer: “Right on!” Jesse Jackson, his
handsome face sternly masculine, demands seductively, “Do you love
your Jesse?” and the sisters down front make it obvious that they do. The
politician skillfully orates and is answered by slogans and chorusing. The
audience so neatly manipulated sometimes leaves such gatherings only to
realize later that this emotional presentation is often less than significant. It
is not without reason that so many black community leaders are clergymen.

Others besides blacks are manipulated emotionally by gifted demagogues
who can turn a phrase, but the black communications model in America is
singular in historical antecedent. During slavery the black church was the
principal means of social and political communication. Slaves were
otherwise prohibited from congregating, and communication through the
medium of the church was learned at the same time they learned English.

While the black disc jockey has an audience which rivals that of the black
clergy, black radio seldom manifests black philosophy or black control,
even in those rare instances where it is black-owned. Radio must serve as
purveyor of cducation, information, and entertainment. By concentrating
on entertainment, and in general only one facet of that broad field, black
radio has failed its responsibility to communicate properly the aspects of



social and political education characteristic of electronic or other media
in a developed society.

When one considers the audience power of black radio in comparison to
the nation at large, the chasm between potential and performance is even
more deplorable, especially if viewed from a standpoint of politicization.
According to the latest figures available, black-oriented stations have the
potential to reach seventy-eight per cent of the U.S. black population. In
1963 the Center for Research in Marketing estimated that nine out of ten
in the potential black audience listened to black-oriented radio and that six
out of ten listened to black stations more than, or to the exclusion of, white
radio. In 1970 the rating figures corroborated similar listening patterns
among the black audience.

In the 1969 study by C. E. Harper, Inc., which focused on the advertising
recall of radio listeners, black-oriented listenership had the highest
advertising recall (18.1 percent) of any kind of radio. This figure was
only slightly lower than the percentage of recall (19.4 per cent) reported
for prime time television’s general audience sample. This means that black
listeners are generally more attentive to commercial messages especially
designed to reach them.

Advertisers are quite aware of the consumer habits of this large and
responsive audience and, naturally enough, try to exploit the situation. This
is another reason why those organized and enlightened groups of black
citizens who have or should have an interest in media must begin to
examine critically the full content of black radio and instigate the steps
necessary for reform and public inquiry into dubious practices in radio
advertising.

Adpvertisers have noted that American blacks, as a totality, control the
ninth largest amount of disposable income in the world. This knowledge
prompted Jack Davis, executive vice president of Bernard Howard and
Company, to state last year in the trade publication, Broadcasting, “A
major advertiser today probably cannot achieve success or a number one
position in most urban areas without seeking the support of the black
market.”

Black radio, then, has more potential to be a liberating, educational, and
socially responsible medium, in relation to its special audience, than
virtually any other among the mass media. What is needed is imaginative,
analytic, and responsible programming. It would seem to be a moral
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responsibility for both black and white ownership of black radio to bring
this about. Some broadcasters dissent from this view; they claim that moral
obligation is to broadcasting what “message” movies are to the film
industry. It does not sell. However, a new breed of black broadcasters has
lately swelled the ranks of black ownership. Their outlook and vision
for the future of black broadcasting are completely at odds with the
exploitation and the negative philosophy toward reform so often
encountered in the industry.

The Reverend H. Carl McCall, one of the new owners of WLIB-AM,
New York, when asked how black leadership would make a difference
in the station’s communication with its audience, replied:

“The real thing that will make it different is the fact that it is a black-
owned station. I think black people are going to have to be more sensi-
tive to the needs of the black community and not exploit that com-
munity. We know what black-oriented radio has been and it’s been
that way because the people running it and controlling it have been
interested in profits rather than service.

“Now, this doesn’t mean that when black people get into industry
that they are not going to be concerned about profit. But profit for us
is not the major issue. I think we can make a profit and at the same
time provide this important service and educate, inform, and entertain
the community in a quality fashion. We can make even more money
than those people who acted exploitatively in the past. As blacks, we
come to black-oriented radio as critics—as people who have been
offended by it. Those offenses are still very evident to us and we have
had time to think about methods of change.”

The Reverend McCall is representative of some of the new black
influx into broadcasting. This commitment to enlightenment offers broader
access to the community which, in turn, through responsible criticism, can
inform the media about its needs. This concerned black approach could
help provide material for the social and political development of the
community.

In speaking for pertinent black voices in philosophic, social, and political
concerns we must remember that radio is not only a forum for ideas but is

also a vehicle for entertainment. Essentially, the word entertainment

signifies variety which, in the area of music, has been lacking in black-
oriented radio. In this medium it has been enough simply to do the “soul
chart” without references to the wide variety of black taste. The



assumptions guiding this viewpoint spring from the same racist kind of
thinking that causes some whites to believe that each black person they
meet is exactly the same as every other black they have not met.

The falsity of this presumption about blacks is indicated by the
experience of black-oriented WBLS-FM. Operating in the highly
competitive market of New York City, in early 1971, the station, then
known as WLIB-FM, was rated fifth, a creditable position. The broadcast
format had little variety and had gained its high ratings through its strong
pull on the black audiences. It should be noted here that while most black
stations are white-owned, white listenership is sparse. Therefore, it took
some courage on the part of ownership to depart from a successful format
and attempt to change a monolithic approach.

Frankie Crocker, a well known black disc jockey, was allowed to
introduce what he called the “Total Black Experience in Sound.” “TBEIS”
brought the dizzying variety of black musical contribution to the fore,
Afro-Cuban, blues, black rock, jazz in its many forms, black Latin, and
rthythm and blues became the format. This program acted as a lead-in to
Del Shield’s articulate and tasteful midnight jazz show. The combination
was dynamite. In less than ten months the station jumped to third place
in a major market survey. The point that black audiences are ripe for
diversity in approach and do not have to be huckstered or insulted
intellectually was proven conclusively.

Imaginative, analytical, and responsive programming that entertains,
informs, and educates does not simply happen. It is part of a process which
should relate the broadcasters more closely to the audience. The process,
ideally, could enunciate the broad range of human identity and concern
and could speak to the enlightened self-interest of the listener. In this
fashion the medium could give thoughtful consideration to the events of the
day, and by dealing with these often controversial issues it could inform
the public.

The audience, in its turn, could feed back, through comment and
responsible criticism, a majority point of view which might direct the
medium to deal more constructively with the full extent of public interest.
Alas, this does not appear to be the objective of the so-called free enterprise
system.

Given the lackluster performance which has become the broadcasting
norm, the community has little to which it can respond. “Keep it bland”
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seems to be the motto. Not long ago Clay T. Whitehead, director of the
White House Office of Telecommunications Policy, proposed blandness
and non-criticism of Government institutions. While the thrust was directed
mainly against television, it will have a deleterious effect on both electronic
and print media. It therefore becomes essential that citizens be educated

to awareness of their power potential in the form of citizen groups
concerned about media.

In the area of broadcasting, such diverse groups as the Office of
Communication of the United Church, Black Efforts for Soul in Television,
and the Citizens Communications Center have been in the vanguard in
the effort to protect citizen and community rights. Their continuing
campaign to give technical and legal assistance free of charge, and
to lobby in behalf of the public interest, combines with the informative
literature they publish to bring a warming ray of sun to these times of
Administration repression.

Given the failure of the FCC to regulate and enforce its own rulings, it
becomes the concern of citizen groups to keep the industry honest. That
such citizen groups have performed successfully in behalf of all of us is
easily documented. Obviously, the challenge is not at an end. FCC
Commissioner Richard E. Wiley has recently proposed “deregulation”
which would eventually remove most, if not all, public service obligation
in radio. Such moves allow the industry to ignore service in favor of
profit and close the books on an era of hard won progress. Legislation
presently in Congress is designed to make the process of license renewal
easier for the broadcaster and challenges more difficult for citizen groups.

That such proposals, which implicity maneuver the public out of an
effective role in the medium, could be seriously considered is evidence of the
fact that citizen power can be short circuited unless the public stands ready
to protect itself.

If the public interest is to be protected, it will be done by an informed and
concerned citizenry. Blacks and other minorities, including women, have
pioncered in seeking access to the media in programming and employment.
Their example has been a successful one. Organized coalitions of grass
roots and established groups having a broad base in the community at
large have been singularly effective in signing agreements with individual
broadcasters, and in some instances they have been able to effect legislative



changes. It is possible that such groups may come together on a national
basis to serve as a citizens’ lobby and industry watchdog. This constituency
could be an aggressive and pertinent factor in reminding the broadcasters
and the FCC alike that the airwaves belong to the people.

Ousting the Stranger
from the House

COLMAN McCARTHY

Copyright Newsweek, Inc. 1974, reprinted by permission. Colman McCarthy is a
columnist and editorial writer for The Washington Post. His recent book is Disturbers
of the Peace.

When I turned off the television for the last time about a year ago and
dumped the set for good, some friends, relatives and unasked advisers on
the block predicted I would not last long without it. Few disputed the
common gripe that TV is a wasteland, with irrigation offered only by the
rare trickle of a quality program. Instead, they doubted that the addiction
of some twenty years before the tube could be stilled by this sudden break
with the past. It is true that an addiction had me, my veins eased only by
a fix of 30 to 35 hours a week; my wife’s dosage was similar, and our
children—three boys under 7—-already listened more to the television
than to us.

Now, a year later—a family living as cultural cave men, says an
anthropologist friend—the decision we made was one of the wisest of our
married life. The ratings—our private Nielsens—during this year of
setlessness have been high, suggesting that such common acts as talking
with one’s children, sharing ideas with one’s wife, walking to the
neighborhood library on a Saturday morning, quiet evenings of reading
books and magazines aloud to each other, or eating supper as a family offer
more intellectual and emotional stimulation than anything on television. 81
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THE DEADLINE GUILLOTINE

The severity of an addiction to TV is not that it reduces the victim to
passivity while watching it but that it demands he be a compulsive activist
to get in front of it. If I arrived home at 6, for example, and dinner was
ready at 6:25-—my wife’s afternoon movie had run late, so dinner was
late—I would shove down the food in five minutes. The deadline, falling
like a guillotine, was at 6:30. Chancellor came on then, Cronkite at 7; if
CBS was dull, Smith and Reasoner were on ABC. If I hadn’t finished
dinner, I would sprint back to the table during the commercials for
short-order gulps, then back to cool John, Uncle Walter or wry Harry. My
wife, desperate May, was left at the table to control the bedlam of the kids,
caused by my in-and-out sprints. The chaos I heard coming from the dining
room was fitting: it was matched by the chaos in the world reported on the
evening news, except the latter, in the vague “out there,” was easier to
handle.

With the set gone, these compulsions and in-turnings have gone too.

We eat dinner in leisure and peace now. We stay at the playground until

the children have had enough fun, not when I need to rush home to watch
the 4 P.M. golf. Occasionally, my wife and I have the exotic experience

of spending an evening in relaxed conversation, not the little half-steps of
talk we once made in a forced march to Marital Communication. In those
days, we would turn off the set in midevening and be immediately oppressed
by the silence.

What had been happening all those years of watching television, I see
now, was not only an addiction but also, on a deeper level, an adjustment.
All of us had become adjusted to living with a stranger in the house. Is
there any more basic definition of a television set than that? More, the
stranger in the house was not there to entertain us, a notion the televisers
would like to serve. The stranger was present to sell us products. The person
before a set may think he is a viewer but the sponsors who pay for
broadcasts know better: he is a buyer. It is a commercial arrangement,
with the TV set a salesman permanently assigned to one house, and often
two or three salesmen working different rooms. It is a myth that TV is
free entertainment.

I was not only paying personally for the stranger-salesman in my house
but he was often manipulating or lying to my children. I saw the effects
in such places as the supermarket aisles, when the boys would loudly
demand a sugared cereal, junk-snack or six pack of soda, all of these items



only high-priced garbage that helps rot the teeth and keeps children from
fruit and other nutritious food. My kids had been conditioned well by the
sellers on TV, predatory strangers as menacing in one way as street
predators are in another. But, someone told me, that’s only commercial
television, suggesting that programs like “Sesame Street” and its mimics
are different. They are, perhaps, but no more worthy.

THOSE “QUALITY” SHOWS

If the televisers want to teach my children something, I suggest such
subjects as obedience to parents, sharing toys with brothers and sisters,
kindness to animals, respect for grandparents. These kinds of lessons were
strangely missing from the “quality” childrens’ shows I looked in on. It is
true that these concepts must be taught by the parents but it is insufferable
to note the preachings of the “Sesame”-type producers, hearing them blat
about how they care for children. I see their programs as a moral hustle,
conning parents into thinking it’s a high educational experience to dump
the kids before the tube. In the end, the yammering about letters, shapes,
numbers does not liberate the child’s imagination. It captures it, a
quick-action lariat that ropes in the child’s most precious resource,
his creativity.

Occasionally I have feelings that I may be missing an event of special
value, a feeling that the televised truth goes marching on without me. But
in my straggler status I have never failed to catch up eventually with the

¢ essence of what I missed, mostly by reading the newspapers or magazines—

say a Presidential press conference or the Watergate testimony.

THE COLD-TURKEY GAMBIT
The stranger is gone now. Our lives are fuller and richer. Cold turkey
worked. The kids don’t run to neighbors’ houses to watch TV, as I had
feared. As for whether we [will] ever invite the stranger back to our house,
it isn’t likely unless the industry learns new manners.

A first sign of the kind of manners I'm thinking about would be
revealed if, say some evening this announcement was beamed into the 97
per cent of America’s electrically wired homes that have TV’s:

*“Ladies and gentlemen, until further notice we are ceasing our broad-
casts. The programs we had planned are now seen to be dull, banal,
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pointless, not worth your time and not ours. Don’t turn to another
channel, because you will only be insulted there too—insulted by the
programs and by the corporate advertisers who want to gull you into
buying products you can live well, even better, without.

