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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

g//

We have identified several options for dealing with the public

affairs programming of public broadcasting. In the short run, there

does not appear to be any way to cut off Federal funds. Federal funds

for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB) for FY 1972 were

apportioned by OMB in July and a check for $30 million was transferred

to the Corporation in August. These funds remain available to the

Corporation until expended, outside the control of the Executive Branch

by statute. The $5 million remaining to be apportioned is to match

non-Federal contributions and would not normally be apportioned until

late in the fiscal year. Our efforts, therefore, must be directed to

legislative action for FY 1973 and beyond.

The term "public broadcasting" includes educational and cultural

programing as well as public affairs programming. Federal funds

for all three purposes are provided by statute through the Corporation

for Public Broadcasting which in turn gives grants to programming

organizations such as NET and to all of the educational radio and

television stations in the country. Our major cause of concern is the

Corporation's activities in public affairs programming, but the three

components are so linked in the current financing structure that to hit

the public affairs programming by cutting back funds to CPB hits the



educational and cultural programming as well.

You must determine whether you wish to cut back all CPB

activities or just the public affairs programming -- and whether you

wish to cut back only CPB or all the local stations in addition. Assuming

that our major concern is public affairs programming and principally

the national public affairs programming funded by CPB, the current

concept of Federal funding creates a de]enna -- striking at public

broadcasting generally puts us in the posture of being against "Sesame

Street," high school equivalency programs, drug abuse programs,

television drama, and the like. It is these activities that created both

public and Congressional support for public broadcasting:. There has

long been pressure for "permanent" financing for CPB and anything

less at this time will incur a fair amount of opposition in the press and

on the Hill.

We have four major options:

(I) We can avoid political controversy by negotiating a compromise

financing bill for CPB that, while raising overall Federal funds for public

broadcasting, would circumscribe the power and ultimate size of CPB.

This option would include replacing Frank Pace and John Macy as

Chairman and President of CPB and an agreement on the part of our

friends on the Board to work vigorously for a reduction in the amount and

the bias of public affairs programming funded by CPB.
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Pro

By shifting much of the power directly to local stations, we would

delimit the trend toward centralized control of public television by

CPB.

Pro

Avoids a political controversy over Administration intimidation of the

media and attacks on public television generally which would come

to focus in the upcoming election year.

Con

Goes only part way to reducing centralized control of public television.

Con

The effectiveness of the Board in controlling the full-time staff of CPB

is questionable at best so that no major change in the proportion of

public affairs programming is likely.

(2) You can try to get the Congress to cut funds for CPB

drastically and to forbid them from funding public affairs programming.

Pro

Makes very clear your resolve and would clearly intimidate much

expansion or heavy bias on the part of CPB during the upcoming election

year.
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Con

Would almost certainly by interpreted by the media as an attack on

all broadcasting.

(3) You can introduce legislation as early as November proposing

a drastic restructuring of public broadcasting, cutting deeply into CPB

funds and excluding them from public affairs programming, providing

reasonable levels of support for cultural and educational programming

directly to local stations.
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(4) You or several appropriate officials within the Administration

can publicly call CPB a failure in achieving the purposes of public

broadcasting in this country, and you can direct us to work with local

stations, Congressmen, and others to develop a new approach to the

funding of educational and cultural television programming.
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MEMNDUn•FOR •

Tif.; PRESIDENT

Peter Flanigan

SUBJECT: Corporation for PublJc Broadcc:stinG

Several weeks a.2,o yuu expressed discatdsfaci,ion ,!rit,h the.perfcr=i,.‘. cdf the CurperntJon for Public Broadcastngand Indicated .that you wanted it "cut: back." 13c:cause of tlieindustry structure and political rcalities desc-L.Ibed below, webelieve that the most effective and practicable means of reducirz
the influence of CPB is not a cut-br%ct!: of all public broL'Thastjn:
across the board, but rather a redirection of financial support
so as to favor those elements more sympathetic with our philosophy.

A. INDUSTRY STRUCTURE

The foundation of the public broadcasting network is the local
static. st of these were crea;;;.d and Arp unr::crtzd ty state
fuLidz. and almncf 011 cazry programminz durinz school
hours. These stations generally reflect the philosophical outlook
of the areas which they serve, and, as a Group, are not d'Jminated
by the liberal establishment of the Northeast. The local btvtions
are meiter f a national orzanizatin known as the National Associa-
tion of Educational Eroadcastena.(NAEB).

The term "public broadcasting" was coined by the Carnegie Commission
in . In their report which recommended some consolidaLion of
the activities of all the educational and radio television stations, they recomrne:
the establishment of a national corporation called CPB and this was passed
by the Congress in 1967. The term public broadcasting is now understood
to include all educational broadcasting and cultural programming, as well as
public affairs broadcasting.

CPB has fostered the development of certain production centers.--
for national programming.. Some of these, such as Children's Tele-
vision Workshop, are exclusively production entities; most, including
WNET, are also large public TV stations. Some production centers
(notably WNET) receive considerable financial support from the Ford
Foundation. 

•
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sevvice is thcBrcadcr.. Ccrvice (r5s). 9.%i16 enuity reives (oneraL(:, withcutchar-6e) the procramswosc prouction tyand others., and pipes them out to the local stations. PBS is thc;creature of CPB and is funded el:tirely by that Althcu7!CPB claims that the local static: o have a ac z1f ay nwhat.PBS chooses to procram, in fact this does 4- 3 •I tz be the ee.
PHS mah*os n:.; charge to static,ne, .7.crvcc: an:1 :LC; Lizinot dependE:Ilt on the:. A s1.27:771777)Aujr771:....:y doi1 ic ocarry a program which PI'S sends out, 1-J1 :h zo it:; u:!lyalternatives are to go dart or prcsF.n-it lesfzi att.ract -.1ve

Finally there is the Corporation  fo: Fron1c!artin•7 (CPB),almost enttr:Ay funded by the Federal Gover=ent. It is prohibitedfrom doing any prqramming itself, but it ma.::%-!: grants to ci.;:.c;•organizations for that purpose. The Act creatinz, tene Corpertionspecifically prohibits it from owning cr cpe::-.atins any nctworl.:system. It is permitted, however, to tip:Pre:n:7v, by grant ," %;UiCk;raCtwith approz,llte pub)ift 0% O. oft •••• •
km• '140 41. tr. fe • • • :or -intro, nnrn,?ct4onfalliLleu." zy tne creation of its own instr=ent, PBS, and thenature of its operational arrangements with that entit:Ot hasachieved control over networking virtually as co=plete as it couldhave acquired by direct ownership and operatien.

B. CURRENT FEDERAL SUPPORT

Federal funds are available from HEW for the construction offacilities for educational broadcasting stations. Since thesestations do classroom programmizg as well as the more general publicbroadcasting, these funds may be considered directed toward education.During the current year the HEW facilities program is funded at$15 million.

Virtually all Federal funding which is directed exclusivelyat non-classroom public broadcasting is distributed through CPB.During the current year this is $35 million. Although some of thismoney is in fact given to the local stations for their own use,the level of this funding has been low and all such funding is doneonly at the discretion of CPB. All Federal support of programming,networking and local station operations is, therefore, funneledthrough that organization, gi/ing it a position of complete dominance41 the field.
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C. OBJECTIV3 u±e Al2h ."!IST7.ATI.ON POLICY

We belfeve that the principal objective of oul.public broadcasting shou3d be to mc:lify thc: structw.c of theso as to cljminaLe the domlnant po::iticn of C 1. Az: ;'1.7,7:1t cutback public broadcastinz as a wholc would bo doc.mc.dbecauz-.0 of the strong support thaz, reccivezl, n':'.. onlyeducatiun interests, minority i7rouo:: .n..I liber22s, f'fc%:1Congrc:::men whose districts contain stationr:, which co:.tliibute tolocal education. Moreover, a mare r.;.f.ucticin of fundjnc for allpublic Uroastines would be .ineffective in the lon(.., sincethe level could easily be raised by a later administricn. Weare confronted wi:h a lon6 range pvoblem of siutificant socialconsequences -- that is, the development of a govern:"broadcast system similar to the C.

There arc three ways of attempting to prevent such a d,•vc3oprncmt:

1. Attempt to reduce drastically thP Federal support for 0,"Corpo:cativz, J%-hr PublicsArnavlra at; yvej orwi Tna.bri-by aLl
including educationat oroadcastIng, as well as public affairs programming;

2. Attempt to selectively reduce the public affairs emphasis of CPB; or

3. Alter the basic structure of the public broadcasting and thearrangements.

In view of the widespread support for many aspects of public broad-casting outside of public affairs programming, such as Sesame Street,Forsythe Sage, high school equivalency programs, etc., we think it wouldbe unwise to attempt an across-the-board cut in CPB funding; not onlywould the political repercussions be undesirable but it would be highlyunlikely that we could achieve this result politically. Any significant effort toreduce CPB effort of public affairs programming would run into resistancefrom commercial broadcasters who would just as soon leave this to publictelevision and would raise a hue and cry about government control, etc.While it would be more effective than the first course of action, we thinkthat it can be done more effectively if combined with the third alternative.The most fruitful course of action in achieving your objectives thereforeseems to be a restructuring of CPB in its relationship to the lcc al stationsand a careful structuring of long-term financing arrangements to limitcentralized control of public broadcasting which is certain to be highlyliberal in its stance, and in conjunction make appropriate changes in themanagement of CPS through our friends on the Board of Directors.
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E. MEANS

We propose permanently to rprInne the influence of OPP hy
the following means:

Alternative 

(1) Provision of outright operatinE; grants to
stations, eliminatin3 thtir dependence upon CPU for
rcderal funds.

(2) Exclusion of CPB proczra--;ir:F desi2;ned
for classroom purposco. (The Cc oration han
stated an intent to move substantially into this field.)

'We believe these two steps alone can be a:thieved without arouslnzIntransigence on the part of CP3 if we do not simultaneously cutCPB's budget but instead give it a healthy increase. Such generositywould also enable us to strike a bargain with the CPB directors inexchange -- namely, that they reduce CFB funding of NET and Auentuall!secure a r:.ylacement for john

Alternative #2 

The fcregoing proposal increases the independence of the stationbut leaves CPB in control of both program.--Ing and networking.. This.would probably enable CPB to retain substantial control over the
national programs which some stations produce and all stations carry.If we wish to achieve clear and deertain elimination of the monopoly
power of CPB, we must add to steps 1 and 2 above the following:

•
(3) Elimination of CPB's authority to support a national

network, and distribution to the stations of funds

sufficient to enable them to purchase networking services.

This would insure that the network would follow the tastes of the
local stations, and might result in the creation of a number of
subnetworks .with mare emphasis on local aria regional needs and
desires.
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If iS alternative is wirTr,7d, the implacaLle.of CPi; can surely be expected. .Tt t.T,uld serve no purpo3.:, t21.eforeto refrain from reducing CPB's budzet allocation. To the contrLi.ry,it would make sense to reduce its current $35 million allocation bythe amounts which it now expends for (1) station support and(2) networking.

You should be aware that this second alternative would involveus in a major political controversy. We can expect the ruppert ofconservatives and of some minority groups, which are d::.ffectcciwith CPD. I believe we can also exp6!ct the support of ?:E2its member stations. The latter is crucial and we would not evenproceed with this alternative unless it can be assured.

Under either alternative Above, in order to project an imgeof favoring public broadcasting, we would join to the CPB billlegislation increasing the level of funding for HEW faciliti:: Grantsempowering to make grlants for clazzrc.,cliasuling HEW itseir .to support certain specialized programmingsuch as employment reference services and remote medical diagnosis.

DESIRED ACTION:

Alternative #1 -- Attempt across-the-board reduction of CPB funding.
Alternative #2 -- Attempt significant reduction of public affairs progra.mrningby the Corporation.

Alternative #3 — Restructure funding and management as stated in #1.
Alternative #4 -- Even further restructure as described in Alternative #2 above.
Alternative 15 -- Discuss further.



MEZ1ORANDUM FOR

THE PRESIDENT

FRON:

SUBJECT: Corporation for Public 13roadcastin:

Several weeks a;;() you expressed dissatisfaction with the
performance of the Corporation for Public Broadca.stin (CPB),
and indicated that yoe wanted it 'cut back.'' The purpose of
this memorandum is to describe and explain tho alternatives
available for that purpose.

A. STRUCTURE OF PUBLIC nOADCASTING

The term I public broadcasting" was coined by the Carnegie
Commission in 1967. It is now understood to refer to those
noncommercial stations (with the supporting industry) which
carry educational, cultural and public affairs programming.
It is primarily the character of the public affairs programming
which we find objectionable; but "public broadcasting" as a
whole extends much beyond this field and is indeed primarily
directed to educational and cultural purposes.

The foundation of the public broadcasting network is the
local stations. Most of these were created and are supported
by State funds, and almost all carry classroom programming
during school hours. These stations generally reflect the
philosophical outlook of the areas which they serve, and, as
a group, are not dominated by the liberal establishment of the
Northeast. The local stations are members of a national
organization known as the National Association of Educational
Broadcasters (NAEB).



In 1967, Conress authorized the CorLoration for Public
Broadcastin (m), a private corporation which ic alinost
entirely funded by the Federal Governnent. It 13 statutorily
prohibited from doini., any programminf; itself, 'Ind from
or operatinc any network or interconnection system. As will
appear below, however, the intended purpose of t'ilese
prohibitions ha3 not been achievel..

CPS has fostere(I the development of certain pror_luction cenuerz
for nationql pr3rmin. Sono of thesr7, suc 71
Televioion ;:or!:shop, are exclusivly pro(luct1o,.1 entitic:3
includin7, WNZT, are also larrze public TV stations.
production centers (notably WNE') receive consi.derati..)
support froa the Ford ?oundation.

The networlan„; service for public broacicactin,7 is
-3roadeast1n- Service (PES). This entity receiv:.,3C, lcrally
without charge) the programs whose production has ben subzi,lcad
by CP3 and others, and' pipes them out to the local s',ationa. F3S
Is the creature of CPB and 13 funded entirely by that orTa1:1-
zation. AlthouGh CPB claims that the local station have a i-ood
deal of say in what PBS chooses to carry, in fact thIc does not
seem to be the case. PBS makes no charge to the stations for
it3 service and is thus not dependent on them for funding. A
station may decide not to carry a program which PBS sends out,
but when it does so its only realistic alternatives are to ';c)
dark or present less attractive programminz. The combinatlon of
CPB's funding of programming, plus its economic control of P733,
give it a position barely distinguishable from that of a "fourth
network," although the affirmative obligations and prohibitions
of the 1967 Act were intended to avoid this.

B. CURRENT FEDERAL SUPPORT

Federal funds are available from HEW for the construction of
facilities for educational broadcast stations. Since these
stations do classroom ppogramming as well as "public broadcasting,"
these funds may be considered directed towards school education.
They are in fact administered by HEW's Office of Education.
During the current year the HEW facilities program is funded at
$15 million.
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Virtually all Federal fundin:7,- which is directed exclusively
toward a nonclassroom, public broadca3tir“ is distributed
through CP3. During the current year this is :p'35 million.
Although some of this money is in fact given to the local
stations for their own use, the level of such fundin has
been low and all of it comes only at the discretion of cr3.
All Federal support of pro..,F,raiamin,.:, networizim; am local
station operations Is, thereforc, funneled tilrolu7ii Ci711. This
arranement has several undesirable effects. (1) It :ikres
CP7. a nosition of co:ac,lote dominance in tile field, (.1) It
Lial:.ez it i.-possible to reduce Federal support fez' national
cublio affairs pro7rammfth,, without at tho san:e tie
support for the more desirable educational and cultural aspcts
of public broadcasting.

C. OBJECTI= OF ADf4I7iISTRATION PCIICY

As the forecoing description sw%csts, we are confronted with
a 1ong-ranze problem of stenificant social consequence that
Is, the development of a government-funded broadcast system
aimilar to the 32C. There are three ways of halting that
development or significantly reducing its adverse effects.

1. Drastically reduce Federal support for CPB;

2. Induce CPB to redirect Its emphasis away from public
affairs;

3. Altar the basic structure of funding for public broad-
casting.

We estimate the first of these options to be impractical because
of the Limb that all Federal public broadcasting funds are now
distributed through CM. There is widespread support for that
portion of Federal assistance directed towards education and
culture, as opposed to public affairs -- Sesame Street, Forsythe
Saga, high school equivalency programs, etc. The political
repercussions of a drastic cut Into these areas would be severe,
and it micht in fact be impossible to press such a program
through the Congress. Even if we should achieve our goal at



great political expense, it would be erely a short-t(!rm repify
to a policy problem which is lon;77 rare. A future admini3trr.rir:n
could raise the level of cr13 fun ..11n17, anti would fizld bL;
'fourth network structure intact.

The second option is also short-term, since it 71r2s:lorons
CE:s Eoard of Directors in basic ;v.toerent with our ieoires.
It would be nue!' lass politically -'.al1.:en,u3 thi t!le ci1r,
if it coul:i be acilieveU throu;z11 the aoard of Director:'
::Jur experience inqicates, however, that tie part-ti.
cunot be expected to keep very clone rain upcn thr f:111-ti -
CPI; staff. EfThctive action to pursue thic option realisticall:;
requires the replaccent of John tCI-- which woulri oue
political controversy and charr:es of attQoptcd
We therefore think that this option is worth purcuift: !_cit can be combined with the more long-tem soals of t
option.

The third option enviqions chiftinG the :Iirecticn cf etadiaral
fundimz for public broadcastin, so that nost of it tn
buted throush local stations, whose interests are prir.arily in
the fields of education and culture, rather than national public
affairs whose concerns are generally local or rer:ionnl,
than national; and whose political and social outlook is as a
whole much more conservative than CPB's. Depending upon how
abruptly or cradually this option is pursued, it may be met withviolent or moderate opposition from CPB. It has the advantae,however, of winnina away from the opposition those public broad-
casting supporters who are primarily interested in local educationastations. This group is especially strong in the Congress.
Success in achieving this option would create a new structurefor the future of public broadcasting which it would be politicallydifficult to readjust. We might attempt to pursue this option inconjunction with option number 2.

B. RECOMMENDATION

We propose to pursue the third option (and also, if possible, the
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second) by one or the other of the followin;; means:

Alternative

1. Provision of outriht operatil-w, .,7,rant3 to local stations,
eliminatins their dependence upon CP3 for lile ,!ral

Exclusion of CP2 from proc.;rammin,:. dosi!:ned
for classroom purposes. (The Corporation haz recent17
stated an intent to move s.abstantially into tnil

We believe these two stops alone can be achieved wino.lb arouzin,_;
intransivence on the part of CPD if we do nct si7;ultancou3l,, It
C?B's budget but instead Give it a Ilealt]ly incrca2e. E,Ia
gennrosity would also enahlc us to strike a barc.ain
directors in excharwle -- namely, that they reduce CP7, furutin-
of NET and eventually secure a replacement for John :•2.cy.

Alternative 92

The foregoini; proposal increases the independence of the stations,
but leaves CPB in control of both programming and networkin.
This would probably enable CPS to retain substantial control
over the national progra= which some stations produc.l. and all
stations carry. If we wish to achieve clear and certain
elimination of the monopoly power of CP, we must add to steps 1
and 2 above the following:

3. Elimination of CPB's authority to support a national
network, and distribution to the stations of funds
sufficient to enable them to purchase networking service3.

This would insure that the network would follow the tastes of the
local stations, and might result in the creation of a number of
subnetworks with more emphasis on local and regional needs and
desires.

If this alternative is adopted, the implacable opposition of CPB
can surely be expected. It would serve no purpose, therefore,
to refrain from reducing CPB's budget allocation. To the contrary,
it would make sense to reduce its current $35 million allocation
by the amounts Which it now expends for (1) station support and
(2) networking.



You should be aware that this second alternative would involve
118 in a major political controversy. We can expect to support
of conservatives and of some minority f;roups, which are dis-
affected with cr3. I believe we can also expect the support of
NAB and its member stations. The latter 13 crucial and we
would not even proceed with this alternativo unletls it can t,e
assured.

Uncier either alt-_.rnative! above, it ordar to project a..7
of favorin public breadcantin:::, wz would loia to th, CIPB M11letjslation iicrcasint the luvel of fundin: for %I7.'d
i;rants, er:powerin to make '17ant3 to states. for classroe;I:
proryamminF:, awl enablinx; râ it3elf to suporT; cort.:t,
specialiled prorrammin7 such as en:ployncnt refaremcc rvieand remote medical diaTnosis.

DESIRED ACTIOa:

1. Attempt across-the-board reauction of CPB fundin.

2. Attempt sit:nificant reduction of Cn public affaira
programmine.

3. nestructuro funding and manasement as described in Uter-native 01 above.  

4. Even further restructure as described in Alternative 02above.

5. Discuss further.

Flanigan/Whitehead/Scalia:hmy
8-17-71
cc: Mr. Whitehead - 2

Subj (Scalia)
Chron (Scalia)
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MEMORANDUM FOR

THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Peter Flanigan

SUBJECT: Corporation for Public Broadcasting

Several weeks ago you expressed dissatisfaction with the
performance of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB),
and indicated that you wanted it "cut back." The purpoze of
this memorandum is to describe and explain the alternatives
available for that purpose.

A. STRUCTURE OF PUBLIC BROADCASTING

The term "public broadcasting" was coined by the Carnegie
Commission in 1967. It is now understood to refer to those --
stations (with the supporting industry) which carry exclusively
educational, cultural And public affairs programming. It is
primarily the character of the public affairs programming which
we find objectionable; but t. is important to note that "public
broadcasting" as a whole extends much beyond this field and is
indeed primarily directed to educational and cultural purposes.

The foundation of the public broadcasting network is the
local stations. Most of these were created and are supported
by State funds, and almost all carry classroom programming
during school hours. These stations generally reflect the
philosophical outlook of the areas which they serve, and, as
a group, are not dominated by the liberal establishment of the
Northeast. The local stations are members of a national organi-
zation known as the National Association of Educational Broad-
casters (NAEB).

ei oir•87:40e 1:4

In 1967, Congress authorized thy/Corporation for Public 
BroadcastinE (CPB) clihile—orgarazatlon.444 almost entirely funded
by the Federal Government. It is sAtutorily. prohibited from doing
any programming itself, and from owning or operating any network
or interconnection system. As we will 3.Y.p.legInpbelow, however,
the intended purpose of these prohibitionser/has not been achieved.

eetr)



CPB has fostered the development of certain production centers for national programming. Some of these, such as
Children's Television Workshop, are exclusively productionentities, most, including WNET, are also large public TV
stations. Some production centers (notably WNET) receiveconsiderable financial support from the Ford Foundation.

The networking service for public broadcasting is thePublic Broadcasting Service (PBS). This entity receives(generally without charge) the programs whose production hasbeen subsidized by CPB and others, and pipes them out to thelocal stations. PBS is the creature of CPB and is funded entire:by that organization. Although CPB cla4 ms that the local statinshave a good deal of say in what PBS chooses to rogram, in factthis does not seem to be the case. PBS makes no charge to thestations or its services and is thus not dependent cn themfor funding. A station may decide not to carry a program whichPBS sends out, but when it does so its only alternatives are tcgo dark or present less attractive prozramminz. The combinaticnof CPB's funding of programming, plus its e42e444-en—a-nd--totaleconomic control of PBS, give it a position barely distinguishatlefrom that of a "fourth network," although thefrohibitions of theAct were intended to avoid this. • I
_

B. CURRENT FEDERAL SUPPORT

Federal funds are available from HEW for the construction offacilities or educational broadcasting stations. Since thesestations cid classroom programming as we41 as "public broadcasting,"these funds may be considered directed towarT4education. Theyare in fact administered by HEW's Office of Education,Ouring thecurrent year the HEW facilities program is funded at $15 million.

Virtually all Federal funding which is directed exclusivelytowards nonteclassroom, public broadcasting is distributed throughCPB. During the current year this is $35 million. Although someof this money is in fact pven to the local stations /or theirown use, the level of 41.6 funding has been low and a11 of' itcomes only at the discretion of CPB. All Federal support ofprogramming, neporking and local station operations is, therefore,funneled througE41',at—gwrgaatzatt-on. This arrangement has severalundesirable effects: (1) It gives CPB a position of completedominance in the field5 (2) It makes it impossible to reduce Federalsupport for national public affairs programming without at the.7k;same time reducing support for the more #opuilgeleducational and



cultural aspects of public broadcasting.

C. OBJECTIVES OF ADMINISTATION
POLICY

As the foregoing description suggests, we are confronted
with a long-range problem of significant social consequence, --
that is, the development of a government-funded broadcast system
similar to the BBC. There are three ways c: haltinc that develop-
ment of. significantly reducing its adverse effects.

1. Drastically reduce Federal support for CPB; thereby
reducing support for national public affairs programming, hut
also cutting back the educational and cultural aspects of
public broadcasting;

2. Induce CPB directors to redirect its emphasis away
from public affairs;

3. Alter the basic structure of funding for public broad-
casting. .so as to eliminate the Dominance of CPB and enable
,support for national public affairs programming to be separated
from support for other aspects of public broadcasting.
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We estimate the first of these options to be
ia--44644.-ef---1-trep-wiidtros-ppead--etrppontr--e-01=-44;e---e4iiieta4+erta-1 aid841.1.44324.1.-a-epect-s-crf-rratri-±t—trreette-es-4ing-----cop-eqeemplal SesameStreet, Forsythe Saga, high school equivalency programs.
The political repercussions of a drastic cut into these areas.- --11717.-arIT-DIZOTerable, and it might in fact be impossible toCelve4—.1 4
press such a program through the Congress. Even if we should
achieve our goal at great political expense, it would be
merely a short-term remedy to a policy problem which is longI ' ‘

. :‘ • A- . range. A liberal administration could immediately neraisethe level oe,:funding, and would find the basic "fourth network"_ ._ ,structure intact. - - ---• i '. , ..-., , 
-,:. % I .- 

_ • ......& •

The second option is alsa-short-term, since it requires
for its continued effect a.Board of Directors in basic agree-.

, • • ment with our desires. While it is much more politicallyeeasible than the first.option, it would not go entirely withoutopposition. Thevt-would likely be some hue and cry about-•-• government control, end- we- might---rieet- reststanc e from one - -

• •
• •

4mexpected source.--, the broadcasters, who would like to see the"foiarthnetwork" take he... burden.of public-affairs-programming1--: -orf-of their back.. We therefore think that this option is

. •

worth pursuing only if it can be combined with the more long-
..

term goals of the third option.
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SuccessIn achieving this option *a+ create a new structure for thefuture of public broadcasting which it would be politically difficulto readjust. We might attempt to pursue this option in conjunctionwith option number 2.

