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To: Peter Flanigan

From: Tom Whitehead
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© CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

At its meeting on January 21, 1972 the Board of Dircctors of the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting passed the following resolution:

1. . Organizational rclationships == Proposc a definition of
CPB's rclationships to the stations, the production centers
and the national distribution agencies, as well'as other
organizations and groupirgs in public broadcasting.

2. Program decision-making process -- suggest policies and
procedures which will provide a more active evaluation of
programs at the bcgihning of the production cycle prior to
financial commitment, again prior to distribution, and for
a total series and season. A continuing assessment of
Program q 1ility should be ~-vided at the tii._2 of trans-
mission. Additiona Y, given the financial stringencies

~ of the moment, national program priorities should be
indicated by categories and types.

3. - ablic affairs -- devise a Pl2an which will assure that a]]

public affairs programs are balanced, objective and fair,

.In this regard, the Board agreed that PTog ams involving
partisan political commentary s .11 not be funded.
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B TOMORRON £ \TERTAINAIENT I\

A zat oy,

THOR'AS 'W. MQORE. 7raig, u

February 9, 1972

Mr. Clay T. Whitehead
Director Tele-Communications Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. C. 20504
CONFIDENTIAL

Dear Tom:

This is some background information on the program by program
status. I am sending a copy to Jack Wrather.

.

Best regards.
Sincerely,
' Thomas W. Moore
Attach,
_..ECUTIVE ¢ : THIRD AVENUE, NEW YORK. N.Y. 10017 - 212/750-3811
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WGBH Boston
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF TrEe PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20s04

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

February 22, 1972

MEMORANDUM

To: The Director
From: Brian Lamb

Subject: Appointments to the FCC and the cpB

As of June 30, 1972, Commissioner Robert Bartley's
term expires at the Fcc. Peter Flanigan has made a
commitment to Sena '

or indevendent. In addition,
understanding that confirmation hearings will not be
held for Richard Wiley until the announcement of the
black appointment 4s made public. At that time
hearings will be held on both men. There is also a
possibility that an additional appointment will be
necessary to fill the seat presently held by
Nicholas Johnson.

To my knowledge there are two principal black candidates
for the FCC at this time:

l) Ted Ledbetter is being sponsored by
enator Ed Brooke of Massachusetts and has
had substantial endorsement from the black
community including the NAACP and the Urbkan
League. He is an engineer, spent three years
at Yale, is the Director of Urban Communications
Group, and is a part-time consultant to OTP.

Judge Ben Hooks is sponsored by Senator Howard Baker.
He is from Memphis, Tennessee, a lawyer, a retired
State-appointed judge, civil rights leader, and
minister. He is getting heavy support from

AT&T and some support from NAB. Senator Baker
feels very strongly about this appointment and




Democrats
\

Elj Callaway
President
Burlington Industrieg

Georgia
T. Moore)

Thomas M, Divine
Chattanooga, Tennessee
Retireq President of Ki
Kingsport, T

€ appointments to
- Senator Pastore
‘igg, Jr., President
+ Rhode Island, pe

his wish ig granted,




* Robert Schenkkan
Station Manager
KLRN
Austin, Texas

Republicans o~ T IS
- L e -
775 =% Richmond p. Crinkley [ Ca'e
% Presently Director ©f Programs of the Folger Shakespeare
Library
Member of wWeTa-Tv Board
Contributor to Naticnal Review magazine

N 7

—~® Congressman William Springer

AN
G Scheduled to retire freonm Congress in January 1973,

(N
e ,5 'o= ® Bill Daniels

¢ "3 Owner--cable television, Utah Stars, ang various other
- sporting enterprises

Denver, Colorado

* George Putnan
Commentator .
KTLA Television
Los Angeles, California

* Ward Quaal
Vice-President and General Manager
WGN Continental Broadcasting
Chicago, Illinois

* Reavis Winkler
Vice-President for Public Affairs
Metromedia Inec.

Los Angeles, California

Independents

* Reid Irvine _ . .
Executive Secretary of Accuracy in the Media
Lawyer with Federal Reserve Board (Al Snyder)

* Charles Vaughn
Station Manager, WCET
Cincinnati, Ohio (Bud Brown)
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February 22, 1972

FSIMORICIDI TO MR, WHITEIICAD
FROM: Haenrsy GColdbherea .«

SCBJLCY: aCLu Repert on Public Televizion

Attaciied is a conv of the ACLU's report on nuhlie
TV, wiich was releasan last suncaay, fince Hine ang 1
tallked to tie suthor Of th2 repovt (Frad FPourlalea) 3=ane

OTP's poesition, we ra2ceived advanca coriasg,

Powlada='z main thesris i3 enat vublie televiziea is
a "disaster in the naking" caused laraely by "3 cvnical
exercise in i» maniculation of a communications
redium £iat threatens to raduce the medium to 2ven Jorso
pap than commercial telavision's diet® (p.52). 7To facili-
tate this manipulation, keeps C23 on a
starvation diet, since o e in fundsg proposed
for FYy 1973, - 3 V2 national puhlic affairs pro-
gramming in an advanced state of roverty; [and] it once

in permanent raduction in national public
affairs, since the White House will oppose such finaneing
until public TV 3teers clear of national issues,

and anti-pBSs stance, the ACLU report
Administration is beinqg aided in its
by local stations, which exercise censorship power
through PBS. ,

All in all the report is typically Dolemical and anti-
Administration, but it doesn't add much that is new, The
heart of the attack on OTP and the White House may be found

Seyond this, the only things of interest are
Powledge did with such notaobles as James Day,
Hartford Gunn, Robeart Schenkkan, and Antonin 3calia,

CC: DO Records
’ DO Chron
GC Subj
GC Chron

HGoldberg/ec/22Feb72
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NOTE _TQ EDITORS

We have previously sent you an ACLU Report on "Public

Television: A Question of Survival"

by Fred Powledge. The report

was sent for release on February 20.

Since the time the report was mailed to you last week, there

have been additional developments which should be included in

the story of public televisidn. Those developments are summarized

in the enclosed brief addendum that has been Prepared by Mr. Powledge,

##




Public Television: A Question of Survival
by
Fred Powledge

ADDENDUM: February 17, 1972

The ACLU's February, 1972, repart on “Public Television: A Question of
Survival" made the point that public broadcasting was in severe danger of

starvation. There were examples of attempted intimidation of broadcasters

Unfortunately, the tren'g toward self-ix.nposed collépse has continued.
As the ACLU report was coming off the mimeograph machines, there was
further evidence that those directing the future of public broadcasting were
of no mind to take anything that could be called a risk, Where before the
national system hag demonstrated its concemn over running controversial
public affairs documentaries--most notably ones dealing with banks and
with the Federal Bureau of Investigation--now the shadow of fear extended

to cover political satiro and modern dance.

National Educationa] Television) involved frontal nudlfy. The Public
Broadcasting Service returned the tape of the material to NET in m!d-February,
1972, after holding it for Several months, PBS said it was neither

=morg-




Public Television: A Question of Survival
ADDENDUM by Fred Powlcdge--Page 2

accepting nor rejecting the tape--a statement which, in the current contoxt
of things, could only be interpreted as a rejection. |

In the fall of 1971, however, when the program was in the works and
before its existence Was generally known, a high PBS éxecutive had spoken
of it in complimentary terms and was citing it as evidence that the system
was not afraid of potential controversy. There were only two problems,
said the executive: One involved waiting until the BBC had shown the film
first, so that its impact on.U.S. audiences might be lessened. The other
involved providing an alternate program for PBS memkers who might not want
to show the nudity,

As it turned out in February, however, PBS apparently did not want to
distribute the program at all, WNET-TV in New York went ahead with plans
to show it in the New York area.

The satirica] program, originally titled "The Politics of Woody Allen, *
was scheduled for showing on the PBS network on February 21. But PBS,
upon viewing the completed tape of the show, decided that the program fell
into the dangerously controversial category.

Allen portrayed a White House adviser who, according to those u:ho have
seen “the tape » bore a satirical resemblance to Dr. Henry Kissinger. Allen
proceeded to poke a great deal of fun at politicians, primarily President
Nixon. There was a joke concerning George Wallace and the Ku Klux Klan;
another one involving Allen's comic figure asking Pat Nixon for a date; and
another in which Allen referred to “left-wing, homosexual, Jewjish®

tendencies of The New York ‘I‘lmés.




Public Television:

A Question of Surviva]
ADDENDUM by Fre

d Powledge--?age 3

leave-j; basis,
rather said it would send ijt to its member Stations so ¢t

hey Could make their
own decisions as to w

hether to show jt,

The feeling at PBS

information officer, Was that the service did not want to lea

+ explained an

d Stations into
running a Program that might

pPlace thejr licenses ip jeopardy, »

(Of course,
most stations that

might

by that last Statement,)

have wanted to run the show would be scared off

and Mrs. Nixon, on
on (former attorney general) Mitchell ang others"

: that it was in
poor taste g9enerally, and that it violated

the fairness doctrine. Hartford

pProgram for “further review and study” by

its lawyers. Only one station--
again NET's own WNET-Tv in New York--gs

howed interest in running the show
and in offering equal time to Politicians attacked in ¢ and to those
qualifying under the equal time rule,

As of February 17, NET Producers and
lawyers were re-wording the show,

Some were optimistic that it would




Public Television: A Question of Survival
ADDENDUM by Fred Powledge--?age 4

eventually run nationally, but in a substantially revised form,

It was unclear, in al] the controversy, why NET lawyers had not
conducted their roview and study before the orogram went to Pgs for
distribution. One reliable source provided this answer: The Allen show was
regarded as entertainment, and NET's lawyers, Stung by previous conflicts
with PBS, were all busy watching the production center's 2ublic affairs
programs for indications of too much controversy.

In the midst of a]] this, there were increasing signs that the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, PBS's parent body and an agency whosa
board members are directly appointed by the President, ‘was kecoming so
scared of the politicians that. it wanted to take away from PES the power to
decide what Programs do and do not get on the air.

In late January, 1972, the Corporation board met and directed its
management, according to a written record of the meeting, to “"examine and
define the respective areas of authority and respcnsibility for the various
organizations in the public broadcasting industry.”

"The organizational relationships referred to," said the board, "are
those among the Corporation and the stations, the program producers, 'the
distributing agencies, as well as others. Included in the study will be a
review of the decision-making process in public broadcasting, particularly
those procedures designed to assure the balance, objectivity and fairness in

programs presented to the American pPeople, a mandate bestowed on the

Corporation by the act of Congress which established it.

rmore-




Pubiic Television: A Question of Survival
ADDENDUM by Fred Powledgc--?age S

“A further request by the board was for management tq ascertain
whether Congress should be fequested to amend the Public Broadcasting Act
of 1967 in 3 manner designed to bestow duthority to those Oorganizations
bearing the fesponsibility for public broadcasting decisions, "

Perhaps in an carlier phase of public broadcasting's life, such talk
of organizational relationships, authority, responsibility and dccision-makin;
Processes could haye been dismissed as ordinary
evolution.

in America, » it could only be resarded as another sign that the

question of publjc television's survival was a3 Serious one jindeed.

. #4
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PUBLIC PRELEVISTON A?ID_PUBT.IC AUPATRS

Quoto: "I think by far the most importun“bill in gar

vhole code is that for the diffucion or knnwlcdgo S .
the poople. Wo other swro foundation o

the preservation of frcedom

~

2fferuon writine bachk to Iinerica Cion Devissin X748
G

(Thrvazges Jeilervean, cditod by Ldrxicnne Keoh, ».35)

- —— ——— — . o

-~

Quotix: “Daspite €pacific cramnleas of

(cowuereial) network news ang Panlic affes;

-

did not have 5 particularly Rappy vear,

and prime tins devoted to journalism haeq
-~

iuvisibility = only 2% of a1} Lalf-hour o1
cocmmarcial telcvision hetworks in prime tipe e

(The Alfreq T DuPont, Columbia University, Surveyw of

Broadcast Journalism, 1970-71, pP.13)

Quote: "There is a re&l.question as to whether public
television...should be carrying Public affairs and news
Commentary...the commercial networks, by ang large,.do,
I think quite a goodAjob in that area. Public television

is designed to be an alternative: to Provide Programming

Whitehead, Director of the Prcsidcntfs Office
of Telecommunications Policy, to American listencrs of

National Public Radio; WaShington, D.fC. ; January 12, 1972},




For thosc of uz who have trxied o thin: Sgriougly

about communicaticon:s o education - (the disscmination

of knowledge, i€ vou will, ite importance o Lres socicet v
and how hest Lo achiic, -

arc of greot concern,  1r 1t were not fo-

pressurces upun wg, rt'a et thenn arotation-

own »»cflect

valve you wish to give &{hem,

Let me say right-off raising
affairs Prograzming on public televisicn - o)
other area of our activity - is appropriatz for stations,
citizens and a1l branches of the governmen:. Quections,
comments and criticism are always most welcone. What is

.

not welcome, or appropriate, is for those in positions of
rcal power to attempt to influence a public medium on
the basis of their own personal blases. Le all have our
biases and our Prejudices. But,‘by lnapgropriate attempts
to influence our medium, I mean attempts o apply financial
pPressure to ach;eve objectives which are 2lien to the basic

Purposes for which public broadcaqtlng vas established in

this country.




We have been told - "There is g recal qucstion.as to
whether public televicion should Lo carrying publje affairs
and nows comarntary . "

I would like to Lry to answor that qunstion.

Why, incdued, deoes bublic television ind the public
Braodcastivg Service GO public affaire Frogrammiing

First, because the Federal Comizunicatione Conruinsion

Communication ACU xecuiras thot the "public interene

The couv:-tg and the Commission hava intoxrr o rg
to_meun, in Part, providing the Public "access (g
social, pPolitical, thetic ideas and oLhcr'cxp:riCuCu
(R=d Lion Sroadeesti - 'FCC, 385 y.s.