“Come forward and turn off your set. When the die-out dot
appears, get up and take a walk to the library and get a book. Or
turn to your husband and wife and surprise them with a conversation.
Or call a neighbor you haven’t spoken with in months. Write a letter
to a friend who has lost track of you. Turn off your set now. When
we devise you some worthwhile programming, we’ll be back on the
air. Meanwhile, you’ll be missing almost nothing.”



NEWS

The informational function of television is clearly its most important
benefit in a democratic society where people must make informed
decisions. It is true that the amount of television time devoted to
entertainment and to advertising far exceeds the amount of time spent to
inform or educate the public. However, the time spent on certain types of
broadcast programming, for instance, news programs, has never been a
good indicator of the importance of that programming to society; this has
been especially true in television programming.

Network and station managements point with pride to their news
programs, which serve a vast audience; people in America get more of
their news from television than from any other medium. Networks have
increased their news programs from 15 minutes in the fifties to 30 minutes
in the seventies and are considering enlarging that time segment. Local
stations have lengthened their programming from a 15-minute slot to one
hour newscasts in several markets today. A few stations already have
extended local news programming to two hours nightly.

The increased importance of television news in our society has been
a mixed blessing to the industry. On the one hand, station owners use the




News

increased audiences to prove that their public service responsibilities are
being met through news programs. On the other hand, the increased
importance of news to society has caused some critics to focus their
attention upon news. They have criticized especially its pictorial violence
and the seemingly biased nature of its coverage. This criticism became
more vigorous during the sixties, when racial and student activists found
television cameras able and willing to take their actions and their
grievances into every American home via the six o’clock news. Viewers
reacted to the message and to the messenger by heaping criticism upon
television news for its extensive coverage of antisocial groups and events.
The messenger was blamed for the bad news.

The traditional response of newsmen to this kind of criticism has been
that their reports just mirror society. The question of whether that is true
is the central issue in news broadcasting today. For only when we
understand the human and institutional values that go into the news-
gathering and newscasting processes can we realistically deal with what
may be a bias in news. Not a political bias, as some have alleged, but an
institutional bias that shapes the kinds of news we receive, giving us an
agenda of news items each evening that is devoted to violence, conflict,
and action, all presented in living color. This process is particularly
critical at the network level because our view of the world and of our
society is shaped, in large part, by the slice of “reality” that appears in
network news. Three articles shed some light on this issue. Edward Jay
Epstein discusses the process of the selection of news, emphasizing the
economic and professional values that are involved. George A. Bailey and
Lawrence W. Lichty present a case history of one important news-
gathering incident—the Tet offensive—which clearly illustrates many of
the processes described by Epstein. Dan Rather adds yet another example
in his article on television’s role (or lack of it) in uncovering the
Watergate affair. Read together, the three articles provide an unusual
insight into the news-gathering process at the network level.

The “herd instinct” in journalism, which means that newsmen flock
together to cover the same stories, the same news conferences, speeches,
and announcements, has been a problem for years. The coming of radio
and then of television simply added to the number of reporters covering
the same stories. Television increased the numbers significantly because
the medium usually requires a three-man team to cover a story. One of
the outgrowths of this massive waste of money, time, and talent has been
the concept of pooled coverage, where one or only a few reporters may
be selected to cover a story for all of the news media. The reason for
pooled coverage usually is that there is not room enough for all of the



reporters or correspondents, and its use has been limited, for the most
part, to important news stories such as trips by the president. It has not
been applied to routine stories and conferences, the daily diet of
journalism. Fred W. Friendly’s article, which suggests nationwide
electronic pooled coverage of daily news events, deserves careful thought
as a solution to “herding” newsmen for routine coverage.

The distinction between newspaper journalism and broadcast journalism
is not always clear, especially to the consumer of news. Practices that
apply in one medium do not apply in the other because of technological
differences. One of these practices is “editing”—the selection of
material for inclusion in an article or broadcast. The Selling of the
Pentagon, a 1971 CBS documentary that became a cause cé/ébre because
of congressional reaction, is an example of the differences in media
practices. Following the broadcast of the program, which was an attack
on the Pentagon’s public relations program, a congressional investigation
was made. During the investigation, a House committee headed by Rep.
Harley O. Staggers requested “outtakes” (filmed and taped material that
did not appear in the broadcast); CBS President Frank Stanton refused to
give any of this to the committee. Staggers sought, but failed to get,
congressional approval for contempt of Congress by the network, thus
ending this brief free press crisis. The incident attracted national attention
and a large number of articles, editorials, and studies were published
dealing with the issues. We have selected the issue of CBS’ editing
practice for inclusion here. Richard Salant, CBS News’ president at the
time, defends the network’s editing policy. That same policy is criticized
in an editorial from the Washington Post.

Local news also has become a more important element in television
programming in the past few years. Today, some local stations are
undertaking vigorous investigative reporting, consumer reporting, and
community interest campaigns. Geraldo Rivera of WABC-TV in New York
has produced outstanding documentary coverage of local conditions. One
of his documentaries, The Littlest Junkie (dealing with drug-dependent
babies born to drug-addicted mothers), was considered responsible for a
bill introduced in the New York state legislature. Jack Cato, of KPRC-TV
in Houston, was the first reporter on the scene when police began digging
up the bodies of the 27 Houston youths killed in homosexual orgies. Thus,
some local television news programs have become more important to the
viewer because of vigorous, active reporting.

Other stations, however, are following another news programming trend, 2
one that is not necessarily in the public interest. That trend deals with
what is called, often derisively, “happy talk” programming. WABC'’s 87



News

Eyewitness News in New York was one of the earlier news programs to

try the new format, where on-camera correspondents report the news and
then “act human” by throwing one-liners, flip rejoinders, and wisecracks
at other newscasters on the program. A perennial third-place finisher in
New York rating races, WABC moved into first place with the new format.
According to Richard Townley, a former investigative reporter in New
York television, the ratings made WABC so popular that an ABC network
source claimed the 11 P.M. Eyewitness News brought in “more [revenue]
than a one-minute commercial on the ABC coast-to-coast network news in
1971.” The success WABC and other stations have had with the format has
fostered a trend throughout the United States, with stations in over fifty
markets adapting the format to local conditions. The issue growing out of
this trend is not whether ratings are desirable for news broadcasts; in our
commercial environment they clearly are. The issue is whether the change
to the “happy talk” format is in the public’'s interest. That is, does the
emphasis on ‘“‘personalities” who can relate to each other on camera in

a relaxed, conversational way mean that /ess hard news will be covered in
what already is a time-bound medium? If more and more people are
getting most of their news from television, what does this trend mean to
society? Walter Cronkite has said, “If there are any benefits at all in the
format, the dangers are much more explicit—mainly the danger in creating
the impression that news is just another facet of entertainment.” Are we
going to see the television equivalent of the sensational human interest
tabloid newspaper of the twenties? The article by Halina J. Czerniejewski
and Charles Long clearly illustrates the problems created by the

“happy talk” format.

Beginning in the sixties, black groups across the country began making
white America aware of certain deficiencies in broadcasting, namely that
most of the people reporting the news were white and did not reflect the
large racial and ethnic minorities that exist in our society. These groups
also pointed to what they considered to be a programming bias, a bias
that showed particular minority groups in racist terms. No segment of
broadcast programming escaped minority censure: entertainment, news,
and advertising were criticized severely. The article by Edith Efron is
part of a larger series she wrote on blacks in broadcasting.

Similarly, women in news positions (as representative of women in
business) have been cast in the role of a minority group by their
employers. This lower ranking of women is explored in the article by
Barbara Riegle, a radio news reporter concerned with the part (or the
lack of a part) played by women in broadcasting.

One of the major concerns in broadcast journalism is how to establish



a high level of news performance and credibility without government
interference. We discuss the relationship between government and
broadcasting in a later section, but it is pertinent here to mention some of
the issues growing out of this concern for quality performance. In 1973
the foundation-supported National News Council began its work of
evaluating the performance of the national mass media. The Task Force,
which recommended the establishment of a News Council, suggested

That an independent and private national news council be established

to receive and to examine and to report on complaints concerning the
accuracy and fairness of news reporting in the United States, as well

as to initiate studies and report on issues involving the freedom of the

press. The council shall limit its investigations to the principal na-

tional suppliers of news—the major wire services, the largest *“sup-

plemental news services, the national weekly news magazines,

national newspaper syndicates, national daily newspapers, and the .
national broadcasting nelworks.

Those who supported the establishment of the council suggested that it
“might contribute to better public understanding of the media and [would]
foster accurate and fair reporting and public accountability of the press.”
The News Council was just one proposal made in recent years concerning
ways of improving broadcast news accuracy and fairness. Our selection
from Harry J. Skornia outlines the problems as well as some of the
possible solutions; it bears careful and critical reading.

These, then, are some of the issues dealing with broadcast news; they
do not exhaust the possibilities, of course. For instance, there still is the
issue of deceptive practices in news programming, or, to put it less
politely, faked news. Charges, many of them never proven before the FCC,
frequently have been made against the networks for news practices that
allegedly involved staging of a news story. Networks responded to these
charges with denials and by changing certain news-gathering practices.
Stations also have been accused. WPIX-TV, the New York Daily
News—owned station, was severely criticized by the FCC’s Broadcast
Bureau for alleged “falsification and misrepresentation” of the news. The
225-page report by the bureau specifically dealt with station news
practices from August to December in 1968. The recommendation of the
bureau was that WPIX should lose its license. Hearings on the renewal of
the WPIX-TV license were held in New York and Washington intermittently
from May, 1970 to January, 1973, when they finally closed. As of November,
1974, the Hearing Examiner had not released his decision for or against
renewal. The station’s license status is still in question.
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Another Issue that may receive Federal Communlications Commission
action concerns conflicts of interest by broadcasters or by station
management. The classic case involved the late Chet Huntley, NBC
co-anchorman with David Brinkley in the sixties. Congress had passed the
Wholesale Meat Act of 1967, which brought approximately 15,000 additional
meat packing and processing plants under Federal inspection standards.
Huntley broadcast several attacks against the act without indicating to his
viewers that he himself was the owner of a cattle ranch in Montana and
was executive-president of a group engaged in the purchase and sale of
cattle. In his deposition to the FCC, Huntley denied having substantial
holdings or being affected in any way by the act. The issue, however, is
whether broadcast newsmen should be required to reveal possible
conflicts of interest when they editorialize.

Conflict of interest also concerns station news practices. There is
concern that some news stations “slant” their coverage because of
“corporate benefits,” as was charged in the KRON-TV case in San
Francisco. The licensee of KRON is the Chronicle Publishing Co. A KRON
cameraman, Albert Kihn, initiated the complaint against the station,
charging that management slanted and suppressed news in reporting
newspaper strikes and consolidations of the San Francisco newspaper
business over several years. After a long hearing, in which many of the
charges were substantiated, the Commission renewed the KRON license.

Students are encouraged to seek out further information on these
issues in the bibliographical essays that follow.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL ESSAY

Television news has come in for great criticism over the years; some of it
has been directed at its relationship to government. We cover that issue
later in the book. Here, as the readings for this chapter indicate, we
concentrate on the issues of television news and its shaping of reality, of
its natural or political bias, of the relationship of blacks and women to
broadcast news reporting and of the professionalization of broadcast news.

Edward Jay Epstein’s article should be read in conjunction with the case
study of a televised report from Vietnam by George A. Bailey and
Lawrence Lichty. For a more detailed look at the issues outlined by
Epstein, consult the full article in the New Yorker from which our selection
was excerpted, or News From Nowhere: Television and the News,
Random House, New York, 1973.

For alook at the “political bias” of network newsmen, see Epstein’s
“The Values of Newsmen,” Television Quarterly (Winter, 1973), 9-20,
which emphasizes the view newsmen have of themselves and of their role
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in society; two books by Edith Efron, The News Twisters, 1971, and How
CBS Tried to Kill a Book, 1972, which recounts her view of CBS' attempt to
discredit her earlier book, both published by Nash, Los Angeles; Joseph
Keeley, The Left Leaning Antenna: Political Bias in Television, Arlington
House, New Rochelle, N.Y., 1971. See Paul H. Weaver, “'Is Television News
Biased?” The Public Interest (Winter, 1972), 57-74, where he agrees
basically with Ms. Efron’s discovery of bias but not with her conclusions as
to why the bias exists, and Robert L. Stevenson, et al., “Untwisting The
News Twisters: a Replication of Efron’s Study,” Journalism Quarterly
(Summer, 1973), 211-219, where the authors totally disagree with Ms.
Efron, based largely on the same data. Ms. Efron disputes their
conclusions in the Spring, 1974, JQ. In 1972 the American Institute for
Political Communication, Washington, D.C., published a booklet “Liberal
Bias"” As a Factor in Network Television News Reporting, a report which
monitored the three network evening news shows during the 1972 primary
election campaign. The study concluded that there was a substantial
amount of bias exhibited by the networks in a few particulars, but that
there was a decline toward the end of the period. Finally, see Paul H.
Weaver, “The Politics of a News Story,” in The Mass Media and Modern
Democracy, Rand McNally, Chicago, 1974, edited by Harry M. Clor.
Weaver returns to his theme of political bias in news reporting. (Most of
these articles deal with both print and electronic journalism.)