E. lmoomI Ctvi 1-74 AT! t'Al 1

We propose 15iTatp.l..y..4;::t:tl 
4 " I:A0.e Arit&A se

. 11--,661r...._the following means: .-
;").---;,

"a r0,44,./1)

\----,,__---------/

Alternative #1 

(1) Provision of outright operating grants to local stations,eliminating their dependence upon CPB for Federal funds.

(2) Exclusion of CPB from programming designed primarily
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E. MEANS

Ith— We propose permanently to rodline the .iiirlueric or ("PA y
e following moans:

Alternative 

(1) Provision of outright onerating -f.zie,-n.?1 grants to 1^ca3.stations, eliminatirz th•eir dependcnce upon CFL forr,-;deral funds.

(2) hxclusion of CPB fro:a prorammint clsizned
for classroom purposes. (The Corporation has rcortlystated an intent to move substantially into this field.)

We believe these two steps alone can be achieved without arousInointransigence on the part of CPB if we do not simultaLcously cutCPB's budget but instead give it a healthy increase. Such generositywould also enable us to strike a bargain with the CPB directors in -exchange . --. namely, that they reduce CPB funding. of NET an0 e.ventuz11:secure a re4Annement few. John

Alternative #2 

The foregoing proposal incretts the independence of the statiorbut leaves CPB in '.:ontrol of both programming and netwerIcinz,.. Thiswould probably enable CPB to retain substantial control over thenational programs which some stations produce and all stations carry.If we wish to achieve clear and Afertain elimination of the monopolypower of CPB, we must add to steps 1 arid 2 above the following:

(3) Elimination of CPB's authority to support a national
networks and distribution to the stations of funds

sufficient to enable them to purchase networking services.

This would insure that the network would follow the tastes of the
local stations, and might result in the creation of a number of
subnetworks -with mmee emphasis on local aria regional needs and
desires.
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If altcrnative is PrIrvi---4 the implacatle.of CPIs can urely be expected. .It irould servo nc i..1,,ercfcruto refrain from reducing CPB's budgot allocation. To thcit would make sense to reduce its currt.:nt $3cj million allocaYcthe amounts which it now expends for (1) station support and(2) notworl:ing.

You should be aware that this second alterrtive would ir.-'lvcus in a majLr poliUical conti.oversy. We can expect theconservatives and of some minority rroups, which z..-e d!..z;affc.c;with CPB. believe we can also expect the supcl of NAE::. its member stations. The latter is crucial an w: would :IL::proceed with this alternative unless it can be ar:ured.

0. .0.

Under either alternative above, in order to project an irn7eof favoring public broadcasting, we would join to the CPB billlesi:51ation increasinz the level of fundinz for faciliti:: grantsempowering :L7W to ma kP gr?nt4  ctz...es foY'atm: cuabling itseir to support certain specialized .prozra-- rgsuch as employment reference services and remote medical diagnosis.

DESIRED ACTION:

-- Attempt across-the-board reduction of CPB funding.  
cp13-- Attempt significant reduction ofipublic affairs programming.
  Am.a. .

OS 411.

eft

Restructure funding and management as
ileilIGEMONMS0

Even further restructure as described in Alternative #2 above. —
-- Discuss further.
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JOHN W MACY JR..

sident

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

888 16th Street. NW.. Washington. D.C. 20006. Phone. 202/293-6160

1345 Avenue of the Americas. New York. N.Y. 10019. Phone. 212/582-2020

Mr. Jack Wrather

Wrather Corporation

270 N. Canon Drive

Beverly Hills, California 90210

Dear Jack:

Reply to Washington

As I explained to you on the telephone in response to your question, Bill
Moyers and Martin Agronsky are currently or prospectively involved in
public affairs programming in quite different circumstances.

Bill Moyers has been employed by NET in New York to serve as the on-
air anchor man in a new weekly public affairs series entitled "This Week."
The concept of the program is that of a video "cover story" dealing with
the principal news story of the week. The effort by NET will be to go
beyond the usual broadcast news coverage with in-depth information and
balanced commentary. Moyers had been employed as guest commentator
and interviewer by Channel 13 and NET in the past. His most recent
employment was as publisher of "Newsday" on Long Island since 1966. .
"This Week" will be produced out of New York under an executive producer
named David Prowitt, an NET veteran, and will first appear as a part of
the new fall schedule on Wednesdays at 9:00 p. in. starting October 6.

Martin Agronsky has been employed by the Eastern Educational Network
(EEN), a longstanding alliance of northeastern stations, to provide a
nightly half-hour news commentary and interview program originating
from the studio of WETA in Washington. This program is entirely
financed by contributions from the 35 station members of E&NI who
desired a replacement for the "News Front" program which for many
years served the same purpose out of Channel 13 in New York. According
to my information about 18 stations carry this program, entitled "Evening
Edition" each evening. It is carried on a delayed basis by WETA in
Washington at 11:30 p.m.; WNET does not carry it at all. To date,
Agronsky has devoted most of the time to in-studio and tape insert
interviews with figures in the news on major topical issues.



-2-

I hope this information will be helpful to you. If further explanation or

background would be helpful, please do not hesitate to call or write me.

Thank you for your gracious invitation to hold the November Board

meeting at Disneyland. We will all be looking forward to this. Frank

and I have asked Bill Faville to move forward with the arrangements in

order to give you as much advance planning information as possible.

With warm regards,

Sincerely yours,

John W. Macy, Jr.

President



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WAS

CONFIDENTIAL September 23, 1971
EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR: PETER FLANIGA

FROM: JON M. HUNTSM.AN

SUBJECT: Public B r oadca sting.

The following report appeared in the September 23, 1971 News Summary:

"Robert MacNeil and Sander Vanocur will anchor a weekly
political program on Public Broadcasting in '72. It will
"try to reverse the usual focus of political reporting from
the politician down to the people." Said Vanocur: "we have
taken an institutional view of politics in the past.. .in a
sense will be doing psychological reporting." (We can
hardly wait. )...Sonator Ervin's Constitutional Rights Sub-
committee will begin next week exploring the growing
deterioration in relations between the press and the gov-
ernment."

The above report greatly disturbed the President who considered thisthe last straw. It was requested that all funds for Public Broadcastingbe cut immediately. You should work this out so that the House Ap-propriations Committee gets the word.

Please submit your report to the Office of the Staff Secretary.

Thank you.

cc: H. R. Haldeman
Alexander P. Butterfield

CONFIDENTIAL 
EYES ONLY 
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WASHINGTON LOG NO.:

Date: September 23, 1971 Time: 630 pm

FOR ACTION: Peter Flanigan

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY.

cc (for information) :

P-1860

. •

'44 4.1

DUE: Date: September 29, 1971 Time: 2;00 PM

SUBJECT:
HIGH PRIORITY

Public Broadcasting

ACTION REQUESTED:

For Necessary Action • For Your Recommendations

Prepare Agenda dnd Brief Draft Reply

For Your Comments Draft 'Remarks

REMARKS:

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

LI you have any questions or if you anticipate a
delay in submitting the required material, please
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately.

JON M. HUNTSMAN
For the President



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

CONFIDENTIAL September 23, 1971EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR: PETER FLANIGA 
LA

tcle/

FROM: JON M. HUNTSMAN

SUBJECT: Public Broadcasting 

The following report appeared in the September 23, 1971 News Summary:

"Robert MacNeil and Sander Vanocur will anchor a weeklypolitical program on Public Broadcasting in '72. It will"try to reverse the usual focus of political reporting fromthe politician down to the people." Said Vanocur: "we havetaken an institutional view of politics in the past...in asense will be doing psychological reporting." (We canhardly wait. )...Senator Ervin's Constitutional Rights Sub-committee will begin next week exploring the growingdeterioration in relations between the press and the gov-ernment."

The above report greatly disturbed the President who considered thisthe last straw. It was requested that all funds for Public Broadcastingbe cut immediately. You should work this out so that the House Ap-propriations Committee gets the word.

Please submit your .report to the Office of the Staff Secretary.

Thank you.

cc: H. R. Haldeman •
Alexander P. Butterfield

CONFIDENTIAL 
EYES ONLY 
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ExicumE OFFICE CF THE PRESIENT
OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

wAs!iy:' r34, D.C. 715:14

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

THROUGH: Peter Flanigan

SUBJECT: Public Broadcasting

z;:"N.

• 1

'%•1 S 
..4

DIRECTOR

You have expressed serious concern regarding the Vanocur/MacNeil public broadcasting TV "news" program which isproduced by the National Public Affairs Center for Television(NPACT) and funded by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting(CPB) and Ford Foundation. (The Liz Drew program is alsofunded by CPB through NPACT, the Moyers and Agronsky shows arenot funded directly by CPB, but are funded by organizationswhich receive CPB support.) This concern will obviously effect• the decisions which mist be made now on the Administrationposture toward the financing and structure of public broad-'casting. .

Short-run: The Public Broadcasting Act was designed tokeep CPB free of the control of any Administration. OY2advises that funds appropriated for CPB are mandatory spendingover which we can exercise no discretion -- we cannot cut offfunds this fiscal year. Jack Wrather .advises that the CPBcontribution to NPACT was approved by the CPB Board prior tothe Vanocur and MacNeil appointments. An attempt to reversethis decisions not likely to succeed and would invite chargesof improper political interference.

Our only recourse in this immediate situation is to encouragepublic criticism and to get our friends on the CPB Board todo whatever they can (1) to keep NPACT programs unbiased andapolitical, and (2) to get commentators to offset Vanocur,MacNeil, and Drew.

Long-run: We should now direct our attention towardcutting FediFil support for NPACT at the end of this fiscal.year, and cutting Federal and foundation support for all
national public affairs commentary on public broadcasting inthe future. Unfortunately, there is no easy way to do this.



The Problem: Public broadcasting includes educational andcultural programming as well, as public affairs programming.Federal funds for all three purposes are provided in lurAp sumby statute through CPB, which in turn gives grants to procjram-ming organizatio.is, such as NET and NPACT, to the public talc-vision network that distributes them, and to all of the localeducational radio and television stations, most of which areaffiliated with educational institutions. There is very s'.7.rengpublic support for the educational and cultural program:; (suchas "Sesame Street," quality drama, and high school equivalencyand drug abuse programs).

Since our concern is with public affairs ccmnentary (princ!.711ynational programming funded by CPB and Ford), this struct.=_: forFederal funding causes us a dilemma: A reduction in C.Pi; fundsto strike at their public affairs programming would also strtheat educational and cultural efforts; and it would also cause areduction of funds for all the local educational stations. More-over, a major reduction in Federal funds would invite restu.a.ptionof Ford/NET dominance of public television.

There has been considerable pressure for greatly increased fundin(for CPB under "permanent" .financing; and your last budget priseca plan for "improved" financing arrangements. In addition topublic support, there is considerable Congressional and mediasupport for public television generally. There are educationaltelevision stations in 223 Congressional districts. However,many of the local stations are unhappy with their domination byCPB; many minority groups feel CPB is "Eastern establishment,"insensitive to their needs; and there is feeling that CP3 is try-ing too hard for audience as a "fourth network" rather thanemphasizing real education and quality programming.

Options: We have four major options:
•

tion.1: Negotiate a comoromise financing bill that would increa.Fe era un .s Lor puo roa casting, •ut wou circumscri thepower o CPB by Increasing the autonomy of the local-a-V.10ns.
Pro

- BY increasing the power of the local stations, retards thetrend toward centralized control of public television byCPB.

- Gives us leverage with the CPB Board to replace Frank Pace• and John Macy, and to play down public affairs programming.
- Avoids election year controvOrsy over Administration attackon public television and intimidation .of the media.



Con

- 3 -

- Our friends on the Board favor this option.

- Does little to get at the problem that concerns us, sincethe ability of the Board to control the full-time staffof CPB is doubtful.

- Increases Federal funds for CPB, and reduces only in partits centralized control of public broadcasting.

Option 2: Seek legislation to cut CPB funds drastically and to exclude it from public affairs progra=ing.

Pro

Con

- If successful, would eliminate Federal support for publicaffairs programs on public television.

- Makes very clear your resolve, and therefore even if notsuccessful would significantly retard the growth of CPBsupport for public affairs programs during your Adminis-tration.

- Invites Ford/NET to increase their public affairs program-ming. 
- .

- Limits funds for many gaod and popular educational andcultural activities, at the local level as well asnationally.

- Would probably fail, and would arouse considerableCongressional hostility.

- Would provoke charges of a politically motivated attackon all public broadcasting and on the news media.'

Option 3: Seek legislation to provide a new structure for FederalFinding of only eacational and cultural programmlng at the nat'onlevel and for increased direct grants to local cduca'cional stai-'onTro succeed,this would require total Federal e:menditures for zumtelevision to increase, but most of the money would go direcET7---US-local stations.

Pro

- Takes the initiative on a positive approach to improvepublic television by eliminating the much-resented CPBdomination.



Con

- Eliminates all Federal funds for public affairs program-ming at the national'level.

- Properly done, would have the support of the local static)and would thereby stand a fairly good chance of passingthe Congress.

- Philosophically consonant with Revenue Sharing by givingthe local stations financial assistance but letting thmdecide on how to spend it.

- Still invites increased Ford/NET public affairs pro:ira=-ming.

- Requires increased Federal funding for local stations inorder to get their support.

- Would provoke charges of a politically motivated attackon all public broadcasting and on the news media.

- Tpuld upset those in Congress and elsewhere who worked tocreate CPB in its current form.

Option 4: Same as (3), but also seek revision of tax laws to prohibit foundations from sun-oorting news and politj.car—Co7nmantarprogramming, in the same way they are now prohibited fire5F-11F
Pro

Con

- Same as (3).

- This option will stop Ford and Other foundation support.of slanted programming by NET and others.

- Same as the last three objections to (3), but would runinto more significant opposition, including possibly thelocal stations, and might not pass.

- Would raise further charges of an Administration effort tomanage the news.

• Recommendation:. The first option does little but avoid controvertand the second is likely to accomplish little but controversy.Options (3) and (4) would have lasting and constructive effect,though both would raise a loud Liberal howl. Only Option (4)stands a chance of achieving all of-our goals.
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I recorrunend you approve Option (4) if you are willing to facethe controversy.

Approve Option (1)  
Approve Option (2)  
Approve Option (3)  
Approve Option (4)  
Other

Clay T. Whitehead

•



September 30, 1971

NIEMORA.NDUM FOR TEE PRESIDENT

Peter Flanigan

SUBJECT: Public Broadcasting

You have expressed serious concern regarding VanocuriMacx•iell
and the Natioiaal Public Affairs Center for Television (NPACT)
funded by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB) and Ford
Foundation. This comes at a time when we need some firm decisions
on our posture toward the financing and structure of public broadcactin3.

Short-run: The CPB A.Ct was designed to keep it free of our
control and in the short-run, it seems successful. OMB advises
that funds appropriated for CPB are mandatory spending over which
we can exercise no discretion 4. 41 We cannot cut off funds to CPB for
this fiscal year. JacktWrather has advised that the CPB contribution to
NPACT has already been approved by the CPB Board. A reversal
attempt probably would not succeed and would invite charges of politicc.1
interference.

Our only recour, e on this immediate situation is to encourage public
statements of concern and to get our friends on the CPB Board to do
all they can td/(1) keep NPACT programs 'unbiased and apolitical, and
(2) get commentators to offset Vanocur and MacNeil.

Next: *art Our main attention should be on cutting support for this
activity, at the end of this fiscal year and drasid,cally cutting an public
affairs/programming on public broadcasting ite future. Unfortunately,
thereiiii no easy way to do this.

/
The Problem: The term "public broadcasting includes educational

and cultural programming as well as public affairs rogranuning.
federal funds for an three purposes are provffied by\statute through
CPB, which in turn gives grants to programming organisations, such
as T. and to all of the local educational radio and television stations,
most of which are affiliated with educational institutions,
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Since our major concern is public affairs programming princtioally
national programming funded by CPB and Ford -- this structure for
Federal funding causes us a dilemma: A reduction in CPB funds to
strike at their public affairs programming would also strike at
educational and cultural efforts (such as "Sesame Street" and high
school equivalency and drug abuse programs) and at all the local
educational stations. Moreover, a major reduction in Federal ig.,.ne.s
would invite resumption of Ford/NET dominance of public affr.b.irs
programming on public television.

You should be aware that there has been considerable pressure for
greatly increased funding for CPB under "permanent" financing, and
your last budget promised a plan for -improved' financing arrangements.
There is considerable public, Congression=1, and media support for
public television generally. There are educational television stations
in 223 Congressional districts. However, many of the local stations
are unhappy with their domination by CPB; many minority groups feel
CPB is "Eastern establishment," insensitive to their needs; and there
is some feeling that CPB is trying too hard for audience as a "fourth
network" rather than emphasizing real education and quality programming.

Options:  We have four major options:

Option 1: We can avoid political controversy by ner!otiati_...1  a compromie
financing bill for CPB that would increase Federal funds for nublic 
broadcastirry, but would circumscribe the newer and ultimate size of
CP3y increasing the autonomy of the  local stations.

Pro

• By Increasing the power of the local stations, retards the

trend toward centralised control of public television by CPB.

• Gives us leverage with the CPB Board to get Frank .Pace and

.rohn Macy replaced.

• Avoid, election year controversy over Administration attacks

on public television and intiroldation of the media.
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Con

- Does little to get at the problem that concerns ua, since the
effectiveness of the Board in controlling the full-time staff
of CPB is questionable at best.

- Reduces only in part the centralized control of CPB, and
increases their funding.

O'-tion 2: Ask Conss to cut CPE funds drastically nnd to e:ritr-le
frrt  arlairs nrc.;vrrinlrrinu.

Pro

• auccessful, would eliminate Federal support for public affair.:
programs on public television.

▪ Makes very clear your resolve, and therefore even U not success-Zulwould sicnificantly retard the growth of i'ederally supnorted publicaffairs programs during your Administration.

Con

•

- Invites increased Ford/NET public affairs programming activities.

- Is a negative approach that limits funds for many useful educationaland cultural activities, at the local level as well as nationally.

- Would incur considerable Congressional opposition and somehostility, and may or may not succeed unless made a major issue.

- Invites charges of a politically motivated attack on all public
broadcasting.

ion 31 Call CPE a failure in achievin the count ob ctives forpublic broadcastins and introduce legislation quickly to provide a newstructure for Federal fundins! of only educational and cultural programming and of local educational stations.

Pro

- Takes the initiative on a positive approach.

- Properly done, would have the support of the local stations andwould thereby stand a fairly good chance of passing the Congress.There is plenty of ammunition.
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- Eliminates all Federal funds for public al:fairs programming
at the national level.

Still invites increased Ford/NET public affairs programming.

- Requires substantial funds ior local stations to get their sunport.

Would upset those in Congress and elsewhere who worked to
create CPD.

Cotton 4: Sr..--rte as (3), but also introciu.co lerqglatiort to proliii)it founin.tion 
sun.nort 01 ioliticzdlv co:itroverzial j1i4.4. n.....c.f•Tra.-.711-.-.LI--

Pro

Eanle as (3), and this is the only option that will stop rord
Foundation support of slanted programntin3 by 2.T.E.T and other.

Con

Same as the last two objectives to (3), but would run into more
significant opposition, including possibly the local stations.

Recommendation: The first option does little but avoid controversy and
the second is likely to acconrgish little but controversy. Options (3)
and (4) will have lasting and constructive effect, though both would raise
a strong Liberal howl which you presumably are willing to accept. Only
Option (4) is likely to achieve all of our goals.

I recommend you approve Option (4) and that we open the attack in my
address to the annual corrvention of the local stations Octobeer20.

Approve Option (1) 
Approve Option (2) 
Approve Option (3) 
Approve Option (4)
Other

Clay T. 
Whitehead





THE WHITE HOUSE

WA .0 1-4 1 N T 0 N

March 15, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR TOM WHITEHEALI..--Th

.r1,1F1
FROM: Peter M. Ft‘niga !;11

v

Regarding the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, we discusocd

having a meeting of our directors to determine where we go from

here with the Corporation. Nothing having happened on this, I •

believe we should undertake that activity immediately. If you agree,

I propose to ask Al Cole, Jack Rather, and our other friends that

we have put on that Board to come to the White House and. sit down

to discuss the future of the control of the Board and the management

with us. After that, we can determine the validity of the des irability

of m‘,..;.ing with the President.

.to•Th
04.,414a L •.•114

di
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Ata../1 1.3. 19 71

To: Nino

lrrorn: Torn

Would you draft a letter from me
to Prank ?c.c.:: come

pcirtt.3 5'.10..-.1c1 bs
cLIECU3zc at Va.. rirr4;:ctiag.

Those who possibiy would attend
the firet

Cole
17ra:railer
Paco
Moore
v 14,tney
vrt, k Aft



Elo MAY 1971

Mr. Frank Pace
Chairman of the Board
Corrnrntion for Public Brone)c-..tting
1345 Auenue of tho Amcricao
29th cr
Nevi Yu. New York 10019

Dear Frnnk:

Chron
President
CPB Financin
CPB

Meeting 4/29/

Peter Flanigan and I have discussed your ouggection that the President
meet with the .Directors of the Corporation for Public Broz.dcasti--g.
Jack Wrather has had some corr:.,sponderyca with John ihrlizhz-nr%n
concerning the same subject. We think it is an excellent icica, and
perlyxra long overdue. A natt-0-0.1 ev-nsion may arise in the
gm, dn.% dib dr.«, wt." eh. • " an • Nip% a+ 1

.Qui 4 a b..* .44. ...gip.1.1, .1111.

vacancy on the Board, and may at the sai;-.1e time introduce the Admin-
istration's bill for long-term fina.ncing.

Before then, however, Peter and I think it would be usoful for ints to
get to;c:ther with a few selectcd rnelz,bers of the Board, to discuba the
details of the meeting with the President, the range of subjects which
should he covered, and other matters of mutual concern. I would like
to hold the meeting in the (fret week of June, if that is possible—or as
soon after that as the appropriate individuals can be conveniently
assembled. I will be happy to come up to New York if that would help.

In the initial press of organizing and staffing my office, I have not given
as much attention to the Board of CPB as I would have liked. It is very
important that the President keep constantly in touch, and I recognize
that as an important responsibility of CTP. I would hope that the meetina
I am proposing will be the first of a regular series.

I shall await word from you.

cc: Mr. Jack Vira.ther
Peter Flanigan

ceraly yours,

Clay T. Whitehead

AScalia:hmy 5-19-71
cc: Mr. Whitehead - 2 f'



0

0

'
Thursday 5/27/71

6:40 Jack Wratheris secretary is holding.

Frank Pace had called Mr. Wrather and they
are extremely anxious to meet with you and
would make himself available on June 3rd if
yci.! could go to New York that day.

He would make himself available anywhere
from 9 a. m. to --- ------

Cole and Pace are available.

.

•••



Thursday 5/27/71 MEETING
6/3/71
3 p.m.

6150 We have scheduled the meeting with
Jack Wrather, Al Cole and Frank Pace for
3 p.m. on Thursday (6/3).

The meeting will be in the Wrather Corporation (212) Plaraa2-1
offices -- 23rd floor, 375 Park Avenue, Seagram Bldg,

Secy. in New York: Marie Carver

Mr. Wrather's secy. in California: Vivian Moriarity (213) 274-8521

Will you want to see anyone else while you're there?



..!
DRAFT — i; -/,
AScalia:hrny - 6-4-71

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Reasons for Long-Term Financing of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting (CPB)

1. Some scheme of long-term financing for CPB was envisioned from the

time of its creation. This is clear from President Johnson's message

to Congress recommending the legislation. and the Congressional

Committee Reports—especially in the House. Some initial experience

was thought desirable, however, before a specific plan was proposed.

2. At strong urging from various quarters, including the Congress, this

Administration has publicly committed itself to produce a new scheme

of financing. The 197; Budget says that "legislation will be proposed

to provide an improved financing arrangement for the Corporation."

That legislation has been promised to be imminent, and has been

expected, for several months now.

3. An apparent change of heart at this point would be alleged to be politically

motivated, and an attempt at "control" of the media. It would also be

extremely unpopular with the education lobby.

4. Any scheme of financing submitted by this Administration would be less

extreme than one peoposed by a Democratic Administration, and could

therefore forestall a more drastic elimination of Congressional control

In the future—e.g.. though a dedicated tax, which has been suggested.

5. Submitting a revised financing arrangement gives us the occasion to

make desired modifications and clarifications in the Corporation's scope

inn?, tiurN
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of activity--most notably, publication of classroom programming, a

field which it is now proposing to enter.

6. By combining the CPB Bill with a bill giving HEW some additional

capability in the educational radio and television field, the Administration

can significantly strengthen its nage as a friend of education.

7. There is, in any event, a substantial possibility that the Administration's

generous initiative of long-term financing would be rejected by the

Congress, giving us all of the credit but none of the undesirable results.

8. The best possibility for White House influence over the Corporation is

through the Presidential appointees to the Board of Directors. These

tend to be independent people, however, and failure to submit the

previously announced legislation might antagonize them.



EYES ONLY
CON FID ENT IAL 

1. The purpose of the Federal funding, and of the Corporation
itself, is to serve local educational stations. The development
of a centralized "fourth network" must be avoided and local
autonomy and control fostered.

2. There should not be a heavy schedule of fixed-schedule networked
programming. The present amount of fixed-schedule, prime-time
programming should be reviewed as the-local programming and
videotaping capability of local stations increases.

3. A substantial portion of the CP-3 budget should be devoted to
unrestricted grants to local stations, pursuant to fixed formula,
in order to enable them to improve their local programming
services. This portion should increase as the total amount of
CPB funds increases.

4. Maxinn.im diversity should be achieved in the sour-es of national
programming, and e4tensive use should be made of local
programming that merits regional or national distribution.

5. Public broadcasting is not intended to 'oe a journalistic enterprise.
Federal funds should be devoted to educational, instructional,
and cultural endeavors, and not to programming that deals with
controversial public affairs, and political issues at the national
level.
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pr‘ividcz that the Gorporztic.in will 111:..iotr.i.1 ..Fv.e.5t I:•.:1:.::)*C1,(•t• it,
UbiCCtiVity 7.nd balance hi ;411 progrs• cr scrie.s of
controversial nature," and that it .1y flc -contributs:: to or 0`..herwj--..
support any po4itic:11 party or 101* TIZ
Act alt.': provides that none of its clecLak,',
"any department, agency, officer 01:-emp1oyee of the- United StaLs to
exercise any direction, supervision or control over educational television
or radio broadcasting, or over the Corporation or any of its grantees or
contractors."