~3

have stated that "speech Concerning public aflairs is more

than self-expression, it is the esscnce of self goverament."
(Ibid.) '

Lest someone think we can fulfill our obligaticn in
the public affairs area “through conce
local issues, the FCC has defined public affairs in its
license renewal application as Programs ang Program formats

. L .Q - . .
concerning local, national ang internatlonal affairs.

(395 u. s. at 394)[Emphasis added] For many, if not most
of the public television stationg, this obligation can
only be met in pPractice through the importation of programs
from other stations and Producers through a sérvice such

as PBs.

In the first place, therefore, we do public alfairs

Programming because we are required to.

-
'




But that is not a11. We also do Public affujyrco

it was the €ipress intent of £he Carncgie Commisnaion,

well as the Congress of the Unitea States.  As the report:

of the Senata Comacrce Commilt Low noted, public t.. ‘Lovieion

-

should provido "in=depth coverana und annlysis uvhien e 18
Jead to a botier informad ana enlightaied Peblic,” (fonatce
Repoxt #22 “0th Congress, lut Sesnion,
Prosident Johnson
Broadecasting Zict on Hovimbor 7
"At its best, publie
our nation a replica of the old Grack markainlice

where public affgirs tool Place in vigw of all the

citizens."

But, perhaps even more importantly ~ we do public
affairs - (not just because We are required to, or hecause
we feel obligated to meet the intentions of those who
created the public television system) - w¢ do publlL

affairs Programming because we feel a moral commitment

to use the communications tools of our time for the cducation

and enlightcnment of our people.

In short, we in public telcvision do public affairs
Programming because we are required to, because we have

becn asked to and because as responSIble citizens and

Professionals we want to.




Now, let's look at Soime of the othoyr quustions
which have been raisged recently ahout public affajivrs on
public tclevision., we arce aslked vihiotheor we should "La
doing the samo hinds of NTws cove g
news conmantary." oOf ccoulun
are morcly copving coumien

the samo,

prograxtizg sheowl - Certainly, ths
orcanizaticns cen and do poriorm cixtain puhlia
services eltremely weli. But doc: anyoeae really Lol
the ccramercial retworks have achieved such a standaxg
of excecllence - either in ternms of quality, or in Lorns
of the tine they can afford to devote to public

that they have totally Pre-empted the field of public

affairs Programming on American television?

for themselves.

While we have a long way to go before weo achieve

s,

am not ashamed of the record. 1Indeed, 1 am proud of

what we have acconplished in only 2 years.




Here are some examlesn:

RO 10T '?g is the 051? DU e
pro<ram devobt~d Lo informing viewers ahout onxr coun!
political institulions énd procssecs ToEcoula
schaduta g b Y LU I beliove, ana hone,

in tha long
actions ;-

*® Scyye » .
TILE UM el

* — ——— - = —

“roononitional tolavision which wue

single public iscue,

')VO. -:TES is the o"zl" one--howr r.» tional Qolst

to all Americap:
opportunity for the Public to record iis
since THE ADVOCATES wen?: on the air, cve:-
Americans have responded by writirg in their votes. How's
that for the so-called passive Imerican television vicwer!

WORLD PRESS, WALL STRECT WEEK, GREAT ANERICAN DREAM

MACHINE - there are no equivalents Or near equivalents on
commercial television.

Or take BLACK JOURNAIL, - this ig the ¢ enly national

Program glving the black perspectlve on the events and
issues that concern black citizens and one of only two
national programs that are produced Ly and for blacks.

By the way, both programs are on PRBS,




Ox take the intervicuws of Presidential candid: toe,

cabinct officers, adwinictceation oliicials, congrann oy -

the proesent and woald-ho "niovers ol sharerus" of oure

goveriawent = o, 0 SINUSTS WINI it Nlizahoerh Dresvs, Again,

the only reguloxly schedulod natdcn:. Progos
which ‘attempts o do tﬁis.
Or, FININC Lrva 1] leadinj consorvative
in a G0-minute prirc tiine intervies aind Qulate,
Add to this sﬁch cther prograns as
CRISTE on drug abuse {or in-school
special events such as the only live
U. N. vote on the admission of tha People's
China, and many others.
And speaking of China - publiic broadcasting sens to
China with President Nixon the only correspondent wiho

knows the Chinese leaders bPersonally and, of even ¢greater

importance, a correspondent who speaks Chinese - the key

to understanding China and its People. I am talking about
Theodore White, of course, a distinguished journalist

and author, who Ccovered the President's trip for NPACT.
Sadly,

had to await his return before receiving higs commentary,
insight and bPerceptions. The reason = public television
coﬁld not afford the $300,000 the commercial networks asked

for use of the ground station in China and the Pacific satellite,

”




In mony of these programs, issues and individuals
have been presented that would not have been available

through any olhey trleovision netior!: QUACH I NG Th

thosce cauus whoers the issuns of the Perssaalitios, invoived
have bogh khonsatictus ({ona chat thoe comcorcial televicion
nctworiis or cheannels ware COVRri

we could devote to the issuve has

dincnsion to the cquantity of in?

the American public,

Again, T do rot want to sourd as if
we can sit back and rest on our "ubli
I do not think that. In fact, I think it would ba
considerably more conséructive and
we were discussing how we could improve our public affairs
programming - rather than talking absut whiathar ve
should be doing it at all.

But the questions have been raised. We have been
challenged. And I believe it is the obligation and
responsibility of all of us in‘publicitelevision to respond.

We have been aéked if we are doing public affairs
programming at the expense of educational programming - if,

in fact, we are merely reaching out for large national

audiences.

Well, if we are presenting informational material which

is useful to broad - and large - segments of our population’-

.. (and I sure hope we arec) - I am delighted.




But are we glighting our educational obligations?

As we all know, tlicre is moxe to educitional Programming
than forqg&_igiiigggigg. Most of our puhlic television
schedulas are devoted to instructicn during the day. The
evening hours, hen adulis are available, are cgivan ovars
to largely ﬂﬂﬂ:ﬁ?f@lm insiruction for the sinple EC ot
that theat
inform:tion = 1o say noiting
about vhich a ‘9ooud citian sho
themselves tg formal prosentetion,

In short, 1 believe the implication that

emphasizing bublic affairs Programming at the

of educationa] pProgramming is a spurious and ridiculous
Proposition.
In any Case, the argument is totally without meaning

because Public affairs Programming, by its very nature,

is educational. Public affairs Programming deals with
contemporary issues, politics and events. These are
the very ingredients of tomorrow!s history books as

well as today's political ang social sciences.




I submit that it is impossiblc, indeed dishohcst,
in an educational context: to Preclude the discussion
of today's iscues. It Inakes a mockery of ¢he oducational
process to close off the frece ang open excaination of
contemporary thought,

It has also been said that if yo in mublice telaevigion
persist in doing publie affairs programs, we wijjl "outrage
the public.”

To be Drccise, a new voung Socrates - o suCﬂfnly has

arrivaed upon the scene - adionishicn us to cemomber

that - "No citizon who feels strongly abo-i: on2 or

anotier side of a matter Oof current pulbjjes controvorsy
enjoys watching the ot?cr side p
it a good Qeal less when it is
(Clay T. Whiteheaq, Subcommittee Hearing cn
Rights of the Senate Committee on the Judi.ciary,
Freedom of the Press, February 2, 1972, p.869) The
citizen; therefore, will complain to his elected represcntatives
and the "inevitable" resdlt is that you have pPoliticized
and distorted "an enterpfise which should pe above faction
and above controver;y.' (Ibid.)

My first reaction to this k@pd of statement was that
it was a bit insulting to the Anerican Pecple - becauce
our entire system was built on a free exckhange of ideas

in which al1 sides have a chance to CXpress their vicwus




And often in our systen, this free exchange ig paid
for by the 2merican citizon. Certainly, Amaricans have
been willing to sulbeidize Gubates in Congrens - SOona s
no_side of which he agrecs with - vithout Sudaast ihg
the Conurcess pe Lhut down,

Ly seoond roaction je that
suggesting is that to cliriinase the

interfcrence, we shonle €liminato builic

Frantly, that is 1ikc teliing the nevs o

to stop goverﬁmcnt threates o~ censership is (o
publishing.

Are we as Americansg - public broadcasters, Congrensman,
the Administration, ali of us - go intellectually bankrupt
that we can't devise a federally-fundcd national systen of
comnmunication devoted to tha Public interest in all its

aspects - free of inappropriate and dangerous influcnces?

We have a commercial televisicon System that, wity

its acknowledged shortcomings, Provides a level of service

in those areas of its Primary interests that is second to

Can we not as responsible representatives of the people
design a complementary public non=commercial system to do
what commercial television cannot do, or can do only

occasionally?




Can't we have g public telcvision System that ia not

limited arbitrarily, or by fiat, in jtg concern for human

enlightenmont oy the human conditinnp?

Must public television become a Crivi.dect Stpplicant,

.

blind Lo the coicerns of the pPeoiile, beyqging year Lo ycar

-

J

at the door of the Peonle's servanis?
The issve here is Not a question of:
= prozram bhalance - Public afFfaisrs VCXsas cultural
versus.instructional Procra.caing - for we neod

and can have all threeo;

or local versus nationally Producad Procramming for

We need ang can have both;

or duplication of commarcial television for we

have not;

or of any violation of Carnegie, Congressional or
Station intent or desire - for there has been no

violatlon;

Or great public outrage over our public affairs

Programs for there has been none.

Rather, the issues here are’ twofold:

best tools we

shall public

television either by accident or design bhe bllnded to

N

. the issues ang events that shape our, llves?




And, if public tclevision is thus blinded, which of

our country's institutions will bLae next?
No public affairs on comncreial television?
No public affairs in +he press?
No debate and instruction in public affairs in our

educational institutions?

Thank you.




s, Cos, wou oure's Secrcliry, cullin wnl
viectiiv Setween iy, wiildtelinin, Tew Meore, o
nzathiers vill Le -1 at 19:33 .u.,, Triacy, /315,
At Julk wxoether's “iidce, 370 1.uk AWvanv, Low Yt
<3rc flcer.

Cox: (o 13) 7.0-301




8 Tucsday  3/7/72 MTG. A
{ 3/9/72

1200

':00 Mr. Whitchead will recet with Jebhn Macy at 10:00 on Th

vicday, March 9.




Wedaesday 3/3/72

MEETING
3/10/72
10:15 or 10;:

2:30 Frank Paca will mect with you at 13:15 or 19:30
on Friday 3/10,




EYES ONLY

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20304

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

March 27, 1972

MEMORANDUM

To: Tom
From: Brian

Subject: Current Statyus of Public Broadcasting Legislation

1) We should attempt to change the public broadcasting
legislation ag it came out of the House Interstate and

Foreign Commerce Committee in two ways:

a) Introduce an amendment that deals with the salary
question as it regards both éxecutives and performers
in public broadcasting. He feels the limitation on
Performers should be no higher than $42, 500.

b) Introduce an amendment that would cut back
funding to one year.

2) Have Howard Baker talk to Senators Magnuson and Pastore
regarding one year funding.

one year funding. In addition, we are expected to prepare an
amendment that can be used on the House floor which would

reduce salary levels to $42, 500.

EYES ONLY




EYES ONLY

w2

The House Committce Report is due to be submitted to (he
Rules Committee the first or second day after the recess
which ends on April 10. Sometime during that week it is
Possible that public broadcasting legislation will be taken
up on the House floor. Soon after the House disposes of
this matter, the Scnate is ¢xpected to hold hearings. My
best guess at the moment is that Senate hearings will be
held sometime at the end of April or first of May.

EYES ONLY
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Clark MacGregor called in res
Springer.
until November 8,

Mr. MacGregor has some

hesitates to put them in a memo .

strongly positive, as are Springers’,

he wants to raise,
to him if that is our decision until sho

We have given Briap a copy of this,

other matters that are sensitive and
Concerning
that Springer is tough, loyal, and interesting.

but in any event, he
until November 8 and does not think the invitation

3/30/72

he
your memo, ha concyu=-
His reacticons 2ie all
Springer has some Questions
cannot respond to an ine-is
should be issued

:
ol et

rtly before November 4,
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MEMORANDUM FOR

Mr, Clark MacGregor
The White House

I believe you are jgenerally familiar with the

Presicent’s feelings about Public television ang our
Strategy towards the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.
We have five apdointTents t5 make next month, and I anm
working with rred ilalek to arrive at 8n acceptable lisgt
Of nominces, Pagtore has asked that Mr. Gammino be
reappointed and hag made it pretty claar that this is the
price of confirmation for our other appointees,

I can
Bill is tough
and loyal ang interested. Before Weé proceed any further
on that front though, I would like your reactions to the
idea, including whether it would be desirable for him to
resign his seat this summer to
that looks desirable.

Clay T. Whitehead
CCt Mr. Whitehead

Mrv—Saxb
Mr. Scalia

CIWhitehead:ed 2/24(72

SENSITIVE
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Tuesday 4/11/72

Jon Rose called to talk to ycou,
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Wednesday 4/19/72 MEETIY
4/20/72

¢:00 V'hen Mr, V/hitehea d goes to NYC on Thursday, April 20, he will have
an 11:00 mecting with Tom Moore.