Several excellent books are available that discuss the methods and
limitations of television news. They are, in chronological order of
publication, Fred W. Friendly, Due to Circumstances Beyond Our Control,
Random House, New York, 1967; Harry J. Skornia, Television and the
News, Pacific Books, Palo Alto, Calif., 1968; Maury Green, Television
News: Anatomy and Process, Wadsworth, Belmont, Calif., 1969; Alexander
Kendrick, Prime Time: The Life of Edward R. Murrow, Little, Brown, New
York, 1969; William Small, To Kill A Messenger: Television News and the
Real World, Hastings House, New York, 1970, and Irving E. Fang,
Television News, 2nd ed., Hastings House, New York, 1973. An interesting
group of essays have been brought together on the subject of news in
David J. LeRoy and Christopher H. Sterling, Eds., Mass News: Practices,
Controversies and Alternatives, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1973.
While there have been a large number of books available on the role of
television in communicating information to Americans about Vietnam,
perhaps the most insightful book, especially as it relates to our article by
Bailey and Lichty, is Don Oberdorfer's Tet!, Doubleday, New York, 1971. A
good, general view of the Vietnam war coverage is Dale Minor, The
Intormation War, Hawthorn, New York, 1970. Epstein also published an
insightful three-part series on *“The War in Vietnam: What Happened vs.
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What We Saw,” TV Guide, beginning September 29, 1973. Dan Rather’s
article emphasizes one of the limitations of television in attempting to
cover Administration-related stories such as Watergate. The conflict
between the presidency and the press is shown well in David Wise's, The
Politics of Lying: Government Deception, Secrecy and Power, Atlantic,
Boston, Mass., 1973, which discusses the relationship between the press,
broadcasting, and all presidents since Eisenhower. An excerpt from the
book appeared in The Atlantic (April, 1973). Edwin.Diamond, “TV and
Watergate: What Was, What Might Have Been,” Columbia Journalism
Review (July/August, 1973), 20, gives a negative view, largely in support
of Dan Rather’s article. See also the special section in Columbia
Journalism Review (November/ December, 1973), which was devoted to
the press and the Watergate hearings.

Fred Friendly’s suggestion for pooled coverage is outstanding because
of its seminal qualities, yet the need for such coverage is expressed in
those books previously cited. The issue over editing practices in The
Selling of the Pentagon, the CBS documentary, receives severe criticism
in one chapter in Mayer's About Television, Harper & Row, New York,

1972. Virtually the same article appeared first as “Television,” Harper's
Magazine (December, 1971), 40+. For a review of network documentaries
for one season, see Patrick D. Maines and John C. Ottinger, “Network
Documentaries: How Many, How Relevant?”” Columbia Journalism Review
(March/ April, 1973), 36-42. For a rather complete view of the entire
controversy, see National Association of Broadcasters, CBS and Congress:
The Selling of the Pentagon Papers, a special issue of Educational
Broadcasting Review (Winter, 1971-1972). This special issue records all of
the important documents in the controversy, including background
materials on “appropriate” operating standards for news and public

affairs programming.

Edith Efron’s article focuses on the involvement of blacks in news
programming. It is one article from a three-part series that began in the
August 19, 1972 issue of TV Guide. The figures she reports in this series
should be supplemented by a report issued from the Office of
Communication of the United Church of Christ in November, 1972. For a

-brief summary of the findings of the report, see John J. O’Connor’s article

in The New York Times (December 3, 1972), sec. 2, 17. Dorothy Gilliam
seeks to answer the question “What Do Black Journalists Want?”” Columbia
Journalism Review (May/June, 1972), 47-52, in an article dealing with
newspapers, magazines, and television. A brief report giving a local slant
to the issue is “‘Latinos & the Media: Brown-Out,” San Francisco Bay
Guardian (July 20, 1974), 19.



Barbara Riegle’s article on women in broadcasting can be supplemented
by a large number of articles dealing with the role of women in
broadcasting, their responsibilities and how they are portrayed in
programs and advertising. A positive arlicle gives a sketch of Barbara
Walters of NBC's ““Today" show in Chris Chase, ‘First Lady of Talk,”

Life (July 14, 1972), 51+. The National Organization for Women (NOW) has
been active in recent years in trying to bring change to the television
industry by filing petitions to deny relicensing of stations or by attacking
the portrayal of women in commercials. For two insightful articles on these
issues, both written by Judith Adler Hennessee and Joan Nicholson, see
“The Feminists v. WABC-TV,” (More) (June, 1972), 10-11, and *“NOW Says:
TV Commercials Insult Women,” The New York Times Magazine (May 28,
1972), 12-13+. To keep abreast of the news on women in media, read
Media Report to Women, a monthly magazine issued out of

Washington, D.C.

Harry Skornia's article on professionalization in broadcast news
emphasizes many of the problems found in the readings listed above. His
proposal summarizes, in one respect, many of the criticisms and responses
to many ot the proposals for improving the field and the practitioners In
the field. There is very little that deals specifically with the proposal for
professionalization in broadcast news, but Skornia has written a short
book, Television and Society: An Inquest and Agenda for Improvement,
McGraw-Hill, New York, 1965, that gives a more extended treatment to
some of his ideas. It is well worth consulting.

STUDY QUESTIONS

1. Discuss the value of the “mirror image” concept of television news.
Does this analogy hold up for the local TV news coverage that you
watch?

2. What are some of the inherent qualities of network television news
that prevent a truly realistic and faithful reflection of society?

3. Do television news departments have a greater responsibility to
“taste” or to “realism” in what they show viewers on newscasts?

4. If the pooled national news coverage idea had been in existence in
Vietnam during the Tet offensive, how might the General Loan story
been improved or harmed? In what ways would stories such as this
be affected? 93
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CBS White House Correspondent Dan Rather believes that television
news was not as effective as newspapers in reporting the Watergate
story. What are his reasons for this? Do you agree or disagree with
him? Why?

What is your position on the question of journalistic editing? Two
arguments are presented in “Editing in the Electronic Media: A
Documentary Dispute.” Do you side with Richard Salant, president of
CBS News, or with the editor of the Washington Post? Why?

How do the newscasts in your city fit into the descriptions of local
television news? Is “happy talk” or “tabloid news” the way to go for
ratings?

Are blacks and women a part of the broadcast news team on the
stations in your city? Do they have major or secondary roles in the
program?

Does broadcast news need professionalizing? Why or why not?

. Which of Dr. Skornia’s proposals for improving the state of broadcast

news do you favor? Explain.

. Should broadcast newsmen be licensed? If yes, who should be the

licensing agent?

The Selection of Reality

News

EDWARD JAY EPSTEIN

From News from Nowhere: Television and the News, by Edward Jay Epstein. Copyright
© 1973 by Edward Jay Epstein. Reprinted by permission of Random House, Inc.
Originally appeared in The New Yorker, Edward Jay Epstein is a media critic who

earned his credentials with the much discussed book from which this selection is taken.

He has written extensively on mass media topics.

Each weekday evening, the three major television networks—the American
Broadcasting Company, the Columbia Broadcasting System, and the
National Broadcasting Company—feed filmed news stories over lines



leased from the American Telephone & Telegraph Co. to the more than six
hundred local stations affiliated with them, which, in turn, broadcast the
stories over the public airwaves to a nationwide audience. The CBS
Evening News, which is broadcast by two hundred local stations, reaches
some nineteen million viewers; the NBC Nightly News, broadcast by two
hundred and nine stations, some eighteen million viewers; and the ABC
Evening News, broadcast by a hundred and ninety-one stations, some
fourteen million. News stories from these programs are recorded on
videotape by most affiliates and used again, usually in truncated form, on
local news programs late in the evening, Except for the news on the few
unaffiliated stations and on the noncommercial stations, virtually all the
filmed reports of national and world news seen on television are the
product of the three network news organizations.

The process by which news is gathered, edited, and presented the public
is more or less similar at the three networks. A limited number of subjects
-—usually somewhere between twenty and thirty—are selected each day as
possible film stories by news executives, producers, anchor men, and
assignment editors, who base their choices principally on wire-service and
newspaper reports. Camera crews are dispatched to capture these events
on 16-mm. color film. The filming is supervised by either a field producer
or a correspondent—or, in some cases, the cameraman himself. The film is
then shipped to the network’s headquarters in New York, or to one of its
major news bureaus—in Chicago, Los Angeles, or Washington—or, if time
is an important consideration, processed and edited at the nearest available
facilities and transmitted electronically to New York. Through editing and
rearranging of the filmed scenes, a small fraction of the exposed film—
usually less than ten per cent—is reconstructed into a story whose form is
to some extent predetermined. Reuven Frank, until two months ago the
president of NBC News, has written:

Every news story should, without any sacrifice of probity or responsi-
bility, display the attributes of fiction, of drama. It should have struc-
ture and conflict, problem and denouement, rising action and falling
action, a beginning, a middle and an end.

After the addition of a sound track, recorded at the event, the story is
explained and pulled together by a narration, written by the correspondent
who covered the event or by a writer in the network news offices. Finally,
the story is integrated into the news program by the anchor man.

Epstein
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Network news organizations select not only the events that will be
shown as national and world news on television but the way in which
those events will be depicted. This necessarily involves choosing symbols
that will have general meaning for a national audience. “The picture is
not a fact but a symbol,” Reuven Frank once wrote. “The real child and
its real crying become symbols of all children.” In the same way, a
particular black may be used to symbolize the aspirations of his race, a
particular student may be used to symbolize the claims of his generation,
and a particular policeman may be used to symbolize the concept of
authority. Whether the black chosen is a Black Panther or an
integrationist, whether the student is a militant activist or a Young
Republican, whether the policeman is engaged in a brutal or a benevolent
act obviously affects the impression of the event received by the audience.
When the same symbols are consistently used on television to depict the
behavior and aspirations of groups, they become stable images—what
Walter Lippmann, in his classic study “Public Opinion,” has called a
“repertory of stereotypes.” These images obviously have great power;
public-opinion polls show that television is the most believed source of
news for most of the population. The director of CBS News in Washington,
William Small, has written about television news:

When television covered its “first war” in Vietnam, it showed a terrible
truth of war in a manner new to mass audiences. A case can be made,
and certainly should be examined, that this was cardinal to the disil-
lusionment of Americans with this war, the cynicism of many young
people toward America, and the destruction of Lyndon Johnson’s
tenure of office. . . . When television examined a different kind of revo-
lution, it was singularly effective in helping bring about the Black
revolution.

And it would be difficult to dispute the claim of Reuven Frank that “there
are events which exist in the American mind and recollection primarily
because they were reported on regular television news programs.”

How were those events selected to be shown on television, and who or
what determined the way in which they were depicted? [Former] Vice-
President Spiro Agnew believes the answer is that network news is shaped
“by a handful of men responsible only to their corporate employers,” who
have broad “powers of choice” and “wield a free hand in selecting,
presenting, and interpreting the great issues in our nation.” Television
executives and newsmen, on the other hand, often argue that television news



is shaped not by men but by events—that news is news. Both of these
analyses overlook the economic realities of network television, the effects
of government regulation on broadcasting, and the organizational
requirements of the network news operations, whose established routines
and procedures tend to impose certain forms on television news stories.

David Brinkley, in an NBC News special entitled “From Here to the
Seventies,” reiterated a description of television news that is frequently
offered by television newsmen:

What television did in the sixties was to show the American people
to the American people. . . . It did show the people, places and things
they had not seen before. Some they liked, and some they did not. It
was not that television produced or created any of it.

In this view, television news does no more than mirror reality. Thus,
Leonard Goldenson, the chairman of the board of ABC, testified before
the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence
that complaints of news distortion were brought about by the fact that
“Americans are reluctant to accept the images reflected by the mirror we
have held up to our society.” Robert D. Kasmire, a vice-president of
NBC, told the commission, “There is no doubt that television is, toa
large degree, a mirror of our society. It is also a mirror of public attitudes
and preferences.” The president of NBC, Julian Goodman, told the
commission, “In short, the medium is blamed for the message.” Dr. Frank
Stanton, vice-chairman and former president of CBS, testifying before
a House committee, said, *What the media do is to hold a mirror up to
society and try to report it as faithfully as possible.” Eliner Lower, the
president of ABC News, has described television news as *‘the television
mirror that reflects . . . across oceans and mountains,” and added, “Let us
open the doors of the parliaments everywhere to the electronic mirrors.”
The imagery has been picked up by critics of television, too. Jack Gould,
formerly of the Times, wrote of television’s coverage of racial riots,
“Congress, one would hope, would not conduct an examination of a mirror
because of the disquieting images that it beholds.”

The mirror analogy has considerable descriptive power, but it also leads
to a number of serious misconceptions about the medium. The notion of a
“mirror of society” implies that everything of significance that happens
will be reflected on television news. Network news organizations, however,
far from being ubiquitous and all-seeing, are limited newsgathering
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operations, which depend on camera crews based in only a few major
cities for most of their national stories. Some network executives have
advanced the idea that network news is the product of coverage by
hundreds of affiliated stations, but the affiliates’ contribution to the
network news program actually is very small. Most network news stories
are assigned in advance to network news crews and correspondents, and
in many cases whether or not an event is covered depends on where it
occurs and the availability of network crews.

The mirror analogy also suggests immediacy: events are reflected
instantaneously, as in a mirror. This notion of immediate reporting is
reinforced by the way people in television news depict the process to the
public. News executives sometimes say that, given the immediacy of
television, the network organization has little opportunity to intervene in
news decisions. Reuven Frank once declared, on a television program
about television, “News coverage generally happens too fast for anything
like that to take place.” But does it? Though it is true that elements of
certain events, such as space exploration and political conventions, are
broadcast live, virtually all of the regular newscasts, except for the
commentator’s “lead-ins” and “tags” to the news stories, are prerecorded
on vidcotape or else on film, which must be transported, processed, edited,
and projected before it can be seen, Some film stories are delayed from
one day to two weeks, because of certain organizational needs and policies.
Reuven Frank more or less outlined these policies on “prepared,” or
delayed, news in . . . [an internal] memorandum he wrote when he was
executive producer of NBC’s Nightly News program. “Except for those
rare days when other material becomes available,” he wrote, “the gap will
be filled by planned and prepared film stories, and we are assuming the
availability of two each night.” These “longer pieces,” he continued, were
to be “planned, executed over a longer period of time than spot news,
usable and relevant any time within, say, two weeks, rather than that day,
receptive to the more sophisticated techniques of production and editing,
but journalism withal.” The reason for delaying filmed stories, a network
vice-president has explained, is that “it gives the producer more control
over his program.™ First, it gives the producer control of the budget, since
shipping the film by plane, though it might mean a delay of a day or two,
is considerably less expensive than transmitting the film electronically by
satellite or A.T. & T. lines. Second, and perhaps more important, it gives
the producer control over the content of the individual stories, since it



affords him an opportunity to screen the film and, if necessary, reedit it.
Eliminating the delay, the same vice-president suggested, could have the
effect of reducing network news to a mere “chronicler of events” and
forcing it “out of the business of making meaningful comment.” Moreover,
the delay provides a reserve of stories that can be used to give the

program “variety” and “pacing.”