The Corporation differs substantially from such private organizations as
NET (National Educational Television) in that it is specifically prohibited
from owning or operating any station or network, and from producing
programs itself. Its major authorized activities are to make grants for
the following purposes:

(I) The establishment of an educational broadcasting network. This
has been achieved through the Public Broadcasting System (PBS), an
organization funded primarily by CPB, whose Board includes the President.
of CPB and representatives of local educational broadcasters. Its chief
executive officer is Hartford Gunn, former General Manager of WGBII- TV,
Boston.
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this. dir ..cion that we have thou:: far 1).c-r.

RECOM1.4.1.ENDATIONS (Colson concurs)

(1) Obtain an agreement from Pace to replace Macy with a
professional, apolitical President or our choosing as soon#20as discretion
permits.

(2) Make clear to Pace that CPB must further reduce its funding
of NET, in order to accelerate the shrinking of#that orgauization's
influence in the public television field.

(3) Proceed with the legislative package prepared by OTP after
Pace has agreed to these changes. This increases the amount of CPB
funding but at the same time reduces its influence over social thought,
by excluding it from classroom programming and by increasing the
independence of local stations which are generally more conservative in
outlook.
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Friday 7/Z/71 MEET=

Mr. Whitchcaci would like to talk to you about this.



WRATH ER

CORPORATION

C)ccigge of the.President
2.7.*. North Canon Drive, Beverly is, California 90210 • (213) 24-S521

CCNFIDENTIAL 'June 22, 1971

Mr. Peter M. Flanigan
Assistant to - the President
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Peter:

rjj tI have given a lot of thought to the subject (6ry'i
of our meeting in your office June 14. I
told you I would let you hear in a week and I
did try to get a call through to you yesterday
and today. Understandably you were tied up.

a

T iael very strencly is nct thc tlmc
to try Lo make 4UICK aectsions aria cnanges.
am very sensitive to the President's feelings
in this matter and they are understandable; how-
ever, I believe that the first step should be to
ha-e a meeting with the President which is organ-
ized to put the picture as it actually exists
before him. I think some of the areas of dis-
content on his part are actually being handled
correctly now and will be in the future in regard
to his desires. Anyway, such a meeting would
allow him to firm up his opinion one way or the
other. The propitious time to make a move, if
such is desired, might be at a later date, co-
incident with new appointments in early '72. This
may sound like a long delay but it would give ample
time for the Administration's image to be seen prior
to the end of '72.

The selection of any replacement is pretty critical
and I feel should be given enough time to really
scout the entire field of possibilities. This
might take several months. While this is being
done, if desired, we could have the meeting with the
President and see what the results of that might be.

- In my opinion, the above suggestions would result in
a solid and considered way of handling the problem,
if alproblem is determined to exist, or if for any

• .

•
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Mr. Peter M. Flanigan June 22, 1971

01121.

reu.vn there is continued dissatisfaction. I am
not trying to protect the position of anyone in
this recommendation. I am only interested, as I
know you are, in the best svlution for the CPB and
the Administration.

Best regards,-

A.

••••••
•

Si cere1y,

Jack Wrather
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wtidneeday 7/7/71

7:20 The rnec..ting with Mr. Flanir;an and Mr. Colson on CPB
ie schduled for 12 noon cn Friday 719.

w 0 have notified Mr. Scalia that you won't need the
talking paper until Friday.

. 41*
• • 4.

. .4•04011"..

MEETENG
7/9/71
i2 noon



Action Memorandum re Corporation for Public Broadcasting 

I. Propos11.;0lis upon which proposed dcL;.11 is based:

1. Entire elimination of Federal support of public television is politically
impossible.

2. A significant reduction in the level of Federal support for public tele-
vision, even if politically possible, could easily be undone by a
subsequent Administration.

3. Our most effective course of acticre is therefore to redircct rcderal
support so as to create a structure which will be dominated
by those elements in the public television field which are generally
most congenial--namely, the local stations.

4. CPB already feels that the Current Bill proposed by OTP (see attachment)
seriously undermines its position, and is considering opposing it.

II. Proposed course of action:

•

1. Remain adamant on provisions of Current Bill so that CPB falls off of
previous agreement. (In order to achieve this, it might be necessary
to toughen provisions of the bill somewhat.)

mnintz,in close 1:rrt*.in:,:&relt17..n=hip with NAYB, Pnlirt z;-:rt of -CrT
and education lobby through HEW portions of New Bill, solicit backing of
minority group organizations disaffected with CPB (e.g., BEST) by pointing
out that their influence will be greater at the local level in most
metropolitan areas.

3. Have-the President meet with Al Cole and Jack Wrather:

(a) in order to apprise him of their strong views that more drastic
action is not feasible or necessary, and to convey to them his
strong views;

_004 in order to obtain their agreement, in exchange for Administration
support of the New Bill, that the Board of Directors will cause
CPB tupding of NET to be reduced to a near-zero level and will
replace-John Macy as soon as practicable with a non-political
professional.

4. Introduce New Bill (see attachment), in which the total of. grants for CPS,
HEW and the local stations will not be seen as a decrease in Administratio
support for public broadcasting.

In all of the above, take pains to avoid the appearance of hostility to
'public broadcasting, both because it is a sacred cow in many quarters
and because the President's opponents are already trying to tar him with
antagonism towards "free and independent" media. The demise of the
more generous Current Bill can be laid at CPS's doorstep.



ATTACHMENT

CUrrC 
.11i.

(Jo..

•
1. Five-year authorization and appropriation for CPB via "trust fund."

2. CPB receives $35 M plus 1/6 level of total nonfederal support for public
broadcasting (about $17 M the first year).

3. Local stations receive 1/6 level of total nonfederal support for public
broadcasting.

4. HEW given funds to be distributed to state agencies for classroom
instructional programing and to private organizations for other instructionalprograming (e.g., CTW for "Sesame Street"); CPB excluded from clas:room
instructional programing.

New Bill 

1. Two-year authorization, annual .appropriation.

2. CPB receives $40 M in FY 1973 and $45 M in FY 1974.

3. Local1;ions receive 1/3 level of rntal nonfederal support for pflnlic
uaasLina (about S34 athe i1rsL year).

- 4. Other provisions unchanged.

Possible Alt,arnative:

If we wish-to be even tougher, in No. 2 above CPB might be cut significantlybelow current $35 M level, on theory that it need no longer give extensive supportto local stations and instructional programing, thanks to direct Federal assistancEThe net result would still be an increase in overall Federal support for publicbroadcasting. •

•
we

.....•••• •
••••••

•



July 10, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR NESSRS. COLSON AND FLANIGAN

FROM: Antonin Scalia

SUBJECT: Corporation for Public Broadcasting

Attached is a breakdown of CPB expenditures for FY 1970, FY 19/1 and
(estimated) FY 1972. It leads to the following conclusions:

A. As to new level of CPB funding:

( 1 ) If CPB is only to be cut cut of the station support business,
its appropriation could lugically be reduced from the present
$35 M level to $27 M, since approximately :‹; ;.1 is to go to
stations in FY 1972.

(2) If CPB is also to be cut ,tit of the networkine busincsl.
wa ;-z..tuce Its budget tiy aa additlal $11 :t
($10 M for PBS and :;1 N estimated portion of grants to NPR
attributable to networking function). This would mean a
total cut from $35 N to :,;1614.

B. As to new funding for local stations:

(1) If we only take CPB out of station support, stations must
receive at least $8 M in direct Federal support. If a matching
plan is used, this is less than $1 for each $10 of nonfederal
support--not enougn to induce donations. noreover, stations
are expecting at least 1/6 of total nonfederal (S17 M).

If we take CPB out of networking as well and expect stations
to pay for that function, we must give them an additional
$11 H, or a total of 09 It. Again, however, they are
expecting $17 M plus networking.

( )

PROPOSED BILL:

• (1) Cut CPB to $20 M --that is, current level ($35 H) less station
support funds ($8 M) less networking funds ($11 M) plus $4 M to
demonstrate our generosity.



NOTE:

- 2 -

iTrovide grants to local stati.ns in total amount of 1/3 non-
federal contributions to public broadcasting, that is,
approximately $35 H. High minimum grant, low maximum.

Exclude CPB from classroom programming and provide HEW funds
for distribution to the States for that purpose. HEW to continue
facilities grants to stations at slightly increaseti level (up from

$15 M to $17 N). HEW to be given small amount (!5 for demon-
stration projects, State facilities planning grants, and
innovative . community services" programming, such as rmote
medical diagnosis and employv.ent rcference service.

Above provisions subject to checking with reliable sources at NAE3 to
determine whether stations can agree on formula to pay for PBS services.
Support of “AEB essential. It may ba necessary to divert sor.1 of the
station money to a fund which new and small stations can craw upon to fw
for networking.

Attachment

AScalia:hmy
7-1n-71

Whitehedd
Subj File
Chron File
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PBS
TNITIvort of program
distribution.)

National Public Radio
(Support of radio program

distribution and
production.)

Station Support 
(84.5% for TV
15.52; for radio.)

Prodrams
‘yi ItA.41 b4.411.1U1M and

by station production
centers such as NET.)

National Entities 
(Program production)

CPB EXPENDITURES

FY 1970 

$3,652,000

.11M WIP

$4,629,000

$1,0?7.000
(iEl;n5::506 for
local stations)

$2,772,000
(For HET and
CTW)

FY 1971 

$3,106,000

FY 1972 (est.)

$9,931,000

$2,000,000 (part $3,000,000
year)

$4,903,000

$9,212=0
0,lub,uuu tor
local stations)

$600,000
(For CTW, but
actually gave
$400,000 more
than budget.
Beginning this year,
NET is no longer
wkat'l Entity" but
"station production
center.")

$7,419,000

$12400,C, 00
0435,000 for
local stations

$2,000,000
(For CTW)

NOTE 11 -- This represents virtually all of CPB budget except for CAB's own
administrative expenses.

NOTE /2 -- Ford Foundation makes some program grants to national production
centers which dovetail with CAB's. In FY 1971 it was $8,250,000
and $3,330,000 estimated for FY 1972.

.z
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE irousz
WA SI:IN "Ac...: 

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

7. t • ; •

{ • • / • i

I : • a.0 . :

December Z, 1970

• ••,.

FLANTCZ..N
1\111.
MR. KLEIN

H. R. HAL DY, f.NI

Televi s ocl

Pat Moynihan has brought tip sorne intc:rc..F.tirw CjUtiOiS
regarding the televised deb....te or gua:tiamecri
income descried in the attarhort. D im.ve coa-•
trol over the choice of participants in something like this?
If so, how did we allow an ex-Special AssistP_nt to oppose
one of our bills? Please look into this and give me a

"report SO that when the situation arises again, N'142 can
make sure our side is strongly defended by one or our
own people.

Thank you.

• CONFIDENTIAL -

4,16

•
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 30, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR

H. R. FIALDEIvIAN

I enclose an exchange with Johu Macy which

'suggests where some of our problems come

from. We have men on that Board. Why

aren't they looking out for the President's

perfectly lcOtimate. interests? Why al:e

Federal funds being spent (az I assr.;:ic they

are) to distort the facts of this situation.

And what may I ask is a Special Assistant

to the President doing opposing his most

izriportant piece of domestic legiskation?

Attachment

0.-

Daniel P. Moynihan

•

•

4.1
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J011:4 W. F.IACY.A..
President

CORPORATION FOlt PUBLIC BROADCASTING
888 16th Street. NW.. WashIngton, D.C. 20003. Phone: 2C2/293• 'CO

1345 Aventic of the Americas. Ncw York. N.Y. 10019. Phonc .1 .A)

Dr. Daniel P. Moynihan
Counsollor to the President
The White Nouse
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Pat: •

Ruply tu Washinc,,Ion

_Novemher 25, 1970

Because of your interest in welfare reform, I tho.:.1.t you
would appreciate knowing that on Tuesday, Caccmbel 1, public
television's award winning debate series, Thn Adves,
will explore the question of guaranteed mini:num-TFoa as a
solution to the provexty problcm in America.

Guest witnesses opposing tha gw....:antecd plan
will be Mr. Roger A. Freeman, economist and former S.?acial
Assistant to President Nixon, an.1 Honorable Ronald Reagan,
Governor of California. The Honorable Barbara Jorn,
State Senator from Texas and member of President Jcl!.nson's
Commission on Income Maintenance, and Professor Theodore
Marmor, Associate Director of the School of Public Affairs
at the University of Minnesota will defend the need for
such a plan.

This program, which will be broadcast on public television
stations nationwide, will be shown on WETA-TV, Channel 26
on Tuesday, December 1,.at 9:00 pm. I hope you will have
an opportunity to view this program and will find it of
interest.

▪ •• •

• • • • • • ▪ ID •

Sincerely yours,

W. Macy, Jr.
sident



THE. WHITE HOUSE

W IA I G T 0 f•J

November 30, 1970

PERSONAL & CONFIDENTLAL

Dear John:

I am :let only not pleased by your letter, I am genuinely

troubled by it. It seems to me yet another example of a
persistent pattern of biased treatment of the Administration
by public television. I would not say this to many persons,
but I will say it to you.

Consider the implications of the casting of the forthcoming •
debate on the question of a guaranteed minimum income which
will appear on The Advocates.

One President and Only one President has proposed such a

scheme. His name is Richard Nixon. His bill has passed the
House and is now before the Senate. Who do you choose to
oppose the idea? Naturally, an economist who was Special
Assistant to President Nixon when the Family Assistance
_Program was devised. (He was an associate of Dr. Burns

who -- it is hardly a secret -- opposed the plan.) And now

who do you get to support the idea? A member of President
Johnson's Commission on Income Maintenance. My respect

for President Johnson is surely as great as yours, but you

know perfectly well the previous administration would not go

near the subject. If you think otherwise, ask John Gardner.

don.

Your audience will be liberal to left in its politics. They will

be for the Guaranteed Income. They will sce it opposed by an

appointee of PrZsident Nixon's and defended by an appointee

of President Johnson's. A •Reagan Republican will side with

the Nixon man, and a Minnesota liberal will side with the

Johnson lady.



I leave the White House every b
it as much a Dcmocrat ;Ls

when I entered. But, dear Sir, I also leave profoundly

uncertain of the .moral and intellc.c.tual capacity of ins:
i-

tutional liberals to defend the standards of liberal enqu
iry.

Dest,

Daniel P. Moynihan

Counsellor to the President

Honorable John W. Macy, 'Jr.

President

Corporation for Public Broadcasting

888 16th Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20006

•

PS: I will watch the show and am prepared to take it all

back on Wednesday morning. But I doubt I shall have

to.

bcc: 1-'11. R. Haldeman
Len Garment

Peter Flanigan

.0111.
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Tuesday, Deccn-ther 8, 1970

Televised Debates.

.. •••••••..' " • Ar 71 •-..". •.

0'.."

For Your Comments amt.:

rit •

PLEASE ATTACH. THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

It you neva any gliC3Uons or '1 r ou caticipato ct
(Iola"; izau;3rnitting1.:.-to zoquirod mat.rioJ, pleas°
tokriu.na tit° Staff Socretary iturrtedicttcly.

5:30 p.m.

2:00 P.

John R. Brown DI
71r.:C1 Secrr.tary

••••• -
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December h, 1910

.
,'•/' ..

FROM: PRIER -

Regarding the attached, it is my understnndin
The Advocates is an NET program and therfore not run by tho
Corporaticln for Public Broadcaztilaz. If this is corroct,
you please write a memo throu3h me to Haldeman answerinG his
memo.

Many thsnks.

Attachment
Action Memo #P1085H.
dated 12/8/70

ell

.016



12/8/70

To: Mr. Flanigan

From: Torn Whitehead

I have discussed this matter
with both the Corporation and
Herb Klein. Enclosed memo
per your request summarizes
the situation.

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Whitehead
Mr. Hinclunan
Dr. Owen

..

,
i



December 8, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. HALDEMAN

Peter Flanigan has referred to me your memorandum regarding
Pat Moynihan's correspondence on the public television debate
regarding guaranteed minimum incomes. To answer directly
the questions in your memorandum:

(1) We have no direct control over the choice of participant:,
in programs funded by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting;
neither does the Corporation. (The Advocates is funded 50/50 by
CPB and the Ford Foundation.) The Corporation frequently consults
Herb Klein's office to got suggestions for administration participants,
but that procedure was not followed in this case.

(2) We, of cotrse. have no control over the activities ofex-Special Assistants, and I must confess that I strongly sharePat's suspicion as to why Roger Freeman. of all people, was
selected. Our best bet in these activities is to encourage
Herb Klein's office to maintain active liaison with the Corporationon upcoming programs so that we can make suggestions well inadvance.

The Corporation was established to be the chosen instrumentwhereby Federal funds are channeled to public broadcasting and toInsulate programming decisions from direct government control.Any attempt to control or change program content would subject usto considerable criticism. However. the Corporation does have aclear responsibility to see that balanced presentations of viewpointsare made, and it is here that Pat's real point comes into play. Brand large, educational and public television producers and directorshave a rather unsubtle liberal bias. The remedy to this shouldbe provided by the Board of Directors, which can exert a stronginfluence to see that a sound mix of programming viewpoints isprovided in spite of that bias.



-2.

I am meeting early net month with a selected group of these
directors to discuss the plans and activities of the Corporation
and to establish a firmer liaison between us. We have a number
of topics to discuss, and this will be one of them. You will no
doubt be interested to know that the current vacancy on the
Board presents opportunity for us to tip the balance for the first
time to a Republican majority and a majority of Nixon-appointed
members. As soon as that vacancy is filled, I will have some
suggestions regarding the Corporation.

Clay T. Whitehead

cc: Mr. Flanigan
Mr. Whitehead a
Mr. Hinchrnin OTP
Dr. Owen OTP

CTWhitehead:jra



December 29, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO THE FILE

Subject: Telecon with Ken Goodwin, 12/29/70, re financing of the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting

Ken has discussed the mechanics of FY72 funding and the required
legislative package with both OMB and Chairman Burch. He S tZte3:

(I) It is estimated that approxirrately $44 million would be required
to implement his proposition and that OMB haa tentatively approved
$35 million plus $10 million contingency in FY72. Thus, planned FY72
funds are adequate.

(2) Apparently neither OMB nor Chairman Burch feel that it is
appropriate for FCC to pi:epare and sponsor the legislative package and
recommend that OTP take the lead 41 its formulation.

Recommendations:

(1) Hinchman and Scalia should prepare the legislative package.

(2) Steve Doyle should prepare a brief narrative for inclusion in the
President's budget address.

cc: Mr. Whitehead
Dr. Mansur
Mr. Doyle
Mr. Mach:nem

CFMansur:jrn

z
George T. Mansur
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EXECUTiVE OtrFICE OF THE PRIMIDENT
OFFICE OF TELECO,'"UNICATIONS POLICY

WASH INGTOM. D.C.

'(
•

OFFICE OF THE DiRrcToR

December 30, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR: W. Hinchman
A. Scalia
S. Doyle

SUBJECT: Telecon with CTW re Financing for Corporation
for Public Broadcasting

(Ref: My memo of 12/29/70, same subject)

I discussed with Tom the Goodwin proposition for Corporation for
Public Broadcasting financing described in my memo of 29 December.
Torn concurs that we should take the lead in preparing and sponsoring
the legislative package.

Accordingly, we request that Hinchrnan and Scalia. prepare a legislative
package for early submission to Congress and that Doyle prepare a
one or two-sentence statement suitable for inclusion in the President's
Budget. Mc:. : . ge specifically for
CPB financing would be prepared and submitted at a later date.

Since the FCC has taken the initiative in this matter to date, we should
proceed with appropriate regard for their sensitivities. Specifically,
we should coordinate closely with Goodwin and FCC and consider ways
to jointly support the proposal.

George F. Mansur

cc: Mr. Whitehead

4
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Office of the President
270 North Canon Drive, Beverly Hills, California 90210 • (213) 274-8:521

October 4, 1971

Mr. Clay T. Whitehead
Executive Office of the President
Office of Telecommunications Policy
Washington, D.C. 20504

Dear Tom:

I am enclosing copies of letter from John
Macy in answer to my question concerning
the NPAC, and also some additional material
that he sent to me on the Broadcast Center
as I think them pertinent to the questions
you have posed.

I will appreciate your keeping this material
confidential. I am supplying it in the
interests of clarifying the situation.

Best regards,

erely,

Jack Wrather



CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

888 16th Street. NW.. Washington, D.C. 20006. Phone. 202/293-6160

1345 Avenue of the Americas. New York, N.Y. 10019. Phone 212/582-2020

JOHN W. MAC?. JR..

President

Mr. Jack Wrather

Wrather Corporation

270 N. Canon Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210

Dear Jack:

Reply to Washington

September 30, 1971

As I promised in our telephone conversation on Wednesday, I am enclosing
descriptive material about the National Public Affairs Center for Tele-
vision and the appointment of Robert MacNeil and Sander Vanocur as
Senior Correspondents for the Center. The substance of the press release
was presented in my report to the Board at the meeting on September 17.
As I explained, the Center wis created to give a single focus to public
affairs programming originating in Washington and to eliminate NET from
that particular function. The Center has taken over the production of
programs previously produced by WETA ("Washington Week in Review"
and Elizabeth Drew's "Thirty Minutes With ... ") and special events
coverage produced by NET Washington. In addition, the Center will have
responsibility for the development of television reporting for thz, national
election campaign in 1972.

For a number of months there has been no recognized senior correspondent
for public broadcasting in the Washington area. Paul Niven, former com-
mercial broadcaster, had served in this role for NET Washington until his
death in 1969. Without such a correspondent it was necessary to make
expedient arrangements, such as the one with Nancy Dickerson, in order
to have public broadcasting represented in company with the commercial
networks for major events such as the Presidential interview in January
1971. MacNeil and Vanocur will fill that void as experienced, professional
broadcast journalists.

Please let me know if I can provide you with any additional information
which may be helpful in answering questions you receive.

enclosures

Sincerely yours,

John W. Macy, Jr.
President



NATIONAL
PUBLIC AFFAIRS
BROADCAST CENTER

1 FARRAGUT SOLIAFIE SOUTH, P1 • :I

WASHINGTON. O. C. 23G

(212) 634.1234

Contact: Jim
Karayn (638-1234)

NPACT -- The National Public Affairs Center for Television --

announced today the signing of veteran newsmen Robert MacNeil and

Sander Vanocur as Senior Correspondents for the newly-formed Wash-

ington-based organization.

NPACT Vice-President and General Manager Jim Karayn said the

addition of such experienced and respected broadcast journalists as

Vanocur and MacNeil to the center is "a major step forward in Pub-

lic Broadcasting's ability to analyze and interpret the major events

of our times. The teaming of such political specialists as Vanocur

and MacNeil will be of particular significance to Public Broadcasting

viewers during the critical election year."

At parallel news conferences in New York and Washington. Karayn

pointed out that between them. MacNeil and Vanocur have personally

covered virtually every major news story around the world in the

past decade. He also noted that their experiences have been so

#
varied that each man will complement the other in their examination

of today's complex society.

Mr. Vanocur is one of the nation's best-known television cor-

respondents. /n 15 years with NBC News, Vanocur has covered every-

- .
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Nam.

He is especially well-known for his political reporting in

every major campaign and at every major convention since 1960.

NPACT's teaming of Vanocur and MacNeil will actually be a reunion

for the two men. They worked together at NBC News for seven years.

Mr. MacNeil served as co-anchorman for NBC's "Scherer-MacNcil

Report," a national news program. He is highly regarded for his

well-received book "The People Machine." This was the first in-

depth study of the place and importance of television in the con-

temporary American political system.

For the past 4 years, *MacNeil has been a major correspondent

for the British Broadcasting Corporation. During 1968, he was

assigned by the IBC to cover the American political campaign for

the British people. NPACT Vice-President Karayn says that the in-

sights gained by MacNeil in this foreign experience will prove in-

valuable as the Center begins its detailed study of the upcoming

1972 election year. Before joining the BBC, MacNeil was given re-

porting assignments at the White House and Capitol *Hill for NBC.

He has covered the Wars in the Congo, Algeria and the Cuban Missile

Crisis. MacNeil was with President John F. Kennedy at the time of

his assassination in Dallas in 1963, and covered that tragedy for

American television viewers. In 1964, his assignment was to cover

Senator Barry Goldwater's campaign for the Presidency.

Karayn pointed out that the value of Vanocur and MacNeil to

viewers of Public Broadcasting will be further enhanced by a team
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of hand-picked experts on virtually every phase of national and world

affairs. He said, "these experts, who come from the fields of gov-

,ernment, broadcast journalism, and the printed press, have long

been a staple of public broadcasting." "Their expertise," says

.Karayn, "combined with the experie4ce of Vanocur and MacNeil, will

enable NPACT to deliver a major public service in the coming peli-

tical year, and the troubled years ahead."

Sidney L. James, board chairman of NPACT, expressed pleasure at

the choice of Vanocur and MacNeil and said, "We believe that these

two outstanding correspondents will lead the way for public broad-

casting to supply an especially unique new service to its viewers.

The strength and experience of Mr. Vanocur and Mr. MacNeil blended

into this enterprise dedicated to a new approach to interpreting po-

litica' affairs cannot help but advance our contribution to broad-

cast journalism and to the public."

OEM

# # #
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•
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Corporation for Public Broadcasting

NEWSLETTER
Volume 3 Number 6 September 1971

PUBLIC AFFAIRS CENTER
BEGINS OPERATIONS IN WASHINGTON

A news and public affairs production center or public
television has been established in Washington. It will he
known as the National Public AlTairs Broadcast Center.

Sidney L James, Chairman ot thc Board of thc Greater

Washington Educa-

tional Telecommuni-

cations Association

(licensee of WETA.

TV, Washington's

PTV station), is act-
\ ing as chief executive
1 of the Center during

its organization. The
new production agen-
cy will have institu-
tional ties with WETA
and will use its pro-
duction facilities.