Ed Bleler will join Mr, Whitehead and Herman Land at 2:30 for the
meeting. It wil] be at the G Luilding,




Thursday 4/20/72

Mu, Vehitehe-d i1l have Froatfast o
tomorrow morn “ricay, 4/21) ct £:0) at tha




Moncuy 47247112 LT

4£[25/72
1):00

Mr, Vhitchead oc duled a meeting with Iinry Loomia at 1l:co

ocuo
tomorrow, Avril 25, 1o will comg here,




DRAFT
CTWhitchead:jm
4/25/72

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

From: Mr, Flanigan

Subject: Progress Report on Public Broadcasting

We have been active in the public broadcasting field to accomplish

three objectives:
(1) Objectivity in their journalistic Coverage of politically
controversial public affairs,

(2) The long-run elimination of the use of Federal funds for

controversial political public affairs Programming.

(3) A reduction of the influence of the Corporation for Public

Broadcasting in the public broadcast system by decentralizing some of
the power to the local stations,

‘Our progress on these three objectives is reported below,

(1) Anti-Administration bias, while not eliminated, has been
relatively bland, in large part because of public attention focused on the
known bias of Sander Vanocur. Our only short-run lever here is the
spotlight of public attention on the widely acknowl_edged liberal bias of
most public television commentators, and we will agsure that spotlight

is kept on them for the rest of this year,




-2

(2) We have had very little success in convincing anyone¢ in
public broa.dcasting (even our friends) that coverage of poliLicalIy con-
troversial public affairs should be eliminated in the long run, Some of
our friends on the CPB Board recently made an cffort to reduce the
amount of the Corporation's funds allocateq for this Purpose for the
next fiscal year, Although their only success wasg a reduction in
Support for the National Public Affairg Center for Television (which
funds Sander Vanocur) from $1.6 million to $1:%2 million, this has been

interpreted in the press as a definite slap at Sander Vanocur and the

heavy emphasis of CPB on public affajrs Programming,

(3) The influence of the local stations g being more ang more felt
» and this has been largely beneficia]l; However, it is clear that

» SO long as

(1) Enconraging
Programming,
(2) A strong and emotional fight on the House floo

for the Corporation to
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(3) Appointment of new Directors to the Board of CPB who are

strongly committed to our principles and who will work to reduce public

affairs programming,
(4) Replacement of John Macy and Frank Pace after our new
appointments to the Board are confirmed by the Senate,

While we would like to report more substantial forward progress,

we can at least report that the public attention focused by Tom Whitchead
and the work on the CPB Board by Jack Wrather and Tom Moore have
effectively stopped the progress of Macy and others in their erforts,

Taking over control of the Board and replacing the management is the

only way to achieve our longer run goals, and we are working very strongly

to that end,
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April 27, 1972

3 S aert ya Coanlie
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(2) The eliminatioa of the LSe of s"aderal funds for public
affairs Prograwatiag,

(3) A reduction of the influence of the Corparating for Public
Broadcasting ia the public broadcast Systema by deceutrs|-
lzing some of tho power to the local stztions,

Qur progress on these thres objectives is reported below.

re s the
al bias of

hat spotlight
« In this effore our Coagressional

In anocther, Somewhat related
the CPp coatribution to the NET budget from, $3.2 to 3222 miillion

Ooxt year. NET hag been a major producer of liberal-biag Programn:ing
in the past,
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(2) “We have hag very little success in convincing noost »f those
tavalvaed ia sublic bro:v‘]ca':-’:in;_; (includiry several of Qur reianiy) s

covarere af nuhlic oflair; saoul:d Lo alie inatad is o bovmes wirn, Ve
Ak pmusintaes o taa Ci't Loapd caccatly ooode ma STREE TN TSR Lt
criount of tlhic Corporztion's fands zllocated for tiig FAPE082 {ne Ly
{irezl yosr. 7 heir 2aly snecans was a radnetion in Tumape fas e
utiencl cablic S firirs Cangdae for 1 elavislon {hieh Loy . S

fror. 1.6 niillion to +1.2 wiilion, zad this hag Qe lolernroiesd in the
Frlt’ \

1
#F 2 A3 2 deiinite slan at snades Veaocur anu tiho SLIBV Qunannsial e .

(37 The influcnce
=Mt 2t Ci- o, zng tiis 5ot
t22t 30 lons ag the Eonzd o

~s John L wey i3 Prezidant, we will contiaue to Live a Bufers oo oaune
ceuatralization angd 4 heavy anouat of pubiic atiairs Prozranmin.in,

o¢ tiwe locul stztions is bty moes L ag .. 211k

+
-
. e h

Yetrectorz ol 15 achanced cal o lge
-

while I wish the progress were more substantial, at least the public attun-
tion focused by Ton- ¢ hitehezd 2ud the work on the CPL Loars by Jacl

- TAERST 20d Tom X aore have sluwed 2 z2cy and cihers in their nitarcy,
Taking over coatrsl of the Eoard and replacing the Management iy the only
way to achleve our long run goalas. Ve will reconimend to you shortly .y
appolntments to thoe Board that will proviile a r.2jority of members whe
belleve Public Broadcasting should be limited to cultural and educational
subjects, and should have 8o public affairs progran:ming at all. Cnpca
they are confirmed we would expect to replace both President Macy and
Chairman Pace, and to put the new program policy in place.

.




Thursday 4/27/72

Tom Moore called ang left the following information:

The planning budget for NET at the berinnine of 1972 wac $4 millian,
It was reduced during the year to $3.6 million becauce all instiiutional
appropriations were reduced,

The planning budget for thig year is $3 million,




TCNIORRON EN'TERT A/ NATENT /N

April 27, 1972

Mr. Clay T. Whitehead
Director

Tele-Communications Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. . 20504

Dear Tom:

I am enclosing a lengthy document which inclucdes the information
which you are seeking, if you are able to extract it. It is the copy
which I used at-the Board, thus all the marginal notes. Let me
know if there is any further information I can get you.

Best regards.

Sincerely,

Thomas w, Moore

Attach.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE: 777 THIRD AVENUE, NEW YORK. N.Y. 10017 212/750-3811
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TCNORRON ENTERT AN/ FNT NG

April 27, 1972

Mrv. Clay T. Whitehead
Director Tele-Communications
Executive Office of the President
Washington D. C. 203504

Dear Tom:

This is the recommendation of the program advisory committee

to regulate the programming and staff which will be acted upon

at the next Board meeting. Control would he established that
would prevent the problems that sprang up when the staff developed
the Programming on their own, and presented it as a tota] package
before the program committee became involved.

Sincerely,
i T

--' ey

¢ Thomas W. Moore

Dictated- but not read.

Enc.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE: 777 THIRD AVENUE, NEW YORK, N.v. 10017 - 212/750-3811




Managecment Presents MNatioral Snrvice Profile
to Program Advisory Committoca and Bourd,

NSP is develoved in coordination with PES. The
Profile to indicate how much naticnol servica is

Planned? hat Xind of Presramning is SACouragesd?

NSP keyed to Financial pPlan for "continued servica"
and "system needs" (Hi-Lo).

(See Matrix, attached)
Board receives systenm and publie comment on MNSP,
Board action on NsP acceptability sor Planning.

NSP Surmary included as appendix in Boargd Briefing
Book -- noting changes or refinement in plan.

Board action on NSP acceptability for cp3 initiation
of preduction agreements and pgRsS guidelines for develogma
of national schedule,

PBS National Schedule
Committee and Board.

Management Presents CPB-pBS Plan for bromotion of
national schedgle.

Highlights of the upcoming schedule Presented to

the Board. ,///

Program and schedule evaluaéions Presented to
Program Advisory Committee and the Board.

ae




XSP=National Service Profile

PBS Natn‘l]
Schecule
(update)

MAY
17 & 5

(Station Managers)

JuLYy

o8 asatl ,

Schedule!

[r————
SEPTEMBER Pos Si:n'lr
a1

Schedsle
(Annual Meeting) %ﬂ
(Budget Meeting) )

OCTORER
- -3 8 8.
(Legislative Review)

‘P88 Guidelines for -
Mtiocnal Schedule

=y pr——
(update)

laosm
7 a8

' (Pinaacial Operating Plaa)
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3ULorizing an extenditure of - AVTEen Tor vis worcerariog
JUPinT Ghe next fiscsl Fre TR 15 n fucpouge Lr 3, TR~
2ately 33 curzont oyope toa JrSent yoar, st in oo wicw 4t
s neciad to conltinun the saund rrooress of cullie tel.-
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of severs uudocy aressuras,

Second, drastically incrzased funding shouls nct e
ooured fnto the sunlie Sroadeasting systas uati]
appropriate structures have Leon astablished to alininate
its clear tendancy towaris centralization and towarus
Creation of a Federally fundeg “fourth network,” contrary
to the iatent of the Public oroalcasting Act. In our
view, this tendancy would be greatly strenethaned by
ofving tha Corperation drastically fncreasad fuads during
the next year,

“e appreciate the opporturity of providing our vicws to
your Subcommittee. If va can ue of any furt.or assistance,
please et us know.

Sincerely,

o .-”." -

Clay T. Whitahead
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PREPARFD FOR MEAMBIRS OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUC CATIONAL BROADCANTFRS

In this issue

Washington Bricting

Covermg the "72 Ilection: The Wass and Meuns
Brown Survev: Final Tally

NALB Tukes Briel tor Satellite Aceess to FCC
EBEP Procedures. Timetable tor [’y '73
Personnel Listings

Washington Briefing

The Public Broadcasting Act of 1972 (HR13918) was processed out of the House 'Rulcs Commuttee (o2
Wednesday (May 3) and sent on for a full house vote. Floor action may come carly this week.

Theres still nothing new on the Senate side. Assuming expeditious House action on HR13918 the Senaze
should have time to schedule and hold hearings on financing legislation later this month. hopefuliy lcu\'iztg
time for a House-Senate conference if required and ultimate passage of a bill prior to Congress
adjournment in the latter part ot June or in carly July.

L L ] L ]

In testimony before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor. Health, Education and Welf.rs
May I, NAEB President William G. Harley urged the subconunittee to appropriate the full umoun:s
authorized for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting and the Educational Broadcasting Facilitics Program
in HR 13918, assuming the measure is passed. ) )

Mr. Harley called the EBFP “extraordinarily successful” and noted this excerpt tfrom th_c House
Commerce Committee's report on HR13918: “The effectiveness of the program is shown by fh"' fact fhgt.
for every dolkir granted by the federal government for noncommercial educational broadcasting tucilities.
$11 instate, local, and private funds has been expended.” ) . o .

Recent surveys conducted by Representative Clarence Brown (R-Ohio) and National Educnm.mu! R.af.l!o.
Mr. Harley noted, indicate that current ETV facilities needs total almost 52 million and radio tacilities
more than $10 million. ) ) . ) -

“Despite the success of this program in establishing and improving educational _r.nho and tekevision
stations,” Mr. Harlcy told the subcommittee, “‘the program is still falling short of meeting the current need.
Not only are many stations failing to fulfill their potential for re_achin_g audiences bm-:ausc qf lower powzr
and inadcquatc antennas, but, because of the lack of program origination and chon:lmg f;.xc.xlitics. stations
often cannot respond to the full range of programming requircments to serve !hc'lr commum.ucs."

Endorsing the Corporation for Public Broadcasting “as a means of providing direct operational support as
well as other essential national program and related services,” Mr. Harley obscrved that CPB has recently
devised procedures whereby budgeting and planning will receive substantial input from station
representatives, and said: “We belicve these new provisos will bring the corporation into a close and
effective relationship with the stations and communities it was designed to serve.” -




PERSONNEL
Admmistration

John Montgomery, exceutive director ot the lowa
Educitional Broadeasting Network and  executive
comultant i mstruction to the NAEFB named “lowy
Fducator ot the Year™ by the Des Momes hapter ot
Phr Delta Kappa. protessional traternity tor educa-
tional leaders,

Tony Moe, chanman o the Fducational Communi -
tons board, Sate of Wisconsin, Madison, named
executive director. Me. Moe who was previously
presulent o Homzons Broadeasting Carporation i
Madison soceeeds the lite Lee FooFranhs (N WS-
LIETTER. Apnl 10y,

Howard W. Town. munager o1 product planning,
Video  Productions Division, Viipey Corporation,
Jomns WETW WANW Chicaro. as director ot Lnuineer-
ing and operations. Robert H. Sundens, press atorma-
o manager wath Plav oy Enterprises Ine . ( hicago,
Jorms WEEW WANNW Uy wrrector ot miosnaiion and
promotron.

F. Calvin Louderback, assistant vice president of the
New Jersey Munutacturess \ssocttion, appomted to
New Jeney Public Broadeasting \uthonty . suceeed-
ing John McDaonald.

David H. Foster. executive vice presulent. legal and
regulatory  relutions, Dara  Fransmission Company
(Datran). named president of the Nattonual Cable
Television Assoctation. William J. Bresuan. vice presi-
dent o the TelePromipter  Corporation.  clected
national chairman of NCTA: Amos Hoxtetter, execu-
tive vice president of Continental Cablevision, clected
national vice chairman. Newly clected NCT A officers
are Gene Schaeider. president of LVO Cable, treas-
urcr: and W.R. Brazeal. executive vice presulent and
general manager ot Community lele<Communications
Inc.. secretary. Thomas J. Maddef. former staff
writer with Browdcastng  Maguzine, joins NCTA's
public relations staff,

Barry Jay Cronmin. chairman of the Division of
Communications at Grahm Junior College. Boston.
appointed dean of School of Communications.

Gene Bunge. producer-director at WTTW Chicago.
joins Nebraska Fducational Television Network,
Lincolm, as director of cultural affairs. James R.
Craig, manager of instructional services tor the lowa
Educational Broadcasting Network, joins NETN as
network senior producer for the SUN (State Univer-
sity of Nebraska) spevial higher education project.

Suzanne R. Seybold joins WYES New Orleans as
director of public information, succeeding Yvonne S.
Menuet, named director of a special project for the
station.