In filming delayed stories, newsmen are expected to eliminate any
elements of the unexpected, so as not to destroy the illusion of immediacy,
This becomes especially important when it is likely that the unusual
developments will be reported in other media and thus date the story. A
case in point is an NBC News story about the inauguration of a high-speed
train service between Montreal and Toronto. While the NBC crew was
filming the turbotrain during its inaugural run to Toronto, it collided with
—and “sliced in half,” as one newspaper put it—a meat trailer-truck, and
then suftered a complete mechanical breakdown on the return trip.
Persistent “performance flaws” and subsequent breakdowns eventually
led to a temporary suspension of the service. None of these accidents and
aberrations were included in the filmed story broadcast two weeks later
on the NBC evening news. David Brinkley, keeping to the original story,
written before the event, introduced the film by saying, “The only
high-speed train now running in North America has just begun in Canada.”
Four and a half minutes of shots of the streamlined train followed, and the
narration suggested that this foreshadowed the future of transportation,
since Canada’s “new turbo just might shake [American] lethargy” in
developing such trains. (The announcement of the suspension of the
service, almost two weeks later, was not carried on the program.) This
practice of “‘preparing” stories also has affected the coverage of more serious
subjects—for instance, many of the filmed stories about the Vietnam war
were delayed for several days. It was possible to transmit war films to the
United States in one day by using the satellite relay, but the cost was
considerable at the height of the war—more than three thousand dollars
for a ten-minute transmission, as opposed to twenty or thirty dollars for
shipping the same film by plane. And, with the exception of momentous
battles, such as the Tet offensive, virtually all of the network film was
sent by plane. To avoid the possibility of having the delayed footage dated
by newspaper accounts, network correspondents were instructed to report
on the routine and continuous aspect of the war rather than unexpected
developments, according to a former NBC Saigon bureau manager.

Epstein




The mirror analogy, in addition, obscures the component of “will”—of
initiative in producing feature stories and of decisions made in advance
to cover or not to cover certain types of events. A mirror makes no
decisions; it simply reflects what takes place in front of it. . . .

The search for news requires a reliable flow of information not only |
about events in the immediate past but about those scheduled for the near
future. Advance information, though necessary to any news operation, is
of critical importance to the networks. For, unlike newspapers and radio
stations, which can put a news story together within minutes by means
of telephone interviews or wire-service dispatches, a television network
usually needs hours, if not days, of “lead time” to shoot, process, and !
edit a film story of even a minute’s duration. The types of news stories
best suited for television coverage are those specially planned, or induced, |
for the conveniences of the news media—press conferences, briefings,
interviews, and the like—which the historian Daniel J. Boorstin has called
“pseudo-events,” and which by definition are scheduled well in advance
and are certain to be, if only in a self-fulfilling sense, “newsworthy.”

There are also other news events, such as congressional hearings, trials,
and speeches, that, although they may not be induced for the sole purpose
of creating news, can still be predicted far in advance. The networks have
various procedures for gathering, screening, and evaluating information
about future events, and these procedures to some degree systematically
influence their coverage of news.

Most network news stories, rather than resulting from the initiative of
reporters in the field, are located and assigned by an assignment editor in
New York (or an editor under his supervision in Washington, Chicago, or
Los Angeles). The assignment desk provides material not only for the
evening news program but for documentaries, morning and afternoon
programs, and a syndicated service for local stations, Instead of maintaining
—as newspapers do—regular “beats,” where reporters have contact with
the same set of newsmakers over an extended period of time, network
news organizations rely on ad-hoc coverage. In this system, correspondents
are shunted from one story to another—on the basis of availability,
logistical convenience, and producers’ preferences—after the assignment
editor has selected the events to be covered. A correspondent may easily
be assigned to three subjects in three different cities in a single week, each
assignment lasting only as long as it takes to film the story. To be sure,

100 there are a number of conventional beats in Washington, such as the
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White House, but these are the e <ception rather than the rule. Most of the
correspondents are “generalists,” expected to cover all subjects with equal
facility. And even in fields for which networks do employ special
correspondents, such as sports or space exploration, better-known
correspondents who are not experts in those fields may be called on to
report major stories. The generalist is expected not to be a Jack-of-all-
trades but simply to be capable of applying rules of fair inquiry to any
subject. One reason network executives tend to prefer generalists is that
they are lcss likely to “become involved in a story to the point of
advocacy,” as one network vice-president has put it. It is feared that
specialists, through their intimate knowledge of a situation, would be
prone to champion what they believed was the correct side of a
controversy. But perhaps the chief reason that generalists are preferred to
specialists is that, being able to cover whatever story develops, they lend
themselves to an efficient use of manpower. The use of ad-hoc coverage
leads to the constant appearance “on camera” of a relatively small
number of correspondents. One network assignment editor has suggested
that it is “‘more for reasons of audicnce identification than economy” that
a few correspondents are relied on for most of the stories. The result,
he continued, is a “star system,” in which producers request that certain
leading correspondents cover major stories, whatever the subject might be.
Another consequence of having small, generalist reporting staffs is that
the networks are able to do relatively little investigative reporting. . . .
What is seen on network news is not, except in rare instances, the
event itself, unfolding live before the camera, or'even a filmed record of the
event in its entirety, but a story about the event which has been constructed
on film from selected fragments of it. Presenting news events exactly as
they occur does not meet the requirements of network news, For one
thing, the camera often is not in a position to capture events while they
are happening. Some news events are completely unexpected and occur
before a camera crew can be dispatched to the scene. Others cannot be
filmed either because of unfavorable weather or lighting conditions
(especially if artificial lighting is unavailable or restricted) or because
news crews are not permitted access to them. And when institutions, such
as political conventions, do permit television to record their formal
proceedings, the significant decisions may still take place outside the
purview of the camera. But even if coverage presents no insurmountable
problems, it is not sufficient in most cases simply to record events in their
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natural sequence, with all the digressions, confusions, and inconsistencies
that are an inescapable part of any reality, for a network news story is
required to have a definite order, time span, and logic.

In producing most news stories, the first necessity is generating sufficient
film about an event, so that the editor and the writer can be assured of
finding the material they need for the final story. Perhaps the most
commonly used device for producing this flow of film is the interview.
The interview serves several important purposes for television news.
First, it enables a news crew to obtain film footage about an event that it
did not attend or was not permitted to film. By finding and interviewing
people who either participated in the event or have at least an apparent
connection with it, the correspondent can re-create it through their eyes.

Second, the interview assures that the subject will be filmed under
favorable circumstances—an important technical consideration. In a
memorandum to his news staff, Reuven Frank once gave this advice
about interviewing:

By definition, an interview is at least somewhat controllable. It must
be arranged; it must be agreed to. ... Try not to interview in harsh
sunlight. Try not to interview in so noisy a setting that words cannot
be heard. Let subiects be lit. If lights bother your subject, talk to him,
discuss the weather, gentle him, involve his interest and his emotions
so that he forgets or ignores the lights. It takes longer, but speed is
poor justification for a piece of scrapped film.

To make the subjects appear even more dignified and articulate, it is the
customary practice to repeat the same question a number of times, allowing
the respondent to “sharpen his answer,” as one correspondent has put it.
At times, the person interviewed is permitted to compose his own
questions for the interviewer or, at least, to rephrase them. Rehearsals are
also quite common.

Third, interviews provide an easy means of presenting an abstract or
difficult-to-film concept in human terms, as Reuven Frank has explained:

The best interviews are of people reacting—or people expounding.
...No important story is without them. They can be recorded and
transmitted tastefully . . . nuclear disarmament, unemployment, flood,
automation, name me a recent major story without its human
involvement.



Although the networks have instituted strict policies against misleading
“reenactments” and “staging,” film footage is sometimes generated by
having someone demonstrate or enact aspects of a story for the camera.
Bruce Cohn, a producer for ABC News at the time, explained the
practice last year to the House Special Subcommittee on Investigations
during hearings on “news staging.” Describing the difference bctween hard
news and feature stories, Cohn said, “Generally speaking, a feature story
is only brought to the public’s attention because the journalist who
conceived of doing such a report thinks it would be of interest or of
importance. Therefore, a feature story must be ‘set up’ by a journalist if it is
to be transformed into usable information. There is no reason why this
‘setting up’ cannot be done in an honest and responsible manner . . .
people involved in feature stories are often asked to demonstrate how
they do something . . . in fact, by its very nature, a feature story may be
nothing but what the subcommittee negatively refers to as ‘staging. .. ."”

Since network television is in the business of attracting and maintaining
large audiences, the news operation, which is, after all, part of the
networks’ programming schedule, is also expected to maintain, if not
attract, as large an audience as possible. But a network news program,
unlike other news media, apparently can’t depend entirely on its content to
attract and maintain an audience. To a great extent, the size of its audiece
is determined by three outside factors. The first is affiliate acceptance. If
a program is not carried, or “cleared,” by the affiliates, then it simply is not
available to the public. (ABC has significantly increased the audience
for its evening news program since 1969 by increasing the number of
stations that clear it from a hundred and twenty to a hundred and
ninety-one.) The second is scheduling. A program that is broadcast at
7 p.M., say, stands a good chance of drawing a larger audience than it
would at six-thirty, since more people are usually watching television at
the later hour. (The television audience increases all day and reaches a
peak at about 9 p.Mm.) The third factor is what is called “audience flow.”
Network executives and advertisers believe that a significant portion of
the audience for any program is inherited, as they put it, from the
preceding program. According to the theory of audience flow, an audience
is like a river that continues in the same direction until it is somehow
diverted. “The viewing habits of a large portion of the audience—at least,
the audience that Nielsen measures—are governed more by the laws of
inertia than by free choice,” a network vice-president responsible for
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audience studies has remarked. “Unless they have a very definite reason
to switch, like a ballgame, they continue to watch the programs on the
channel they are tuned in to.”

Many network executives believe that network news is even more
dependent on audience flow than are entertainment programs, or even
local newscasts featuring reports on local sports and weather conditions.
Richard Salant, the president of CBS News, has said that “you’ll find a
general correlation between the ratings of the network news broadcast and
the local news broadcast—and probably the local news is the decisive
thing.” But what of the selective viewer, who changes channels for
network news? Network executives, relying on both audience studies and
personal intuition, assume, first, that there is not a significant number of
such viewers, and, second, that most of them choose particular news
programs on the basis of the personalities of the commentators rather
than the extent of the news coverage. Acting on these assumptions about
audience behavior, the networks attempted to improve the ratings of their
news shows by hiring “star” commentators and by investing in the
programs that precede the network news. For example, in a memo to
the president of NBC several years ago, a vice-president responsible
for audience analysis made this suggestion for increasing the ratings in
Los Angeles of the network’s evening news program:

It seems to me the only surefire way to increase our audience at 3:30
P.M. (and actually win the time period) is with Mike Douglas [a syn-
dicated talk show, which NBC would have had to buy from Group W
Productions, a subsidiary of the Westinghouse Broadcasting Com-
pany]. At 5-6 P.M. our news then should get at least what KABC is
getting (let’s say a 7 rating).

Coming out of this increased lead-in—and a news lead-in, at that
—1 believe that [the evening news] at 6 P.M. will get a couple of rating
points more. ...

Similarly, a network can invest in the local news programs that precede
or follow the network news on the five stations it owns. NBC concluded
from a detailed study that it commissioned of the Chicago audience that
local news programs, unlike network news, which builds its audience

E through coverage of special events, can increase their ratings through

Z improved coverage of weather, sports, and local events. The study
recommended, for example, that the network-owned station in Chicago

104 hire a more popular local weathercaster, since “almost as many viewers



look forward to seeing the weather as the news itself.” The networks also
assist the affiliated stations with their local news programs, by providing a
news syndication service. This supplies subscribing stations with sports and
news stories through a half-hour feed, from which the stations can record
stories for use on their own news programs.

Implicit in this approach to seeking higher ratings for network news
programs is the idea that it doesn’t make economic sense to spend large
amounts on improving the editorial product, Hiring additional camera
crews, reporters, and researchers presumably would not increase a news
program’s audience, and it definitely would be expensive. For instance, not
only does each camera crew cost about a hundred thousand dollars a year
to maintain, in equipment, salaries, and overtime, but it generates a
prodigious amount of film—about twenty times as much as is used in the
final stories—which has to be transported, processed, and edited. NBC
accountants use a rule-of-thumb gauge of more than twenty dollars in
service cost for every foot of film in the final story, which comes to more
than seven hundred and twenty dollars a minute. And it is the number
of camera crews a network maintains that defines, in some ways, the
scope of its news-gathering operation. “The news you present is actually
the news you cover,” a network news vice-president has said. “The
question is: How wide do you fling your net?”

In 1968, when I had access to staff meetings and assignment sheets
at the three networks, NBC covered the nation each day with an average
of ten camera crews, in New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, Washington,
and Cleveland, plus two staff crews in Texas and one staff cameraman
(who could asscmble camera crews) in Boston. (In comparison, CBS’s
local news operation in Los Angeles, according to its news director, uses
nine camera crews to cover the news of that one city.) Today, NBC says
it has fifty domestic camera crews, but this figure includes sports, special
events, and documentary crews, as well as local crews at the network’s five
stations. CBS says it has twenty full-time network news crews, in New
York, Chicago, Los Angeles, Atlanta, and Washington, and ABC says
it has sixteen, in New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, Washington, Atlanta,
and Miami. Each of the networks also has camera crews in nine cities
overseas. To be sure, when therc is a momentous news event the networks
can quickly mobilize additional crews—those regularly assigned to news
documentaries, sports, and local news at network stations, or those of 105
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affiliated stations—but the net that is cast for national news on a day-to-day
basis is essentially defined by the crews that are routinely available for
network assignment, and their number is set by the economic logic

of network television.