Jim Karayn, a vet-
•.-fr I eran television news

producer who has
been Chief of the NET
Washington Bureau
foe the past five years,
and General Manager

k

Jim Karuyn. Emmy-award wmning
news broadcaster. Vice President
and General Manager of the new
Center.

has been appointed Vice President
of the Center.
-The creation of the Center comes at a very significant

time in television journalism history as we begin the "72
political year," Karayn said. -Our mandate will be to try to
cover, in new ways, not just the events of the election year,
bet tho their long-range implications for our society.'
The first thing the Center will do is assume production

responsibilities for -Washinpon Week in Review" and
"Thirty Minutes With currently produced by WETA.
"Washington Week in Review" is a round-table discussion
of major Washington events by some of the top journalists
in the (=nary. -Thirty Minutes With . . ." features Eliza-
beth Drew, Washington Editor of The Atlantic Monthly,
interviewing major newsmakers. According to Karayn,
adjustments will probably be made in the formats of both
programa. Continued on pare 2

ADULT EDUCATION PROJECT
MOVES FORWARD AT CPB
the Corporation tor Public Broade.istint! ha • con,:s!cied 7 .7%

ii lila I.tut.4 of what could tv,corne itt.tiorIa_llit

protect.
The study sought to pinpoint the hoed. in adult

non as a first step to‘‘ard deterniinint: h' public hro_..:-
caNfing might assist in the held. It entailed tile co:-.- -
missioning of 10 research papers and niccting. %.1th -
repre•sentatives trom tS organizations, .;u!:Iiiiiatin with _
conference August Airlie House. ‘k.irrenton. Va.
As a result. CPB statf received approeui trom the

poration's Board of Directors to enter Phase II ot. the pr:.•
cct. which will include an in-depth survey' of the potent...II
audience, curriculum research, planning for utilization.
information activities.
As now conceived. the project would place

emptiasis on motivating the viewer, anal widespread tie:.;
utilization would be planned to achieve maximum. flexible
use of the programming in local communities.
Thc project proposes to address itself to a prim_7.

audience of adults 25 to 44 years old who can read at a
grade level, level, as a minimum. Among adults in the tat;e:
group would be those who have never completed hiçh
school. At least S.4 million men and women fall into tb.-
category. But the project could reach millions more.
those younger than 25 and those older than 44.
The concept would accent reading and math presente.:

in a context familiar to the individual's job expenence.
home and life-style. The matcrials--elements for use
open- and closed-circuit broadcasting. cassette adaptations.
I MS. and associated print intormation--wouki he gener-

ated with an adult in mind who probably left school behind
Continued on page 2

LEGISLATIVE HIGHLIGHTS
The nomination of Dr. Zelma George to the CFR Board
of Directors was confirmed by the Senate on July 29.
The Senate Commerce Commiuee held hearinp on her
nomination July 22 and in less than a week favorably
reported her nomination to the Senate. Dr. George
assumes the sat vacated by Carl Sanders. who resigned
in 1970. Her term will expire March 26. 1972. 
Onthe same day the Senate confirmed the nomina-

tion of Rep. Charlotte Reid (R-Ill.) to be a member of
the Federal Communications Commission. Mrs. Reid
will begin her seven-year term as FCC Commissioner
October I, replacing Commissioner Thomas Houser.

-
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NPABC--Continueil from 1,111:t.

New programniing from the Center will begin in Novem-
ber with regular coverage of special events. particularlv
those occurring in Washington. Karayn said. A regular
weekly series on general political developments will begin
in January.

He said the Center will stress topii:al coverage. rather
than chronological happenings. There are no plans lor a
daily national news show that would coniNte with the
commercial network news shows, he said.
The Center will submit its shows to PBS tor possible use

on thc interconnection in the same manner as other pro-
duction centers. according to Karaytt. and its establishment
will not effect public affairs programining plans of otherproduction centers. He said he hopes very much that theCenter can engage in cooperatise programming with otherproduction centers in the tuture.

$3 Million Budget
Karayn said thc Center will be concerned with every-thing of significance. from analysis of Presidential addressesto coverage of major Congressional hearings. and will pro-duce major specials.
The Center will have a budget of approximately $3 mil-lion, with the funds being supplied by CPB and the FordFoundation. A large portion of the funds will be paid toWETA for production facilities and studio service.
Karayn expects to have a staff of about 55 people operat-ing in the near future. He said he has hegun negotiatingwith nationally recognized corresliondents. but none hasheen signed.

The Center will be governed by a 15-member Board.Nine directors will be public members. chosen from acrossthe country for their knowledge of journalism. The othersix will include Mr. James as Chairman: the newly electedpresident of WETA-TV, Donald Taverner; the President ofthe Center, as yet not selected: and three members of thc
WETA-TV Board.

Karayn: Veteran Producer
Jim Karayn founded the Washington Bureau of NET and

had been its Chief sines 1965. He produced more than 150
major programs for public television during his eight years
with NET.
In 1968, be received a national Enuny award for his

coverage of the President's State of the Union Address. andPis hes woo three other Emmy nominations. He received
the Ted Yates Award for sustained excellence in broadcast
jouraaNwa ia 1969. His highly acclaimed documentary.
"Tho Warren Yeses," won the Silver Gavel Award of the
American Bar Association last year.

Before joining NET. Kanya wee a producer and miter
for NBC News, Washington. He was with KTLA-TV, Los
Angeles, from 1954 to 1961. rising from reporter to news
director. Under him, the KTLA news department won two
Sylvenis Awards, 18 local Emmys and one national Emmy.

Karaya attended Stanford University and received his
;isomerism degree from the Univenity of Southern Cali-
fornia. He did graduate work at UCLA while working with
UPI and the Loa Angeles Examiner.

EDUCATION--Crfri!tittriell imp?, ."Avt - I

it least ten years earlier. 11-iroughout, efforts would he
made to motivate him toward It learnine.
One paoir could he impros mg the Adult's reading and

math skills so that he or she might win a Piih school
certificate through taking the (ieneral Iducational Devel-
opment (CiED) tests.

However. many participants in the C Plt-spgilisored meet-
ings felt that OM preparation should t,e, ont% one of tie
Options. Issuance ol speeial certificates oi.'mi loll
should he considered. 'There might also be tic-ins :0 local
scholarships tor Innher edueation, or to !oh inlet %!..As and
promotions.

Participants in the planning stages cons-tared :hat .1
prospective adult listener or VIC% Cr 111L1,4 l 0110:ft:d more
than lust broadcasts to his home. Supportise set ce.•iieh
is tutoring and counselling. •hould ic made
through local orgaiiiiations and Insti tution, ‘nd
basic materials would he planned tor itational use. they
should he of such a modularL les' ;Lit highl.‘„!c'tm hie
alternatives would he optional to the local hro:i.k.i.tcr and
his colleagues in education.

T3r9et AudivIce ‘,17,1^el
The need for more complete information on the potential

target audiences was quickly identified. Accordingly.
Phase II ot the project. subject to concurrence :he CPR
Board, would he dedicated in the main to widening the
understanding of potential beneficiaries of the project.
Research techniques used in preparing -Canciorr de la
Ram- a public television series tor Spanish-speaking peo-
ple. and -Sesame Street" would he applied. Thi. second
phase would end by next March 1.

In the ten-week first phase. 20 public broadcasters and
educational communicators took Fart in the planning meet-
ings. In particular. John Montgomery. rum-tins.: Director
of the Iowa Educational Broadcasting Network and Esecu-
tive Consultant to the National Association of Educational
Broadcasters, has actively participated in the planning and
execution of Phase 1.

Interest in the project has been indicated by oser 300
major American corporations.
CPB's education staff anticipates making a further report

on the proposed project at the NAEB Convention next
month in Miami Beach.

"WHAT PTV IS ALL ABOUT"
When the Houston school board fired the superintendent
of schools two weeks ago, KUHT/Channel 8, the city's
public TV station, mounted two instant specials review-

the school board crisis.
"With very little lead time, and no advanced fanfare."

Millie Budd. the Houston Post Television Editor wrote,
"Channel $ plunged into the subject with the reckless
grace of an Olympic champion." Millie said the result-
ing six hours wens soaie of the most exciting televi-
sion upon which these blood-shot myopic orbs have
ever focused."
Ann Hodges, TV Editor of the Houston Chronicle.

seconded Millie's appraisal. Both concluded with praise
for the station, with Ann summing it all up--"When you
come right down to it, this is the type of community
performance that public television is all about."

•7.
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SPEC:;.I. ON
To help clear up the widespread confusion over the im-
plementation ot the president's wage price free7c. WTTW.
Chicago, produced a live, two-hour special with six federal
officials answering questions about the freeze. The pro-
gram W carried by the 12-state Central Educational
Network.

Over 300 calls were received at WTTW during the pro-
gram. -Wage-Price Freeze: Questions and Answers.- and
more than 100 questions were answered. Calk were aired
from as far away as Bistnarck. N. D. and Toledo. Ohio.

WOSU GETS S123,698 GRANT
FOR RADIO PRODUCTION UNIT

WOSU Radio, Columbus. Ohio has been chosen to euab-
lish the nation's first Public Radio Production Unit for
news and public affairs.
The station has received $123,698 tinder the Corpora-

tion's $900,000 Public Radio Production Unit prolect.
which was announced at the First Annual Public Radio
Conference in May. The Ohio Stale University Telecom-
munications Center. licensee of WOSU. will provide match-
ing funds and services totaling over S90.000.

Under the project, all CPB-qualifled stations are eligible
to receive from $50,000 to $200,000 to establish special
production units that will concentrate in either music.
drama, instruction or news/ public affairs programming.
WOSU Radio is the first recipient.

According to Al Huhen. CPB Director of Radio Activi-
ties, the primary purpose of this grant -is to strengthen the
public affairs production capability of WOSU to better
sane the central Ohio community. However, the new
production unit will also serve as a training ground for
pubic broadcasters and a programming source for the
national network for public radio—NPR."
The newel public affairs production unit will he set up as

a separate arm of WOSU. It will enable the station to
increase and improve the quality of its daily five hours of
111111ft programming and mpand the activities of its unique
Ombudsman service.
The "News 71 Orribushrnan- service was initially funded

by CPB he 1969 as a pilot project for public radio. The
first such radio service in the country, -Ombudsman" solic-
its listener questions and problem, attempts to solve them
and dernonstratea on-air how other listeners can solve

similar problems. hi addition. it .0mi:unit:. takes the initia-
tiNe and invc-stigates -in-depth- topic. 01 eonc.ern co
listeners.

The CI'll grant ,:o%ers ihe first ear ill a plarincd rive-
!,ear protect. It will pa.. the .alarres ot ti‘eie
tv.o Ombudsman researeli reporters. the Onilitidsiii,tri him-

mtd the Ombudsman e‘et.uti‘e rrodit.cr.
providing talent lee-. tor reyional .trineer. I he I elecom-
ft/MIR:Mimi., Center matching tIllId• 111 r...‘ih .d.,nes. of
Three additional news reporter.. all part-time emploee.
Included in the prorcet and the 's erheidI or I - hC Witt
WOSU broadcasts more news weekda‘,.. than am radio

station--commereial or noncommereill- in ()list,.
ti\ e hour. opt locallv produced programming and \ PK •
(NI-minute news And public affairs ".\II I

Considered.- The station aka, operate. the 1.ir,g,:st nes.

department ol any public radio st.ition in the

NPR SPCIASLF.3 -
N,ttional Public Radio. the iutiotmide iiet%4orl. and rrs'-
urain tor public radio, is not 011l). rt:rt,f twig the ne...•

but making it :is well.

lleginning Septeinher 7. NI'l4 will spoils-or and broadcast
si‘ mo-hour heanngs on one ot the nation*. most eruciai
domestic issucs--health care.

The "NPR Health (..'arc Hearings.' will lake place prior
to the hearings on national health insurance scheduled t.1

the House ‘V.,0, and Meati'. Committee this tall,
Because the House hearings will not he open to use

media coverage. NPR producer-moderator Barbara New-
man said. -it is essential tor NPR to utilize the potential
of the radio medium to pri.-sent :his vital subitxt for public
discussion--
The NPR hearings will originate from San Francisco.

Boston. New Yort City. Ann Arbor, Mich.. Philadelphia
and Atlanta.

In each city. the hearings will provide a public lonim tor
debate on the various problems ot health can: and proposed
solutions such as the Nixon Administration health insur-
ance plan and another proposed by Sen. Edward Keitned
(13-Matt.). They will enable the three groups mou ‘itally
concerned about this issue to exchange views and con-
structively examine their positions: the Congressmen
who enact legislation, the providers of health care. and the
general puhlic—the consumers of health care.
The NPR hearings will be modeled after actual Congres-

sional hearings. A panel of local Congressmen and Senators
will question witnesses drawn from such advocacy groups
as the American Medical Association, Blue Cross. and the
Medical Commence for Human Rights. as well as repre-
sentatives from local hospitals, labor unions. community
clinics and insurance companies. Individual patients will
also testify before the hearings.
Among those scheduled to participate in the hearings are

Senator Edward Kennedy: Dr. Robirta Fenlon. president.
California Medical Association: Dr. Oliver Fein. Health
Planning Advisory Center, N. Y.: James Brindle. president--
Health Insurance Plan of Greater New York: Rep. Martha
Griffiths, chief sponsor of the Kennedy health insurance
hill in the Home: Dr. Herbert S. Denenberg, Pennsylvania
State Commissioner of Insurance: Isadore Malantud. officer
of the International Ladies' Garment Workers Union, and
lieutenant Governor Lester Maddox of Georgia.

3



CPB ADVOCATES PUBLIC CABLECASTING

while the Ctmgress and the Administration study the
new set of proposed regulations tor cable television an-
nounced lit the Federal Citimminications Commission. the
Corporation tor l'ublic Liroadcasting is working on a num-
ber ot fronts to preserve the public service potential of
4..ahle and to turther the interests of public television.

Atter months ot deliberations. the FCC released its pro.
NI:illation. on August 5. CPli tound several of the

regulations to be beneficial to public broadcasting. and
others to be helpful in developing the public. non-coninier-
eial use's ot cable. I loweser. the Corporation leek that the
needs of puhlie broadcasting have not been given their
proper weight in other areas.

Cl'It's most recent position on the development of cable
was ii. en in a statement trout the Co-poration's president.
John to the 'titian Commission on Cable Commum-
ations. I he Sloan Commission was set up along the lines

of the Carnegie Commission on Fdticational Television hut
gisen the mandate trout the Sloan Foundation to develop
recommendations on cattle for the C011grir4S. the FCC. and
the public at large.

Nlacy noted that the technical potential for a large num-
her of channels offers a unique: opening for public tele-

"The public broadcasting station of today ran he the
Community Center for Fducation and Public Service in
198O. It is a n..-source that can become the neighborhood
learning center and the cin.:ulatoc ot knowledge and ideas
to an informed community." he said.

Nthlie broadcasting stations alnculy fill this description.
May said. but to a limited degree. The will never develop
to their full potential irt these areas as long as =Mt* to
them is restricted, he observed, noting that a single or even
double public television channel is simply not nutTicient.
-We believe that the multiple channel capabilities in

cable provide opportunities for vastly increased and im-
proved public service in both urban communities and rural
areas.- he said. -Moreover, we are also convinced that
public hroadcaming can do much to assist and further that
public interest.-

Summary of CPB Positions
Macy summarized for the Commission the recommerida-

tiOlti that the Corporation has made to the FCC regarding
the development of cable regulations. The Corporation has
supported or urged:

• ownership of CATV systara by public broadcasters.
or other non-profir community organizations;

• allocation of 5041 of all cable channels for noncom-
mercial purposes:

• the proposal by the FCC that 5% of the grate sub-
saiption revenues from CATV should be directed to
the Corporation with the proviso that the money be
dedicated to planning and supporting the noncom-
mercial uses of cabie:

• the structuring of CATV subscriber rams to insure
that al citizens am able to enjoy the benefits of cable
servien and

• federal licensing and regulation of CATV as most
likely to achieve the bat possible development of
CATV (as an alternative. the Corporation would

support comprehensive federal regulations to he en-
forced by local regulatory bodies.)

I he Corporation has also recommended that ail C
systems he constructed with twice the 1111111her tit ,hattl'e.
that the troncise behetes are requited it ahl 'jter.i!

:Ind with allatIllaRrI. two-way cap:1131in%. It has .11.0 reco.-7•
mended that no ssieni be autlionied ..lhich does 1101 r".'•

rkly: to carr the INI kind ot radio signals.

FCC's Proposed ilt:!:!t:ons

Although the Corporation's reaction to the FCC's r-.--
po.cd regtil.utiuuns Were gUllerally.i. I ;it or31,1e. set era! crt!„:
issue.. related to the noncommercial. publie sem icc
k't cable were not addressed 11). the Commi•sion. For ,•-•.:.
the FCC did not mention the live percent ptuhluc d -
dend" which it had earlier proposed. or did it prors'-:
any regulations regarding the structuring ot C I
scriber rates.
The FCC also did not rule on the proritt.ed evernr1

for public broadcasting stations trout the Itx,;a1
ship hon. lioweser. the Commission stated that there %t --
much unfinished husiiiess in the cable field. and ui
out this issue.

To tate just one instance." the Conimis•ion said. •
arguments have been ods:inced that local I:. I N. stat:
operators should not he barred trout ails .111d all ow ner
panicipation in cable systems in their communities: mud
a matter of equity. these arguments should he dealt us
lvtore franchises are awarded in markets that we are no-.v
proposing to open for cable penetration. We will therets
split out matter' such as this tor resolution before our rt.:-•1/4
rules become effective."
An important proposal included in the FCC', of

regulations is that CATV systems would he permitted :o
carry any number of educational signak. local or distant.
there is no objection from local educational TV intere-••
The proposed regulations woukl also require that CATV

operators make available, at no cuSt. a public accessehart-
nel to noncommercial users. A channel would also have :o
be available for five years at no cost for stale and local
government use and a similar channel provided for lock:
education groups. These arc among recommendations that
the Corporation has made in the past.

NAEB CONVENTION, OCTOBER 17-20
The 47th annual convention of the National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters will be a convention with a differ-
ence in several respects this year.

For one thing, the convention win be held at Miami
Beach's Fontainebleau Hotel rather than in Washington.
as has been the practice in recent years. The dates are
October 17-20, about one month earlier than usual.
More importantly, the number of formal sessions and

functions will be limited to allow delegates more time
for informal exchange of views.
One of the general sessions will be given over to a

"conversation- among several leading journalists, who
will discuss journalism in public broadcasting.
As in the past two years. CPU will announce the

results of its most recent Harris poN on the viewers of
public television at the convention.

lib WM.
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On new lace and two tamiliar ones in new roles .tre the
result of organizational changes within the Corporation tor
Puhlic Broadcasting.

Donald M. Trapp. fornierly Program Officer for the
HEW Educational Broadcasting Facilities Program. joins
the Corporation as Radio Projects Manager with the respon-
sibility of administering the various CPB radio grunt
pr 0 KelS •

Although new to the Corporation. Trapp is no stranger
to public broadcasting. In addition to his five years with
the Facilities Program, he has worked for the Georgia
ETV Network and WUNC-TV in Chapel Hill. North
Carolina. He received his bachelor's and master's degrees
from the University of North Carolina.
CPB's Director of Special Activities. David Stewart. has

been promoted to Director of National Program Projects.
In his new role. Stewart will be responsible for all CPB
program projects intended for national network use, in
addition to retaining responsibility for such activities as
film projects and experimental programs.

Prior to joining the Corporation in 1969. Stewart was
Director of Educational Programs for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. Previously, he was a Consultant on the
Arts foe the American Council on Education: Director of
the Washington office of NET: Secretary of the Joint Coun-
cil on Educational Broadcasting; Director of the Joint
Committee on Educational Television, and television pro-
ducat for the D. C. Public Schools and WETA-Ty,
Washinvost.

Roe Morrisseau. formerly Assistant Director of Station
Development Support. has also been promoted to a newly.
created position. As Assistant Director of Television Activi-
ties,. he will be responsible for developing the master plan
for the future of the public broadcasting system. He will
also have responsibilities in the software development
aspects of new technologies and will undertake other special
assigiunenie.

Morrisseau came to the Corporation in 1970 from
WITV-TV, Hershey, where he held various positione, the
last being Director of Programming. He was previously a
producer-director at WGBH, Boston.

A NEW ADDRESS IN WASHINGTON

After months of negotiations, the lease has been signed
tor a new home for much of public hroadeusung in
WJchington. The new building. located at 215 NI St.
NAV.. will house several elements ot public broadcast-
ing located in the Washington arra.

The Corporation tor Public 13roadc.oting and the
National Association of Educational Broadcasters will
remain in their present locations until 4976. At that
time they are scheduled to inoyc into the adjoining
building at 2033 Ni St. N.W. This building will also
serve to meet the expanding needs ut the Washington
entities of public broadcasting.

Under the current plan. the offices of the new
building will he ready for occupancy by January I. It
will probably take another nine months or more to com-
plete installation of the required technical operations.

TV GUIDE AND LOOK VIEW PN

When public television made the cover of the Aug.. 21
TV Guide—with its 13 million circulation—it was a good
sign that the medium has become a significant factor in
the television spectrum.

And another good sign was Look magazine's story on
public television in its recent special issue. -Television:
Turn-On or Turn-Otr" Just two years ago public television
was lucky to get a mention in such pieces let alone equal
treatment. But that is now becoming the rule rather than
the exception.

The TV Guide cover story, -Public Television: Is Any-
body Watching?T' by Richard K. Doan. described the diffi-
culties public television faces in trying to increase its
audience.

"Darling of TV's disenchanted. Pet of TV's critics. All
but ignored by TV's masses." is how Doan sums up the
dilemma.

He said that even though "everybody (or so it seems)
talks about public TV," few seem to he watching. Or at
least not enough so that -those nose counters of mass view-
ing habits, the A. C. Nielsen people can find out."



In tact. he said. "Most public-TV tare Attract% something
like a 'tenth the size 01 audience picked up by the 'least'
popular network evening show.-

However. Doan goes on to say that "there arc signs
aplenty that public ry ,;:ncning lie ,:nes as ..:‘•
ampltri viewer response to "The Advocates.% Buckley's
move to public tele' Iston: President Nivon's ci.mgraiti-
lations to Nlohil Oil Coriloration tor spending SI million
to under.% rite "11:istespiece l'heatre- and to promote

same St 

However, he he says that the hasic problem of how to reach
wider audiences remains unsolved.

The iriicle in the September 7 issue of Look Magazine.
-What's Different About Public Tyr, answer% the ques-
tion right snr.

"Commercial TV [mikes money, lot% ot it. Public TV
needs money, lois ..zys Gerald Astor. Look Senior
Editor.

Atter describing, some of the successes and failures ot
public television. and some ot the intra-industry skitsahhles.
..1s1or concludes. "Lntil public TV no longer awaits L'irt an
annual congressional smile . . . the Fourth Network will
sound a minor voice.-

TAVERNER TO HEAD WETA

Donald V Taverner. writer ( eucrilNlanager ot ()ED
WQI:X. the *Ilk; hroaL14,:a.Intt. .1.111,M% ii11:1i.1,1trz:h.

\\i!\

1

lias been named President And ( ,ener.il \Liii.iger
I \ I SI.

most recently. Taverner has
served :IN l'IVNItlent ot the
National Cable Television
Association. He succeeds
William J. McCarter. who
recently resigned to become
the chiet evectitive officer ol
WTTW And WITN. Chicago's
public broadcasting stations.
"raverner built wQrn.

Pittsburgh inio one ot the
strongest onituunhi - owned
public tel cv INIOn Ni .111011N.

tifillt to Pittsburgh. he was
Director of Development tor
the University ot Nlaine al Orono In lite, position, he
direeted the joint effort between :he iiiiiversiiv And the
state department of education wh!ch established the Maine
public television network. He is a gra,luali: of the uniscrs.t.

ee. •

TriE. CINCJ:T

• -Pozzatti.- an -Artists in America- segment which
will he seen September 14 on PBS. was selected recently
as top winner in the Atlanta International Film Festival.
The film. produced hy Richard Taylor. WTIU. Bloom-
ington. Ind., is a profile of Rudy Pozzatti. professor of
fine arts at Indiana University and nationally prominent
printmaker.

• Mrs. Joseph Gershgol; Duluth. watching the KTCA.
Minneapolis-St. Paul auction which was simulcast in
Duluth and Appleton, was attracted by an Indonesian god-
dess puppet. Knowing her daughter would love it. she
entered a 517 bid. But she Was outbid, and then outbid
again, and again. Finally, she got the puppet for 535. A
few minutes after the auctioneer had announced the name
of the winning bidder. Mrs. Gershgors telephone ranc—
her daughter had been the one bidding against her.

• The Promotion-Programming Idea of the Week: A
24-hour marathon showing of "The Forsyte Sap.- That's
just one of the ways in which the new management of
WNET. New York. under John Jay Iselin, is trying to build
a wider audience and community awareness of the station.
Another is "The Silent years." a series of silent films which
Puss pined the biggest audiences ever registered for the
station, even topping the competition on the commercial
networks.

• `Mister Rogers Meets an Astronaut," the Fred Rogers
special that won critical praise from, among others, Variety.
also earned high marks from children and their parents.
Typical comments from the fan mail: "For hig and little

children, this is a great programr; "It was a warm, benuti-

Id' and inlormabve show • . -Atter watching so itian
launches. it WWI dClighltLII to see one geared to children.-

• KBYLL Provo. Utah has joined the mounting number
of stations offering two-way television to their viewers.
Viewers arc able to call in yue.stions direct to their irta or
and city council members on 1:131•L's "You and. Your
Mayor.-

• There are now 210 public television stations on the air.
WNPF. Channel Ifs, Watertown, N. Y. went on the air
August 19. It will soon he followed by a sister station in
Norwood. WNPI. Channel 18. Both stations are licensed
to the Si. Lawrence Valley LT1' Council.
• Paul Dooley, a tomer member ol the lamed -Second

City" improvisational acting troupe. has been named head
writer fur crw's -The Electric Company.-
• CPB President John Macy's first hoot. "Public Service.

the Human Side of Government." was published August
15 by Harper & Row. Drawing upon his years or experi-
ence in government. Macy examines the quality of the
public service system today and the steps that ITTUSt be
taken to make that system risme workable.
• John Darsa. veteran CBS newscaster, has joined NPR

as a producer-reporter. While with CBS. Darsa covered
such far ranging assignments as the revolution in Santo
Domingo. the Pueblo Inquiry, the election of Pope Paul VI,
the Profumo crisis and the Sharon Tate murders.
• Also joining NPR is Rich Adams, a news corre-

spondent for WTOP Radio-TV. Washington, D. C. Adams
is currently a correspondent covering local news and also
serves as a moderator and panelist on "Washington News
Conference" and "Newsmakers.- He will he a producer
for "All Thinp Considered. ."

Publishod by Office of Public Affairs, CPB:

888 18th Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20006, Phone: 202-293-6180

1345 Avenue of the Americas, New York 10019, Phone: 212-582-2020



CONFIDENTIAL
EYES ONLY

October 5, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN EHRLICHMAN

From: Tom Whitehead

The President has again expressed concern about the newsmedia activities on public broadcasting. It comes at atime when we have to propose new funding arrangementsfor the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

May Pete Flanigan and I have your comrnenta on the
attached memo as soon as possible.