(Comtinued on pege 4)
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3 3 regulas member wrvice by the Nanional Avocis.
toa of Educational Broudcasters. 1346 Conmectnut
Avenue, N.W.. Washington, D.C. 20036. (202)
785-1100. Annusd dues lor individual memberup 1n
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Second class postage pasd at Washingtoa. D.C.
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SIN LTV representatives  IFrank Barreca, KUNT L.
son: Llovd Kuaiser, WOI D Pittsburgh, |orederioa
Brementeld, Mary Lind Center tor Public Broadcase s,
James Lo Loper, KCET Los \necles: O [cona:a
Press. Kentueky Authority tor IV, and Juos
McBride, KENE Allunee, Neb. miet tor the daest i
with CPB otficials at a recent CPB budget bricnmg, S
radio station representatives are eapected to be aani,
shortly . probuably i e vl o (-

lerencee. M; <-IN. ’_\

vering the *72 Eleetion:
The Wavs and Means

Fiscal considerations, predictably . are havine e -
impact on the stvle and seope of Y72 presudent:a
clection coverage. both at the national and the loeo!
station level in public broadeasting.

Faced with a S400.000 cut irom its ~1 o iilise =
CPB grunt. the Nutional Public Atiaies Conter 1
Television tinds its plans o provide on-the-seen.
coverage of the Democratic wmd Republican natior_.
conventions effectively  blocked. As o result, 105
reportage will most likely be limited o ICABIR-IV P e
presentations.

Local educationalypuhblic broadeasting stutions 23

ginative approach to clection coveruge at ¢
leve, their efforts are frequently haypefed by ]
limited fun dsagobisfeiet Yo ogerting cand:-

dates committed for interviews und appedrances.

A sampler of what some stations ure doiny:

e At the Maryland Center tor Public Broadcusting.
Owings Mill, an attempt is being made to bring every
available presidential candidate to the center tor a
viewers' cuall-in session, part of a three-hour special
before a live audience targeted for mid-May. How-
ever, Bill Hallstead. director of development and
community services, reports: “Our commitment is
solid. but getting commitments from the candidates is
another story.” He gives 50-50 odds for the special
coming ofT.

® WITF Hershey, Pu.. as a first step in its election
coverage, aired a discussion of registration procedures
aimed at getting voters in the 18-7] age bracket to
the polls in November. Topics included qualifications.
the independent voter, registrar locations, mail and
abscntee voting, political party cnrollment, and the
operation of voting machines.

e WMVS/WMVT Milwaukce has inaugurated a
“Politiscope™ series to provide extensive coverape of
both the presidential and loaal 72 elections. Among
the series’ coups to date have been interviews with




Democratic vandidate George McGovern (during
which he accurately predicted he would win the
Wisconsin - printary),  and  John Lindsay. Fugene
McCarthy . Henry Juckson. Hubert Humphrey. Shurley
Chisholm, Fdmund Muskic, and George Wallaee. The
halt-hour mierviess were in color.,

e WPBT North Miami. Fla. began lintig up presie
dential candidates tor interviews last December. By
the March 14 Florida primary. the station's free tinme
oifer had been taken ap by candidates Humphrey .
Lindsay. and Chisholm. McGovern booked tiune and
then cancelled out twice., Acvording to Ketth David-
sone WPBT News director, “viewer reaction to the
candidates who appeared was spirited. (o say the
least. Humphirey seemed 1o enjoy his direct jousting
with the public so mudh that he bought tume on 4
commuercrl station a couple ol weeks later. usinrg the
same format cand slorted  righr OPPOSIIe My own
provram. Such s the prce ol suceess).” The station’s
new mobile VTR remote unit will be importantly
mvolved indaily local programs trom the Miami Beach
convention hall.

e WOUB Athens. Ohiv  provided  continuous
coveruge  of the Ohio primary  clection  results.
utilizing over 00 regulur and special reporters. from
8:30 a.m. until 11:00 p.m. On-the~pot coverage from
the Statchouse. polling places and candidates” head-
quarters was augmented by tilmed reports.

e WQED Pittsburgh began Pennsylvania primary
coverage with a 90-minute election-day special and
continued with clection retumns through the following
night. The four western Pennsylvania coordinators for
the Democratic presidential candidates -Humphrey.
McGovern. Muskie. and Wallace - joined the station's
“Newsroom™ stafl’ for questioning about the candi-
dates” positions and personalities.

e KPBS San Dicgo since last November has becn
producing a monthly hall“hour series called “Conven-
tion Update.” Purpose of the program is to inform
viewers of plans and preparations for the Republican
party’s national convention in (Republican officials
have just announced the convention will be in Miami
Beach). The series has thus far touched on such topics
as economic impact, {inancing, the potential for vio-
lence and disruptive activity, housing, the logistics of
providing communications and other facilities, and
“unofTicial™ groups orgunizing for the convention.
Plans call for continuing the serics through August,
with special programs possible as the convention
draws closer.

® The New Hampshire Network's public affairs
unit began early last fall to gird itself for “the
broadest possiblc coverage™ of the state primary
election, considered one of the key primary contests.
Three extensively-publicized telephone surveys of the

clectorate preceded aseries of penon-to-peron inter-
views with candidates and o controntation amony all
five ol the Democratic candidates which was aired
live. then carried by the Fuastern Fducational Network
aid PBSONHIN'S coveraee, which culminated with a
Q0-munute clection eve special, recenved widespread
national attention and recoenition

Brown Surves: Final Tally

Of the 105 LTV munugen responding 1o L suney
conducted by Congressman . Clarenee ). Brown
tR-Ohio, haly would preter o tormuia
written o law instead ol discretionan authorrty
vested i a tederal ageney as o means of distrtbuting
tedvral tunds 1o focal stations tor aperition.d ~sup-
port.

Only 13 pereent opted tor the second dernative.
Howerer, 31 percent wrote in that they wenrtd ke to
o not less than 30 percent of the Corporatromn tor
Public  Broadeasting s tunds g0 directly 1o the
stations  the provision tound in HHR 1391~

All the managen agreed they could uswe more
federal money.

Asked to priority rank the Kinds of programming
they would tund it they received additional tederal
monies. e managers put local public affuirs at the
top of the list. tollowed by instructional programs
(not lor classroom use). and cultural programs.

Asked how much they could effectively use for
facilitics. operations and programming, the managers
cited  these  (averuge)  amounts. respectively:
$493.000: S122.000: and S123.000. Averuge srants
received last year in those areas were respectively
$87.000: $13.500: und S24.800.

Other survey results:

-Forty-one percent responding to the question.
“Has your station ever felt an attempt to exert
intlucnce on its programming decisions or operations
from sources of financial support?” answered “'ves.™
Genenally, the managers said that any unduc pressure
or attempt at control would be rejected.

—National public affairs, cultural programs and
children’s programs should be CPB’s top three
programming prioritivs, the managers indicated.

~If they recvived significuntly increased funds this
year. the managers said thcy would spend the moncy
on facilitics, programming. and opcrations. in that
order.

sand they

NAEB Takes Brief for Satellite
Access to FCC

Freedom of access to domestic satcllites is vital to the
continued expansion of educational telccommunica-




tions. NALB has told the Federal Communications
Commuission.

The FCC s engaged in g procecding set (o
determine the regulatory underpinnings and scope ol
proposed domestic communication satellite tacilities
i this country,

In its comments, NAEB made these four principal
points

(A domestic satellite system “would attord
unique  opportumties  for further cnhancement
ol . .. educational  broadeast  service™ and evolving
telecommunications  techniques — 1or storing  amd
retricy ing intformation.

€2y Unrestricted entny into domestic satellite com-
munications should be rejected: rather, SORIC JOFIN of
iimited open cnerv should be adopted 1o cuarantee
Tl participation by public hroade asting and cduca-
tonal intereses.

(3 Winimum  service Jor public hroadcasting
should be tree of charee or involre preferentiul rates

(4 Users o g domestic satellite systenm such as
local  commercial and public broadcasters should
harve the oprion of owning or sharing receire-only
carth stations, subject to reasonable access by other
local entities desiring such services.

EBFP Procedures.
Timetable for FY ‘73 *

Ray Stanley. head of the Educational Broadcasting
Facilitics Progrum. advises that the sume busic guide-
lines and priorities st Jorth in Progrum Bulletin =6
(duted September 15, 1971) will upply to the FY
1973 program.

An earlicr cut-oft date for applications—probably
September 15S—constitutes the major change for the
upcoming fiscal year. The carlier dute would allow
the granting of some matching funds before the cnd
of the calendar year.

As with the FY 72 program, institutions with
applications being held over for possible funding next
year must cither indicate to EBFP that they desire
the application to stand as is, or submit amendments
to the application on file. Also, institutions that have
been notified of discrepancics of other deficiencies in
their pending applications must remedy shortcomings
by the cut-ofT date established.

Sample grant applications are obtainable on loan
cither from National Educational Radio or Educa-
tional Tclevision Stations to aid stations in com-
pleting paperwork. Complete packerts of information,
including all required forms, are available from The
Director, Educational Broadcasting  Facilities
Program, Division of Educational Technology, U.S.
Office of Education, Washington, D.C. 20202.

1Contnued trom rage 1)

Billy Foxx. newsingn amd news editor wih WiiAT
Pluladelpling, joiny WRILEN there oy station ane
Jper,

Mark Damen. progran, manager tor WU e, el
Fla.  named TBroadoast  Preceptor yat s ey
designation conterred the tacabty o the Br .. ast
Communication \rrs Department o San e, o
State Callege.

Ed L. Kaulman, Joecnon o medg sonoes
University ot Vireinma, lariottesile,

wvpL- v Harosonburg, Vi as directon o

tonal services,

David Wilson. operanions SIPCT o wtl WAWA LY
Morgimowin, W vy s WIENTLIN e :
asdirevtor ap oot sWiviees e
MeConmich. who totres

AL (SR

Harry M. Brawley, cyecutne g SLRry Wi Sk
Virema | ducationa; Hroadoasiimg \uthesiy
ton 1o enire i the tujl o [0,

Hazen 3. Schumacher Jr. o -ooc o W

of Micligan Lelevision enio-, NanovL o 5
ating director ot brogdeastine CITOCTING Septern oL
sawvending Gamer R, Gurrison, w Y
tull-tinre teaching iINFWSLT | R. \pr "

l'rugrammiu'_.'

Samuel H. Johnson. Prograi inoer wity the < _pne
tenmal Commisaion, Wasiinzton, woans WL LTV
there as pubrhic attaes tdiager

Ken o Stevens, wuh KWst Pelian, Wash, s
WVIT-IV Harrsoniurg, V., o croduction maz gz,

Terry ). Donohue. Producten wmt Gnanage. or
National Fducational Television, ‘oins \ations. Tsle-
production Corporat:on as director ot openitn -

Darwin Payne. ussistant protessor of journa:; s~
Southern Methodist University . Dullas. toins KZ R
TV there as executive producer and oneair b - o
“Newsroom.™ He succeeds James C. Lehrer.
public affairs coordinator for the

Service (NEWSLETTER. March 2-).

Andrew B. Ferguson Jr.. ~tudin producer tor " The
Electric Company.” named producer o the =i-
dren’s Television Workshop series, succevding Samued
Y. Gibbon, now ¢xecutive producer of series.

Madge Bruner numed music director of WICT-FM
Jacksonville.

FYl

Navajo Radio On the Air

Minority Affairs director Lionel Monugas  ind
associate director Arthur Cromwell Jr. attended :-ind
opening ceremonies and fesuvities at KTDb-FM
Ramah, N.M., the first American Indian<ont::!led
broadcasting station in the United States, KTDB is
licensed to the Ramah Navajo School Board Inc.. and
is a member of NAEB's radio division, Na::onal
Educational Radio.

Peabody for Mississippi

In addition to WQED Pittsburgh and WHA.FM
Madison, Wis., educational broadcasting winnes in
this year's George Fosicr Peabody Broadcasting
Awards (NEWSLETTER. Apnl 10) included :he
Mississippi Authority for Educational Televisior. and
its executive director, William R. Smuth Jr..,who ere
recognized (or “‘exciting and significant vontribuz:ons
to education, not only in Mississippi but througaout
the nation.”

Misstated

In the April 10 NEWSLETTER, Educational Broad-
casting Facilities Program grant reciprents listed !~ the
television activation Category included the cities of
“Alliance, Neb.,” and “Cambridge, Mass.™ All:ance
and Cambridge ar¢ both located in Ohio.




POSITIONS AVAILABLE

To all NAEB members: In order 1o contact any of these posttions. you must be registered with the NAEB Personnel Sersvice. For
more information. contact Sharon Greenwell, Coordinator, Personnel Sersices.

STATION MANAGEMENT

May | Station Manager tor tull-ume public radiv station
atfilinted with mdwestern unversuy. To SUPCIVISG  profes-
sional and student statt, Reguires ML+ 5 yean expernience
with commercial or educational station. Salary S11-1.3.000 tor
twelve months” Avalable July 1, 1972, Lquai Opportunuy
Employer.

PROGRAM/PRODUCTION MANAGEMENT

May 2 Music Director tor 15 ow sicieo station broadeast -
e classical. juzz. toll and rock. Must have protessional musie
background. hnow icconds and record  compaines. abie o
create classical prozrams as well as supersise others producing
127, ok, and ol inusie shows. Seeiing o matare an
perconality Tor hosting daily  classical show. Will SUPCIVise
technical stat - live broadeasts and recording sessions ot all
1y pes o music. B.A or equivalent required.

PRODUCTION/DIRECT.ON

May 3 Producer-Director 101 southeastern unnasity. To
develop, plan, produce and direct 1TV matenals. s well as
PTV progranmung for statewide network. Film bavkground
helptul. MLAL + experience required. Available July 1972,

May 4 Producer-Director tor ETV production center.
wutheust location. Must have at leay two yearseaperience in
all phases of television production and wnowledge vl SOF
shooting and cditing. Writing and on-sir talent highly desirable.
B.A. preferred. Available immediately.