Another element in the economics of network news is the fact that it
costs a good deal more to transmit stories from some places than it does
from other places. The lines that connect the networks and their affiliates
across the country can normally be used to transmit programs in only one
direction—from the network’s headquarters in New York to the affiliates.
Therefore, to transmit news reports electronically from any “remote”
location—that is, anywhere except network facilities in a few cities—to the
network for rebroadcast, a news program must order special “long lines”
between the two points from the American Telephone & Telegraph Co.
The charges for the “long line” are now fifty-five cents a mile for up to an
hour’s use and seven hundred and fifty dollars for a “loop,” which is the
package of electronic equipment that connects the transmission point
(usually an affiliated station) with the telephone company’s “long lines.”
It is even more expensive to order stories sent electronically by means of
the satellite-relay system—eighteen hundred and fifty dollars for the first
ten minutes of a story from London to New York and about twenty-four
hundred dollars for the first ten minutes of a story from Tokyo to New
York—and these costs are charged against the program’s budget. The
weekly budget for the NBC Nightly News is in excess of two hundred
thousand dollars, and that of the CBS Evening News is almost a hundred
thousand dollars, but more than half of each is committed in advance for
the salaries and expenses of the producers, editors, writers, and other
members of the “unit,” and for the studio and other overheag costs that
are automatically charged against the program’s budget. (Differences in
the billing of these charges account for most of the difference in the
budgets of the NBC and CBS programs.) At CBS, about forty-nine
thousand dollars a week, or eight thousand dollars a program, is left for
“remotes.” Since a news program needs from six to eight film stories a
night, and some satellite charges can be as high as three thousand dollars
apiece, the budget, in effect, limits the number of “remote” stories that
can be transmitted in an average week. .

Because of differences in transmission costs, producers have a strong
incentive to take news stories from some areas rather than others,



especially when their budgets are strained. 1I'he fact that networks base most
of their camera crews and correspondents in New York, Washington,
Chicago, and Los Angeles reinforces the advantage of using news stories
from these areas, since they involve less overtime and travel expense. It is
not surprising, then, that so many of the film stories shown on the national
news programs originate in these areas. Although the geographical
distribution of film stories varies greatly from day to day, over any
sustained period it is skewed in the direction of these few large cities.
It is economically more efficient to consign news of small-town America
and of remote cities to timeless features such as Charles Kuralt’s “On the
Road” segments on the CBS Evening News. This suggests that if network
news programs tend to focus on problems of a few large urban centers, it is
less because, as former Vice-President Agnew argued, an “enclosed
fraternity” of “‘commentators and producers live and work in the
geographical and intellectual confines of Washington, D.C., or New Yotk
City . . . [and] draw their political and social views from the same
sources” than because the networks’ basic economic structure compels
producers, willy-nilly, to select a large share of their filmed stories from
a few locations.
- The Fairness Doctrine requires broadcasters to provide a reasonable
opportunity for the presentation of “contrasting viewpoints on controversial
"issues of public importance” in the course of their news and public-affairs
programming. Unlike the “‘equal time” provisions of Section 315 of the
Communications Act—which applies only to candidates running for a
public office and requires that if a station grants time to one candidate it
must grant equal time to other candidates, except on news programs—the
Fairness Doctrine does not require that opposing arguments be given
an equal number of minutes, be presented on the same program, or be
presented within any specific period. It is left up to the licensee to decide
what constitutes a “‘controversial issue of public importance,” a “fair”
reply, and a “reasonable time” in which the reply should be made.
Moreover, broadcasters are apparently not expected to be equally “fair” on
all issues of public importance; for example, the Commission states in its
time available to Communists or to the Communist viewpoints.”
“Fairness Primer” that it is not “the Commission’s intention to make
Although no television station has ever lost its license because of a
violation of the Fairness Doctrine, the doctrine has affected the form
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and content of network news in a number of ways. Most notably, the
Fairness Doctrine puts an obligation on affiliates to “balance” any network
program that advances only one side of an issue by themselves providing,

in the course of their own programming, the other side, and the affiliates,
rather than risk having to fulfill such an obligation, which could be both
costly and bothersome, insist, virtually as a condition of taking network
news, that the networks incorporate the obligatory “contrasting viewpoints”
in their own news report. The networks, in turn, make it a policy to

present opposing views on any issue that could conceivably be construed

as controversial.

This pro-and-con reporting is perfectly consistent with the usual notion
of objectivity, if objectivity is defined, as it is by many correspondents,
as “telling both sides of a story.” It can, however, seriously conflict with
the value that journalists place on what is now called investigative
reporting, or simply any reporting the purpose of which is “getting to the
bottom” of an issue, or “finding the truth,” as correspondents often put it.
A correspondent is required to present ‘“contrasting points of view” even
if he finds the views of one side to be valid and those of the other side to be
false and misleading (in the Fairness Doctrine, truth is no defense), and
therefore any attempt to resolve a controversial issue and “find the truth” is
likely to be self-defeating. . . .

A frequent criticism of television news is that it is superficial—that it
affords only scant coverage of news events, lacks depth or sufficient analysis
of cvents, and engages in only a minimum of investigative reporting. The
assumption of such criticism is that television newsmen lack journalistic
credentials, that producers and executives are lax or indifferent toward
their responsibilitics, and that changing or educating the broadcasters would
improve the news product. But the level of journalism in network news is
more or less fixed by the time, money, and manpower that can be allocated
to it, and these are determined by the structure of network television. Any
substantial improvement in the level of network journalism, such as
expanding coverage of events to a truly nationwide scale, would therefore
require a structural change in network television that would effectively

$ reorder its economic and political incentives, rather than merely a change
> of personnel.

Another common criticism is, again, that network news is politically
108 biased in favor of liberal or left-wing causes and leaders, because a small



clique of newsmen in New York and Washington shape the news to fit
their own political beliefs. In this critique, network news is presumed to be
highly politicized by the men who select and report it, and the remedy most
often suggested is to employ conservative newsmen to balance the liberal
viewpoints. Since, for economic reasons, much of the domestic news on the
network programs does in fact come from a few big cities, and since in
recent years many of the efforts to change the distribution of political values
and services have been concentrated in the big cities, the networks perhaps
have reported a disproportionately large share of these activities. The
requirement that network news be “nationalized” further adds to the
impression that networks are advancing radical causes, for in elevating
local disputes to national proportions newscasters appear to be granting
them uncalled-for importance.

Left-wing critics complain that network news neglects the inherent
contradictions in the American system. Their critique runs as follows:
Network news focuses not on substantive problems but on symbolic
protests. By overstating the importance of protest actions, television news
invites the audience to judge the conduct of the protesters rather than the
content of the problem. This creates false issues. Popular support is
generated against causes that, on television, appear to rely on violent
protests, while underlying economic and social problems are systematically
masked or ignored. Broadcasters can be expected to help perpctuate *“the
system,” because they are an important part of it, Thus, one critic writes,
“The media owners will do anything to maintain these myths. . . . They
will do anything to keep the public from realizing that the Establishment
dominates society through its direct and indirect control of the nation’s
communication system.” In fact, however, the tendency to depict symbolic
protests rather than substantive problems is closely related to the problem
of audience maintenance, Protests can be universally comprehended, it is
presumed, if they are presented in purely symbolic terms: one group,
standing for one cause, challenging another group and cause. The sort
of detail that would be necessary to clarify economic and social issues is
not easily translated into visual terms, whereas the sort of dramatic images
that can be found in violent protests have an immediate impact on an
audience. Newsmen therefore avoid liberal or radical arguments not  °
because they are politically committed to supporting “the system” but
because such arguments do not satisfy the requisites of network news. 10
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Finally, in what might best be called the social-science critique, network
news is faulted for presenting a picture of society that does not accurately
correspond to the empirical data. Spokesmen selected by television to
represent groups in society tend to be statistically atypical of the groups for
which they are supposedly speaking; for example, militant students may
have appeared to be in the majority on college campuses in America
during the nineteen-sixties because of the frequency with which they were
selected to represent student views, when in fact data collected by social
scientists showed that they constituted a small minority. It is generally
argued that such discrepancies stem from a lack of readily usable data
rather than any intent on the part of journalists to misrepresent situations.
The implication in this critique is that if network news organizations had
the techniques of social scientists, or employed social scientists as
consultants, they would produce a more realistic version of the claims and
aspirations of different segments of society. However, the selection of
spokesmen to appear on television is determined less by a lack of data
than by the organizational needs of network news. In order to hold the
attention of viewers to whom the subject of the controversy may be of no
interest, television newsmen select spokesmen who are articulate, easily
identifiable, and dramatic, and the “average™ person in a group cannot be
depended on to manifest these qualities. Moreover, the nationalization of
news requires that spokesmen represent the major themes of society rather
than what is statistically typical. Given the organizational need to illustrate
news stories with spokesmen who are both dramatic and thematic, network
news cannot be expected to present a picture that conforms to the views of
social scientists, no matter how much data or how many technical skills the
social scientists might supply.

As long as the requisites remain essentially the same, network news can
be expected to define American society by the problems of a few urban
areas rather than of the entire nation, by action rather than ideas, by
dramatic protests rather than substantive contradictions, by “newsmakers”
rather than economic and social structures, by atypical rather than typical
views, and by synthetic national themes rather than disparate local events.
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]
; The Viet Cong had announced a Tet truce but on January 29, 1968, and
! for the next few days, the VC and NVA attacked nearly every city and
) many villages in South Vietnam.! Heavy fighting followed for several weeks
| in Saigon and Hue. The first film reports of the attack were seen on
| American television January 30.
| On Wednesday, January 31, the Huntley-Brinkley Report switched via
| satellite to Jack Perkins live in Tokyo. Perkins announced that he would
show unedited film of fighting in and around the U.S. Embassy. The film
‘ had just been developed and Perkins narrated the story partly from
: information he was receiving at that time talking by telephone with
| Executive Producer Robert Northshield in New York. In other reports the
| networks covered the war in the cities along with reaction at home.
On Thursday, February 1, David Brinkley introduced John Chancellor
‘ who narrated seven still photographs from the wire service. Part of his
t narration follows:
|

There was awful savagery. Here the Viet Cong killed a South Vietna-
mese colonel and murdered his wife and six children. And this South
Vietnamese officer came home during a lull in the fighting to find the
bodies of his murdered children. There was awful retribution. Here
the infamous chief of the South Vietnamese National Police, General
Loan, executed a captured Viet Con officer. Rough justice on a Saigon
street as the charmed life of the city of Saigon come to a bloody end.?

The last picture was the now-famous photograph by Eddie Adams of the
Associated Press. That picture won the Pulitzer Prize for spot news
photography and many other awards.

Broadcasting those stills, the Huntley-Brinkley newsmen in New York 111
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did not yet know that an NBC film crew in Saigon had color motion
pictures of the Loan execution and those pictures could be available for the
next day’s program. That next day, February 2, 1968, would be the most
sensational day of broadcast coverage in that sensational week of the Tet
offensive, and to many observers the turning point in American opinion and
policy toward the Vietnam war.

REPORTING THE LOAN STORY

By Thursday morning, Saigon time, the fighting was fierce all over the
city. Particularly hard hit was Cholon, the Chinese quarter of Saigon where
the Viet Cong had set up a headquarters in the Buddhist An Quang
Pagoda. An NBC news crew and AP photographer Eddie Adams decided
to share a car into Cholon. (The AP and NBC bureaus were adjacent on
the fourth floor of the Eden building.) The NBC correspondent was
Howard Tuckner, the cameramen were two Vietnamese brothers, Vo
Huynh and Vo Suu, and the sound man was Le Phuc Dinh. Huynh took an
Arriflex to shoot silent film. Suu carried an Auricon sound-on-film camera.
The Tuckner crew and Adams were standing in a street near the Pagoda
before noon. At the far end of the block they saw several South Vietnamese
Marines with a prisoner in civilian clothes. The Marines walked up toward
the newsmen to present the prisoner to Brigadier General Nguyen Ngoc
Loan who had taken charge of the Pagoda action. The cameramen began
filming, one Vo brother on each side of the street. Huyn shot a close-up
of a pistol being carried by an ARVN Marine which had been taken from
the prisoner who appeared to have been beaten. Tuckner later described
what happened:

He [the captive] was not scared; he was proud. I will never forget that -
look when he walked up the street. General Loan took one look at him
and knew he was going to get no information out of him. Loan had
been through this with many prisoners. There was not one word. Loan
did not try to talk to him nor to scare him. He did not wave his gun at
his face or his head. He did not put the gun to his temple. He just blew
his brains out.?

During that time Tuckner kept whispering into Suu’s ear, “keep rolling,
keep rolling.” Eddie Adams was snapping many photographs. Later Adams
wrote that as Loan’s hand came up so did his camera and he just snapped

112 by instinct.* The prisoner dropped to the street with blood spurting out of



his head. An ARVN Marine placed a small red Viet Cong propaganda
leaflet over the corpse’s face. Tuckner and Adams were the only Westerners
in sight. Tuckner feared that their film would be confiscated or worse. He
signaled Suu to quickly change film magazines and hide the exposed footage.
Tuckner stood silent as Loan walked up to him and said:

Many Americans have been killed these last few days and many of
my best Vietnamese friends. Now do your understand? Buddha will
understand.®

The NBC crew walked away and continued shooting scenes around the
Pagoda. The corpse was lifted off the pavement and thrown on a flatbed
truck. The South Vietnamese forces cleared the Pagoda of Viet Cong and
their hostages as the Tuckner crew filmed the action. Later Tuckner took
time to write a “stand-upper” for the execution story, and his crew filmed
him as he read the stand-up summary to the camera. Tuckner’s summary
was written to be shown after the execution film. In that stand-upper he
related what Loan had said.