Attachment

• cc: Mr. Whitehead
Mr. Scalia
DO Records
DO Chron

CONFIDENTIAL
EYES ONLY



October 5, 1971

CONFIDENTIAL 
EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR H. R. HALDEMAN

From: Tom Whitehead

Enclosed is a draft memo for the President on public
broadcasting. Pete Flanigan asks if you would like to
provide any input before we go final.

Attachment - Memo to Pres. from CTW, 10/5, re CPB



CONFIDENTIAL

EY ES ONLY

October 5, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR LEONARD GARMENT

FROM: Tom Whitehead

The President has again expressed concern about the news
media activities on public broadcasting. It comes at a
time when we have to propose new funding arrangements
for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

May Pete Flanigan and I have your comments on the
attached memo as soon as possible.

Attachment - Memo to'Pres. From CTW 10/4/71 re CPB

cc: Mr. Whitehead
Mr. Scalia
DO Chron
DO Records

CTWIxitehead:jm

CONFIDENTIAL
EYES ONLY



October 4, 1971

CONT2'IDENTLA.L 
EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHUCK COLSON

The President has again expressed concern. As you can see,
I have gotten religion. Also, you may be pleased to know that
I did take your advice and talked to some public broadcasting
people in the hinterlands. I think you can see the result.

This is already late getting to the President. Could we have
your comments as soon as possible.

Clay T. Whitehead

Attachment - Memo to Pres. from CTW re CPB

CONFIDENTIAL 
EYES ONLY 



October 4, 1971

MEMORANDLTM FOR THE PRESIDENT

THROUGH: Peter Flanigan

SUBJECT: Public Broadcasting

You have expressed serious concern regarding Vanocur/:.'acNeil and
the National Public Affairs Center for Television (NPACT) funded by
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB) and Ford For.ndation.
(Liz Drew will be funded by CPB through NPACT; the Moyers and
Agronsky shows do not receive CPB funds, although the public television
network which carries them to the local stations is funded entirely by
CPB.) This comes at a time when we need some firm decisions on our
posture toward the Anan.cing and structure of public broadcasting.

Short-run: The Public Broadcasting Act was designed to keep
CPB free of our control.* OMB advises that funds appropriated for CPB
are mandatory spending over which we can exercise no discretion -- we
cannot cut off funds this fiscal year. Jack Wrather advises that the CPB
contribution to NPACT was approved by the CPB Board prior to the
Vanocur and MacNeil appointments. An attempt to reverse this decision
is not likely to succeed and would invite charges of improper political
interference.

Our only recourse in this immediate situation is to encourage public
criticism and to get our friends on the CPB Board to do whatever they
can (1) to keep NPACT programs unbiased and apolitical. and (2) to get
commentators to offset Vanocur, MacNeil. and Drew.

Next Year: We should now direct our attention toward cutting
Federal suppeat for NPACT at the end of this fiscal year, and cutting
Federal Ind foundation support for all national public affairs commentary
on public broadcasting in the future. Unfortunately, there Is no easy way
to do this.

The Problernt Public broadcasting includes educational and
cultural programming as well as public affairs programming. Federal
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funds for all three purposes are provided in lump sum by statute through
CPB, which in turn gives grants to programming organizations, such as
NET and NPACT, and to all of the local educational radio and television
stations, most of which are affiliated with educational institutions.

Since our concern is with public affairs commentary (principally national
programming funded by CPB and Ford), this structure for Federal funding
causes us a dilemma: A reduction in CPB funds to strike at their public
affairs programming would also strike at educational and cultural efforts
(such as "Sesame Street," quality drama, and high school equivalency and
drug abuse programa); and it would cauce a reduction Cr funds for all the
local educational stations. Moreover, a major reduction in Federal funds
would invite resumption of Ford/NET dominance of public television.

There has been considerable pressure for greatly increased funding for
CPB under "permanent" financing; and your last budget promised a plan
for "improved" financing arrangements. There is considerable public,
Congressional, and media support for public television generally. There
are educational television stations in 223 Congressional districts. However,
many of the local stations are unhappy with their domination by CPB; many
minority groups feel CPB is "Eastern establishment," insensitive to their
needs; and there is feeling that CPB is trying too hard for audience as a
"fourth network" rather than emphasizing real education and quality
programming.

Options: We have four major options:

Option 1: Negotiate a compromise financing bill that would increase Federal
funds for public broadcasting, but would circumscribe the power of CPB 
by increasing the autonomy of the local stations.

Pro

• By increasing the power of the local stations, retards the trend
toward centralized control of public television by CPB.

• Gives us leverage with the CPB Board to replace Frank Pace
and John Macy, and to play down public affairs programming.

• Avoids election year controversy over Administration attacks
on public television and intimidation of the media.

as Our friends on the Board favor this option.
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Con
• Does little to get at the problem that concerns us, since the ability

of the Board to control the full-time staff oc CPB is doubtful.

▪ Increases Federal funds for CPB, and reduces only in part its
centralized control of public broadcasting.

Option 2: Seek legislation to cut CPB funds drastic:111v and to enclude it 
from nublic affairs rocvrammina.

Pro
• If successful, would eliminate Federal support for public affairs

programs on public television.

• Makes very clear your resolve, and therefore even if not successful
would significantly retard the growth of CPB support for public
affairs programs during your Administration.

Con
- Invites Ford/NET to increase their public affairs programming.

- Takes a negative approach that limits funds for many good and popular
educational and cultural activities, at the local level as well as nationally.

• Would probably fail, and would arouse considerable Congressional
hostility.

- Would provoke charges of a politically motivated attack on all public
broadcasting and on the news media.

Option 3: Seek legislation to provide a new structure for Federal fundthg.
of only educational and cultural programming at the national level and for 
direct grants to local educational stations.

Pro
- Takes the initiative on a positive approach to improve public television

by eliminating the much-resented. CPB domination.

- Eliminates all Federal funds for public affairs programming at the
national level.

Properly done, would have the support of the local stations and
would thereby stand a fairly good chance of passing the Congress.

Con
- Still invites increased Ford/NET public affairs programming.

- Requires increased Federal funding for local stations in order to
get their support. •
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. Would upset those in Congress and elsewhere who worked to
create CPB in its current form.

0 tion 4? Same as (3), hut also seek revision of tax laws to nrohil:it
foundations from sunporting news and political commentary proffrarnminq,.
in the same way they are prohibited from lobbvin

Pro
- Same as (3), and this is the only option that will stop FordFoundation support of slanted programming by NET and others.

Con
▪ Same as the last two objections to (3), but would run into moresignificant opposition, including possibly the local stations,

and might not pass.

▪ Would raise further charges of an Administration effort to
intimidate the news media.

Recommendation: The first option does Utile but avoid controversy andthe second is likely to accomplish little but controversy. Options (3)
and (4) would have lasting and constructive effect, though both would
raise a loud Liberal howl. Only Option (4) stands a chance of achieving
all of our goals.

I recommend you approve Option (4) if you are willing to face the
controversy and that we open the attack in my address to the annualconvention of the local stations October 20.

Approve Option (1) 
. Approve Option (2) 
Approve Option (3) 
Approve Option (4) 
Other

cc: Mr. Flanigan
Mr. Whitikead
Mr. Scalia

Scalia:Whitehead/edlm 10/4/71

Clay T. Whitehead
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October 6, 1971

CONFIDENTIAL
EYES ONLY

MEnORANDUM Fon RODZRT FINCH

From: Ton Whitehead /d/

The President has again expressed concern about to
news media act1vitie5 on public broaricastin. It
comes at a time when we have to propose ne*:, fundine:
arrangements for the Corporation for Public Broadcastin -7.

May Pete Flaniganh and I have your comments on the
attached memo by Friday.

cc: DO Records i''Mr. Whitehead - 2
DO Chron. Dr. Mansur
GC Subj
GC Chron

A2calia/ec/60ct71



October 6, 1971

CONPIDENTIAL
EYES ONLY

:i7EMIIANDWI FOR CEORC: SHULTZ

From: Tom Whitehead

The President has again expressed concern about the
news media activities on public broadcastin.T. It
comes at a tine when we have to propose new fundin;,,

arrargements for .the Corporation for Public Broadcastin.

May Pete Flanigan and I have your comments on the

attached memo by Friday.

cc: DO Records 4// Mr. Whitehead — 2
DO Chron Dr. Mansur
GC Subj
GC Chron

AScalia/ec/60ct71



October 6, 1971

CONFIDENTIAL
EYES ONLY

NErORANDT1 FOR RON ZIEGLE2

From: Tom Whitehead

The President has aain expressed concern about the
news media activities on public broadcastinr. It
comes at a time when we have to propose new fundinz
arrangements for the Corporation for Public Broadcastinr.

May Pete Flanigan and I have your comments on the
attached memo by Friday.

cc: DO Records///
DO Chron
GO Chron
GC Subj

ASoalia/ec/60ct71

Mr. Whitehead - 2
Dr. Mansur
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CONFIDENTIAL
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MEI:ORANDUTI FOR HERB KLEIN

From: Tort Whitehead

The President has again expressed concern about the
news media activities on public broadcasting. It
comes at a time when we have to propose new funding
arranxements for the Corporation for Public Eroadcasting.

May Pete Flanigan and I have your comments on the
attached memo by Friday.

cc:
D° 

Records 
VMr. Whitehead - 2

DO Chron
Dr. Mansur

GC Subj
GC Chron

AScalia/ec/60ct71



MEMORANDUM FOR

FROM:

SUBJECT:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WAS H I N GTO N

October 6, 1971

CLAY T. WHITEHEAD
Director, Office of Telecommunications
Policy

LEONARD GARMENT

CPB - Comments on your Draft Memo-
randum to the President

I would favor Option 3 -- but not Option 4 -- for the following reasons:

1. I believe it a mistake for U.S. .funds lo be used to support
domestic news and public affairs programming by any mass medium.
Permitting federal funds to flow (through CPB) into domestic public
affairs programming and commentary seems, to me, to. run up
against many of the same sound reasons why USIA is prohibited from
doing this. A strong case can therefore be made in behalf of the
Option 3 elements.

2. To say that U.S. funds should not be used to support public
affairs programming and commentary (i.e. to avoid censorship
problems) is one thing; to deny that privilege to private foundations
is almost the reverse; it sounds like, and in fact; would be attacked
asjcensorship. This would serve to marshall the opposition and

j •

• in the end, make more likely the defeat of the entire effort. It
re seems to me an unnecessary incitement to criticism, even from

friendly broadcasters, CATV operators:" and therefore bad politics.
etc.

U there is a genuine -problem of fairness in the public affairs
coverage of radio and television stations, the FCC has means to attack

!unbalanced programming. I would rather see these means used
than seek legislation which would put on the Treasury the onus of
policing radio and TV stations and foundations for their domestic
information practices.



LF1ES ONLY1
MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE NOUSE

FOR PETER FLANIGAN

RE:

WASHINGTON

OCTOBER 6, 1971

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

I have reviewed Tom Whitehead's paper and note that the four
options which he advances all involve legislation.

I don't think you can ge: there ::zorn here via
a lot of easy legislation is not going to get :lirougH Congr.c4.:
after the first of the year and this Hardly ialls

I suggest a rigorous examinz..tion of non-legislative -.-_-...e::-...:c:s :..-,
achieve your desired ends. These may involve wit:Ill.:la:1g
(I implicitly question the assunlption, that the Public iiroadcas:.-_-_,;
Act imposes mandatory spending on the President and thir..:: w:-..
might just risk a law suit), but even that is not a very good re-_zie......

,e 7,r. i because CPB will cut Sesame Street and other hig:lly :6',;..-ala.r
)14'4114." I. I and desirable activities and leave Agronsky and Vanocur in place.

edi

The best alternative would be to take over the management ane.
thereby determine what management decisions are
made. Obviously, t ::

• •••••••■• %Mb •••

dr-P e• his is aa aghtt! ,

1.J Lthe only feasible path to accomplish your
rou can't take over. the nas.na.gement,tha.

4../1

aeir-s
ends.

7then

T=
.641.

you „lave z,
oz making a sight and u.king -ver ma.nag4raeniz,
it might be worth the try and some very bright guy
ought to be put in charge of bringing it off.

EYES ONLY 

going to JI
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EXECUTIVE OFF CE ?RESIT,-
OFFICE OF TELECOMF.iwitCAMNS

-

October 6, 1971

. CONFIDENTIAL

EYES ONLY

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT FINCH

From: Tom Whitehead

DIREC7C/7

The President has again expressed concern about the
news media activities on public broadcasting. It
comes at a time when we have to propose new funding
arrangements for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

May Pete Flanigan and I have your comments on the
attached memo by Friday.



CONFIDENTIAL 

EYES ONLY

THE WHITE HOUSE

WAS

October 7, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR CLAYTON T. WHITEHEAD

FROM: HERBERT G.. KLEIN

Regarding the options suggested on Public Broadcasting, I would
suggest that the President adopt option number one. I think this
is the only option which is doable.

I believe that the exercise of any of the other three options would
fail and would enhance the viewership of Vanocur and MacNeil because
it would make them more major public figures. This action, coupled
with other serious problems we have regarding both networks and
stations could turn into a major public issue which would be damaging
to the President.

a

In summary, I think we have much to lose by adoption of any of the
last three options, and that the chances of a gain are small.

I believe it is a mistake also to classify the Liz Drew show with that
of Vanocur and MacNeil. While she is liberal personally, she has used
a great number of Administration figures .on her program and some of
the best interviews our people have had have been with her.

cc: Peter Flanigan
Ron Ziegler

CONFIDENTIAL 
EYES ONLY •
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•
Tuesday 10/12/71

3:30 Mr. Scalia advises Mr. Klein has changed his recommendation
re the CPB memo for the President and agrees Option (3) is
preferable.

In addition to deleting the paragraph indicated, he suggests adding
the following sentence:

All of your advisers who have been consulted on the matter - -
who include John Ehrlichrnan, Herb Klein, Bob Finch, Len
Garment, Chuck Colson, and Peter Flanigan -- join me in
recommending Option (3).

J.



MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

October 12, 1971

PETER FLANIGAN

CHARLES COLSON

Public BroadcastinF

•••.•.•

I do ti:)t think thnt the memo to the I :erg:lent in in
submit until you rrzt int* thn ex-Az:ration of Cr.:ion 3 em?ctly
how much we v.,111 be inere,sir7 1:7. if
$40 million then I don't support Cption 3. The point needs to
be maue ad Lo exactLy uow Lca wpro?ose tred.ILeYL
under the restructured Option 3. Otherwise, I think reaction
to the memo will be quite predictable.

Moreover, I don't believe that you need to put things quite so
explicitly in the first paragraph. This is a serious mistake
for whatever records this piece of paper might ultimately
end up In or, perish the thought, should it get out.

cc: Tom Whitehead

•:

• •••

. •

• .•

:77'
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Mr*MOTA.ANDLIM rca nu: PRES=NT

T,InC ISZYLT: rater Flanizan

•""*"7". •-r- :TV:A.1c 2roacicasting

You have cl.-Iressecl Gerious concern regarding, the Vnnocur/!
public broacicasting TV "news" program which ir.• prct.;:x.cd
TationaI fublic Affairs Center for Television (-:ACT) 7.r. C.
the Corporation for Public Broadcastinci (CPC) and Ford Tounda.io:I.
(The Liz crew progrczn is also funded by CP.Z. tarottgli I.1 t:ac
`.:oyers and Agronsky shows are not fancied directly by C_'1.!,
funded by organi=ations which r,7ceive CPL' sul,:?ort.) concerl
will obviously affect the eecisions which must 1)(3 made now on the
Administration posture toward the financing and structure of public
broadcasting.

Short-run: The Public Lroadcasting Act was designed to keep
CPB free of the control of any Administration. OMB advises that funds
appropriated for CPB are mandatory spending over which we can
exercise no discretion we cannot cut off funds this fiscal year.
$30 million of the $35 million appropriation for this year has, in any
event, already been distributed. Jack Wrather advises that the CPB
contribution to NPACT was approved by the CPB Board prior to the
Vanocur and MacNeil appointments. An attempt to reverse this decisionLa not likely to succeed and would invite charges of improper political
interference.

Our only recourse in this immediate situation is to encourage publiccriticism and to get our friends on the CPB Board to do whatever theycan (1) to keep NPACT programs unbiased and apolitical, and (2) toget commentators to offset Vanocur, MacNeil. and Drew.

Lon run: We should now direct our attention toward cutting
Federal support for NPACT at the end of this fiscal year. and cutting
Federal and foundation support for all na,tfonal public affairs come
mentary on public broadcasting in the future. Unfortunately, there isno easy way to do this.
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The Problem: Public broadcasting includes educational and
cultural programming as well as public affairs programming. Federal
furls for all three purposes are provided in lurn, sum by str.tute thrnt.--hCP13, which in turn makes grants to programming organizations, suc.,
au NET and NPACT, to the public television network that cliztributesthem, and to all of the local educational radio and television stations,most of which are affiliated with eduentional institutions. There tostrong public oupnort for the educational and cu1turn1 programa (sucl-,as esame Street," Quality drama, and high ochool ec:uivaleney am?drug abuse programs).

Since our concern is with public affairs comrr.entary (princi71r.1lyprogramming funded by CPB and Ford), this structure for .r-eleral fur.inf.1 causes us a dilemma: i% reduction in CP:3 funds to strike t itspublic affairs pro7ramrning would simultaneously strie at ito erluc2-tional and cultural efforts: and would also cause a reduction r‘f funds forall local et!ucntional stations.

There has been 7,ressure for greatly increased fundin7 for C1717, unek,.•
"permanent" financing; and your last budget promised a plan for
"improved" financing arrangements. In addition to public su7)ort,
there is considerable Congressional and media support for public tele-vision generally. There are educational television stations in 223
Congressional districts. However, many of the local stations areunhappy with their domination by CPB: many minority groups feel C.F.'",
is "Eastern establishment. " insensitive to their needs; and there is
feeling that CPB is trying too hard for audience as a "fourth network"
rather than emphasizing real education and quality programming.

Options! We have three major options:

(1) Negotiate with CPB a compromise financing bill that would
increase its funds, but decrease its. relative importance by
providing direct grants to local stations which have hitherto
been dependent on CPB for Federal funds.

(2) Seek legislation to cut CPB !kinds drastically and to exclude
it from public affairs programming.

(3) Seek legislation to establish a basic new structure for public
broadcasting -- (a) removing CPB from the business of net-
worldng.and of providing funds for, location stations, and
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reducing CPB's budget accordin;.71y, (b) initiating directFederal operating sunport for local stations; and
(c) excluang CPI; from nubile afrairs r•ro-7.rarrIrrin^,.
Tbis would reouire total Federal exnenditures for nuillicbroadeP r.ting to be increased, but molt of the fv.r.:3.3 v-nuir!go to local stations rather than CPB.

/-,11 options assume an a ccompanyint7 stron7 effort 1.:y our 1Lonr.:to replace John NIr.cy as 5i-leat a1Tran% co
of CPB, and to re!ductt “reatly CPB cunport of

You 5houli recognile that to the extent CI:=12, zurt c! -)utl:licproqrarnming is reduced, the rran :may be filled by the... Tordrountiation, which lready rt-ta!,.cs substantial contriLl.ti'.,..nr....tThat can be avolAkt.: only ty ohiMtin fcAtzaclatir: au7,....3ortaffairs progr-amrniz27. rut feel that is best fc,•_1t -.7probably en tlia broader question of foundation activities ar..1 iagener2ily.

Whntever 1e7,is1ative proposal you decide on shoulfl. b•z iretrochz...as possible. However, only a bill havinf; the surr,ort of CPI5Option (I)) has a chznce of passing this session. 1-r.P other nrcpwzalwill probably be met by a CPB move to extend its current financing forone year.

Recommendation: All of your advisers who have been consultedon the matter -- who include Iferb Klein, Bob Finch, Len Carment,Chuck Colson, and Peter Flanigan -- join me in recommending Qption (3).We recognise that it will mean a battle, and that success in achievthgthe legislation is not certain. But we think it is the most feasible meansof achieving your expressed desire.

Approve Option (1) 
Approve Option (2) 
Approve Option (3) 
Other

cc: Mr. Ehrlichrnan
Finch
Colson • Clay T. WhiteheadFLanigan
Garment Mr. Whitehead
Klein Dr. Mansur

Mr. Scalia
DO Chron
DO Records
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Tom:

Am sending the attached
as I thouaht you might
be interested.

JW
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888 16th Strcot. NW.. Washington. D C. 20006. Phone: 202/293-G1GO

1345 Avenue of the Americas. New York. N.Y. 10019. Phone: 212/582-2020
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October 7, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR BOARD OF DIRECTORS.

FROM:

SUBJECT:

John W. Macy,

"The Great American Dream Machine"

Reply to Washington

The national press in recent days has carried the story of a dispute
between PBS and NET on the matter of journa1i5tic standards as reflccd..ed
in a segment prepared for inclusion in this year's first "Great Americz.Ln.
Dream Machine." Thc segment consizted of report by Paul Jacobs cur.-
cerning allegations that the FBI and certain local police agencies had
employed -- or attempted to employ -- young men as provocateurs,
including in their assignments such acts as arson, bombing, and murder.
It Was deleted at the insistence of PBS. The rca son was that, in the opinion
of PBS and its consultants, thesegrnent as originally offered dfl rt present
evidence that could support the conclusions reached. A revision was com-
pleted too late for proper review by PBS and the stations.

Since the subject was principally the FBI, and since there have been denials
by that agency, there has been in some quarters a tendency to believe
the decision to delete was in iesponse to government pressure. I want to
assure you that neither CPB nor PBS was.contacted by any federal entity
about this program. Furthermore, the story has not been killed; PBS has
made it clear that if NET can provide adequate documentation, the subject
is worthy Of much more than a short segment in a magazine program.

The procedure followed by PBS is made clear in the release which is attached.

In the meantime, WNET (Channel 13 in New York) has decided to transmit
the revised version of the segment on Friday, October 8 at 8:00 p.m.
followed by 45 minutes of discussion.

While this was handled as a matter that lies primarily within the PBS ar.ea
of responsibility, Mr. Gunn and his staff kept Mr. Witherspoon and me ftst.11y
Informed,' and they discussed the situation with us prior to their first
meeting with NET.'



TO:. All SLotion Managers, Program 1.1a:-kgers, ,ind Promotion Managers

FROM: Ed Morris, Director of Public :nformat.:.on 10/G/71

Re: Great Amorican Dream Machine

Press release given to the national p::ess:

The Public Droadcasting Service (PBS) late ym:Lerday temporarily ordcredthe replaccment of a controversial se,lunt of the NET pro:lucca "GreaLAmerican Dream Machine."

The order was ir=ed by rns (upon NET':; refusol to. voluntarily v!itilzaw)to replace an "investigative report on the F1;:!" produced by Paul J.-.0c).1until rug could have further time to rc!view the ncw version and prnvicsyfor station m;.r.- ers of the network.

Gerald Slater, General Manager of PBS, said that the original NET prr:jramhad bcnreceived only two weeks before iLz broadcast date. Slater 1:aid thatas soon as network officials had screened the oriclinal segn2nt, whicii includeinterviews with three young men who accuse FBI agents and police officials ofencouraging them to commit various felonies including arson, 1:ombing andmurder, PBS contacted NET regarding documentation for the segment.

According to Slater, on Friday, October 1, he and Hartford N. Gunn, Jr.,President of PCS, had gone to New York frc:m Washington, D.C. to outline toJames Day; President of the Educational Ilioadcasting Corponktion, parent ofNET, and other NET officials, the problems which PBS and it; consultants 113dfound in screening the original version and asked NET to revise the program.

Mr. Slater said that he had advised William Kobin, Vice President for Pro-gramming at NET, that he felt it would be irresponsible to put the reporton the air without appropriate documentation. The original program waslacking in sufficient documentation to be considered a full and fair pre-sentation of the facts. Indeed, on Friday afternoon, Gunn offered N1.:T theMonday Special of the Week slot for a program on the subject of thc.FBIreport, if full and fair documentation could be provided.

Slater reported that NET's new script, for "updating" the segment wassubmitted to him in. two parts, the first dictated to his office at noon andthe second.portion\AA 4:30 p.m. on Tuesday, October 5,
0
At 6:00 p:m., on TuFsaay, Mr. Slater Called. Mr. Kobin and asked that the seg-ment be replaced toniorarily to enable PBS to have sufficient time to analyzethe proposed changes in the new version"; see the revised tape and previewit for the member stations of PBS.. .

Slater-said that no final decision on the dispo3ition of the segment had beenmade. He pointed out that the charges made were very serious and that thusfar the documentation still seemed to be insufficient to overcome the 'criticalflaws that appeared in the presentation. As of this time PBS has not receivedthe new version of the segment.

END

End of Transmission
Taped 6:00 p.m. 10/6/71

Mb •11k

• •

•



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFIrr ric "Pr? c- II. ,•:!r: A T •IS nr:11 !Cy

wASHINCTON, 0.C. 20503

October 15, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR TI- M PRESIDENT

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Peter Flanigan

Clay T. Whitehead I/
12#

Public Broadcasting

DIRECTOR

You have ex-pressed serious concern over our failure to reform the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB), and over CPBts continued
sponsorship of slanted public affairs programming. We have conducted
a thorough review of the situation, including a number of discussions
with our friends on the CPB Board.

The Problem: To achieve your goals, with some lasting impact, we
must first replace the cur7ent CPB management 'and assure its control
by the Board, and second, find new arrangements for funding public
television. Neither step will be easy, and both will require us to take
some political heat.

First, controlling the management of CPB is difficult because the Public
Broadcasting Act purposely structured it to minimize executive branch
influence. CPB is theoretically governed by an independent Board, with
members appointed to fixed terms with Senate confirmation. In fact,
however, it is the full-time management, headed by John Macy, that
really runs CPB and controls the money. The part-time Board is only
marginally effective, in part because all the members are convinced
CPB is a great thing. • \

Second, it is difficult to control CPB by cutting 1.3ack their funds because
tl_21y. have all the discretion on how funds are disbursed. Public affairs
programming is not a large part of their activity, and there is wide •
public and Congressional support for the popular "Sesame Street," drug
abuse shows used in high schools, and the like. A cut in CPB funding
cannot be targeted specifically at public affairs programs, and would
force a cutback in these other areas. It would also cause a reduction in
support for local educational TV stations (in 223 Congressional districts),
since that also goes through CPB.



This Fiscal Year: OMB thinks CPB appropriations are mandatory spend-
ing over which we have no legal control. Even if we are willing to make
a test of OMB's authority to withhold funds, there is no effective way to
cut funds substantially for this fiscal year, since $30 million of the
$35 million appropriation has already been disbursed. Furthermore, CPB
has already made block grants to independent programming organizations
which have in turn already funded the objectionable programs. Thus, there
is no way to control CPB's disbursement of its funds this year either. The
best we can do is to reduce these programs after June 30, by taking over
the Board.