May § Film Producer tor nurthwestern university. Must
be able to shoot and edit tilm. it sound and dewelop seripts
lor ducum_:mury production. Availuble July.

May 6 Reporter-Producer tor midwestern public radio
station. Revent college graduate with bachground in broadvast
journalism preferred. Must have experience in news. public
aflairs and cummunity services. Able to run board vca-
sivually. Salury S8000. Available June |.

May 7 Pruducer-Director foe ITV programs at midwestern
university. Respunsibilities indude work with laculty and
students in devcloping ITV presentations. teaching television
productivn and (ontinuity writing. a3 well as supervising
limited TV upcrativns uver CCTV system. Teaching load is live
hours fal} semester. cight hours spring semester. Masters in
Radio-TV or emphasis in Radio-TV or ITV at the graduate
level. a3 well as previvus instructional production experience
required. Salary $7.400-57.700 for nine months.

ACADEMIC APPOINTMENTS

May 8 Fucwity Appuviniment for expanding broudcast
journalism department at Culifornia State College. To teach
radiv-tv news, public atfairs and public information. Will ulsv
plan, conduct and supeivise student laboratory and activity
work. Experience in both teaching and broadcast production

’

work Inghly desirable. PhD. preterred bar will ooosider

candidates holdmg mastens plas some work tow.and doctorate.
Rank and ~alany acconding 1o gqualiiicanions. A\ abable Bl
972,
Mayv 9

wastern umversity To seinve as lason lor unneistty radioets -

Lssistant/ Assocute Professor{Coordinator 1or mud-

spevelt department. oversee educational FM slition, s weii oo
teach connes e oelevision and il producin e wind socia.
aspects et oidme P o nein destred., Sabary negotabic
Avatlable September (972,

May 10O Listructor  1og withini

Jepaitin st o Communinahion atd FPheave, Wil oo unae -

northeastern unnersity

radials coises i Broandsting, litcrpenonad

ton and Eirectve Communnation. Position oy ailuniv

year. Sulars SO possibilie of additioned se

PhD. preicnied. MUA. tedamied. Must be comperes 1o Mass
Commmiinic s and Conmmuzicatzon Belia o

May 10 Gruduate Assistanrs 1o iidwesten voelvze, T
posttions avaidable. Oue position as Pablic Allairs Coondinator.
Responsibrities inddude coondination and prosdiccrion ot foea
progranumiig. ad special public alturs prograins. Will alse
supervise sinall start of undergraduates. Avalabie June 1. One
pusition 1 Program Coordinator. Respomibitne include
overall covrdination and  supervision of - the stations pro-
gramming <chedule. assignment ot buardeoperations. coordinz-
ton and production of stativns program guide and SUpRTVISion
of must vt the operativnal stalt. Available September 1. NO
ACADEMIC RANK for cither pusition.

May 11 Fuculty Appoitment a1 public community college
in mudwest. new and expanding nwdia program. Three years of
direct experience in the production of super Simm and 16mm
film. television and audiv required us well as one year
secondary or college teaching. Graduate degree or equivalent
preterred. Sulary $8.900-521.000 depending vn quulilicativns.
Available Full 1972,

ITV/R: UTILIZATION/ADMNISTRATION

May |1 Director of Instructivnal Media for northeastern
school district. Will be responsible for planning, implementing
and supervising a coordinated instructional mediu program.
Must work with both stundard schuol asudio-visuals. and an
extensive telecommunications center on the secondary level.
Able to develop both into a courdinated service unit for
district. Cundidate should hold at least 3 Masters degree in
Instructional Media or equivalent fiekl. Prefrs teaching
certification un secondary or cullege level. Available Fall 1972,

ENGINEERING

May 12 Instellation/Muintenance Engineer lor  south.
castern station. To help install anc :maintain new color TV 3.1d
FM equipment. First phone and installation/maintenance
experience required. Available now.




PERSONNEL AVAILABLE

AMAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR, seéking position 1ollow-
my completion ol woutract i Middle East. Fouarteen years’
expertence i broadeast cngmectng, tmamtenance, and mstalla-
ton). Expenence m tramimg ol pessonnel. Location apen.
Avaluble imunwdiately.

B. PRODUCTION  ASSISTANT  sechs posttion e LTV
PRODUCTION, DIRECTION. Two years: experience in all
phases of commeraad and educational brogdeastmg. B.A. in
Speech. Preters Midwest. but location upen.

C. PRODUCER-DIRLCTOR. more than three veurs expen-
ence mall phases of color 1elevision seeks creative upporuny
10 produce and direct quality 1TV and‘or PTV broadeast
programs. B.A. degree. some graduate work. Several vears
radiv experience. Pretens Last or Midwest but location upen.
Available late spring.

D. COLLLGE GRADUATLE. MS. in Progranmng, Production
seehs pusition with ETV station. Two years expenence i all
phases of PTV and ITV production. Two years experienee
radio-tv-film production at major university. Location open.
Available July 1.

E. JOURNALIST. M.A. in Communcations. broadeast tele-
vision training seeks pusition in BROADCAST EDUCATION.
NEWS, PUBLIC AFFAIRS or PROGRAMMING. Bachground
includes media coordination on  two  national political
campaigns. Preters East or West but hicuuun upen.

F. INSTRUCTOR.PHOTOGRAPHER/DIRECTOR seeks com-
bination TEACHING and Production position. Extensive still
and motivn picture capubilities. Experience teaching film. tv
production and photography at secondary and college levels.
Background includes ITV Production. MA. with specialization
in ITV and Filin Production. Location upen. Samples films
and VTR and portiolio availuble.

G. RECENT GRADUATE. with B.A. Theatre and il
seehs posiion e EIVY Famibar with camera. dudie and
liehumy, Lapenence i adapting and staging. Locaton open.
Available now .,

HPRODUCER-DIRECTOR secks positron m PN o dlese
conmmunications Department. Two veans experience m CCTV.
woand onedall s e e commercial Comperent m color,
BXW. studio and remote work. as wetl as stil and - enon
picture photography . M3 Broadeasong ang bt e conon
open. Available now. Samptes avanlabic

L COLLLGE  GRADUATE, diversiied backerourd. sooks
OPPOFIIIN. (0 Translale soven s euns ovpenence o 1 aoens
Program. Peace Corps. Government amd dicst o - ew
career through INTERNSHIF posinon, wil pr aressn e PTV
statonpemluction conter Same expericioe a1V e 1
Production. Proticiency in 35mm 11l Mhotosraphs . \We g,
researching abiiny . Location omen. Asaianie now

J. Award-winning PRODUCER-DIRIC TOR oot « hraslenimg
position in caching, PRODUCTION ant or ADMINISTRA-
TION. Twelve vears protesstona enperienee an vonnmergial
and public radiv and recording. Three vean in university
admimistration. also teaching production and  mass nedia
<riticism. Strong background in public attaies and tilm sy,
MS. in communications plus twenty 1wo eraduate hours.
Prefers New England or East Coast fovation.

K. TV OPERATIONS MANAGER'INSTRUCTOR with strone
FM background secks pusition in Public Radio. PTV or [TV,
Prefers some teaching assignments. Three yeas enperionee
includes strong radiotv production background as well as
cullege teaching. Location upen. Available Jume 1.
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ROBERT H. MICHEL WASHINSTON OFFICE:
187TH OiSTRICT, lILLinois 2112 RAavmumn Busowea
(292) 223-4201

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE OtSTRICT oFwiex:

smcomrress Congress of the Titited SLALLS rcor e waras o svome

LASOR, HCALTIH, COUCATION, AND WCLFART PEORIA, ILLINOIS

- Pouse of Wepresentatives (309) 673-6350
&lasbington, D.€. 20315 RALPY ViNGYICH

May 11, 1972

Mr. Brian P. Lamb

Assistant to the Director

Office of Telecommunications Policy
ExXecutive Office of tie President
Washington, D.C. 20504

Dear Brian:

The attached is what came back from the National
Association of Educational Broadcasters in response
to the questions we submitted to then.

a

Sincerely,

) e
"X (ot

Ralph Vinovich
Administrative Assistant




May 10, 1972

Reactions to Congrecssman Michel's Questions
Rcgarding Public Broadcasting

Chalmers I1. Marquis - NAED

1, The public television and radio stations list as a top priorityv the
distribution to them of major national programs of all sorts. It is not
a network in the commmercial sense of the word; more appropriately,

it is an interconnccted distribution service. In any cvent, the stations
themselves, via the NPR and PI2S boards of dircctors, control what is
sent out, Thus it is both a station recommendation, and a station con-
trolled process and thus must reflect the stations' needs aned intessotg

About the only thing which the commercial networks and PRS
have in common is a limited amount of real-time interconnccetion,
Almost all other aspects - production of programs by the networ!,
affiliated stations, payments to stations for the carriage of prosrans,
competitive network practices to garner large audiences arc noi done
by PPBS.,

The prime-time real-time interconncction came first in the list
of priority activitics of PBS. Even if the stations had wished to develop
PBS solely as an interconnection for the purpose of sending programs
down the line to be taped and uscd at such time as the station might wish,
with no real time component, such a modus operandi would have Leen
impossible for most of the stations which lack the recorders, personnel
and funds necessary for such taping, storage and retrieval activities.
The real-time prime-time activity thcrefore made it possible for many
stations to go to color immediately and to carry national programming
which otherwise would not have been available to them,

PBS is beginning to expand its "second service' of alternative
pProgramming and other preview and intcrcommunication services, but
even now that ""second service' is of little use to many stations; the
significant under-funding of the Facilities Act keeps many of ocur
stations as second class electronic citizens compared to their com-
mercial counterparts.

2, The stations support the 30% of CPB's revenue as a beginning
point for operations or community service grants to them from CPB's
budget. They have made it clear that as these dollars increase, so
must the share to the stations, although the stations have not insisted
on a formula in the legislation itself, Station pProposcd amendments did

L]
v
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provide a limit of 507 of thisx however, so it is not an unlimited coeal,
New procedurces determined by the CPD Board and the stations, as we
testified Lo in our written testimony to the Subcenimittee, now invelve the
station representatives with CIPH in determining the share ard allocation
of funds in these stations grants, and in all othoer Ludget planning of CI32

as well,

3. According to "One Week of Educational Television, " which analv:c

1 -
(O gpring

a sample weeli of noncommercial telavision prozramnaming in

1970 (March 9-15, 1970, published by the Naticvazl Instructional Tele-
R

vision Ccater, Bloo‘.'r.ingzi(m, Indiana), indjcatog ~hat an avarns oo of
of public television progiramming, and 27,27 of inztructions! Celovisiar
programming is of local origin,

4, Stations aencrally acknowledgae they should do more lacal prozrani-
ming, but cxpress the prohlem {hat it takes subsisriialle

recources to o so and in fact this is the major epplication o \lich
they would put the ncv funds frora the expanded CPB {unds we lLeore

reccommend. ’

s 1

1AC Tt T,

S, The answer to this questicn is a resouncing yes. Thec necessary
differences of opinion, the pull and the haul inhcren® in devel oping a
new system of relationships, have been exaggerated by those not always
friendly to public broadcasting, Although it is true that some of the
disagreements have been real and difficult to resolve, they have been
real becausc they are opinions held by people who care about the system
and where it is going, and difficult because the issues are complex, But
all-in-all the stations are most supportive of the activities of the CPB.

6. Yes. The Congress has cxpresscd its conviction in this also,

Both the House and Senate reports on the Public Broadcasting Act of
1967 emphasized the '"value to a democracy of a citizenry that is kept
fully and fairly informed as to the important issues of our times.,"

(H.R. Report No.57290,90thCongress lst Scssion, Page 10 (1967)) and
the role of noncommercial educational broadcasting as ''a vital public
affairs medium - bringing indcpth many aspects of community and
political life; ... a means of examining and solving the social and
economic problems of American life today.' (Senate Report No. 91-167,
91st Congress, First Session, Page 7 (1969)).




7. & 8. The new NPACT appears to be developing as a ™Major natiora!
production resource which will benefit the stations. It has recently been
rcorganized to come under the jurisdiction of Station WETA, a move
strongly cndorsed by the stations., Stations' gencral acecentance of the
NPACT programs is indicatad by their high rate of broadeasting them,
Presumably stations will be continuously asscusing and cvaluant ino
NPACT's performance. It has been producing programs for only a
short time, however, and it would be premature to make overall judge -
ments at this time,

9. It's interesting that this question has raisced so s “uch Lot and go
little light. Comparcd with commercial salarics for the zame Hind of
worl, obviously these zre of a2 much lower gscalc. Tale:: salories
always scem unacceptable to those who are not paid as ta'int in tha
scnee of being a presenter in one or anoller counnunication uied um,
But, during the course of this argummeni, cven some of those who
agreed that these are not unreasonable salaries for such e¢xnericnced
practitioncrs as they werc able to "buy, " have wonderad whiiher or

not they could not have gone into the PTV ficld and hired 21V talent at
a far lower figurc. The answer to that is that the expertise simply does

not exist as yet in the PTV field; consequently, it was necessary to go
into the "market place. "

10. There is no simplistic tabulated order of preference arswer to
this question, The special needs of local communities, the naturc of
special local talents and projects, the march of events through which
we live, and the social and cultural tides which draw us now this way,
now that, all create a constantly changing mix to which a station must
be able to respond. However, again borrowing from the same report
used in the answer to Question 3 above, one can take a look at public

TV programming in a typical week in 1970 (ITV separate):

Percentage of Public
_Pro&ram Category . Television Hours

News and Analyses
Public Affairs
Cultural
Childrens’

Skills
Entertainment
Other




The "other” catevory contains programming that the respondents
could not comfortably fit into the title catecories and is for the most
part continuing cducation programming not considercd instructional
(that 1s, were not in-school or for-credit procrams)., The "enferiain-
ment'’ category coasists of drama and sports broadcasts but was in the
largest part varicly formmats such as the procrams “"Soul" and "The

'

Show,

Representative Clarence Drown surveyed the puhlic TV stations
as to their program pricrity preferences with any new funds (hev wonld
reccivye, to which wo referred to in our previous testimony, [T s
findingz, similar to cur own in public radio, indicate these stoation

pr(‘ft,l’C‘JCCh‘:

Brown Survey Cuosiion 10

"Please rank in 1, 2, 3 order the kinds of programs on which
your statio: would spend any additional funds it received,

National news
___'National public affairs
Local ncws |
Local public affairs
Cultural programs
Children's programs
Professional training
Instructional programs for classrooms
Instructional programs not for classrooms
Other (specify) minority group affairs; regional mterizl

L]
\IO\mth'wm

.
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A
B
C
D
E.
F
G
H
1.