In the afternoon, Thursday, February 1, Tuckner and the crew returned
to NBC’s Saigon bureau. Ron Steinman, the bureau chief, debriefed each
crew member individually. Vo Suu was sure that he had recorded the
shooting on the film; Tuckner was not convinced. Steinman also talked with
Eddie Adams. Now it seemed that the film report would best end with the
execution and the “stand-upper” would be anticlimactic. Tuckner wrote a
simple substitute narration—with several variations to provide for the
possibility that not all the film was good. This narration was recorded on
audio tape at the bureau. In this script the story of the pagoda fighting is
played first, before the execution, in a re-ordering of actual events.
Cameraman Suu wrote out captions for the film describing the material shot
by shot and various technical matters for developing and editing.

Meanwhile in the next office, under the direction of Horst Faas, AP
developed, printed and transmitted the Adams photo to New York. At 8:16
A-M. Thursday morning New York time it was sent out to newspapers
around the country—about 11 hours after the shooting. The NBC film was
still in Saigon, undeveloped.

During this period of the war, film was ordinarily sent by plane to New
York for developing and editing but alternatively could be received in San
Francisco, Los Angeles or lcss frequently Seattle or Chicago for editing and
subsequent transmission via land lines if this would make a deadline for
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one of the evening or morning network programs. For faster transmission,
the film could be sent to Tokyo, developed and edited there, and sent via
Pacific satellite to New York for broadcast live or video taped. Each
network had an arrangement with a Japanese broadcasting company to use
Tokyo studios to originate the live and film transmissions.

Thursday the Tan Son Nhut airport was closed to commercial planes.
The next flight out, a medevac taking wounded men to Japan or the U.S,,
would be Friday. During Tet the military provided special cars or jeeps to
carry newsfilm to the airport. NBC newsmen had prepared six film stories
for shipment. The undeveloped film and audio tape was in cans with scripts
and additional instructions. The material was placed in the standard red
burlap bags marked “NBC” in big white and black letters. By one o’clock
Friday afternoon in Saigon—about 28 hours after the shooting—the Loan
film was still at the bureau.

Cable connections between Saigon and Tokyo were always poor. During
Tet they were worse. NBC usually had fairly good TELEX connections
between Saigon and New York. Steinman sent a TELEX message to New
York advising the availability of the six film stories. New York would relay
the information to Tokyo. Steinman did not want to overemphasize the
shock nature of the film since he was convinced that if it was as Suu
insisted, the impact would be obvious. Further, he feared that the TELEX
might be monitored and there was still a chance that the film might be
confiscated. The following is part of his TELEX to NBC New York sent at
0537 GMT—1:37 p.M. Friday afternoon in Saigon; 12:37 A.M. Friday
morning in New York.

THE FOLLOWING IS THE SHIPPING ADVISORY. FILM HAS NOT YET
BEEN SHIPPED. WHEN SHIPPED WE WILL CONFIRM FASTEST AND
BEST WAY POSSIBLE. HOPEFULLY THE TELEX WILL STILL BE
WORKING. SHIPPED IN THREE SEPARATE BAGS ARE FILM NUM-
BERS 456, 457, 458, 459, 460, AND 461.

FILM NUMBER 456 IS TUCKNERS PAGODA FIGHTING. GOVERN-
MENT TROOPS WENT INTO THE AN QUANG PAGODA, SEAT OF
BUDDHIST MILITANCE AND TRIED TO CLEAN OUT THE VIET CONG
WHO HAD TAKEN IT OVER. THIS STORY IS COMPETITIVE. CBS
AND ABC WERE THERE BUT WE ARE THE ONLY ONES WHO HAVE
FILM ON THE EXECUTION. TUCKNER HAS WRITTEN PRODUCTION
NOTES AND SCRIPT TO GO WITH SUU AND HUYNHS 720 SOF 360
SIL NORMAL. DINH WAS SOUNDMAN. NARRATION ON FULL COAT
AND AUDIO TAPE. ONE WILDTAPE. CLOSER ON FILMROLL ONE
AND TWO BUT READ TUCKNERS DETAILED NOTE FOR EXACT



*

CLOSER WE PREFER AND THINK SHOULD BE USED. THIS IS IM-
PORTANT BECAUSE WE ARE DEALING WITH A DELICATE PROB-
LEM.® . .. VIET CONG OPEN UP ON MARINES. THEN THE LOAN
SEGMENT. THIS IS ON SUUS SOUNDROLL AND HE THINKS HE GOT
MOST OF IT. HIS CAPTIONS IN BRIEF READ AS FOLLOWS: A VC
OFFICER WAS CAPTURED. THE TROOPS BEAT HIM, THEY BRING
HIM TO LOAN WHO IS HEAD OF SOUTH VIETNAMESE NATIONAL
POLICE. LOAN PULLS OUT HIS PISTOL, FIRES AT THE HEAD OF THE
VC, THE VC FALLS, ZOOM ON HIS HEAD, BLOOD SPRAYING OUT.
IF HE HAS IT ALL ITS STARTLING STUFF. IF HE HAS PART OF IT
ITS STILL MORE THAN ANYONE ELSE HAS. TUCKNERS COPY COV-
ERS IT IN STRAIGHT NARRATIVE WITH SOME ALTERNATIVE COPY
JUST IN CASE SOME OF THE SHOTS MAY BE DIFFERENT OR NOT
ALL THERE. I SUGGEST YOU DEVELOP ALL OF THE FOOTAGE.?

Just over two hours later New York sent Steinman’s message on to the
Tokyo bureau. The five other stories were each described as was the Loan
story. That is, for each piece Steinman gave technical data, crew names,
synopsis, suggestions for editing, and whether the other networks had
similar film. A total of more than 4,000 feet of film was readied for
shipment, a running time of nearly two hours. From all that, less than eight
minutes would finally be broadcast on that day’s Huntley-Brinkley Report.
This ratio of 15 to one is typical for NBC (see Table 1).

Table 1
Newsfilm from Vietnam for the Huntley-Brinkley Report of February 2, 1968
Title of Story Film Exposed Film Broadcast Ratio
. (Feet) (Time) (Time) (Exposed/
Broadcast)
Tuckner’s Pagoda/Loan 1080 30:00 3:55 77t01
Hall’s Cholon Fighting 590 16:24 —_—
Nessen's Hue Fighting 350 9:44 2:30 39to1
Arndt’s Ban Me Thuot 930 25:50 1:25 20.7to 1
Nessen’s Da Nang 100 2:47 S
Westmoreland Briefing 1100 30:34 —_—
Totals 4150 115:19 7:40 15.0¢t0 1

NBC correspondent Ron Nessen had filed two of the other stories. One
was film of fighting at Hue where the enemy was holding much of the city,
and the other film of a Da Nang napalm dump destroyed by rockets.

Wilson Hall had covered the heavy fighting in the streets of Cholon and
narrated a silent film story of aftermath in the provincial capital of Ban Me 118
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Thout shot by soundman Arndt. The last film was unnarrated footage of a
news conference by General Westmoreland in which, according to the New
York Times, he said the enemy’s main effort still was to be an attack on the
Marines at Khe Sanh.

At this time there was only one color film processing lab in Tokyo and it
was used by the three networks. The film was processed in the order it
arrived at the lab. During Tet NBC hired a grand prix motorcycle racer to
speed the NBC film to the lab first.

EDITING AND BROADCAST TO THE NETWORK

Robert Northshield, executive producer of the Huntley-Brinkley Report,
arrived at the New York office that Friday about 10 A.M. The night before
he had broadcast the Adams stills. That morning he saw most of the major
newspapers consensually validate his assessment of the stills. The New
York Times printed the moment-of-death picture on the front page and
reprinted it with others on page 12. The Washington Post printed it across
five columns of the front page. The Chicago Tribune printed three Adams
photos, but on the third page. The Los Angeles Times filled the three
front page columns. The New York Daily News filled the bottom

half of its front page. Several papers printed another photo nearby the Loan
shot. That photo showed an ARVN officer carrying the body of one of his
children murdered by the Viet Cong. The Huntley-Brinkley Report had
broadcast that one also Thursday evening.

Northshield read the overnight cables and learned that NBC had color
film of the Loan incident that might include the moment of the execution.
He then placed a phone call to talk with those who could view the film.

At the Tokyo bureau were Jack Reynolds, news manager and satellite
producer, and several part-time editors used regularly by the bureau. Also
reinforcing the staff for the Tet and Pueblo stories were Ray Weiss, sent
from New York to help coordinate the bureau; Fred Rheinstein, an NBC
staff director and editor; and correspondent David Burrington, who had
-previously reported from Vietnam. Correspondent Jack Perkins, producer
Bill Wordam, cameraman Grant Wolfkill and soundman Waku, just

g returned from Korea, also took part in the discussion.

2z In the discussion Northshield said that the TELEX from Saigon
mentioned a zoom to a close-up of the corpse’s bloody head and that would

116 probably be in bad taste for television. Wordam assured Northshield that



the film was “quite remarkable,” and there was enough time “for the
director to cut away before the zoom at the end of the film.” He referred to
the video director of the program in New York. So the film was deliberately
edited long so that a final decision could be made in New York.

Another member of the NBC staff working on the film later said he
thought some of the close-up should have been shown, for Americans were
getting a “too sanitized” picture of the war and they should have had “their
noses rubbed in” the violence and gore.

Northshield authorized use of the satellite to transmit the film to the
States. The bill would be about $3,000 for a 10 minute minimum. After a
late lunch Northshield called Tokyo again. The Loan film had been edited
to 4:12 and was set for transport to the NHK studio along with two of the
other Saigon-oriented stories. Ron Nessen’s Hue report and Wilson Hall’s
narration of Ban Me Thuot fighting and aftermath had been selected.

The Huntley-Brinkley Report was fed over the NBC network twice each
day. The first show was live at 6:30 p.M. Eastern time. If it went well, then
a video tape was fed at 7 p.M. Changes could be made for the second feed
if necessary. Northshield recalled the Friday broadcasts:

The film came in over satellite between 6:20 and 6:30 p.M. before air-
time and it was recorded routinely on tape. I saw the picture then and
heard what was said over the pictures. John Chancellor happened to
be in the studio that day. He saw it with me. We were both stunned,
because the way it came in the general took the gun, shot him in the
head, the man fell down, and we held the picture while Loan rehol-
stered the gun and walked through the frame. You still see the corpse
from whom blood is now gushing. So it was too much for me. Now
here the interesting point is that those men in Tokyo had been looking
at the rawest, roughest film anyone has ever seen. They saw it differ-
ently than I did in an airconditioned control room in New York. It was
too rough for me. So I said to Chancellor, “I thought that was awful
rough.” He could hardly speak. I said I was going to trim it off a little.
So when it went on the air you saw less than what I have described.
That is, as soon as the man hits the ground we went to black. It had
already been established between me and the director that we would
go to black after the film, which is unusual for our show. Usually we
go right to the Huntley-Brinkley slide. This time we went to black for
three seconds and then to the slide.

The Huntley-Brinkley Report typically used a title slide (logo) between
a film story and a commercial break.

Bailey/Lichty
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The program that day presented Chet Huntley with Vietnam news. He
said that the Tet offensive was now five days old and heaviest fighting was
at Hue. He introduced the Nessen film from there. After that, Huntley read
some copy about fighting in provincial cities and introduced the Hall film
from Ban Me Thout, Then Huntley was framed in the lower left of the
screen with a map of Saigon at his back. He read this introduction:

A pall lay over Saigon where American and South Vietnamese forces |
struggle to eliminate stubborn pockets of Viet Cong resistance. The
Americans even battled the enemy near the Saigon home of General '
Westmoreland, the American commander, There was fighting in the

Cholon section, where the city’s Chinese live. But the conflict was the |
sharpest at the An Quang Pagoda near the Saigon race track. Here via

satellite is a report from NBC News correspondent Howard Tuckner |
on the battle for Saigon.

Tuckner’s report as edited by the program’s director in New York for the
first feed ran 3:55. The last 17 seconds of the Tokyo-edited version were
trimmed off, excluding the zoom to a close-up of the victim’s head. The first
3:03 of the report was the clearing action at the Pagoda which had actually
taken place after the execution. The Loan sequence itself ran only 52
seconds. The following is the narration Tuckner read over the first part of
the film. Taped sounds of gunfire, shouting and other battle sound were
included:

In this part of Saigon government troops were ordered to get as much
revenge as possible. The fighting was only one block from the An
Quang Pagoda, a Buddhist church the Viet Cong had been using as
their headquarters with the reported approval of the militant Buddhist
monk Tri Quang. An hour earlier Viet Cong flags had flown from these
rooftops. Now snipers were up there and government troops were
trying to locate their positions. Crack South Vietnamese Marines con-
sidered all civilians potential enemies. No one was above suspicion.
The Viet Cong were working their way to the An Quang Pagoda and
now the government troops had to clear the area no matter how high
the risk. The Viet Cong were now firing from the roof of the Pagoda.
For half an hour it was like this. The Viet Cong fied through the back
of the Buddhist church but many others were there. Some of these are
undoubtedly Viet Cong sympathizers; some are undoubtedly religious
Buddists who felt the temple was the safest place to be in times like
118 these in Saigon. The bullets had wounded at least twenty of them.

News



The government Marines knew that the night before the Viet Cong
had held a meeting and that the Buddhists had cheered when they
were told the Viet Cong were in the city to liberate Saigon.

The execution sequence followed directly. Tuckner recorded very little
narration relative to that recorded above. In the first scene the prisoner was
marched down the street toward NBC cameras while the ARVN Marines
questioned the captive, Tuckner said, “Government troops had captured
the commander of the Viet Cong commando unit.” During a medium
close-up of the prisoner Tuckner said, “He was roughed up badly but
refused to talk.” The camera tilted down to show a pistol carried by one of
the Marines. Tuckner said, “A South Vietnamese officer held the pistol
taken from the enemy officer.” A camera angle from behind Loan, a wide
angle view, showed the general drawing his own revolver and waving it to
shoo away onlookers. Tuckner said, “The chief of South Vietnam’s
National Police Force, Brigadier General Nguyen Ngoc Loan, was waiting
for him.” That was the last line of narration, Loan moved around to the
side of the captive and shot him directly in the side of the head. The corpse
dropped to the pavement while blood spurted out his head. The time
between the gun shot and the end of the film broadcast was six seconds.