Controlling the Board: We have now appointed eight of the fifteen Board
members, but because of various political pressures at the time, only
four orlive can be counted on to help us replace CPB management and
redirect the programming emphasis. We can take over the Board next
April when you have five appointments to make. All your advisers agree
that Fred Malek should start now to find five tough-minded appointees
who will vote with us to fire John Macy and his top staff and replace them
with suitable people. Malek agreed to do this; we will then attempt to get
these appointees by Senators Magnuson and Pastore, both of whom have
a strong affection for CPS.

Funding Alternatives: There has been pressure since CPB was established
for greatly increased funding under "permanent" financing; and your lasi
budget promised a plan for "improved" financing arrangements. The
Congress is calling for an Administration plan this session. We have to
adopt some legislative postUre on funding arrangements. There are
three major options:

0 tion 1): Negotiate with CPB a cornnromise financinc bill that
would increase its funds, but decrease its relative importance within
public television as a whole by providing direct grants to local stations 
which have hitherto been dependent on CPB for Federal funds. This is
the option most likely to pass the Congress without a fight, and the
increased funding could conceivably be used as a lever to induce the
present CPB Board to replace Pace and Macy •immediately. We understand,
however, that you want no increase in CPB funds under any circumstances
This option therefore is not recommended by any of your advisers.

Option 12): Seek legislation to cut CPB funds drastically and to 
exclude CPB from ublic affairs ro ramming. This is most consistent
with your goal, but in our judgment it could not pass the Congress even
with a major fight. It is, therefore, not favored by any of your advisers.



aption (3): Seek legislation to establish a basic new structure for 
public broadcasting -- (a) removing CPB from the business of networkinc,
and of  rovicling funds for local stations: (b) maldna a drastic cut in CPS' s 
budget and initiating direct Federal operating sunport for local stations:
and (c) excluding CPB from public affairs programming. This is favored
by most of your advisers as the approach closest to your objective that
we could get through the Congress. John Ehrlichman, however, has no
strong feelings on any legislative options, since he doubts any significant
reform supported by us could pass in the election-year environment; he
therefore emphasizes the necessity of gaining control of the Board. You
should be aware that this option does nothing to avoid renewed Ford/NET
domination of public affairs programming, but we feel that problem could
better be dealt with in the context of the Internal Revenue Code rules
governing foundation activities and size. Chuck Colson favors proccedinc,
with this option only if the funding for public broadcasting as a whole is
not substantially increased above its FY '72 level. Your other advisers
feel that the legislation cannot be passed unless the drastic cut in CPB
funds and the basic restructuring of the system are accompanied by some
substantial increase in what the local stations receive, beyond what they
now get from CPB.

Recommendations:

L Take control of the CPB Board next April with five tough-minded
new Directors, and have them vote a new Chairman and fire the present
CPB senior staff. (Recommended by Ehrlichman, Flanigan, Whitehead,
Klein, Colson, Finch and Garment):

Approve  Disapprove

U. Seek legislation to establish a new structure for CPB as
proposed in option (3) above:

A. With no increase in funding for public broadcasting as a whole above
the FY '72 level of $35 million given to CPB, except up to an extra
$5 million if needed to confirm our new CPB appointees. (Recommendedby Colson.)

Approve  Disapprove

B. With such increased funding of public broadcasting as a whole as maybe necessary to gain passage by Congress -- up to total funding of$50 million, no more than $20 million of which will go to CPB.
(Recommended by Flanigan, Whitehead, Klein, Finch, and Garment.)

Approve   Disapprove



NEM.

October 20,

REMORANDUM FOR MR. FLANIGAS

I have attached still one r:ore revisio.i in L:y cJrt Lo
acccmodate all concerns anJ points of view on ttc 5S1C.
for the IlLcsiCc.nt cn CI.B. 1 it is a .ct-ter c.

have tried to ;,c. objective aiout
oction aad the old Oi.tion we we;:c CCL tiCiA,1;%.L '

tLcpuLlic aZZair2

Since Springer's option ileN;er has ap,..eali-zd to
it seems to me worse tLaa a fall an
Lmplement our reforms, I see no rc:azie.-1 to
all (except Ctuck) coma out on tt-; leccrx;.endatiQ.-..

Again, while I feel this is a Letter ii.emo for tz..c;
I really uonJer if either yuu or I Lc.lcfit frot.
the one thgt is now in the President's office. I will tlave.t
your ju(41rent.

If, upon reflection, you seriously feel that Springer's o7tion
is appropriate, I think it would be Lest for .you to Lave
draft for your signature a revislon of oy rem to Leflcct
I feel, however, that I have to go on record as strongly
favoring what was Option (3) in the old memo and is now
Option (4) in the now memo, with or without the public affairs
prohibition variation. I fully recognize the importance of
the short run, Peter, and I Share the President's concerns.
But we, will got further with a slightly progressive imase
this field than with a regressive image. And, both personally
and institutionally. I have to point out that there is a
secondary objective for the longer runs Public broadcasting
is always going to he heavily weighted with those of liberal
and far left persuasions—they will make it a BBC unless we
build in some reforms before it gets too big.

Attachment

CTW/dgm
FILE CC: Mr. Scalia

Dr. Mansur

Clay T. Whitehead

Mx. Whitehead (2) DO Chron
DO Records



OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY
.EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20504

October 20, 1971

ME.MORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

THROUGH: Peter Flanigan
1

FROM: Clay T. Whitehead

SUBJECT: Public Broadcasting

DIRECTOR

You have expressed serious concern over our failure to reform the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB), and over CPB's con-
tinued sponsorship of slanted public affairs programming. (See Tab A
for details of the current situation.) We have conducted a thorough
review of the situation, including a number of discussions with our
friends on the CPB Board. This memorandum sets out the problem and
our recommendations.

The Problem:

We all share your intense displeasure with the slanted public affairs
commentary on public television and especially the use of Government
funds through CPB to support such programming. But you should be
aware of some unpleasant facts that severely limit our freedom to take
corrective action. Attached at Tab B is a list of the most important
limitations we face and pertinent background.

The upshot of this situation for the short rIni is that there is no way to
deprive any of the offensive commentators of Federal funding this fiscal
year. Even if we could do so, they would continue to receive heavy
support from NET or other sources. Short of carefully prepared public
embarrassment (which might be arranged for Vanocur), we will have to
rely on careful s ruiany of commentators' objectivity by our friends among
the public and ofi the CPB Board. Beginning with the next fiscal year, two
steps are nece sary to achieve your objectives: (1) taking control of the
CPB Board and replacing CPB top management; and (2) adopting a position
on future CPB funding.

••
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Controlling the Board:

We have now appointed eight of the fifteen Board members, but because
of political pressures at the time of appointment, only four or five can be
counted on to help us replace CPB management and redirect the pro-
gramming emphasis. We can take over the Board next April when you
have five appointments to make. All your advisers agree that Fred Valek
should start now to find five tough-minded appointees who will support ycu.r
objectives. We will then attempt to get these appointees by Senators
Magnuson and Pastore for confirmation. Replacement of the CPB anazo-
ment and control of the Board may enable us to eliminate, or at least
drastically reduce, support for the offensive commentators at the end of
this fiscal year (next summer)..

Our friends on the current CPB Board must be made to see the importance
of their diligent oversight of public affairs programs funded directly or
indirectly by CPB and the necessity of calling CPB management to task
when those programs are slanted. You should meet with them soon to
emphasize your concern.

Future Funding:

CPB must have an authorization for FY 73 in order to meet the appropria-
tions process next spring. Congress has been expecting and is calling for
an Administration financing "plan" for the future. If we do nothing, CPB
will ask for and get a one-year authorization. We must now adopt some
posture on these future funding arrangements. There are four major options:

Option (I): Seek legislation to cut. CPB funds drastically and to 
exclude CPB from public affairs programming. This is most consistent
with your goal, but in our judgment it could not pass the Congress even
with a. major fight. It is, therefore, not favored by any of your advisers.

Option (2): Negotiate with CPB a compromise financing bill that
would increase its funds, but decrease its relative importance within public 
television as a whole by providing direct grants to local stations which have
hitherto been dependent on CPB for Federal funds. This is the option most
likely to pass the Congress without a fight, and the promise of increased
funding might be used as a lever to induce Pace and Macy to resign
immediately. It would also facilitate confirmation of our Board appoint-
ments in April. We understand, however,. that you want no increase in
CPB funds under any circumstances. This option therefore is not
recommended by any of your advisers.

• Option (3): Make no legislative proposals at all. Congressman
Springer suggests this strategy, forcing GPB into a one-year extension
where their funds could be kept at or near the current $35 million.
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However, we would face the problem again -- at this time next year -- and
would have to seek another one-year extension to get us through the election.
The Administration would look mildly anti-public broadcasting, and the
Democrats might try to make a campaign issue of it, raising the CPB funds

With all the local stations supporting them, they might getappreciably.
significant increases through in spite of our opposition.

Option (4): Seek legislation now to establish a basic new structure 
for public broadcasting -- (a) removing. CPB from the business of nctv..or.:inc,
and of  rovicling funds for local stations: (b) making a drastic cut in CPB's 
budget; and (c) initiating direct Federal oneratinr, surmort for local stations.
This option is designed to take the initiative (recognizing the local stations'
resentment of CPB's central role) and to divert, by law, most of the funds
and power to the local stations so that CPB will not become an American BBC.

The majority of your advisers favor Option (4) because it gives us a posi-
tive initiative rather than a negative posture and provides a useful control
on CPB expansion for the longer run. It could also help us convince Pace
and Macy to resign soon. and facilitate Board confirmations in April. John
Ehrlichman doubts any significant reform can pass in the election year
environment, and therefore has no strong feelings on any legislative options.
Chuck Colson favors Option (4) only if total funding for CPB and local
stations is held close to the current CPB level. Your other advisers
(Whitehead, Flanigan, Finch, Klein, and Garment) feel that without
$10-15 million more for the local stations there would be no chance of
station support for this reform, and therefore no chance of passing Congress.
Even with local station support, passage of this option is not certain, but
failure would leave us no worse than Option (3), and we would be in a better
position to resist large funding increases proposed by the Democrats during
the election year and to push for larger reforms after the election.

You should realize that none of these options will completely preclude the
use of Federal money for public affairs programming. Options (3) and (4)
will minimize it over the short run while we control the Board and the
management, and Option (4) makes it more difficult later for a Democratic
administration to revitalize CPB. A statutory prohibition of the use of
Federal funds for public affairs programming is the only true solution and
might be introduced, but we feel it stands no chance of passing the Congress.

You should also be aware that none of these options will affect Ford/NETand other non-Government support of the offensive public affairs com-
mentaries. Indeed, a drastic cutback of Federal support for such activitiesjust invites increased Ford support. However, we feel that this problem offoundation support is best handled later, through revision of the Internal
Revenue Code to limit foundation activities and size.
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Recommendations:

Take control of the Board in April with five new tough-
minded Directors. Replace Macy, lace, and other top
management as soon as possible. (Unanimously
recommended.)

Approve  Disapprove

I. A. Adopt Option (4) for funding with extra funds for local stations
up to total funding of $50 million, no more than $20 million of
which will go to CPB. Use this as leverage to get Pace and
Macy to resign immediately. (Recommended by Whitehead,
Flanigan, Klein, Finch, and Garment.)

or B.

Approve  Disapprove 

Adopt Option .(4) with no increase in public broadcasting beyond
what the Democrats may succeed in forcing for CPB.
(Recommended by Colson.)

a
Approve  Disapprove 

or C. Other

Attachments



Current Public Broadcastincz Activities 
in Public Affairs and "Commentary" Programminr, 

According to the rublic Broadcasting Service (rES) -- the network arm of
CPB -- 40 percent of its current network schedule is devoted to public
affairs and "commentary-type" programming. These programs include
the Bill Moyers news series "This Week," "Black Journal," a half-hour
commentary and analysis series, and six special documentaries, which
are all produced by NET in New York. PBS will also be distributing the
Vanocur and MacNeil "news" programs produced by the new National
Public Affairs Center for Television (NPACT), which is funded by CPB
and Ford Foundation and is headed by Jim Karayn, the ex-chief of NET' s
Washington Bureau. NPACT will also produce the Liz Drew interview
show. Agronsky's "commentary" program is not done by NPACT, but
is produced by the Washington ETV station, which receives $500,000
of CPB support.

PBS also feeds two other public affairs programs to its network of stations --
Bill Buckley's "Firing Line," produced by South Carolina ETV, and "The
Advocates," produced by the Boston and Los Angeles stations. These two
programs always present juxtaposed viewpoints on public issues and thereby
achieve some balance and objectivity. But the PBS schedule includes no•
program in which the moderate to conservative viewpoints are featured to
balance the Moyers/Vanocur/MacNeil/Drew/NET type of programming.

NET continues to dominate the national affairs programming of PBS despite
the fact that it has been "merged" with the New York City ETV station.
Its current operating budget of $10 million is far and away the largest of
all the public broadcast production centers. While only $4 million of its
budget comes from CPB, it also receives substantial funding from Ford
Foundation and other foundations. As a result of this large program budget,roughly half of all programs distributed nationally by PBS are funded and
produced by NET. Other national program production is spread d'rnong
seven ETV station centers -- which all compete for CPB program funds
and some Ford grants. The $4 million to NET is the largest single
programming grant CPB makes, indeed twice the next largest, and it
represents 25 percent of CPB's total budget for programming.

CPB claims to be encouraging the growth of national program productioncenters other than NET in order to decrease NET's dominance. But itseems clear by now that they have no intention of reducing the NET
support in the near future. Jack Wrather has established a committeeof the CPB Board to set program standards including objectivity in publicaffairs, but there is no evidence that this is very effective.



•
1.. OMB believes it has no legal authority to withhold money from CPB

this fiscal year. Even if it did, it has already delivered $30 million
of the $35 million appropriation. CPB has in turn already funded or
committed itself to fund the organizations supporting the offensive
commentators. The Public Broadcasting Act is now structured to
minimize Executive Branch control over CPB and its activities. We
cannot target cuts in funds to hit selectively at public affairs.

2. "Public television" has become something of a sacred cow bccause
most people associate it with educational programs like "Sesame
Street" for children, quality TV drama and the like, rather than with
the public affairs commentary we find so offensive.

3. There is considerable Congressional support for public television, since
there are local stations in 223 Congressional districts. Senators
Magnuson and Pastore regard themselves as the fathers of CPB and
chair the appropriations and authorizations subcommittees, respectively.
CPB and the Hill are thinking of ultimate federal funding levels over
$100 million annually. There continues to be support for "perrnannt"
financing, and your last budget promised "improved" financing arrange-
ments would be introduced this year.

4. This Administration has consistently increased the CPB budget ($5
million in FY 69 to $35 million. in FY 72), emphasizing the educational
side. CPB, however, has emphasized popular programming and public
affairs. They have increased NET funding from $1 million in FY 69 to

• $4 million in FY 72 in spite of your explicit wishes to the contrary. Our
•- friends on the Board are supportive of most CPB activities and growth,

and want only to try to bring more balance to CPB programming.

5. While the local stations are unhappy with the domination of public
television programming by CPB and NET, they are hard pressed for
funds and will support CPB against any efforts to reduce federal funds
for public television. CPB emphasizes public affairs programming on
national issues and is advertising extensively to build an audience for
its prime time programming. The local stations, on the other„hand,
are more attuned to local needs and are heavily oriented towards non-
controversial educational and instructional programming. A national
public television programming organization such as CPB will always
attract management and talent of a liberal and far-left persuasion.
Unless some reforms are made in the Public Broadcasting Act, CPB
will always have the potential to be and will slowly (or not so slowly)
grow into a U.S. version of the BBC under the constant nurturing of
the Democrats.
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To:

From:

Subject

"FOR EYES ONLY" 
OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20504

December 23, 1971

Mr. Whitehead

Antonin Scalia

Corporation for Public Broadcasting

I have attached an analysis of the current plan beingconsidered for the CPB Board of Directors. After. givina it- agood deal of thought, I have concluded that the most likelyeventuality is that the plan will fail and the Administration'srole will become public knowledge. Naturally, this is theworst possible development, but its likelihood argues forexceptional discretion and caution on our part.

Since my initial recommendation to abandon this plan hasbeen rejected, at the very least I urge you to point out tothe White House staff all of the risks and difficulties outlinedin the attached analysis: If, in the end, you have to go alongwith this approach, your acquiescence should be given reluctantly.I do not think it is an overstatement to say that OTP's futuredepends on how you handle this matter. The more you can do todissociate yourself from this particular "initative," the morelikely it becomes that OTP will survive.

Attachment

4

"FOR EYES ONLY"



Analysis of Current Plan for CPB
Board of Directors 

If the Board approves and the link to the Administration does
not become public knowledge:

The description of forbidden programming is unavoidablyimprecise and susceptible of varying interpretations inimplementation.

- ••••

.40, MEP

•=• OND

41•1. 44D

Because of this imprecision and the infrequent attentionDirectors can give to CPB matters, it will be extremelydifficult to enforce the prohibition.

In light of the above, it will take a virtually completeoverhaul of both the CPB and PBS staffs to get peoplewho are sympathetic with the Board's prohibition, inorder to make it work.

Even assuming the highly uncertain success of this approach,it will be a very short-term and ephemeral victory. Theplan depends upon people for its success and the peoplewill change with a change in Administrations. This Admin-istration would thus have no lasting impact on the futuredirection for public broadcasting.

II. If the Board approves and the link to Administration becomespublic knowledge:

Al]. of the difficulties noted above will pertain. More-over, there will be a considerable number of additionalproblems.

Administration critics in the press and in the Congresswill have a field day embarrassing the President at a
time when he is most vulnerable, i.e., at the opening of hiscampaign for reelection. The Administration "heavy-handedhostility to the media" will become a campaign issue, givingearly momentum to the President's opponents.

If the Administration's role becomes known, it will be
difficult, if not impossible, to dissociate OTP. This
would in all likelihood have serious, adverse consequencesfor future policy development by the Office, not only inthe public broadcasting area, but in most fields in whichOTP is involved. OTP's efforts would thenceforth have apolitical "taint" and its motives would be suspect.
Congressional funding support would diminish, and many ofOTP's responsibilities might be transferred to Commerce.
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11. If the plan fails and the link to the Administration becomespublic knowledge:

All of the problems outlined above would be exacerbated,since criticism for high-handedness would be supplementedby contempt for failure.

41MI.

IV. If the plan fails and the link to the Administration does not_become public knowledge:

••■•

The Administration will have lost valuable time inachieving its immediate objective, and its subsequentefforts would probably have to be undertaken in a climateless hostile to CPB than that which happens to exist atpresent.

The Administration will, however, at least remain "whole,"so as to be able to make a long-term, profound impact onthe direction to be taken by public broadcasting; thePresident will have been spared embarrassment at a criticaltime; and OTP will retain the credibility and Congressionalsupport necessary to enable constructive policy-making forthe electronic media.



NATIONAL
PUBLIC AFFAIRS
CENTER FOR TELEVISION

1 FARRAGUT SQUARE SOUTH N
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20(136

(202) 638-I 2:14

November 4, 1971

Mr. Clay T. whitehead, Director
Office of Telecommunications
Policy

Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. C. 20504

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

I am writing you in the hone of eliminating some apparent misccn-ceptions about NPACT's role within public television and its
programming plans that were indicated by your references to us
in your October 20 NAEB Convention speech.

First, NPACT was not formed to "centralize" all national public
affairs programming for public television. National public
affairs programming will be provided this year from many diverse
production sources, including NET ("This Week," "Black Journal,"
"Great American Dream Machine"), SECA ("Firing Line"), WGBH and
KCET ("The Advocates"), and KQED ("World Press"). The "autonomy"
of these centers will not be threatened by NPACT, nor will local
station public affairs programming be preempted or diminished
because of its creation.

To the contrary, one of the primary aims of NPACT's formation
was to provide even more diversity in the sources and formats
for public affairs presentations on public television. As you
know, prior to the Carnegie Commission Report, NET had for
fifteen years dominated public television's public affairs pro-
gramming. Even with the strengthening of other national produc-
tiom center offerings in this field during the past few years,
NET still controlled much of public television's political
public affairs coverage and most of its special events coverage
through its Washington Bureau, which I formerly headed. Now
NPACT has taken over this responsibility, creating another
public affairs source to compete with NET and to complement the
efforts of other national production centers around the country
to provide diversity in public affairs programming. This
development is precisely what was envisaged and encouraged by
the Carnegie Commission Report In its national program produc-
tion proposals.
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Secondly, the Center was not formed to create a "network newr;
program" patterned on the commercial network nightly newscrt
model. As you well 1.-.now, there are just not sufficient resources,
in either personnel, facilities, or funds, presently available to
public television to allow it to consider beginning this type of
programming. or is it likely that public television would
develop such resources, or wish to commit ther in this m,7,nni-r, in
the foreseeable future. In addition, I am personally oppose to
public television attempting tc imitate the commercial networ::7
in duplicating this type of nightly news programming.

Finally, I would like to make clear that neither tr.. Vanccur
Mr. Friendly have or will set any of the programming policicu of
NPACT. Sander Vanocur and Robert 7AacNeil were hired as NPC' cor-
respondents because of their knowledge of the American ro1itic711
process and their extensive backgrounds and expertise in LroJld-
cast journalism, not to dictate NFACT's programninc:. PACT pro-
gramming is not dictated by one person cr a srall group of irei-
viduals with a particular philosophical viewpoint or journalistic
background. We have attempted to put together a production stE.ff
composed of experienced professionals in television journalism
from all parts of the country, with widely varying backgrounds
in both commercial and noncommercial broadcasting.

Nor has Fred Friendly been involved in NPACT's programming deci-
sions. During my years with NET, since 1964, and during the past
five months that I have spent organizing NPACT, I have been con-
sistently impressed with the unwavering restraint exercised by
the Ford Foundation in general, and Yr. Friendly in particular,
in not getting involved in public television's programming deci-
sions. As one of the pioneers and most distinguished practi-
tioners of television journalism, Mr. Friendly's suggestions are
always welcome, but they are neither offered nor taken as mandates
from a "sponsor." Further, to clarify the record, NPACT's funding
comes jointly, and in approximately equal proportion, from the
Ford Foundation and the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

I would like to speak at greater length with you personally about
any or all of these subjects, and to acquaint you with the type
of programming NPACT is planning for the coming year. I hope
you will speak with Ambassador Bush about his reactions to our
four-day coverage of the U. N. China debate and vote. As you
may know, we provided an hour and forty-five minutes of live
coverage of the critical vote while the commercial networks were
still tuned to their normal weeknight schedule. We hope in the
coming months to provide much more of this type of.extended
special events coverage, which public television can and should
provide to fill the gaps in commercial network coverage of such
events. We intend to cooperate with and to make active use of
the resources of other production centers and local public tele-
vision stations in providing this and other forms of public
affairs coverage.



In summary, we hope that NPACT programming will provide a new
capability for public television -- not by replacing the rublic
affairs capability and autonomy of either the other production
centers or the local stations, but by working with ther to
increase the diversity and vitality of public television
journalism.

I look forward to meeting with you at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Jim Karayry .
Vice President ,Ine
General ManageiN:

cc: Herb Klein



THE NATIONAL PUBLIC AFFAIRS BROADCAST CENTER

The National Public Affairs Broadcast Center offers the first

opportunity to explore in a careful 6d planned way new aspects

of public affairs programming for public television.

The Center offers the chance to study and plan departures from

standard programming, to innovate, and to build on the best of

the past.

•

A modest beginning and a steady and logical growth are in order

for the Center. It must be able to develop a sense of style and

self-confidence qualities which do not come easily. It must be

courageous, intelligent, witty and shrewd. But it must also

operate with self-restraint and common sense and with an understand-

ing. of where it fits in the scheme of things in public television.

The Center will be a production organization in its awn right,

but it must be more than that. It will suggest ideas and develop

proposals, and it will work with other production centers and

stations on programming. •

The Center needs a small but excellent staff. Primarily, it must

recruit an experienced correspondent of national reputation. In

addition, it must recruit a talented staff of professionals of the

highest caliber.
. •
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The Center's program commitment must begin almest immediately.

It will take On responsibility for production in three areas of

existing programming: (1) "Washington Week in Review"; (2)

"Thirty Minttes With..." and (3) the Washington special events

coverage previously produced by NET.

But the Centcr also should take on a major programming challenge

of its own making and design. First, that challenge should involve

a weekly political series during the 1972 election year. Second,

it should evolve into a nightly public affairs series, beginning in

early 1973, 18 months after the creation of the Center.

Creditable work on these two projects will establish and solidify

the Center. It will define the role and purpose of. the Center.

And it will give a sense of direction to an area of public television

programming now murky and confused.

These projects will test the mettle of the Center, of its anchorman

and of its staff. Meeting these weekly deadlines will meld the team

together in a way that occasional specials could never do. The

experience gained from producing these series also will serve as a

major testing ground for evaluating the feasibility of taking the'.

even larger step into the production of a national nightly news

broadcast.

41**********************************
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•

The 1972 election year, critical in America politics, is also

critical for public television. It is imperative that public

television provide strong political coverage -- stronger, more

continuous and more comprehensive than commercial networks --

or risk sliding back down into oblivion on political reporting.

The Center's coverage will begin with a major special in November,

one year before election night '72. A second special in December

will close out the year and set the stage for the first weekly

program in January.

The series will cover issues and personalities, voter attitudes and

profiles (especially those of the new 18-year-old voter), party

affairs and machinery, regional and special interest views, candidate

selection and the conventions, significant Congressional and mayoral

races, the primaries and the Presidential election itself. The

series will cover the What, to be sure. But it will concentrate on

the How and the Why. It will seek to bring meaning and perspective

to the viewer's understanding of the political process, and hopefully

encourage him to get out and vote.

***********************************

•
Alter the elections,'the Center should be able to move logically

into its-next major project.
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Early in 1973, the Center will inaugurate a weakly series, five

nights a week, presenting the best in original public affairs

programming from the entire network. It will be live from

Washington and across the country.

The Center's correspondent will anchor the series and the Center

will coordinate, but not necessarily undertake, all production.

The programs will not be nightly news broadcastr, although they

will contain news items. They will be more flexible, less costly

and more unpredictable than the standard news programs.

A typical show will open with the Center's anchorman presenting

a brief summary of news items of the day.

Each night, the body of the program will contain a different

element. One night, it may be a documentary; the next, a national

speakout with audiences in studios around the country firing ques-

tions at a leading personality in the news; the next, a panel of

distinguished journalists might analyze the news in the format of

'Washington Week in Review': the next, an intensive interview might

be conducted in a format similiar to "Thirty Minutes With .