5
()

Brown Survey Question 11

Please rank in 1, 2, 3 order the kinds of programs on which CPB
should spend its funds and efforts.

National news

National public affairs

Local news

Local public affairs

.+ 2 Cultural programs

Children's programs

7 Profcssional training

6 Instructional programs for classrooms

4 Instructional programs not for classrooms

J. Other (spccify) minority affairs: experimental formats:

mamlamal eaeabacial 11

e o o o
U= =

o
w
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11, Instructional presentations on public radio and TV are normally
the function of local educational authority, Increasingly over the years
stations have turncd to such national acencics as National nstructional
Television Center, the Childruen's Television Workshon, and Great Plains
National and Instructional Television Library for presentations fhat have
been put together wiih more than tocal dollar: and {lus 1oy he sunerior
to local efforts in certain respaects, CPB has from time to time funded
a number of proicets rcleting to instruction - such as the "Turned On
Crisis, " "Elcctric Company," "Sesame Strecr, " and such rescavch and
operslional support as it has Mmirded provided (Lorough the NAFD Instruc-
tional Services Departinent. CPB presumably has heon studying what
other activitics it can et into for a lung thine and some monihy aco
announced the AT DS Proicct in which 2 nuinhe r of our stafl and honrd
persanncel have participated. The local nature of education in the United
States makes movement in this area a bit slover than in olber Kinds of
progromming, but CPB appcars to be moving in reasingly in thig
dircction, which we support,

12, Of the $65 million for fiscal '73 statiorz would reccive directly in
communily service grants at least 309 or $19.5 million, plus such other
pProgram and activity grants as CPB exterds to the stations, pPrecsumably
at least that much morec, (Details of CPR's proposed budgcet arc in the
House Report and CPB's testimony to the House Communications
Subcommittee, ) '

13,  As discussed above, the stations do belicve the percentage of
dollars that CPB provides for station community service grants ought
to incrcase as its appropriations increasec and has recently instituted a
negotiating process by which this will occur,

14, As the Corporation's funds rise above $100, 000, 000 the pProportion
going to the stations as community service grants would reach and
Probably surpass by a few percentage points 50%, Howeve r, here again
careful study must be made of the relative priorities in the light of
station nced for services other than operating funds alone,

Presumably any agency which is provided $200 million for
ogramming over the last 15

system to which it has given the stations. But we regard that cffcct to
have been enormously beneficial to the American pcople. Therc have
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been literally thousands of grants given to literally hundreds of rccipients,
of course, such that the effect is by no means singular,

diversity of (und sources so thn{ none would he a dominant mfluence in the
ficld., Although the Ford Foundation has contributed a great deal! more
than the federal government has to public broadcastine over the vears,
the Ford Foundation has stated publicly that it wishes to withdraw its
support in the years ahcad as the faderal funds ave inercarced to talie the
place of the Ford dollars, We would hope that the Ford FFoundotion would
always continic some support of public hroadczsting, but preo sumebly in

A

A priority goal of the cducational/public broadeasting system is {forv

a much smaller preportionthan federol funds in the years ahos

16, Yes. Advertising has provan to be an effcctive means (o 2lert
intcrested citizens in programs that will benefit them. Mozy pconie
depend on various forins of advertising to find out about sueli =» -+
p <o . B
It ic by far the cheapest way per viewar to alert them to hichliahe
Y P £el
public broadcasting, Advertising is a basic communications cevice i

the United States, for business, television and politicians, Were it not
effective it would not be used. On the other hand, prograris without
audiences arc a total waste of federal and other public dollars, it was

the intent of Congress that the Public Broadcasting Act would increasc

the diversity of programs and hence the range of program choices available
to citizens, Thus it's only common sensc to advertise in order to make
sure the dollars spent on the programs are being effectively utilized,




QUESTIONS FOR CONGRESSIAil BOB MICHEL REGARLING TESTINOHY OF HAES

1) How do you feel about charges that have been made that the
Corporation for Public Groadcastinag and Fublic Croadcasting
Service (PCS) are building a fourth notwork?

2) Do you feel the local stations are receiving a large enough
percentage of Federal roney from the Corporation for Public
Eroadcasting?

3) On the average how much local programming are public tele-
vision staticns doing throughcut the country?

4) Can and should they do more local prograrming?

§) Are the local station ranacars happy with the job being done
by the Cerporaticn for Public broadcasting?

6) Recently there has been a lot of centreversy in the press
about news and public 2ffairs on public televisicn. Do you
feel that Federal morey should be used for nationai naws and
public affairs prograrzing?

What is your opinion of the new Hational Public Affairs
Center for Television?

Are the local stations pleased with MPACT's performance to
date?

How do you feel about the salaries being paid to certain
performers on public television; for example, Bill Moyers--
$75,000 a year, Robert !iciiei1--$65,000 a year, and

Sander Vanocur--385,000 a year? Do we need to pay these kinds
of salaries to have a good public broadcasting system?

List for me in order of preference the types of programming
you feel should be done by public broadcasting.

How much instructional programming is being done by CPB?

If the Corporation for Public Broadcasting was to receive
$65 million in fiscal year 1973, how much of that should the
stations receive?

As the amount of money increases from year to year, should
the percentage of money going to the stations increase?
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14) What in your opinion would be an effective balance?

15) Does it bother you that the Ford Foundation, which has
given over $200 million to public telavision, has so
much influence cver the pregranmming that is done both
nationally and locally?

Should Federal moncy be used by CP3 and PBS (Public
Broadcasting Service) to advertise in newspapers and on
television?
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May 11, 1972

Mr. Clay T. Whitehead

Director Tele~-Communications Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. C. 20504

Dear Tom:

Attached is the material that almost brought about a reconsideration,
but I believe the issue is dead, and that Frank Pace will have responded
to the effect no consideration is possible. '

I had a call from Henry Loomis, and we are planning to lunch next
‘week.

Best regards.

Sincerely,
7))
;!

Thomas W. Moore

EXECUTIVE OFFICE: 777 THIRD AVENUE, NEW YORK, N.Y. 10017 * 212/750-3811
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April 28, 1272

Mr. Frank Pace

Chairman of the Board

Corporation for Public
Broadcasting

1345 Avenue of the Americas

New York, llew York 10019

Dear Frank:

I have besn asked by the Executiva Cormittee of
the NPACT Board to convey to you and the members of the CPB
Board cur appreciation for your Board's strong rsaffirma-
tion of the important role of public affairs Prograrming in
.public television at its mesting of Rpril 17. wa ave
certain that this commitment on vour part to continue +o
fund programming on vital public issues ané evants will be
greatly appreciated by the American people.

We would also like to express our appreciation to
the CPB Board for its continued funding of NP2ACT at a time
when we know that available funds for public television
programming are less than adequate. We also share your con-
cern for diversification in public affairs pProgramming. In
the interests of diversity, NPACT has undertaken much of its
programming in joint efforts with local public television
stations throughout the country.

I would, however, like to share with you and your
Board some concerns we have about the $400,000 reduction in
CPB's funding of NPACT for the coming fiscal year. I am
enclosing two documents which discuss the budgetary implica-
tion of the NPACT funding reduction from the point of view
of both NPACT and GWETA, the licensee of the local
Washington, D. C. public television station with which NPACT
will merge at the end of this year. As Chairman of the
Boards of both NPACT and GWETA, I asked Jim Karayn and Don
Taverner, the presidents of these organizations, to summarize
what this action would mean to their operations. These
documents are the result. I think you will find within
them an insight into the unique economics of public broad-

casting. '




The sum of their memoranda is that the amouat takzen
our of the NPACT budget bv CPB is a large and poktentially
damaging loss to both NPACT and GVWITA. It is sufficiently
large to scverely limit NPACT's capability to produce public
affairs programming of high qualitvy and to continue the dual
role for wiaich it was created, to serve as the primary pro-
fessional in-house journalistic ressourca Ior national public
television and as a means of cstrengthening the oublic affairs
efforts of local staticns. 1In addition, it will creata major
hardships for the effective utilization of the new Washington
production facilities recently purchased by GWETA to achiave
the joint JPACT-GITZTA gual of having Yasanington taconme a
flagship center for both national and local public television,
and for the effective joint administration of NPACT and
CWETA.

These points are sufficiently establishzad in the
two documents and need no further emphasis from me at this
time. FHowaver, I would welcoma2 the opportunity for further
discussion with vou, your Eoard or memvars of the CPRB staff.

Meanwhile, I urge that all of us unite to do every-
thing in our power to qbtain substantially increased funding
for public television. This, as you well know, is public
television's single most important problem at this point.
Once this problem is solved, we feel that thare will be no
further bar to achieving the nutually compatible goals of
full and adequate funding for MNPACT's national in-house
public affairs production capability and diversification of
other public affairs programming both through and outside
NPACT.

With warmest regards.

Sincerely yours,

Sidney_ &. James
Chairnfian of the Board

Enclosﬁres

cc: CPB Board Members
John Macy
NPACT Board Members
Jim Karayn
Don Taverner
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April 24, 1972

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sidney L. James

FRQCI1: Jim Karayn

RE: Effects of 25% Cut in CPB Funding for NPACT

The CPB Board, at its April 17 mzeting, made seve»al
positive moves in endorsing the continuaticn of public affairs
. prograrming in public television. TIts acticn, however, in
cutting the level of CPB's funding to NPACT by $400,000 for
the next fiscal year will have, in ry view, unfortunate
repercussions for NPACT and Washington public television.

To analyze these repercussions we must look at the
reasons behind the formation of NPACT, what it has been able
to accomplish in only nine months since its creation, and the
adverse effects of such a cut not only upon NPACT, but also
upon Washington's ability to support strong local as well as
national programming. In the ultimate analysis, of course,
the greatest harm will be ﬁo drastically curtail NPACT's
effective leverage to do the quality and type of programming

it was created to provide to the public television audience.

«©




The Philosonhv Bahind NP2CT's Creakion:

One of the princigal reasons benind NPACT's crea-
tion was a candid recognition by our funcders and kLv PRS tha:,
in order for public television to effectively and efiiciently

produce high gquality national public affairs nrograms --
particularly long-te;m weeklyv series and special events -- a
certain minimum critical level of in-house editorial and
production capability was necessary.

As often pointad out, NPACT is not the onlv producer
of public affairs programs for public television, »ut it is
the prirary one. NPACT was formed last summar to bring a new
and different type of public affairs capability to public
television. It was cléarly recognized by both CPE anéd Ford
that, although the PTV system could diversify public affairs
production of individual documentaries and somz series, crea-
tion of a single production center, devoted exclusively to
public affairs production, was a critical need.

Such a center was needad to develop public televi-
sion's capacity to give the public television audience access
to distinctive, journalistically sound programming on many
important national events and issues that could not be
developed through outside production sources or existing
capability at local television stations. It was recognized
that such a center would develop a strong in-house journal-
istic staff and permanent research and production support to

give public television a skilled and consistent journalistic

L4




capability that could not be obtained by using outside
documentarv croducers on an ad hoc, free-lance basis,
Without maintaining a stabhle journalistic s+=aff in
a major oroduction center such as NPACT, punlic television
not only cannot r=act quickly to provida its audience with
access to important aational davelopments and issuzs, but is
also has no effective means of assuring the consistency of
jourralism standards exercised by public affairs producers.
This is recognized by the commercial networks. Thile
utilizing outside production sources for much of their entar-
tainment and other non-news programming, the ne:works have
always controlled their news and public affairs in-house.
There was also a recognition that a substantial
investment in NPACT as the major in-house PTV public affairs
source would lead to far more aconomical oroduction of
national public affairs programs, by avoiding duplication in
administrative, editorial and production staffs devoted to

public affairs at a variety of production centers, which

public television could not then, and cannot now, afford..

What NPACT Has Built Since Its Creation:

Thus, with encouragement from CPB and Ford, NPACT
made a substantial investment in the recruitment and training
of a compact but highly professional editorial, production
and research staff, plus a library and editing and other
production equipment. It committed itself to a merger with

GWETA, and the maximum possible support of its new Washington




production facility at Logos.

MPACT has now gained substantial producticn moman-
tum, after recruiting cf its 30 rerson stail and dovelening
efficient working relationships between them. Manu
memrbers at the producer, director and research level care
from local oublic television stations, and many others car2
from commercial television, bringing new skills and talents
to public tzlevisicn. This cadre of profassiocnals will

attract othar professionals to public television, a nzad

strongly foreseen by the Carnegie Commission Report.

NPACT Has Reduced Program Costs of Public Affairs Proaramming:

Through this significant investment of tim=2, affort,

>~

and money, NPACT has now achieved the critical minirmum fixed

base for economical and efficient production of public affairs
programs. These fixed costs are virtually entirely centered
in NPACT's staff of program production personnel; NPACT has
created extremely little administrative staff or overhzaad.