If the film had been broadcast in its complete Tokyo-edited version, then
the time allotted to showing the bleeding corpse dropping and on the
pavement would have been 23 seconds.

The interval from the execution in Saigon to its broadcast by NBC was
46 hours,

Robert Northshield viewed the first feed of the Huntley-Brinkley Report
that day and decided to trim another two seconds from the film for the
second feed at 7 p.M.

LATER BROADCASTS OF THE FILM

Some NBC affiliate stations videotaped segments of the network newscasts
for use in local news programs. There was no practical way to determine
how many local stations replayed the Loan film that day. To our knowledge,
the film was broadcast nationally only two other times. The first was a
special edition of the Frank McGee Report on March 10, 1968. That
broadcast reviewed Tet and introduced an upcoming series of such news
summaries, Vietnam: The War This Week, The McGee broadcast included
the following added narration:
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South Vietnam’s national police chief had killed a man who had been
captured carrying a pistol. This was taken as sufficient evidence that
he was a Viet Cong officer, so the police chief put a bullet in his
brain. He’s still the chief of police.

Nineteen months later, on October 7, 1969, NBC broadcast a special
produced by Northshield, From Here to the 70s. It presented the Loan film
without introduction or comment spliced among many other pieces of
newsfilm from the decade.

The Adams photograph has been reprinted in many newspapers,
magazines, books, posters, and broadcast on television all over the world.®
The award of the Pulitzer Prize in spring 1969 stimulated another wave of
reproduction of the Adams photograph. It is certainly one of the most
widely circulated photographs in history.

One reason the NBC film of Loan was not circulated as widely as the
Adams photograph was, of course, the differential natures of the print and
cinematographic media. The motion film could not be presented in books
or magazines.? Both ABC and CBS were to later refer to the Loan story on
television newscasts and both displayed the AP photo.'®

A CYBERNETIC GATEKEEPING MODEL

The production of the Loan story by NBC News provides an opportunity
to apply various gatekeeping models to the process of network journalism.

In early models—best described as linear—the news editor was the
object of analysis, He made private, binary, irrevocable decisions allowing
portions of the news content arriving at his desk further passage toward
publication. Generally, he acted on one story at a time and usually only
once. Case studies and experiments often ignored even the most popularized
concepts of the organization man whose behavior is a function of his
position in a bureaucracy. Later studies introduced intervening variables
which influenced gatekeeper behavior and noted the effect of peer groups,
reference groups, formal training, informal socialization and the like—
concession that the journalist was a human being after all with social and
psychological determinants of his actions.

A cybernetic model, such as suggested by Robinson, takes the news
organization as the object of analysis. The Huntley-Brinkley Report was
the output of formal and informal organizational processes centered at NBC
News, a complex communication-decision network populated by members



of a trained and socialized subculture. Input included all the events within
the surveillance of the organization’s reporters, cameramen, bureau
managers and assistants, news and film editors.

Decisions by NBC personnel which may have appeared to be personal,
individual acts were in fact governed by powerful norms. Being members of
the journalistic subculture, NBC gatekeepers assessed the newsworthiness
of the Loan story along traditional, identifiable standards. For example, on
the exclusivity of the story, Northshield said, “We alone had the story . ..
we were way ahead of the competition.” This attention to the story as a
scoop was reflected throughout the organization. Steinman had cabled,
“CBS AND ABC WERE THERE BUT WE ARE THE ONLY ONES WHO HAVE
FILM ON THE EXECUTION.”

Another traditional standard of newsworthiness is a story’s significance,
often measured by the importance of persons involved. Northshield said:

The one thing that matters on this program is the significance of the
story. This was, in my view, a significant event. That the chief of the
security police, at a time like this, in the view of certainly hundreds
and eventually millions, chose to a kill a man. I think the fact that this
is significant is unarguable, without question.

Northshield’s judgment conformed to traditional criteria.

The journalistic subculture crosses formal organizational boundaries to
influence gatekeeping decisions. Consensual validation of the
newsworthiness of the film was provided by the New York Times, which
ran the picture twice. Those editors functioned as a reference group for
NBC gatekeepers.

Informal communication-decision networks operated within NBC to
reduce the individuality of decision. As one example of peer influence, John
Chancellor happened to view the film as it came into New York before
airtime. Northshield and Chancellor had great mutual respect. They had
worked together on the Today Show and on a Chicago newspaper years
before. The two had a short conversation about the film before Northshield
made his decision to edit it. While that decision was formally the executive
producer’s alone, the judgment of a highly respected peer worked to reduce
the individuality of Northshield’s action. '

More formal communications-decision networks also influenced
individuals in the organization. Involved in the production of this story
were such matters as the organizational decision more than three years
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carlier to maintain a large Saigon bureau, the daily assignment made by the
bureau chief, and the interaction of the reporter-cameramen-soundman—
even before the event. The film editor might seem the classic gatekeeper,
but this case does not support that simplistic interpretation. The Loan film
story was edited by a group. The organization was the gatekeeper. When
the story was transmitted to New York little time remained to change it
before going on the air. It was possible to shorten the film, and shorten it
still more for a second feed. The range of possibilities in New York were
small—go or no go. Yet, this should not be perceived as a simple “gate.”
New York had participated in the decision-making many times. The power
of the executive producer is great. This complex matter cannot be fully
discussed here, but reporters, editors, producers, others know which stories
are most likely to be broadcast. Each “gatekeeper” has to estimate how the
program’s executive producer—and even his superiors—will receive the
story. A cybernetic organization functions with consideration to its
environment—in this case the audience. The one standard news judgment
overtly applied throughout the production of the Loan story was that of
taste.!* The film included full-color shots of spurting blood and a close-up
of the dead man’s face. NBC edited the film according to its estimate of the
taste standards of the audience. Feedback on the audience’s reaction would
come only later. But the cybernetic organization functions with the help of
memory—knowledge of past reactions from its audience. This conception
of audience thus influences gatekeeping decisions.

What then of the possible influence of an individual journalist’s political
or moral value system on his decision making in the Loan case? Much has
been written arguing that the professional journalist is one who controls his
prejudices aiming at a goal of objectivity, Correspondent Tuckner recorded
his narration to play with the film. That narration was sparse, not much
more than an identification of the principals in the film and the setting. The
narration ended before the execution was actually seen. Later, off the air,
Tuckner freely revealed his strong personal point of view on General Loan:

It was the responsibility of the network to broadcast that film. The
film showed, at a time when all eyes were on Saigon, that although
the United States went over there ostensibly to keep South Vietnam
free from Communism and the Communists were accused of atroci-
ties, that a leading figure of the Saigon government killed a man in
the street without a trial.



No similar comment or interpretation had been offered by Tuckner or the
anchormen on the program.

AUDIENCE REACTION

According to audience research services about 20 million people might
have seen the execution film on NBC that night. Viewers from 31 different
states sent 90 letters to NBC about the Loan film story.

NBC was accused of bad taste in 56 of the letters. The next most often
mentioned criticism was that children might have seen the film, and more
than a third of the letters were from parents of young children who had
seen the film.

A questionnaire sent the letter writers in April 1968 was returned by 69
respondents. Those who wrote were more likely to be politically active—as
judged by membership in organizations, the signing or circulation of
petitions, campaigning for political candidates, and other measurements,

Of the respondents 61% said that the Vietnam war was a mistake—the
same figure for the U.S. reported by Gallup in May 1968.

The analysis of the NBC gatekeeping decisions in preparing this film
indicates most discussion was about taste in editing the film. An analysis of
letters written to NBC, and questionnaires returned by the letter writers,
shows that viewers objected most often to the film as being in bad taste.

Interestingly few persons referred to the Vietnam war in their letters or
in responding to the questionnaire. Only four said that the film showed a
“true picture” of the war but no one questioned the truthfulness of the
NBC film.

NOTES

1. For a detailed analysis of Tet and its impact on American opinion and policy, see
Don Oberdorfer, TET! (New York: Doubleday, 1971). Oberdorfer calls the Loan
story “one of the most powerful ever shown by television news.” His section
entitled “The Flight of a Single Bullet,” pp. 161-171, is based in part on the
manuscript for this article.

2. Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary defines “rough” as (2b)
“characterized by harshness, violence, or force™ and (4b) “executed hastily,
tentatively, or imperfectly.”

3. Unless otherwise noted, all quotations are from personal interviews or
correspondence as follows:

Howard Tuckner, ABC News—earlier NBC News—interviewed by Bailey and
Lichty, Madison, Wisconsin, June 26, 1969.
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Robert Northshield, John Chancellor and Jack Perkins, all NBC News,
interviewed by Bailey, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, March 31, 1968.

Vo Suu, Vo Huynh, and Ron Steinman, all NBC News, interviewed by Lichty,
Saigon, Vietnam, July, 1968.

Jack Reynolds, NBC News, and Roger Peterson, ABC News, interviewed by
Lichty, Tokyo, Japan, July, 1968.

David Burrington and Jack Perkins, both NBC News, interviewed by Lichty,
New York, June, 1969.

Bill Brannigan, ABC News, letter to Lichty, January, 1970.

Edward Adams, Associated Press, New York, reply to letter from Lichty,
August, 1970.

Harold Buell, executive newsphoto editor, Associated Press, letter to Lichty,
September 2, 1970.

Ron Steinman, NBC News, London, letters to Lichty, September 3, 1970 and
August 10, 1971,

Jack Reynolds, NBC News, Hong Kong, letter to Lichty, September 17, 1970.

Roger Peterson, ABC News, interviewed by Lichty, Washington, D.C.,
November 6, 1970.

. Eddie Adams, “They Had Killed . . . Many of My Men,” Editor & Publisher,

February 10, 1963, p. 9.

. Tuckner provided the quotation to the wire services that day and it was printed in

several slightly varying versions. The version here is as remembered by Tuckner
several months after the event.

. Some technical jargon may need explanations: 720 and 360 are numbers of feet

of film. SOF means sound-on-film, that is, taping sound and exposing film
simultaneously on the strip of magnetic-coated film. A wildtape is an audio tape
of sounds not synchronized with particular film footage.

. TELEX, NBC News Saigon to NBC New York, 0537 Greenwich Mean Time,

February 2, 1968. Provided by NBC. We are especially grateful for the cooperation
of Robert Northshield in obtaining this correspondence and much other material.

. The NBC film was distributed to foreign news organizations. The BBC chose to not

show the film but televised the AP still. A frame-by-frame analysis of the Loan film
shows that the precise instant of the gun shot is not on film. Just as Loan raised his
arm to fire. someone stepped across the front of the camera lens. The view was
blocked for seven frames (about % of a second ). In motion, however, the film does
appear to show the complete action of the shooting.

. An interesting example of this is Erik Barnouw, The Image Empire: A History of

Broadcasting in the United States from 1953, (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1970). The Adams still is shown and it is noted that “some Congressmen
considered television use of photo in bad taste.” There is no mention of the NBC
film.

However, the NBC film has been widely shown within at least two fiction films.
in Ingmar Bergman's Pussions of Anna a man and a woman are watching television
when the NBC story is broadcast. The Loan sequence is shown, including parts
edited out of the network newscast. Later in his film Bergman builds parallels to
the NBC footage.

The Peter Sellers/Ringo Starr film Magic Christian also makes use of the
newsfilm: a character is watching television, and a whole series of violent footage
is shown. The Loan sequence is included in that footage, but only the few seconds
showing the actual shooting.



Other artists have adapted the news story for their purposes. Elliott Baker’s
novel Pocock & Pitt (New York: Viking, 1969), includes an episode beginning,
“Wendell Pocock had his first heart attack on the second day of February, 1968,
while watching the seven o’clock news.” The character had become hardened and
insensitive to Vietnam news, but the Loan film triggers his heart attack.

And General Loan himself was caught up in this ripple effect in the mass media.
He became a celebrity of sorts, his actions newsworthy however slight their
significance. For example, in December of 1972 the AP reported that Loan was
seen visiting crippled children in orphanages. See especially Tom Buckley’s
“Portrait of An Aging Despot,” Harper’s April 1972, p. 68.

10. ABC did not have a correspondent at the scene but did have a film cameraman.
That film was edited in Tokyo by bureau chief Roger Peterson. The film ran 1:55
and with voice over narration by Peterson was sent via satellite. ABC did not have
the moment of the gun shot on the film—only the walk leading up to it, and the
bleeding corpse on the ground and then thrown on a truck. At the point in the film
where the shot occurred ABC-TV in New York cut from the color motion picture
film to the AP photo, and then back to film. The ABC cameraman said he was
afraid of General Loan and stopped filming.

CBS had no film of the shooting, although correspondent Don Webster, and a
film crew were nearby and filed a report of the Pagoda action.

11. Gertrude J. Robinson, “Foreign News Selection Is Non-Linear in Yugoslavia’s
Tanjug Agency,” Journalism Quarterly, 47:340-51 (Summer 1970). Robinson
also provides review of many of the major earlier gatekeeping studies.

12. Gans notes that much of TV news is on matters of taste. Herbert J. Gans, “How
Well Does TV Present the News?” The New York Times Magazine, Jan 11,
1970, p. 31.

Why TV Gave a Lackluster Show
in Unraveling the Watergate Mystery

DAN RATHER

Reprinted from Los Angeles Times, December 30, 1973. Copyright by Dan Rather.
Used by permission. Dan Rather, former chief CBS White House correspondent, is
now chief correspondent for CBS Reports. He is co-author of The Palace Guard
published by Harper & Row in 1974,

Broadcast journalism’s performance in the investigation of Watergate and S
related crimes was poor. But the coverage of the Senate’s Watergate -}
hearings was excellent. We in the profession are still searching for the

reasons why. 125




126

It is not true that television and radio were slow to get onto the
Watergate story. The day police arrested burglars at Watergate, CBS News
recognized it as a story, as a possible major story, and that day we jumped
all over it. The break-in was a lead story in the CBS Saturday news.