'The President's Men."

The program will close each night with an incisive commentary by

one of a select team of leading editors from around the nation.

•

•



The Center must always be alert and ready to move forward, boldly

but prudently, into new areas of public affairs programming not

yet explored. That exploration can extend to the farthest reaches

of the nation and to all facets of its social machinery and

political processes.

The Center must try to put the events of our time in better

perspective. It must do regular investigative reporting whenever

events occur that are insufficiently illuminated by the media or

public officials.

Many observers believe that within the next few years, television

will gain access to hitherto forbidden areas in our government:

f1.01.10

SWIM.

More committees of the Senate and House will be open

to television coverage as a matter of course.

Floor debate in the Senate and House eventually

will follow. •

Hearings before key, regulatory agencies will be

televised.

Supreme Court arguments and decisions will be
•

televised, although this may be the last stronghold

of resistence.
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it is both logical and desirable that public television be in

the forefront of these developments.

The National Public Affairs Broadcast Center can and should share

in providing that leadership.

• • ...P..; i•

a.

•
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12:30 Mr. Whitehead acheduled a meeting with Frank Pace at-5t0
on Tuesday, Nov. 9.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE CP T;IE PRESIDL'IT
OFFICE Of TELECOmmtiniC,ti.:GriS POLICY

wASHINC TON, '40504

November 15, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Clay T. Whitehead

SUBJECT: Public Broadcasting

DIR ECT'

You have expressed serious concern over our failure to reform
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB) and over CPBiscontinued sponsorship of slanted public affairs programming.
(See Tab A for details of the current situation.) I have
conducted a thorough review of the problem, including discus-
sions with key senators and congressmen, various segments of
the public broadcasting industry, and our friends on the CPB
Board. This memorandum sets forth my analysis of the problem
and recommendations for its solution.

The immediate goal is to eliminate slanted public affairs pro-gramming on public television as thoroughly and quickly as
possible. The longer range and more fundamental goal is to
reverse the current trend of CPB toward becoming a BBC-like
fourth network supported by public funds, which inevitablywould reflect the taste, politics, and morality of the nationalartistic and intellectual elite. Unfortunately, neither of thesegoals can be achieved easily. (See Tab B for background.)

Elimination of Slanted Programming 

There are two approaches to achieving the immediate goal insofaras the use of Federal funds is involved: (a) a drastic cutbackof funds for CPB, and (b) a redirection of CPB's expenditures.
It is an unpleasant fact that neither of these approaches can
succeed this fiscal year. OMB advises that we have no authority
to withhold any funds appropriated to CPB; in any event, almost
all of the $35 million appropriated for FY72 has been disbursed
to CPB and has been irreversibly committed by CPB to programming
organizations. There are, however, several steps we can take tocorrect this situation over the next year:

1. Induce the programmers themselves to keep some balance, underpressure of criticism from our friends on the CPB Board and
among the general public. Peter Flanigan and I will meet soonwith our loyal Board members to emphasize the serious concern.



2. Replace Frank Pace and John Macy. We would try to do this
immediately by telling them they have lost the confidence
of the Administration and thereby have become obstacles to
the progress of public television; our loyal friends on the
CPB Board can help in this appeal. If this is not success-
ful, we would have them voted out next year after getting
firm control of the Board. Fred Malek will begin recruiting
for their replacements as soon as your approval for this
move is gained.

3. Take more effective control of the CPB Board. Although we
have now appointed eight of the fifteen members, because of
political pressures at the time of appointment, only four
or five can be counted on to help us. We can take more
effective control over the Board next April when you have
five appointments to make. This will enable us to reduce
drastically the CPB funding of the offensive co=mentators
effective next summer.

4. Build more actively the public case against CPB progra=ming
bias through speeches by friends in the Congress, selected
columns, and my speeches.

Redirection of Public Broadcastinqi 

Even with a loyal Board and top management at CPB, there are .
limits to the change that is possible within the current structureof the Public Broadcasting Act. No matter how firm our controlof CPB management, public television at the national level willalways attract liberal and far-left producers, writers, and
commentators. We cannot get the Congress to eliminate CPB, toreduce funds for public television, or to exclude CPB from publicaffairs programming. But we can reform the structure of public
broadcasting to eliminate its worst features.

There is, and has always been, a deep division within public broadcasting over the extent of national control versus local stationcontrol. Many local stations resent the dominance of CPB and NET.This provides an opportunity to further our philosophical and
political objectives for public broadcasting without appearing tobe politically motiviated.

We stand to gain substantially from an increase in the relativepower of the local stations. They are generally less liberal,and more concerned with education than with controversial nationalaffairs. Further, a decentralized system would have far lessinfluence and be far less attractive to social activists.

Therefore, we should immediately seek legislation to: (a) removeCPB from the business of networking; (b) make a drastic cut in CPSbudget; and (c) initiate direct Federal operating support for loca:stations on a matching basis.
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Senators Magnuson and Pastore have introduced a bill to extend
CPB's authorization for one year at the current level of $35
million. We think it likely that this is intended to set the
stage for a major effort next summer to increase CPB funding
significantly on a permanent basis. Supporters of CPB are
unhappy with our delay in proposing long-term financing and
are certain to press for this long-sought goal during the
election year. The Democrats are sure to seize any opportunity
to cast you as the politically motivated opponent of public
television. They will have the case they need if we combine a
vigorous takeover of CPB management with a failure to deliver the
improved financing we have promised.

We will be in a far better posture if we take the initiative
away from the Democrats with legislative proposals based on the
nonpolitical principle of localism--and do so as soon as possible
before the election. The key to the success of this approach is
to provide more Federal funding to the local stations than they
can get from CPB. We estimate that CPB could be cut back to
$20 million and that local station support for our proposals
could be bought for about $30 million. Thus Federal funding
would increase in total from $35 million currently to about
$50 million.

This approach meets both our long and short-term objectives. It
means a fight, but the fight will be conducted on solid grounds
of principle, and there is a good chance of success. Even if our
legislation does not pass next year, we will be in a better
posture than if we had not introduced it.

Recommendations

I. Take control of the CPB Board in April with five new tough-
minded Directors. Replace Macy, Pace, and other top manage-
ment with our people now.

Approve  Disapprove 

II. Seek legislation now to establish a basic new structure for
public broadcasting--(a) removing CPB from the business of
networking; (b) making a drastic cut in CPB's budget; and
(c) initiating direct Federal operating support for local
stations.

Approve  Disapprove 

"qin1



Current Public Broadcastinc! Activities 
in Public Affairs and "Commentary" Proctramminc 

According to the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) -- the network arm of

CPB -- 40 percent of its current network schedule is devoted to public
affairs and "commentary-type" programming. These programs include
the Bill Moyers news series -- "This Week; " "Black Journal," a half-hour
comMentary and analysis series; and six special documentaries, which
are all produced by NET in New York. PBS will also be distributing the
Vanocur and MacNeil "news" programs produced by the new National
Public Affairs Center for Television (NPACT), which is funded by CPB
and Ford Foundation and is headed by Jim Karayn, the ex-chief of NET's
Washington Bureau. NPACT will also produce the Liz Drew interview
show -- "30 Minutes With . . . ." Agronsky's "commentary" program is
not done by NPACT, but is produced by the Washington ETV station, which
receives $500,000 of CPB support.

PBS also feeds two other public affairs programs to its network of stations --
Bill Buckley's "Firing Line," produced by South Carolina ETV, and "The
Advocates," produced by the Boston and Los Angeles stations. These two
programs always present juxtaposed viewpoints on public issues and thereby
achieve some balance and Dbjectivity. But the PBS schedule includes no
program in which the moderate to conservative viewpoints are featured to
balance the Moyers/Vanocur/MacNeil/Drew/NET type of prograrnming.

NET continues to dominate the national affairs programming of PBS despite
the fact that it has been "merged" with the New York City ETV stations.
Its current operating budget of $10 million is far and away the largest of
all the public broadcast production centers. While only $4 million of its
budget comes from CPB, it also receives substantial funding from Ford
Foundation and other foundations. As a result of this large program budget,
roughly half of all programs distributed nationally by PBS are funded and
produced by NET. Other national program production is spread among
seven ETV station centers -- which all compete for CPB program funds
and some Ford grants. The $4 million to NET is the largest single
programming grant CPB makes, indeed twice the next largest, and it
represents 25 percent of CPB's total budget for programming. CPB claims
to be encouraging the growth of national program production centers other
than NET in order to decrease NET's dominance. But it seems clear by
now that they have no intention of reducing the NET support in the near
future. Jack Wrather has established a committee of the CPB to set
program standards including objectivity in public affairs, but there is no
evidence that this is very effective.
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MEMORANDUM 0044

CONFIDENTIAL

THE OVIIITE HOUSE

WASUINGTON

November 22, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

PETER FLANIGAN

ALVIN SNYDER

‘).)ge
01-e)e,

There are several examples of bias to help document our
case against Frank Pace and the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting. The record is clear and illustrates mismanagement
of CPB under Pace's leadership.

John Macy has divulged salaries of Sander Vanocur and
Robert MacNeil, who will co-anchor news broadcasts produced
by the National Public Affairs Center for Television (NP ACT)
in Washington. Vanocur's annual salary is $85, 000; MacNeil's
$65, 000. This comes at a time when several local public TV
stations are drastically cutting back on programming because
of financial difficulties, and it is a striking example of the abuse
and misuse of government funds going to public television.

Vanocur and MacNeil are network rejects. Both were NBC
network correspondents who were farmed out to the local NBC-TV
station in New York and later dropped. (Vanocur was the host of
NBC's "First Tuesday." He was replaced and made anchorman
of WNBC-TV's 6:00 p.m. news in New York, where he lasted two
months and "resigned to write a book." He was then hired by
PTV. MacNeil's last job was with the BBC. )

Vanocur's bias is well documented. On the David Frost Show
last .Tuly he said the President has "consistently lied" to the American

people. Vanocur said he is a bit ashamed of his role as a transmission
belt for those lies. The government, claimed Mr. Vanocur, has
used classification to cover "every kind of sin, arrogance and
obscenity--and there is none greater than Vietnam." Quizzed as
to who has the right to decide what should be published of top secret
material Vanocur spoke of the "higher law" that one must adhere to.
He said the "higher law" means to accept the legal punishment for
doing good--"Dr. King taught us that."
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Last May Vanocur told the Chicago Tribune that extending
the war into Laos and Cambodia was "stupidity." Said Vanocur:
"Every time you put a President on the air about Vietnam...we
have very little chance to say, 'it's hogwash, or 'they're lying
to you. "

Vanocur and MacNeil will host a series of weekly news broad-
casts starting in January, and will cover the political conventions
and elections. Based on Vanocur's set of biases, it is clear we
cannot expect an even break here. Nor can we expect much in the
way of objectivity from Bill Moyers, who anchors the other weekly
news broadcast carried by PBS and produced by NET.

Last week Moyers delivered a scathing attack on our efforts to
end the Vietnam war:

11... Our role on the ground (in Vietnam) may be ending but the
war is anything bk...t over for the people of Indochina. From the
privledged sanctuary of 30 thousand feet the United States intends
to carry on the war by remote control. But there'll be few pictures
of victims to stir our conscience, few American casualties to arouse
the folks at home and little solid proof for this unremitting assault
from the air will actually have much effect on the final outcome.
Several things should be said about tie way we've determined to
keep the war going: It's massive, 70 thousand tons of explosive
a month by one estimate. We've already dropped on Indochina more
bombs than we dropped in all of World War II. And right now we
are flying about as many bombing missions a day over Laos alone
as we were flying over North Vietnam when the air war there was
at its peak. It is indiscriminate, those bombs might as well be
labeled 'occupant' falling as they do at anyone who happens to be 
down there. It's costly, perhaps as much as four billion dollars a
year for the next few years just to carry on the action in the air and
that doesn't begin to measure the cost to the people of Indochina in
civilian dead and wounded, refugees, villagers, and crops; the tearing
and scarring of their way of life. We don't see or hear as much about
these costs because we certainly don't feel them as personally as we
do American casualties lit theyare occuring however out of sight.
Finally, it's questionable. respite all the bombing in the past our
political aims in Indochina seem hardly closer than they did a decade
ago. A military victory is clearly not in sight and negotiations don't
appear to be going anywhere. Air power hasn't broken the spirit or
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the purpose, it seems, of the Communists and it's not likely too...."

Moyers did not feel it necessary to report the facts: that in each
year of this Administration the U.S. air effort in Southeast Asia, whethe
measured in munitions tonnages or in attack sorties, has decreased
significantly and has tended to move away from populated areas. By
contrast, during the 1966-68 period bombing levels increased each year,
reaching a peak for the war in 1968.

Another NET program is the "Great American Dream Machine, "
which did the FBI piece. The producer of this piece, Paul Jacobs, ran
for public office in California in 196S on a ticket with Eldridge Cleaver.
Jacobs says his politics are "radical" and that he does not pretend to
keep his politics out of his writing.

A recent Dream Machine program, November 3, included an anti-
establishment song and dance number by Jane Fonda; a commentary by
satirist Andy Rooney ridiculing the President's concept of an all-voluntee
Army (Variety  described the Andy Rooney piece as "sharp and mean
enough to prompt Richard Nixon to veto the next Public TV appropriation.
an interview with screenwriter Dalton Trurnbo who pledged himself to
work against the reelection of the Presidnt (said Trumbo, "Those
(McCarthy) hearings produced a President of the United States.... A
freshman member of the committee was Richard Milhous Nixon, serv-
ing his first term in Congress. That's where he got his start before
the public eye.... I sometimes think that since Mr. Nixon was on the
committee that successfully sought to throw me out of my job, I perhaps
owe him the favor of--of return engagement, and I intend to join several
committees in 1972 to throw him out of his. "); interviews with expatriots
in Canada who are "fed up" with life in America; and several songs
spoofing super-patriotism by pop singer Don MacLean.

Abby Hoffman was featured as host of a recent WNET program,
"Free Time," November 4, on which the President's "Checkers" speech
was played. Hoffman called it the most important speech since the
Gettysburg Address.

On October 28, "Free Time" had Bobby Seale discussing Black
Panther involvement in Attica.

On October 5, 1970, PBS broadcast a program called "The Three
Ws... and Sex Education." The program was produced by NET, and
was a very one-sided picture of a highly controversial subject. It
should be noted that the TV critic for the Washington Post, Larry
Laurent, also agrees that the program was clearly
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weighted in favor of one side of the sex education controversy.
In his review on October 5, Mr. Laurent said:

"Some question may be raised about the openness of producer
McCutchen's mind. His point is that sex education is good and,
just in case any viewer misses that viewpoint, NIcCutchen repeatedly
uses flashes of Grant Wood's painting, American Gothic, to identify
what he regards as the bad guys... Like McCutchen's other work,
tonight's documentary is fast paced and makes use of contrasting
points of view. Few viewers, however, will be left any doubts
about filmmaker McCutchen's own strong convictions."

Both WNET, and the production center--NET--receive federal
funds.

Another production center, WGBH-TV in Boston, produced one
of the most striking examples of biased programming on PBS. The
program was one of the "Advocates" series, broadcast prior to last
year's May Day demonstrations in Washington. It featured seven
guests, each of whom was opposed to our efforts to end the Vietnam
war. The program invited persons to come to Wash-
ington to demonstrdte. Participants were: William Kunstler, Rennie
Davis, Howard Zinn and Roger Fisher (peace movement spokesmen),
Allard Lowenstein, Senator Phil Hart, Representative Tom O'Neil.

Moderator Michael Dukakis opened the program with a statement
underlining his bias:

"...A recent Gallup poll indicates that nearly three-quarters
of the American people favor the withdrawal of all American troops
from Vietnam by the end of this year. And yet President Nixon,
in recently announcing a slightly stepped-up increase in the rate of
withdrawal from Indochina, made it quite clear that there would be
a continued active military presence in Indochina for an unspecified
time to come. This conflict between the policy of the government
and the will or apparent will of the majority of citizens has become
the prime fact of the American political life today."

Each "Advocate," despite their stand on civil disobedience,
criticized American policy and called for large numbers of persons
to come to Washington:

Fisher: "...Mr. Davis, I think, as you've pointed out, we're
in wide agreement on the need for bringing the war to an end, and
on many of the means appropriate to doing it."
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1,... Nixon regularly lies...about Vietnam."

Hart: "I would be delighted if you have a million people
there (in Washington) at the end of the month. Or two million."

• O'Neill: "If you come to Washington, and we'd appreciate
your coming to Washington; but if you do, act responsible."

Fisher: "The war can be stopped, but it takes your action."

Zinn: "What we're trying to do in Washington is to tell people
in the country that they need in their own way to disobey the govern-
ment in every--GI's to disobey the call to \var, young people to
disobey the draft, induction notices; that's what we need."

Fisher: "We all here tonight believe that people should act,
should act to end the war in Vietnam quickly. There is no disagree-
ment about the horror, there is no disagreement that action's
required by you out there."

Moderator Dukakis: "Thank you gentlemen. During tonight's
argument, each AdVacate has strongly suggested individual action.
Either by writing your elected onicials and specuic organizations,
or by participating in forthcoming events in Washington. As a proaram,
we've always encouraged such direct individual action."

You are also aware that Martin Agronsky several weeks ago inter-
viewed anti RN film producer DeAntonio, although at that time radio
stations, commercial TV stations and newspapers refused to run ads
for this movie. DeAntonio told Agronsky that the "ultimate end of
my film, boldly put, is the political destruction of Richard Nixon."
He went on for 20 minutes of personal attacks on the President.

CONFIDENTIAL
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MEMORANDUM FOR BOB HALDEMAN

FROM: PETER FLANIG%

Our alternatives with regard to Public Broadcastina4 areall bad.

Option one is to attempt to cut the CPB budget belowthe current $35 million. This would create a donnybrook in 41lichwe might well fatally criu.le nublic broadcasting but in tileprocess would alienate awi-ie people who approve of the educationaland cultural activities of CPB. More importantly, we would givecredence to those who are claiming the Administration is attemptingto impose censorship on the media. In any event, the consideredjudgment is that Congress would approve $35 million for CPB in the'73 fiscal year.

Option two attempts to bypass the central organizationand give funds directly to local independent public broadcastingstations. To hope for success in this approach would involveincreasing CPB funds from the $35 million to $45 million level infiscal '73. This money would be diffused among the many independentstations, but those stations, which are Largely owned by educationalinstitutions, are probably as liberal as the central board. Inaddition, this could only be accomplished at the price of a battlein which the Administration would be cast as anti-public broadcastingand anti-media.

The third option is suggested by Tom Moore, one of ourfew strong Board members. He points out that nothing can be donewith regard to fiscal '72, as the funds are already committed. Hefurther points out that no doubt private funds would be forthcomingfor most of the programs in the news and public affairs area, whichwe find offensive. Nevertheless, he recommends the following:
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20504

November 24, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR

Mr. H. R. Haldeman
The White House

DIRECTOR

With the controversy between the Administration and the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting becoming more visible, you might be interested
in what we are doing behind the scenes on the Vanocur/MacNeil situation.

After Vanocur and MacNeil were announced in late September, we planted
with the trade press the idea that their obvious liberal bias would reflect
adversely on public television. We encouraged other trade journals and
the general press to focus attention on the Vanocur appointment. Public
television stations throughout the country were unhappy that once again
they were being given programs from Washington and New York without
participating in the decisions. My speech criticizing the increasing
centralization of public television received wide coverage and has widened
the credibility gap between the local stations and CPB. It also has
brought more attention to the acknowledged liberal bias of CPB and
NPACT.

We then began to encourage speculation about Vanocur's and MacNeil's
salaries. As a result of the increasing public controversy, several •
reporters and Congressman Lionel Van Deerlin asked CPB to release
the salaries. Macy refused, but after pressure increased, quietly made
it known that Vanocur receives a salary of $85,000 a year and Robert
MacNeil $65,000.

We plan to do two things in the next few weeks to continue to call
attention to balance on public television, especially NPACT. We will
quietly solicit critical articles regarding Vanocur's salary coming from
public funds (larger than that of the Vice President, the Chief Justice,
and the Cabinet) and his obvious bias. We will quietly encourage station
managers throughout the country to put pressure on NPACT and CPB to
balance in their programming or risk the possibility of local stations not
carrying these programs. Our credibility on funding with the local stations
is essential to this effort.

Clay T. Whitehead

cc: Peter Flanigan EYES ONLY 



0-\ Wednesday 12/1/71

7: 35 1".1r. Flanigan 1-1:s read the memo on CP3 salaries
n (I hAri agrccd that Option 3 is OK, but that you shouldn't volunteer

thc information.
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A. At the December 16th meeting of the 2oardhe will undertake to have a Board resolutionpassed removing U.IJJ from news and newsanalysis and commentary.

B. At the end of December, he will be in a 2ositionto assure the Administration that, at itsJanuary meeting, the CFB Boari aresolution reMoYing CF]"-programming. Both of these resolutions willal.au reualVe rind (ruulic niioaacasting decvicewhich is the networking arm of CPB) from carryine;any such programs even if produced Privately.
C. In mid-January (based on the above ccmmitmentand assurance, and the following commitmentregarding Macy) the Administration will send tothe Congress a two-year financing bill for C23proposlng $45,000,000 in FY 73 and $55,000,000in '74.

D. At the January meeting of CPB the Board willpass the resolution removing CPB and PBS frompublic affairs programming and networking.

E. In February or March Macy will be removed asPresident of CPB.

F. Atter the five new Presidential appointees tothe Board in April, a new Chairman will beappointed.

This approach will put control of the Corporation in thehands of people who believe it should concentrate solely on educationaland cultural broadcasting and avoid news, news analysis and commentary.and public affairs programming and networking pertaining thereto.It will insure a competent management. Control of the Board willremain in the hands of these people until 1976 in any event, anduntil 1980, on the assumption the President is reelected. If thisaction creates a tradition of limiting programming to educationaland cultural affairs, that tradition should survive even a changein Board control.
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This approach, based on Moore's commitment to producethe above results, is supported by Messrs. Colson, Garment,Shakespeare, Whitehead and Flanigan.

—1; 4 L. • ,),ca
pixxv4 7)1

•



December 1, 1971

To: Peter Flanigan

From: Tom Whitehead

Thought you might be interested in the attached. You can
see that the salary issue is beginning to get hot.

I will be answering nuestions this evening at the National
Press Club, and I am sure this subject will come up.
There are three options:

1. No comment.

2. No comment on individual salaries, but ex:Dress
concern as an indication of the direction CPB is
taking.

3. Express concern that public funds are used to pay
any individual salaries in excess of Cabinet officers,
Chief Justice, or the Vice President, and perhaps
allow as how, under the Act, responsibility for
oversight rests with GAO and not the Executive
Branch.

I would prefer Option 3, but unless you concur, I will take
Option 2.

Attachments

cc: Mr. Whitehead
Mr. Lamb
DO Chron
DO Records

CTWhitehead:jm



OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20504

December 2, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. FLANIGAN

I agree that we should pursue the third option outlined in your
memorandum to Bob Haldeman of December 1. However, this is
based on getting in fact the commitment of the CPD Doard on the
time scale Torn Moore laid out.

I continue to think that the long run benefits of option 2 are significant,
since many of the local stations are less liberal, far less interested
in public affairs, and, in any event, cannot afford the talent or attract
the attention to do anywhere near the damage of CP13. Furthermore,
it is not predicated on a battle, for the whole. rationale of that approach
is to give us a pro-public broadcasting, pro-localism, and, above all,
non-political posture... The tide is running distinctly against CPB,
and there is a good chance that option would succeed.

I am willing to postpone this approach to see whether we can obtain
instead the news and public affairs commitments that Tom Moore
says he can deliver. I will certainly work with him and other Board
members to try to help bring that about. Frankly, however, I am
not optimistic -- especially since the strategy requires achieving
agreement of the independent PBS Board not to carry non-CPB
(i.e., Ford) public affairs. If the effort fails, I hope we are agreed
that we will not revert to option 1 or get ourselves prematurely
locked in'co a generous financing bill for which we extract no quid
pro quo.

cc: H. R. Haldeman

eiror.0'1447"r4.

Clay T. Whitehead

•

1•11M.
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'Constructive Hostility'?

The Nixon Administration has never
been particularly fund of Sander Van-
ocur, and now that the former NBC
newscaster is on a quasi-public payroll,
IL likes him e% en less. List week, it was
revealed that Vanocur was being paid
the robust salary of SS3,000 a year by
the National Public Attairs Btondeast
Center (NP.MiC), .a newly formed pro-
Auction arm of the nation's 2IU non.
tommercial television stations. And since
more than half of the center's $3.2 mil-
lion animal budget is provided by the
taxpayers, the White House was said to
be—well, troubled.
Some supporters of public television

• found it curious that no objections had
been raised over the salary public TN'
pays conservative William F. Buckley—
which is reportedly far larger than Van-
°cur's. More to the point. NPABC presi-
dent Jim Karayn declared: We feel that
public Tv must have correspondents of
major reputation in 'order to function."
Such talents are not Cheap, but Karayn
noted that Vanocur had taken a 35- per-

•cent pay cut when he joined the center
_and that the S600 to S700 he would get
for each of his scheduled shows was a
relatively low fee, even for public TV.
Karayn also denied that Vanocur had
been hired on the strength of his outspo-
kenly liberal views but added that "there
should be a constructive hostility be-
tween the press and the Administration."

it appeared that, in Vanocuis case,
at least the second part of that formula
had been achieved. And that could con-
ceivably have ominous implications fry
public television. Clay T. Whitehead,
director of the White House OfSce of
Telecommunications Policy, has never
approved of the centralized operation in
which Vanocur is engaged. And some
people in Washington theorized that the
Administration might seize upon the sal-
ary dispute as an excuse to drag its feet
on permanent funding for public TV.
'This is • great test," said Karayn, "of
whether or not we can withstand pres-
sure from Congress or any agency of the
Federal government, especially in news
and public affairs.'

Tofu, 11118.116r Piet at .61 loamy

Vanocur: Talent ii not cheap
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By DAN THOMASiONI
5! 3' f V:r

CiItamnitWi:li-int u c k.
Corp. is

re:Tivir.2 from the
Carr-aration fur Pu"-,:ic Broad-
casting to put on 44 Flucktey
paavl shows, Scrio7A-Haward
Ncv..spapers learn:d today.
And Bill 1:i:criers. former

pres; secretary to President
Lyndnn Juhnson. is being paid
$7.5.0)u lw National Education-
al Television for oarticioat;on
in 33 weekly. half-hour TV
sno..vs Oa trie ptioiic broadcast
network.
Disclosure of the Buckley

and Moyers contracts is ex-
pected to add to concressional
3nd White House dissatisfac-
tion with the direction of pub-
lic TV :thich is supposed to he
n alternative to but not a

competitor o I commercial
teievisiort.