In the six months since NPACT began its first pro-
grams, we have gradually learned how to most efficiently
utilize the resources of both GWETA and local public televi-
sion stations throughout the country to produce high quality
programming that is both less costly than commercial network
programming in public aff&irs and often far more informative
and interesting. For example, NPACT was able to recently pre-
sent a distinctive, highly acclaimed 90-minute program on the

Wisconsin primary to the public television audience for




far less than thco amounts spent bv the commercial networks
for each of their half-hour programs on this Subject. Tris
could not have toen achieved without MNPACT's establishoad in-
house capacitv and its readiness to produce z program on
such an event on short notice.

lNevertheless, in order :o economically utilizo this
valuable investrent in fixed costs and overhead, which MPACT
cannot effectively reduce and still retain a viable in-house

public affairs production cagacity, this investment must be

amortized over a very significant number of Tuklic affairs
programs. For example, the firad staff and overhead costs of

our spacial events and special projects unit will be $420,000
- for the coming fiscal year. The table below 5hows that the
per-program cost (for normal hour to 90-minute shows) of
special events coverage will almost doubla if we cut olanned

programs in this area from 15 to 7, which would be one pos-

sible method of absorbing part of the CPB cut:

Special Events

(1) If 15 programs are produced between
July 1972 and June 1973:

Fixed Cost $420,000
Production Cost 208,000
Total Cost Per Program $41,900

(1 hour to 90 minutes)

(2) 1If 7 programs are produced between
July 1972 and June 1973:

Fixed Cost $420,000
Production Cost . $143,500
Total Cost Per Program ' $80,500

(L hour to 99 minutes) -




The answar cannot b2 to cuk i

unit, since virtutally the same fixed canabilit
respond to special events no matter how many
are ofiered in a givw 23 only tha £laxi
production funds ‘ iti program
This, as shown above, dramaticallv incraasa

cost of each program to oublic television.

NPACT's Contribution to the Diversifi
Carabilit+ in tas Puklic Televisicn Sy

It has not yet been adequately
MNPACT, by creating a singlza major source
affairs, has actually increas=2d the amount oI national
affairs programming bging done through ngilrpublic tel
sion stations throughou:t the country. Manvy of our programs,
particularly in our special events coverage and "A PUSLIC
AFFAIR/Election '72," have been produced in association with
a wide range of local public television stations.

Our programs covering the Florida and Wisccnsin
primaries, for example, were joint efforts with the Miami and
Milwaukee public television stations, and technical facilities
from four other stations -- Madison, Hershey, Boston, and
New York -- were also used for the Wisconsin primary show.
This week we were again on a "co-production” basis with WGBH
in Boston for our coverage of the Massachusetts primary, and
also used the Cleveland station's remote facilities. The
California primary will be similarly covered in joint associa-

tion with local stations.




Through this effort, NPACT has not only utilized
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the production facilites of local stations, but has a3

0n

thcir editorial stars, strengthening theoir journalistic

efforts and hallanging
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produce for rational public
affairs consumption at a level far beyrond that thev had eva-
presviously attemptad. In @very case, these staticns hava
risen to the challcnée.

In addition, we have used working journalists and
film crews from and the facilities of locz2l public teolevision
stations in producing "A PUBLIC ATFAIR/Election '72." Evary
fourth program in this saries was establishad as an "Assess-
ment" program, in ordgr to bring to Washington lsecal public
television reporters for regional feedback on camnaign
issues. 1In three’"AssesSment" programs to date, reporters
from the Dallas, Pittshurgh, Jacksonvilia, San Francisco,
Madison, and Muncie, Indiana stations, most of whom had never
appeared on a national public television Program, have been
on "A PUBLIC AFFAIR."

This co-production with local public television
stations, of course, also provides a financial pass-through
of NPACT funds to the local level for use of their technical
facilities and editorial staff, providing more stations with
a "piece of the action” in national public affairs program-
ming than ever before. For example, in our coverage of the
Wisconsin primary, even excluding our facilities payments to

WETA, we paid $25,000, half of NPACT's total production cost

.




for the prcgras, to the other fivae public teloavizion starion
whose servicos we utilized.
With a cutback in funds for naext -rca- our contiavad

ability to disseminate national public atffair

0
“h
(5

3
—4
1.
P
0
'_‘
(o]
0
I
'_‘

stations throughout tha country, through joint producticn

L

efforts outsida Washington, will ba sharaly curtnilas T3
ironically, in an effort to diversify national public affairs

production, CPB may well in fact unwittingly creat> the anpo-

’

site effect.

The Psvchological Effects of the Cut:

In only six months of programming, NPACT has gairnad

dramatically in favorable public responsa. Jus: in Fhe last

-

s

few weeks our Florida primary covarage was hailed by a Miami
Herald critic as a "new dimension of reporting," and a

Chicago Sun Times article gave equivalent praise to our

coverage of the Wisconsin primary, calling Sander Vanocur and

Fobert MacNeil "peerless interviewers." Broadcasting ilagazine

last week devoted two full pages to "A PUBLIC AFFAIR/Election
'72,f noting its enthusiastic critical reception and cuoting
‘high praise from many PTV station managers and program
directors. Our three-~hour prime time presentation of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings last week was like-

wise hailed as a "remarkable” effort by the Washington Post,

and, according to initial reports, receivad some of the
highest New York viewer ratings ever for a single PTV telecast,

despite the lack of any advance publicity.




Evan th2 CPR Naticnal Advisory Corrittna, which
revraserts a highly diverse cross-section of viswpoints on
naticnal issucs, last week gava great comrancdation ts IDACT
for its recent prograrming, particularly in the snoacial events
coverage that must suffer the rmost from this budget cutback.

In the midst of this rising critical and vublic
acclaim, CPB's budgetary cutback cannot help but have a

dampening psychological effect on NPACT's effectiveoress., No

(r

I~

matter what we may do to attempt to miti
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T3 Consasruznc=s,

g

this cut has been perceived, as ths Washington it,
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as a "slap"” at NPACT and its mission in naticnal publi

0

affairs. This has naturally had an adverse effect on our
staff morale and upon pur relationships with our counter-
parts in commercial broadcasting and the print press, This
will also discourage professional journalists from entaring
public television, reducing its ability to maintain high

professional standards in this area.

Economic Effects of the Cut:

1. NPACT Will Be Unable to Carry Out Its Intended Role in
Public Affairs Programming

As noted above, NPACT was created to give public
television a fixed journalistic capability and to provide
flexibiliﬁy in bringing majdr national public affairs projects
to the public television audience, and, to this end, NPACT
was required to make substantial investments in fixed staff

research capability, technical equipment, and overhead.




Given theso fixed, ine : 7 L tHa oubsaot HDACT
was under-financed.
All who jeired in the crecatic
a major journalistic : with
stantial new series and
annually, could not possikly, o
million annual budget. NDPACT was therefore originally
budgeted for its first year at $3.2 million, a

discussicn about substantially increasing th

1 .
fp1o

sacond year of operation. Last fall our
$200,000, putting us at tha absolute minirun sconoric Lase
lin2 to rmaintain this critical journalistic "readiness"
capability and flexibility. Now, with an additional cut of
$400,000 for next year, our ability to perform our intended
service to the public television audience is severely
threatened.

Although this $400,000 cut may appear to represent
only 13% of our total $3 million budget for last year, its
true effect on our above baseline programming flexibility is
closer to a 443% cut. In order to maintain both journalistic
readiness, through a fixed investment in staff and overhead,
and to meet our finéncial commitments to the restructuring
of our operations in the merger with GWEZTA, e will ke
required to expend baseline costs of approximately $2.1

million next year. This includes our continuing investment

of approximately $1.5 million in a small professional staff,

v
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result in increasad ecfficiencies and

tions of the two entitics, at least

ombined onaration there is certain

in costs du2 to the transfer of pers

effective administrative staff for the joint

W2 have %0th pointed ou- that, unlike tha

where both entities had long histories, largs stafsis
budgets, and lavers of bureaucracy, there is

duplication of functions or e:xcass Peérsonnel in eithar NPACT
or GWETA to effact any irmediate cost savings.

Don and I have discussed the potential

NPACT to make as much as a $300,000 contribut

the first year of joint operation to assist in trans ferring
certain adninistrative, legal, auditing and other activities

to GWETA and to enable GWETA to hire a few additional aénmin-

istrative personnel to assure the efficient coordination of

the activities of the national and local arms of the parent
corporation. This budget cut severely jeopardizes NPACT's
ability to make any such contribution next year.

4. NPACT Must Be Able to Fill Qut Its Staff and Retain the

Many Talented Pul Public Affairs Production Personnc’ It Eas
Brought to Public Television

 As noted before, in order to maintain a viable
readiness factor in Washington, NPACT must maintain a certain
minimum level of permanent staffing. NPACT has therefore
built a dedicated and compact professional staff of approxi-

mately 50 persons, with total staff strength planned at
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hetween 55-917 personyg, in order to 2fficixntly produce three
weekly series and substantial spacial events and special
project coveraga. We still believe this i3 tha ninimum
critical size for our unit, articularly since our sztafss
mambers, hrought tegather aftar considerable tim2 and efifort,
each already Efulfills many functions “hat would b2 soreaad
among several persons in commercial television.

Wa still have critical vacancies, such as a Director
of Programming and additional producers, that mus: he filled
next vear, increasing our overall personnel costs. Witn this

budget cut, in order to fill these vacancies wa would he forced

to maiie cuts in lower leval ressarch and support positions

that are at least equally important to the effective functionin
of a public affairs production center. This cut will therefore
jeopardiza our ability to continue as a magnet for new young
talent from local public television stations and from ccmmer-
cial telévision that we have recruited and trained in pro-
fessional national public television journalism.

5. NPACT's Programming Cannot Be Reduced Without Significantly
Af?ecting Public Television's Coverage of National Events

The most serious effect, of course, is how this
cut will reduce our'programminq. Theoretically, it would
appear that we could take equal cuts in all our program pro-
duction. But, unlike children's prograrmming or drama, public
affairs programming on national events and issues cannot just
be turned off in the summer and on again in the fall. The

journalism function must be continual and consistent if




it is to b2 at all meaningful, since national
are ever-changing and alwavs critical to

Even under our original budgat
Ford, our alreadv scalei-douwn plans, propcsing onl:
grams outside our regular series in the sp2
spa2cial projects area -- spread ovar a S52-yan}
that many nationally inportant events could no+ be coverad.
Obviously, if we again cut tais
absorb tha cut, we cannot begin to provide public television
with representative coverage of the anticipated important
national events of the coming vear, such as the naugurztien,
State of the Union, and othap Presidential adéresses,
important Congressional hearings, U. M. debates, and
Presidential trips abroad, which we have coverad distinctively
for public television during the current vear.

A programming reduction of this magnitude further
increases the already mentioned under-utilization of GWETA
facilities. Public television is then in the position of
purchasing at a high cost a first-class production facility

in Washington that cannot be maximally utilized for public

television prograrmming.

Conclusion:

We have already shown that NPACT can produce dis-
tinctive, nonduplicative, and journalistically fair public

affairs programming of high quality at a fraction of the cost

expended by the commercial networks in this area. Yet such
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pregramming, just like high quality children's Drogram-in
opera, or drama, does not comoe cheaply.

Ve can continue to do the al:ost impossible
linited resources; we cannot work complate magic wish
nore diluted funds. Either staff or Programming plans, or
both, would have to hba significantly curtail
The former route would take us below the mini
capacity needed to continue to produce a diversity of saries
and spacial events. The latter route would lead to (1) a
severe under-utilization of our own fized capacity, (2) an
even graater under-utilization of GWETA's production camacity --
with consaquent financial loss to GWETA and a wealiening of its
potential local and national role, (3) a larger per-orogram
cost to CPB for public affairs programs, and (4) a loss to
the public television audience of access to coverage of many
nationally important events and issues.

Although all of the above points are important, I
think that perhaps the most critical one is that a budget cut
will severely retard the planned development of Washington
as a stronger base for both national and local public televi-
sion Programming, a result that CPB and Ford have both worked
so hard and spent so much time, effort angd money, and raised
expectations, to achieve. Don Taverner and I agree that this
cut pushes MNPACT's funding below what we regard as the minimum

critical level that will allow NPACT and GWETA to move jointly

forward with the creation of a vital Washington public televi-

v




oparation that can

local and national neeads.
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Sidney L. Juincs
"\‘l
Donald V. Tavernor :5V\

The CPB cut in funding for NPACT and its effect on LETA and ¢

done an excellent job o= PTezenting the 2:

=3 s

o< the funiing cut on the Center, I shall not attermpt to duplicate zhe
his.presentation. Jim has presented
has made referances +o the effect of sy 2 cut on WITA ans

WSTA-N2ACT, I wish to present a pragmatic over-view of tha s

Sunding cut on WE mexrgad organi:aéions.

&

The financial situation at WETA:

Both the CPB and The Ford Foundation declared in the beginning of coasideration =

& mersger of NPACT and GWETA that a primary intent was +o organize and strengthsn natio

Public affairs production and programming and to strengthen and stabilize a dif:icu;t
financial situation at WETA. As Jim has stated, the reccent cut in the CP3 grant for
NPACT does, in all reality, jeopardize both phases of this intent.

When I joined WETA in September (1971), I found a back log and current de
$900,G00. |
sittcation.