Wire services carried a few short reports, but they were playing it down.
The Washington Post printed nothing about the break-in that morning. The
Post later covered itself in glory on the story, badly beating us and everyone
else in the business, but the day of the break-in, the Post didn’t have a line.
Neither did most other papers. None of our competing networks led with
the story.

After all was said and done, CBS News won two Emmy awards for its
Watergate coverage. But we knew we were a distant second-best to the
Post and that what we had done wasn’t nearly as good as it could and
should have been.

We delivered a little that summer but not much. We worked our tails
thin. But facts and people who knew anything remained, for us, scarce.

By September, the feeling of frustration led to formation of a special unit
to coordinate efforts to come up with new ways of attacking the story.
Money was set loose from the budget and personnel added to make the
unit what Walter Cronkite wanted it to be.

Still, as September faded into October, we were able to turn up little.
Many rumors, few facts. CBS News was putting some stories about
Watergate on the air, more than our broadcast competitors, but pitifully
few compared to what we were spending in money, time and effort.

So why were we failing? Looking back on it, these are some of the reasons:

1. The deadly daily diet of deceit sent us from the White House. Those
dishing this out believed that if the Watergate story could be limited
to the Post, it could be contained and kept from spreading. They knew
that if the networks ever really got onto this story and started running
with it, the jig would be up. They lied, schemed, threatened and
cajoled to prevent network correspondents from getting 2 handle on
the story. And they succeeded.

2. The average network news correspondent has a heavy load of
built-in daily broadcast responsibilities: hourly radio reports and
television inserts for which preparation, including writing and technical
logistics, eats up an incredible amount of time. Newspapermen usually
have deadlines once a day. Broadcast reporters often have them one
an hour or more. This tends to make us best at covering breaking
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stories, i.e., events as they happen. It tends to make us less than best
at piecing together complicated exposés.

3. None of us had the sense, the luck or the courage early enough
to remove ourselves from the hully-gully of hour-by-hour daily
coverage of our usual run of stories to concentrate—gamble might be
the better word—upon the Watergate story actually being what we
suspected it could be.

4. We didn’t have reporters with long-standing contacts in the local
police beat, and even as the story began unfolding, not enough effort
was made to develop police department contacts.

S. What we do the most of, and in many ways what we do best, is
provide a national headline service for radio and television. We do
other things—try to tell stories in depth with documentaries, for
example—and sometimes we do these other things well. But by and
large, we are a headline service. Getting news that people need and
want to know fast and right is the first general order. Getting all the
news, digging really deep and long behind the headlines, ranks below
that.

But even had CBS News or any other network done the digging that the
Post did, we perhaps could not have communicated the story itself so well.
It might have been possible in a series of documentaries, but the day-to-day |
labyrinthine developments were too much for a regularly scheduled radio
and television newscast to handle.

Newspapers and magazines simply are superior to television and radio in
some forms of communication, and one of those forms is lengthy exposé.

6. Finally, and most damnably, we were not skeptical enough. I for one
simply had difficulty believing that so many people in positions of high
trust could and would lie so flatly about so much, so effectively, for so long. |

And some of us, bred in the cautious journalistic tradition of being able :
to prove beyond a reasonable doubt all you print or broadcast, may have
been too cautious and may have demanded too much proof.

As the *72 campaign droned into its final weeks, many of us at CBS
News were increasingly wary of being sucked into televising stories about
Watergate that did not meet our minimum standards for proof.

What we wanted on the Watergate story were facts and confirmed .g
testimony developed on our own. Try as we did, for all the reasons I have o
outlined—and more—we still did not in mid-October have much of either.

Taking what we had developed on our own plus what the Post and others 127
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had reported, we finally put together two *“documentaryettes” for the
evening news during the last two weeks of October.

Since neither of the other two networks was doing anything on the air
with the story and White House pressure was tremendous against us, the
airing of these two segments took guts.

Charles (Chuck) Colson was furious at CBS for broadcasting the two
Watergate story reviews on the evening news before the election. He, John
Ehrlichman, Bob Haldeman, Dwight Chapin, and Ronald Ziegler, among
others, had tried their best to lead us away from the story.

By late 1972, CBS News decided to redouble its efforts to do more
investigating of the whole Watergate affair. Many of us felt humbled by
what we now know to have been a successful campaign of lying and
cover-up by somebody very high in government. But it wasn’t until live
broadcast coverage of the Senate Watergate hearings began in mid-1973
that we began to feel good about what we were doing.

Coverage of live events is one of the things television and radio does best.
Putting viewers and listeners there on the scene at a nominating convention,
a moon landing, on the top of a hurricane or even in the street after a
presidential assassination, this is what television does incomparably.

The Washington Post or any other newspaper can devote page after page
to what it is like and what people say at a Senate hearing and still miss the
essence of what happened, still fail to convey the tone, mood and nuance
of the event.

The live television Senate Watergate hearings were a gradual course in
civics and political science. They’re among television’s finest hours. They
are broadcast journalism at its prime; no less, and in some ways more, than
the Army-McCarthy hearings of the ’50s.

So what have we learned, those of us in and out of journalism?

That although we need to pay no less attention to being a headline
service, we need to pay more attention to the ways and means of
reporting important stories in depth.

That we need to think less about our roles as microphone and camera
stars and more about being investigators. A reemphasis on reporting
fundamentals all around would be a start.

That organizationally we need more thought about how better to spend
our time—how to have reporters less involved in technical arrangements
and logistics, and more involved in actual reporting.



That more skepticism should be encouraged in every reporter on the
payroll—not cynicism, but skepticism, especially when dealing with
people in power,

Pooled Coverage: Small Step
to TV News Breakthrough

FRED W. FRIENDLY
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of CBS News, is Edward R. Murrow professor of broadcast journalism at Columbia
and television adviser to the president of the Ford Foundation.

Broadcast news, in its frenetic drive to cut costs, is in danger of cutting
away vital bone structure rather than fatty tissue. To discharge veteran
correspondents, producers, and cameramen, to cut back on documentaries
while lumbering along with outmoded and sluggish methods of
newsgathering is not only costly; it ignores the experiences of a decade.

That television news suffers from overexposure and underdevelopment is
certainly not due to any professional inadequacy. It is due to an awkward
and often archaic system of newsgathering which favors bulk footage and
costly duplication, frequently at the expense of interpretive and investigative
reporting. Overkill in journalism, as in war, is counterproductive.

The spectacle of a half dozen camera crews and a dozen microphones,
several from the same organization, standing tripod to tripod at Andrews
Air Force Base to witness the Secretary of Defense’s routine departure for a
NATO meeting, or to cover S. I. Hayakawa’s, Abbie Hoffman’s, or
George Wallace’s latest news conference, often says more about the
newsgatherers than it does about the news makers. Such events have news
value more because they illustrate the fact that the profession must
repeatedly commit its best troops to the urgent rather than to the important
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in order to avoid being scooped. The price for such overkill is often paid by
missing truly significant stories.
I do not believe that most news directors are afflicted with an
unquenchable thirst for violence, or that they are addicted to what Vice
President Agnew calls “the irrational driving out the rational in pursuit of
controversy.” What haunts news directors in their decision-making is the
cruel reality that the editor who travels the high road risks being upstaged
by the sensational or the bizarre. There are just too many newsworthy
events for the available news teams. Duplication in the illusion of
competitiveness is a luxury that is sapping the profession of its noblest
efforts, depriving the public of its right to know and providing broadcast
critics with an exploitable issue.
My purpose is to stimulate a dialogue that may result in a serious study
of a more effective use of the manpower, equipment, and funds now
available to broadcast news organizations. My proposal is to study the
feasibility of creating a nationwide electronic news service. Such a news
service would not stifle competition anymore than it did in 1848 when AP
wigwags told its members that General Zachary Taylor had won the Whig
nomination from Henry Clay. An electronic news service would provide
broader and deeper coverage. Joint coverage of noncompetitive events
would free the correspondents and cameramen for those enterprise
assignments which are the very essence of comprehensive, truly competitive
journalism. It would free journalists to report news rather than just cover
events whose agenda is so often set by publicists. It would make them
explainers of complicated issues rather than what a veteran Washington
news hand calls journalistic stenographers.
The weekly news budget for Washington, D.C., provides a useful
example of the problem, the challenge, and the opportunity. The daybook
of assignments for Feb. 24 [1971] in Washington shows an average of about
thirty-eight reasonable assignments. They range all the way from fifteen
Congressional hearings, two White House briefings, a John Mitchell news
conference on drugs, and a Melvin Laird news conference on Vietnam to
one with Ralph Abernathy of the Southern Christian Leadership
E Conference. The daybook also included 'a news conference with the
2z president of the National Farmers Union, a speech by Congressman

Charles Rangel, and the opening session of the National Governors
130 Conference.
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The three major networks, with five to seven available crews, plus
UPI, which serves some nine independent TV stations, must each evening
determine which ten to twelve stories they will cover. That decision
automatically eliminates some twenty-five or thirty stories, A correspondent,
often doubling as arranger-producer, accompanies the crew. Although
his assignment is every bit as challenging as that of his newspaper and
magazine rivals, his additional production obligations are sometimes
undertaken at the cost of content. How much more effective and efficient
it would be if the major news organizations set up a common assignment
desk utilizing a combined resource of fifteen crews to cover twenty or
twenty-five different events. Each news organization would be protected
from the embarrassment of missing that routine story which suddenly
becomes vital, and various correspondents would be freer to dig, to
investigate, to report.

Of course there could and should be unilateral coverage. Just because
the point of view of the camera lens is the same does not mean that the
reporting must be uniform. The camera coverage of the John Mitchell
news conference on drugs and Melvin Laird’s display of the pipeline
liberated from the Ho Chi Minh trail ostensibly during the recent incursion
was interpreted differently on all three networks even though the pictures
were virtually the same. A network with a special interest in a particular
story would have more equipment and more staff available for that
interview or that special coverage.

One major Washington broadcast news bureau (not the one I used to
work with) has an annual film budget of more than $2 million. I am told
that less than 25 per cent of it is earmarked for enterprise, nonroutine
coverage.

Film coverage will continue, but more and more the state of the
technological art indicates that electronic videcon cameras, live and
taped, will be the method of news collection. Senate and House hearings
particularly lend themselves to pooled electronic coverage. There is every
reason to believe that, as miniaturization and true mobility of equipment
improve, a half dozen or more daily videotape remotes may be on the
Washington assignment list. And public television, with its implicit virtue
of additional and more flexible air time, will provide an increasingly
valuable outlet in the utilization and production of some of these pooled
Washington happenings. As more and more House hearings open up for 131
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TV coverage—as, in fact, coverage of actual Senate and House chamber
hearings become a reality—some kind of Washington joint production and
distribution will become mandatory.

I am not proposing establishment of a super news agency, but rather a
coordinator of assignments who would daily commit available camera
crews to the widest variety of news happenings. Maximization of coverage
and minimization of duplication would be his chief goal. Wire services by
themselves never made a great newspaper, and may have even sapped a few
of their vigor. Should broadcast news organizations depend exclusively on
such a service, the whole concept would be counterproductive. What is
required are more voices—more stories covered comprehensively—not
mountains of film magazines of virtually identical footage.

Should a Washington experiment be judged successful, the concept then
could be projected regionally and nationally. In addition to Washington,
CBS News has bureaus only in New York, Atlanta, Chicago, and Los
Angeles; NBC in New York, Cleveland, Chicago, Los Angeles, and
Washington; ABC in New York, Washington, Chicago, Atlanta, Miami,
and Los Angeles. Each network, of course, has local, affiliated news
organizations, but performance varies, and the method of transmission to
New York is cumbersome and expensive.

At the network bureau level the duplication in major cities is costly, not
only in assignments unattended but also in the triplication of long lines to
pipe what is basically the same story over the same expensive telephone
lines to New York. For example, Mayor Daley, announcing that he is or is
not going to run a fifth term as Mayor, would probably have six NBC,
CBS, and ABC camera crews, plus an even larger number of radio tape
crews all covering his news conference. Under present practices they
would use three overpriced electronic lines to New York, while a half
dozen or more important Midwestern stories went uncovered. An electronic
news service could provide the network news divisions and independent
stations with an even broader selection of raw material than now.

As the major wire services are now connected by a network of high-speed
teletype machines, the Broadcast News Service or Television News
Service or whatever its name would be connected for an hour a day,

E perhaps two hours some days, with microwave or satellite circuits. Ata

2z given time—perhaps at 4 every afternoon and 9:30 every evening—a
daily budget of film and electronic pieces, including the choice of perhaps

132 a dozen Washington stories, would be fed into the service. The feeds



would not be one- or two-minute takes of the Secretary of State or the
Armed Forces hearing, but conceivably four or five different segments or
a ten-minute highlight from which each news producer could make his
own selection.

This technique of shared time is now used on international satellite
transmissions from Vietnam and the Middle East. In Europe, member
broadcasters of the Europcan Broadcasting Union have a daily news
transmission. Generally, this is among a consortium of noncompetitive,
often state-funded news organizations, and the land distances are much
shorter. But there are many lessons in the activities of EBU and they
should be analyzed.

Should a North American news service be successful it could have daily
exchanges with similar organizations in Europe and on other continents,
The advantages and opportunities for foreign news coverage are, of course,
obvious. Currently each of the three American networks has limited
coverage in five or six different capitals—generally the same five or six.
By pooling camera crews it could double or triple the nations covered; it
might even enable the networks to have bureaus in Africa and South
America.

Who would operate such a system? How would it be financed?
Preliminary judgment suggests a consortium of users who would form a
nonprofit organization similar to Associated Press or the News Election
Service. They might include the major commercial networks, public
television, and those independent stations which desire to fulfill their
public service requirements, possibly together with UPI-TN, and Viz.
News, the British Commonwealth News Service which exchanges with
NBC News,

The current organization of NES might provide a useful model. NES
came into being after the 1964 Goldwater-Rockefeller California primary
when CBS, NBC, and ABC, in the name of 