FAT SALARIES
The controversy over public

broadcasting was stimulated
recently by the hiring of ex-
NBC newscasters Sander Van-
°cur at SS5.090 a year and
Robert MacNeil at $83,000.
Mr. Vanocur, often an out-

spoken critic of Nixon admin-
istration policies, a n d Mr.
MacNeil were hired by the
National Public Affairs Center
for Television, which gets
more than half its income
from the CPR, which gets 87.5
per cent of its income from
the government
CPR's current annual budg-

et is 540 million. Congress sup-
plies S33 million of this and 13
million is raised from private
contributions.
CPB, thru the Southern Edu-

cation Communications Asso-
ciation of Columbia. S.C.. puts

7 6 F7
" If

4.1 As .1

Cbai

. eek 10, •"'I 71.7

csgd

up $723.011 for "The riring
Line." an hourly. politicaliy
oriented TV par.el show head-,
e-J hy Mr. Buckley.
Of the 5723.300. CPS offi-

cials said today. 511.333 per
show or a total of S3.)6,0r.'.;.
goes to Mr. Buck.e's Naiion-
ai Review Corp.. for some
production costs. Starr. and
Mr. Buckley's salary. The re-
maining 5213,033 is used by
SECA for administration and
ozher expenses. they said. .

SECT sALAny
SECA official Wayne Seal of

C.olumb4 verified the figures
but refused to disclose how
much of the CPB grant is for
Mr. Buckley's personal salary.
"That information is confi-

dential." he said. "There are
private individuals and cor-
porations involved."
Reminded that most of

CPB's money comes from
the taxpayers. Mr. Seal said:
"We've accounted to CPB and
we're subject to audit."
CPB officials here said they

did not have the breakdown on
Mr. Buckley's salary. And Mr.
Buckley himself did not return
a telephone query to his Na-
tional Review Publications of-
fice in New York City.
Mr. Moyers, reached at his

home in Garden City. N.Y..
said he had "not appetite" for
discussing his contract with
NET.

MOYERS WOULD SWAP
"LII tell you this." Mr. Moy-

ers said. "I would trade Vano-
cur's (salary) for mine." Mr.
Vancur, meanwhile, said he

had to take a cut in pay to
take the public TV job.

William Koain. NET vice
president in charge of pro-
gramming, responded cuicktv
that NIr. oyers. or. C*1 r
contract was for 573.( .). He
said that in addition to the 39
"This Week" shows. Mr. Moy-
ers might also participate in
some NET specials.
The salaries dive penonali-

ties in the puh;:c hr,)adcast
industry more than the Vice
President. the chief justice,
and the speaker of the Hou:e.
each of whom earns S2,4 a
year.
Mr. Kohin, Mr. Seal and

other industry ofiiciaj,includ-
ing station inan.iger. Ctiend-
el the high-pri:.e.1 taient as
necessary Ii 'c:r.c: viewers.
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By DAN THOMA.SSONI
SCripos-Howard Slott Writer

TV
Chairman Harley Staggers, D-W. Va., of tha

House Commerce Committee said today he is

ordering an investigation of the high salaries

being paid top personalities in public broad-

casting. supported in part by tax collars.

Rep. Staggers. ‘vhose committee oversees
federal participation in public television and
radio, id staff investigators are being as-

signed to look into the entire direction of 134)1-

ic TV as indicated by the salaries. He said he
expected the inquiry might lead to full Com-

merce Committee hearings. A.

Rep. Staggers' decision was triggered by
dis:losure that several well-known public per-
sonalities had been hired for non-commercial
TV at salaries competitive with commercial
networks. •
They include Sander Vanocur, former NBC

newscaster, $85.000: Bill Moyers. former press
secret ary to President Lyndon Johnson,
$75,060; Ronert MacNeil, former NBC corre-
spondent, $65,000.

It also has been revealed that the National
Review Corp.. headed by conservative colum-
nist William Buckley Jr., is being paid 5506,000
by the largely tax supported Corporation for

Ar--N c"-\ r
E.1 L

Public :n :)ut on 4.1 we,•;,iy parol

110WS.

Rep. Staggers said when Congress put. Cr.,

federal go‘ernoicnt into puh;ic bro:1(1..asting to

assure its continued deve!oprnent there was no

intention that these kinds of sal:ides he paid

or that non-coinnierci:-.1 broacicaiting e L:r oe-

come a fourth TV network competing with

three major commercial ones.

Meanwhile, two other House Comblerce

Committee members,. Reps. Lionel Van Doer-

iin. D-Calif.. and Lou 1-rey Jr.. R-1-1:t.. 

manded their own explanaoons form CP11 in

letters to the agen:y's oresi6ent, John
Jr.f former head ot the U.S. Civil Ser.e

Commission.

Rep. Van Deerlin, a former radio newscas-

ter and long-time supporter of non-commercial

broadcasting, warned that the high salaries
and efforts to compete for viev.er ratings ..cith

the commercial networks "could just about
kill public television." •

"I don't think taxpayers money should he
used this way and a lot of my colleagues don't
either," he said. He said committee members
would nut take kindly to salaries that art!
"twice as much as they're getting or any publ-
ic official, outside the Oresident, is getting."
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PLICE1C. TV'S FUTURE 'CLOUDED • •

rfancaug's frtt salary
a

gAIR, 
12 
04. 
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By DAN THONIASSON
scripavriawari 5:3tf firoft

Lonl-r-zn-e federal rnr---

bsg of public telev.sion and

rhaps .ts very :u:ure hn-.e

been endangered by the hirin3

ta: former ;e or Ty •:arr.
spondent Sander Var.ocur at
S:35 a year by an
which gets more than hall its
m37.ey r3.' U.s.tanzr-e:-.7.
congressional sources said to-
day.

• The source said White
ROILS:" nidas
the hiring of Mr. Vanxur, a
close cssoziate of the Kenn.: •:-

family and an outspoken cr:tic

of the PreSdent's
They said as a result the

- President's Office of Tele-
Communications Policy h a $

.been ordered to sft ca dr:ft
legislation to aeat a stable
financing plan for the C0:70.

*ration for Public Broadcast-

Log. .•. • ' •

: Mr..Vanocur. a former NBC
n:-231,srayn. was bred bit !ne
National Public Alfairs Center
for Television. a nev.ly cro-tt-
ed agency which received $1.8
milLon from CPA arrd fhe 
minder of its $ZI.2 million
btad;e t• from the Ford

WEEKLY SHOW

' Mr. Vcnocur 'a to put on a
Weekly Tv news show with an
other fornur NBC corres;ond-
ant, Robert MacNeil, who was
Xred a: $65,C130 a year.

The salaries of both men
are a:-her thrn those rtt tae
Vice President of the United
S.tes, the chief justice, and
the speaker of the House of
Represintatives. Each makes
$62,500 annually.

' Viten Rep. Lionel Van Ozer-
Un. D-Calif., a member of the
broadcast subcommittee of the
House Interstate and Foreion
Commerce Cammittea iaund
oat about the salaries, he hit
• the ceiLng. He said CPA ap-
parently felt :t had to compete
with commercial TV networks
In pay for employes.

•

CPA, set uo du ring the
Johnson administration to fos-
ier noroo—m•rc broadcast-
ing, has been se-eking a 
rnartent trzst fu.r.d :o
itself from the poiitcs in-

•n ye:tr.,: au-
thorization from Con,-res.; and
to assure °en:Untied develoo-
ment of r.oncommercial racUo
and television.

But because of the White
House disenchan•-nent, CPA,
which now funnels IS oer cent
of its money to individual sta-
tions and provic:es these out-
lets with vaitiabie
ming. may have to se::!.a next
year for the Sarle anICI:nt of
money it received t.:-is year
(torn Conzress. 53.5 miiion.

Sen. John Pastore.
has introduced a bill that
woulci mend the present

nana:ng cne yea: .vhen it ex-

pires ocxt June 37.

WANT MORE MONEY

CPB officals say this will be

about half the money needed

to meet growing expenses.

They note the cost of just the

electronic links with 75 TV

stations will go up SI tr.iLion

next year. • • • _

"The 125 million plus ZS mil-

lion re was expect to ris
e

from private sources %via 
keep

us in bus:ness. but net much

more." a CPB official said.

The White House also suc
i-

den:y awoke to the fact 
that

Bin Moyers. former press
 sec-

retary to-President Johns
on.

rnd Mar.in A:ronsky. 
another

ex-network n ewsman 
often

critical o tr.Nixon. were ap-

pearing on public television.

Mr. Moyers does a on
ce-a-

week news show for N
atior.al

Cdoc?rional to:evision, h....111

gets 30 per cent of its funds

from CP3. Mr. Aeronsky 
has

a refnalar proorani on the

F..stern Education tiohymiria.

CPB officials said noit a 
d.ine

of federel money Is In
volved

In the Agrcosky :Sow, 
bow.

evef.

All t?!is. accordine to the
coneress:onai sources. h a s

the White House unnao-
py about the direction of publ-
ic t:levisionp

11-hey don't see It as too
balanced." one source said.
"Oesnice claims that tha
e.week Wilam F. BuckLey
show offsets any liberal pro-
gramming."

'HIRED HAND'

Mr. Vanocur and Mr. Mac-
Neil. CPS officals said, are
planning to do some "tun...411.11
thing!- c-ovar.nz n2Xt year's
Presidential A n d
they said :V..7. N?ACT

neral rnanav!r. had au.-ed
both them and OTP L.:rector
Clay T. Whitehead. that Mr.
Vanocur is "just a hi:ed hand"
who will not rna.ke the pro-
gram's poLoy.

But administration officials
still hark back to the day
when a 3.51.C-:1-a-year news-
man on a Ws.ininzton
tlnoal TV channel was fired
because his wtfe had taken a
job as a secretary to Martha
Mitchel, wife of U.S. Ay.
Gen. John Mitchell.
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December 22, 1971

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIA1.-SENSITIVE

MEMORANDUM FOR

Mr. Richard Cook
Deputy Assistant to the President:

We have two objectives with respect to the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting: (1) to halt the distributidn of slant-cd public arl'airs
commentary; and (2) to decentralize the structure of public broad-
casting so that more initiative and responsibility rests with tl:c local
stations.

The first objective is more immediatv, and we are willing fo deler
action towards the second in order to achieve it. We are withholding
any action on CPB funding, pending an attempt by our friends on the
Board of Directors of CPB to take the Corporation (and PBS) out of
the public: affairs field. If that attempt is succcosful, we will sponsor
a bill giving CPB a modest short-term increase ($45 million in FY 73
and $55 million in FY 74) with a commitment that specified pm-flan of
these funds be distributed among local stations. If the attempt is not
successful (and we should know by early January), we would propose
a thorough revision of the Public Broadcasting Act, taking CPB out of
the networking field, limiting its growth significantly, and distributing
substantial funds to the local stations by formula-matching grants.

The present situation on the Hill is as follows: After waiting for some
time for the Administration's bill which had been promised, the champions
of CPB have introduced their own legislation. Senators Pastore and
Magnuson have sponsored a bill (S. 2765) which would continue CPI3
funding at its current level for another year. In the House, Congress- •
man Macdonald has introduced a bill (H. R. 11807) which would make
a significant change in current funding, both as to duration (5 years)
and level ($160 million by the end of FY 1977), This bill also provides
that 30 per cent of the funds will be distributed by CPB among local
stations in such manner as it secs fit.



-2-

On the whole, Congressional attitudes do not now seem favorable
towards CP13. This can be attributed to several factors: (I) dissat-
isfaction \vith slanted and irresponsible public affairs programs,
(2) CPB's extensive advertising in newspapers and on network prime-
time to build audience and ratings, nn.r'. (3) the high :,alaries being paid
to Macy, Vanocur, MacNeil, Moyers, and others. I began to be publicly
critical of CPB in my October speech to the National Ass,)c.iation of
Educational Broadcasters; since then, my Office has consitnently been
calling attention to these problems in (lie press and on the li11.

There will alma:it certainly be hearinf:ts next year, and \ve ean cpect
the whole matter to stay in the spotliii-.t. We are worl:ing to keep the
issue bi-partisan and to keep the ini.tiab.ve with the .A.drrlinit ration.
So far I see no trouble, but next Januarj and February U be critic;d;
we will have to be ready to introduco legislation promptly v.Ilan the
right time comes.

cc: Mr. H. R. Haldeman
Mr. Peter Flanigan

40,0

Clay T. Whitehead
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DRAFT
CTWhitehead/Imc/12/23/71
x5800

Honorable William L. Springer
House of Representatives
ashington, D. C. 20515

Dear N-r. Sprinf;cr:

We understand that the Board of Directors of the Cor:-.y.,: f'):

Public Broadcasting vi11 vote at its January 21 rr_cetinF! on t -

involvement of the Corporation funding of public affairs pr3g7arr.rnin.

In view of the broad range of subject matter that might fr.11

public affairs programming, the Corporation's decision will be a rniestion

of degree. It is our understanding that they are likely to remove then.-

selves from news, news commentary, and news an3lysis by professior.al

broadcasters. There is also consideration being given to removing CPD

from interviews and panel discussions that deal with matters of national

political concern.

It is further our understanding that Frank Schooley would be

opposed to any limitation on the areas of CPB programming. I think it

Is important that you talk to him and try to convince him he should change

his position and that the limitations described above are in the best

interest of public television as a whole.

Sincerely,
CTWhiteheadamc:12/23/71
DO Records Mr. Whitehead -2

Cliron

Peter M. Flanisran.
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The Executive Lt r ::;r-:t on r‘...:ce;rthor 15.
Messrs. Epmjamin, Cole, Hans, ane,
Members Cernmino and Schooley, arid Mucy
mana.genv.:iit. Follow;ng i brici r.:2,:inw of ILL:: 71Z.'

Corporation in relation to thq
legislatif..)n, the Exocui:ive Comtriitt::e by thc Public: •f(!),:viflion
Managers Council (PTV MC).- Included in the 1.rittc:r group wnro
Breitenfeld (Maryland), Kaiser (Pittsburgh), Kraetzer (Phile.:1Q1phia), Loper
(Los Angeles), McCarter (Chicago), Press (Kentucky), and Schon!;I:an
(San Antonio-Austin), plus Gunn (PBS) and Holmes (1\l/U.:B/LaS) of the
Council's staff and Witherspoon (CPB).

During the next two and a half hours the participants had a wide-
ranging conversation on the prospects for obtaining an adequate art::1
insulated source of funding for the Corporation, as well as public broad-
casting's decision-making processes and organizational inter-relationships.
A romarkable levi of agreement seemed to pnrtair. on key issur:s , but of
more importance the points of view of the cwo groups were frankly c%seci,
leading to greatly increased mut...!al understanding. :C '.vs
gratifying to Committee me.mbors to learn th3t the PVINIC hetic•..os 30-": of
CPB's funds should be distributed to the stations on the basis of Joint
CPB-station. Judgment grants when an adequate funding level has bef.in reacft:cl.
All station managers realized that this level of station support is nnt pohic
under present circumstances without crippling other essential public broad-
casting service.
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purposes.)

Ivir.IvIncy said it

Meeting and in incliv.iclual convc:rsc:tinns cis

currrint discussions, that the Board feels i:s

authority, within the 1imit.7.-..t.ir•Nns i.o

commensuratc N./Rh its rc.:spotIsibiliLy T 1.3 opir.':on is bia3C.Ci

of che Corporation's maturity, the si.c.:(.0 of the ind::strts

pr,:sent situation faced by public broadcasLing, and a clear that ultimat.e

accountability for success or failure will be plz:ccd on CPB.

With the foregoing background and Mr. Macy's elaboration, the

Executive Committee requested management to prepare proposals as to •

recommended policies and feasible courses of action to achieve them in the
following areas:

1. Organizational relationships - propose a definition of CPB's relationship

to the stations, the production centers and the national distribution

agencies, as well as other organizaticns and croupings in p•:',11r:

broadcasting.

2. Piogram decision-making process - suggest policies and procedures

which will provide a more active evaluation of programs at the beginning

of the production cycle prior to financial commitment, again prior to

distribution, and for a total series and season. A continuing a3sessment

of program quality should be provided at the time of trarlsr
.:::-,s

Additionally, given the financial stringencies of the moment, national

program priorities should be indicated by categories and types.

•
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ComiiLc ac•Jrr.-:eci L1i.t any furicis 6:.IL•.;incd
to sustaining 1;-ic riationhl czt Lille; pi C:3 C" 1-1111:a1* ciioun;
and the balance would be dthtrillut:,•:1 to thf_, ftt.c.!
and quantity of loc.-2.1 program production.

Mr. race observed that the three vitol.z.o-c.c.:!..; of ethic:iitic)11, rcsearch
and personnel development s.hou3:1 not be c1irainr.,tr_.,.:1
Despite the tendency to reduce thi3 typo of whcrc L ricoa
spending are not immediate, these three catcgo:ics are keys to thc.. fotuie of
public broadcasting. It was agreed that a breakdown of budgetary ailoiments
for these purposes would be furnished.

Mr. Pace summed up the proceedings by saying that the 1:x.:!cutiN,'e
Committee had directed management to come forward with recommendations as
to how the Corporation can systematically exercise its responsibiliti.1 in a
number of areas within its legislative mandate. Knowing 4:1-,e Board as he does,he is certain that any decisions made will be predicated solely on its consideredopinion as to what will best assure the ordered growth and development of public
broadcasting.
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Af,su7./nticn--1q73
(Undvr Continuing RcsoJuticns)

Amour'.
(In th(us,

Fcdczal appropriation--dinito
Non-Pc-Cirrl) CrIc.f:umr. firm cn 7/1/72)

19*-0

30,00U

1(.73

Ford promo:.iun grant, cy 1972 400 GOO
rord prom.)tion grant, cy 1973 300
Fore cquip ,-.nt. grant 1,200
IBM 100
NEC 100
Rod:efller Found. (NCET) 100
Sears (Mistcr Rogers) 350

1,600 1,550

Total non-Fcderal income for 173 activity 1,550

Federal matching o2:

Non-Federal income for 1972 activity 1,600
Non-Federal income for 1973 activity 1,51z0

Carry-over from prior year 2,000

TOTAL AVAILABLE FOR YEAR 36,700

Possible later additions

Non-Federal (if 5.000 total is reached)
Federal matching

Estimated maximum under continuing resolutions

12/16/71

1,850
1 85g

40,400
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Appl;cation rzorurj.:is

(In thonoands)

I. TV
A. ProgrPm7
B. Div,trillution

II. RaCi o

III. Plan, nus. & Eval.

IV. 11.1vo1opmcnt & Suvpnrt
Community Svc. Gr7ints
---TV
---Radio &
All other

V. Administration

Total Program

1971
Actual

9,672
G,St:r)

16,557

1,253

374

2,938
1,082
3,385

1972
Orig.

15,019

P lrl•
23,200

3,596

750

4,675
1,320

114 nL 

1972
Rov.

15,1(7:1
8,1 E11

197'3

,1 •
n or.1-

23,371;

3,307

750

4,675
1,320
1,q50

3,600

600

5,000
1,300
2,1p0
8,4C0

2,200

36,700

7,386

2,237

27,807

10,105

2,505

40,156

7,945

2,176

37,553
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TV Analy!lin

1972 1072

ctiaL !,t

1coqr:,=1 (CP13 Funds)

%\mt

(AT.nunt:L:
,

la Luott:;.:a6Li)

--Unrc.itricted 8,091 29 14,119 35 13,016 34 11, •7n 24

--Rstricted (underwriting) 1,in1. r, ion 2 1,17n A 1 -,0 I

Tutal Programs 9,572 33 15,019 37 15,194 40

._-

11.70 :5

Distribution 6 885 25 n,1:11 lo +1,1$11 21 2,(1:In

16,557 GO 23,200 57 23,375 62 51,920 51

Community Sorvice G‘ants 2,978 10 4,575 12 A 675 12 •

Total 19,475 70 27,825 .69 28,050 74 25,820 73

Total Program 27,807 40,156 37,553 36,700

•

1•1".

.0
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Television Program PraJuctian . .

(In thousands)

. 1973

t. r

CPI Tori Other
-•.:r0s EaLts Eana Total13.07.1

CTW 3.500 1t.00 15.CC3

rd i (im:ludicg $350 Sears) 904. - -
1 130

,
______10.050 13.920.4

4.400
11.a00. ' J3.9C0.;:.7. - ,...., .........:.

- 13.220

All OTtilli PRODUCTION

New York 3.000 5.000 600 8,600.•:,..,77- :7-r:on 1.i.15.7 i.4;,-, 3.015.7
Washington 1.600 1.000 - 2.600L'IN A7;,.ns 1. !(./ ..',.) 1.P60
Lou tngeles 1.000 SOO v 1.530

: .3.- • 1.:'-.4 7,.0 2.504
Others'

- - 725
Boston 700 750 700 2.152iEr. TrU.T.E70 14;, t.31 1.248
SECA 700 - 700,,10 (1) - - 510
All Others 820 - • 820

(2) _ _ trog

Spacial Education 200' - " 300'11.447.7 9.1'.0 20.590.7
Development. pilots - __AR ___Em

1ILE2231.5 207.5
_Ian -7.112._ . -Ida

11,c 19" Tot;"1 1973 Television Production_

14,122.0 9.!;0 10.050
1,n0(4) •

603.5
4

35.122.6

:2 Z--::.-- :t itartho.,, and st!..er)
!I, F.:r.1!: flr in,71-.11.:-.! in nuiticn Lmaunts
I4, fro7. Ford 1-..u..:chtion Office

12.920 7.230 12.600 22.970

• Plus production funds incladod in station amounts or provideod byoutside financing.

•
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hay') Distribution schedulo --- (Programs Onlrl

Niqht
povtissl rriltv Tir-v; Tetal

: 2 z Mor day 2 2 4
ly 2 4 l'usday 2 2 4

2 W,Jriesoday 2 2 4

Thrszlay 2 2 4
2 • • 2 rriday 2

2
S3tJrlay Saturday

••,•••••
•no....•10

4 Sunday
11) 26

3 3

Jan -z,!ry. -- 2 Fria7a
10 11 21

• "1!•:.:-! Anum rsompt NOVAS 

f!)

(14 52)
(2.5

132

for

1.Tor 
1-.20

1417

Daytime (10 S S2) 520

Prime Time (11 x 52) 572

1092

* Does not include second trenstlissioos of programs. pre-views. specials Or 'regional split.'
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391

133

227.; 2C2.; 520

14,-5

L.7.3 .1.n;e1es 7:.5

C2.

2.%

53n 7:.S

:15.S

S. Cs3t Per 1.slr (::1'.. Pr- --±r. I A:quisItior.)

:'7,..rn •-%01 ,:c.nt
T..i77117)

13.GIC. 66.9

22.5 E79.4 27.0

69.8

117.. 3,115.7 29.3

75.5 1.Rul. 24.6

52. 2,304. 27.2

5::::. 4r.. 725. Mg

Zsn Tren:is:n 7-',.S 1,243. 16.3

.:.11 othar Si. 1.C13.5 31.6
i...%. -TS.122.6 41/71-

e97

Cc3t
,er Noll!

4

PROGRAM 1POURS-1973

Prodixtion 

1. rAvtiro Miduction EMU& T:tal
c:w 165 195 390
rd 37.592.5 130

232.5 207.5 520

2. Prire Tiro Hours 

New Fork 130

Washington 77

Los Angeles 45

Roston 73

SECA 40

San Francisco 52

All other 01

SOO 72 572

•

3. Cost Per Hour (Kew Preduction II Acquisition)
Cost

• Total Hours total Cost For Dow 
totTn)

CTW 135 15.000 76.0

FCI 37.5 900 24.0

Kew York 130 0,600 66.1

Washington 77 2.600 33.6

Los Angeles 45 1.500 33.3

Roston 75 2.150 26.7

SECA 40 700 17.5

San Francisco 5/

1 
120 . 6.2All other 01 

732. 177278- . --Tri----



New York

Public
AfCairs

1972 PROGRAMS BY TYPE (HOUI:S)

Performance Pcrformincc
Cultural My!.1c..1 Non-:.luf.ic

Ch. ]drcn
& Tamil--4775-- 5. 20.5 42.5

Washington 103. ___ _-- __- _••••••••

Los Anlcs 20. 47.5 G. 2. ___

Boston 21.5 13. 12. 39. • G.5

SCA 46. _-_ ___ __-

San Francjoco 40.5 28. 7. _-_ 1.

All Other 20. 27. 1.5 2.5 --_

297.5 120.5 47. 86. 39.5
CTW and VC1. .__. 227.5 

297.5 120.5 47. 86. 2 6 7 . 0

36.4 14.7 5.7 10.5 32.7

a.

Tr.7,t.-.1

103.

75.5

92.

4.

•
r 1
- ' - •

5.5
227.5

1973 PROGP.A.S BY TY I'L (nouns)

Public Performance Performncc CbilOrcn
Affairs Cultural Music  Non-Music  & Family Tot-al

New York -4=-- -71). O. 20. 7.

Washington .

Los Angeles

Boston

SECA

San Francisco

All Other

CTW and PCI

%

77.77. --- _-- 77.

20. --- 9. 16. __- 45.

23. --- 13. . 39. --- 75.

40. . NI.I• 40.---

38.5 13.5 --- --- -- 52.

20. 41. 20. --- --- 81.

261.5 74.5 82. 75. 7. 500.
232.5 .232.5

261.5 74.5 82. 75. 239.5 732.5

35.7 10.2 ' 11.2 10.2 32.7
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117ZCA

Atl othx:

Washinqtoos
Nuahlacton :look

in Raider
30 Xlmutos With
Other

19% 711:q.tc al Tyvt-1
• (ltuac4)

f:a ••1 . .

L7. 5

39

17.5

46

t • t • rl

• : •

27.5 IS

Li

26)
1.5

13.5

L.

65 31 27.3 ii 33 •;3. 1.

a.

1973 12VOLIC AFFAIRS CM TYPR
• (Hours)

•

Public Do-acumen-Novo Panel tnterviev Vents 9eb4tan tau_ Folvtrcs Cc,vn.Tntary.

26

Sas Franciscan
World Press 36.5

26
15 10

Les Amplest
Advocates 19

lentos/
Safur Cities
Advocates

20
4

Kew Yorks
Black Jocrsal 16 17.5Other

MCA

AU other

40

14.1 041

15.5

35 39 S 26.5 25.5

•

Total

211.5