Pirst, in anticipation of the marger of NPACT ané GVETA, and to meei a very raal

!
immediate financial crisis, the CPB made a short term.loan of $1G60,000 to weTa, and als
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ThMONRLed, L advance, a stabtion LUDNOIT gra; . 850,000, thig v Lo

miloat, uatil =h rtly thoccalter Tho FOUG Found ttion
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Foud foundation grant cnaile i LITA bo
for onorvulions curing tipo
sound base funding it gig 2uaole the s=aszign
2ax in a realigtic financial fashion.
program pz

3 £600,000

Stadilizing the

Taird, and perhaps mc

ol CWZTA and NPACT, and to Drovide £ : 3 S facilities

“riington site, provided GIETA withh a grant of. $863,000, arni a 5 Year, no-intersst loa

-#030,000.  GWETA accepted this grant, and more particularly, the substantial loan
faull understanding and assumption that witiain tha MPACT' supsort would be sufficient
to prcvide an annual production guarantes of not less than $800,000, and sufficient

froa within the NPACT budget to make possible the joined administration of the two org:

tlo s under the merger. : ' .

The recent CPB reduction of $400,000 in the coqing fiscal year's budget for NPACT

threatens either, or both, the $600,000 production guarantee and the necessary funds +c

bring about an efficient and v;anle admininstrative structure for the merged corporatic

It would appear that these factors wera not taken into consideration when the CPB Boarqd

decided to reduce the budget of NPACT by $400,000.

Th2 financial imnlication of the GWETA-MPACT Merger--

“aile, over a poriod of time, the marger of MNPACT and GWETA will bring about adain:

trative cost 'avzng,, initially there must ba "start up funds" to bring about the prope:




-aiatration ol the jouined Qcyanizations. I¢ ig plan§cd Lo, waorc sensible,
Seclindstrative stucis of waTA und U0ACT.  Some ofFf tha adsinisceadjve Pcsoanel
wail be leaving that division €O bacoie part of the corporat: adaiingsesge

Theve are no funds at s =7A to'pxy Lor sucihh mas Sinistraiive

nel or theiv office sunport,

thare are differencos in personnel treatmant batween NIACT and WITA wi

-

fair and efficiént opsration. Fo:
retirement program for its personnal,
ant program for its Personnel,
that such administrative functicns as Pudlic ralations

nistrative structure of GWETA, it is also 8xpacted that both NDACT

N division to assist the key public n3 directcr.
.

to other areas of administration. Again,.I point out +hove arz no func
to absord such new and additional costs.

Yaile a study is currently being made by a consultant on the economics of the rex

Particular attention to new or additional costs involved, this study is not suifi

.ently caveloped to give us a real picture. However, my educated guess would indicate
it will require pPossibly some $300,000 of NPACT monlﬂs.

"faen one adds the ant;c;pated $300,000 of admlnls.ratwve transfers to the requires
$80G,000 in produection guarantee, tnis results in a tatal of at least $900,000 from th
NPACT budget for bo*h administrative ang production c;ncerns relating to the merser.

This can be a'very.dangerous situation, since, without thae full guarantee of at
least 3300, 000 Per year for production, it will not be possxble for WETA to provide tne
ftll ang nccessary facilities for even basic production xor NPACT. Moreover, it the

‘ticipated $3G0,000 for adnministration within the merger is cut ang wavailable, in S§
-£ ford Foundation's generous funding, the merger may well become an exercise and a

Dotcatial failure.
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conclusion, WETA has asceosts: 'e2x 1oan of over one million dollax:

a substantial segments to The Ford -roundation, in

“ould provida a tha: e of £

S necassary to repay this € withi Y and viable N2i27

T
- T Nwan

recogaiza that it may not b Sssiblz for us to m2e: the

-

schediule agreed. The local buiget for WETA for tie fiscal

1972-'73 cannot, under present circumstancas, ba much larger than tha pr

1971-'72 budget., This will not permit proper planning for the Tepayment of ouxr Taxd

we, together, do all possible to have the $400,000 minimum returned tc

tha NPACT budget, and that, indeed, encouragament be given for the greater fundirng for

NPACT in oxder to provide greater confidence in the success of the merged organization.
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MEMORANDUM ON THE CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING'S USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS

It is not an easy task to obtain a consistently reliable set of figures
detailing Precisely how the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB) spends
its money. The attached, functional breakdown of CPB's budget (Attachment A)

is based upon estimates. However, from what is known about CPB's actual

expenditures during FY 1972, the amounts set out in the attachment appear to be
accurate in indicating relative priorities and rankings of expenditures, if not
in precise detail.

It should be noted that full-year Federal funding for cpB began in FY 1969.
Between FY 1969 and FYy 1972, inclusive, CPB has received a total of $78 million
in Federal appropriations, plus $13.7 million from other sources (e.g., foundations
TV networks and various industries). Of this total from all sources, only $11.7

million, or 12.7Z, has been distributed to the local broadcast stations for their

own use.

[N

By way of further explanation of the attached Fiscal 1972 CPB budget estimates

The interconnection costs are fixed costs set by AT&T to provide lines to
interconnect roughly 190 TV stations for the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS)
network and 100-150 radio stations for the National Public Radio (NPR) network.
However, $1.7 million of the total is spent to advertise the PBS network programs.
During 1972, PBS received at least another $1 million for this same purpose from

the Ford Foundatiom.

The next item—station operating support—represents the total amount of

grants CPB made to 140 licensees of public TV stationms; IOQ public radio stations

also share in this grant program. The grant program is administered under the
sole discretion of CPB, and there have been scattered reports that CPB has used
its grant making function to reward stations "friendly" to its cause in the

current dispute over centralization of power by CPB. The minimum grant to a

4
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TV station in 1972 was roughly $16,000--the maximum close to $48,000. 1In the
Present day economics of TV, even the maximum grant is a drop in the bucket.

CPB support for purely local programs on 220 public TV stations is
miniscule and can be considered only a token effort.

Under the programming item, it should be noted that the $2 million CP3
directed to the Children's Television Workshop (CTW)--which produces the widely-
acclaimed "Sesame Street" and "Electric Company"--represents less than one-third
of the Workshop's budget. Most of the funds for CTW comes from the Ford
Foundation and HEW's Office of Education.

CPB also provides $2 million for the radio network--NPR—to produce programs.
Unlike the TV network—PBS--the radio network is responsible for the actual
production of many of the programs it distributes over its network.

” The program production centers have eight public TV stations in Boston,
New York City, Washingtonm, D.C., Chicago, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Pittsburgh,
and South Carolina. Of the total, CPB devotes nearly $13 million to program
production at these stations, nearly one-third is given to NET in New York City,
~ which also receives substantial funding from the Ford Foundation, making the
New York Center the most lavishly funded production entity to enable it to
dominate the PBS network's prime-time program schedule.

Despite CPB's large expenditures of program funds to NET and the other

production centers, the programs that have been most successful in PBS's

prime-time cchgdulo have  been BBC programs (i.e., Masterpiece Theater's

"Six Wives of Henry VIII," "Elizabeth R," etc. and "NET Biography") funded by
Mobile 0il Corporation and Humble 0il and Refining éorporation. Xerox Corporation
under wrote the '"Civilization" series, and other corporations provide the total

budgets for presentation of programs produced’ in foreign countries, entirely
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CPB's administrative expenses are further broken out in Attachment B,
which shows a $65,000 annual salary for CPB's President—John Macy. The
salaries paid by the program production entities supported by CPB are not
included in the "administrative" item of CPB's budget, but these are paid
largely from CPB grants to these entities. Such talent costs are also set out
in Attachment B and include the now Ffamous $85,000 for Sander Vanocur; $75,000
for Bill Moyers; and $65,000 for Robert MacNeil—vVanocur's co-anchor man on

PBS's news and public affairs programs.




ATTACHMENT A

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING
FY 1972 BUDGET ESTIMATES
(Amounts in thousand of dollars.)

INTERCOMNNECTION

(and related network management and promotion) :
TV (PBS) 9,181
Radio (NPR) 900

TOTAL INTERCONNECTION

DIRECT STATION SUPPORT:

General Operating Support:

TV 6,269
Radio 1,325
Total Operating 7,594

Local Program Support:
v 434
Radio \ 950
Total Programming - 'T73§Z

.

TOTAL DIRECT STATION SUPPORT

PROGRAMMING :
National Entities:
CTW 2,000
NPR 2,000
Total National Entities 4,000

Program Production Centers

(Eight Key Stations) 12,805
TOTAL PROGRAMMING

MISCELLANEQUS PROJECTS:

CPB_ADMINISTRATIVE:

TOTAL CPB FY 1972 BUDGET:

FEDERAL SHARE: 4

10,081

8,978

Fﬂ
o
(o]
o
w

N
0
o
=

35.000
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Compenntioa Brakdowa, CPB Employees

(Use of Federal Covernment Qlury scales for comm
fansoa reatons only.)

Totd Emplovess ... ... ... .. wemsinssnssne I8
Below $12.200 (CS 1)
GS 11 thew 18,
Execvtive Level

ceectctscacass 42
28
teccccaseccnanas d

SEeisssiatiinesennisesienang

Total Admunistratne Evzense of CPB in FY 1972
of total $57.603000

$2.176000 or 55 percent
budper.

.
Rinety-four jerient of roral Sudeet eoes nto pro-
M. 11358 aed wnes. In a2dinen. some C23
employees are ergayed exslcuvely in wrvice vty
for pusl:s stations, (eg. Wie ofiice of Suanon Devel.
opment Support.)

6500 .......... Joha W. Maey. Jr.. Prendent
$H5000 ..... Raiph W, Nuholson, Vice Presizear,
. Finance and Tressurer

$40000 ........Jchn P, Ritherspoon, Direstor of
Television Acuizies

R. William Fawie. Drsestar of
Development and Exterral Aifyirg
$38000 ......John Caldea. Duector of Planm:ng,
. Research and Evalsauon

Ereskdows Nomber of Empioy ees

CS 15 (3£.0M)
GS 17 (32535 . 36.000)
CS 16 (28129 -35.¢33)
CS 1S (22251 -31.523)
CS I3 (20515 .27851)
GS I3 (17061 -23L£383)
CS 12 (15049 -195+3)
CS 11 (12,618 - 16.434)
" tedow GCS 11

aﬁuUAﬁHNO

Talent Fees and Contrict 23vmeary
Regularly-Schaduled Pudls TV Programs
e ® Julia Chilg MCR.3.2910n) $203 per Program,
@ Arnthur Ficdles (WCBi-Bustaa) ANdproumatety
$1.200 por FIOTIM ~ Fee uw telated 1o Bouos
Sympheny Orchestra contact,

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROAD

Ei g T I PR, - ) e

"'&""‘-J

® Mashall Efrgn (NETCren A~zncan Dream
Machine) $23.520 fur 1me teres (IC prozramy),
® 3.l D. Movers INET Thii Meek) 57¢.000 far the
series (35 proeram;),
®.The Aldvosires (W C2H.%01u0n.
Argeles) S10S 2.4 10w,
Rusher. Haw gr2 \fyi7ey. .
- David  Littlergnn (KQED-San
Causanlarse) $259 Ter tiow,
World Press pare! meniden (KQED-Sun Franzco)
S133 per s fur e3un.
Robert Cromie (Book Beat, WTTW, Chnazuy $5C0
ser thow,
Alistarr  Cooie ("VC5H.-Baston, Masters-ece
Thearre) $335 por o inclides wanng fess 2y
weil s Anniag 3vzeasame), )
Jean Shephe:d IRC3-Retton.  Shezherd's
Arienea) ST ser shoa Gnstuzing talent, wninng
ind seme sroduaion).
Welam P S.ailey. Jr. (Southern Eduzznieny
Commumianass Auccunon. Coiurmas. Sauth
Circlina=fiznng Lizs) Fee 19 Ninenal Review
Cersumnon, SIS0 per thow Gactsdiag g1
Produinian conts =4 wlirsy of Froducers, Jires.
tors. seatl, guesi (zes 32d Mr. Suliley's izes.)
Lewn Freez =4 (RCET.Les Anzeies) Fradacer of
Hollywan2 Teisviuon Theatre senes. $35330 per
yeseo (Hollywend Telsviiiaa Thearre Pys numi.
BUM ueion wale 19 37 starsy, ¢irestons. ete.)®
Fred Regrrs (AGIL Punbueca. Musterager's
Keighborhood ) $<7 €20 for 45 shows Ar. 2 Y
B the wlent, produser. pusseicer snd keazdanter.
Saader Viascur, NPACT Comeijondent o
3B5 0N :
Robdent
$65.000°
Elizabeth Drew. “Thirty \:nutes With S (11]
pet program (Ewst aumber of new programs not
determined at 1h:s nme.)
® Wahington Wetk m Revew
Watkizgrea) $12¢ per thow.
PTV mrmemum i3 loag 1839 minimum ale.
**Contaact mciases te5uise waes of werlly shows,
Plus puslic a2y spemat Jugaments.

KCET. Lot

Regulyrs=Weliam

Fraacueo,

{3cNell, NPACT Comespondear. -

panel (WETA,

.o
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CPB 1972 Operaticg Pua
Amount
(sC00)
15238
23

I. Pregrams for public telewizion
I1. Programs for pudlic ndio
. Techaizal

ﬁmmng & Researchy
TV program distnbuticn

X0
8.18;
9,439
V. Develorment 3ng LTERSTY

Improvie g Quility
Suerorting stanions -
Increasie g awarenes

420
65%
I 32
$.394
2,176 . S.

32,623 1004

Natioral TV Program Suprom - 157
I. Total kours of new Prodsstion 0
2. Fealing:
8y C?3
Federal 3nd uncestricted
aon-Felderal funds
Noa-Federa! fyads resinsted
10 sV programs
Totu CT8
By others (Compunies. loal p.ttie
$tanens, US. Qifice of S2icsiiza,
Foundauons, ete.) p
Towl 364
J. Cout per hour natioral ptegams
CPBinvestment only $17933
Total cout per hour 45,548
4. Reconailiation with Operating Plaa
(S in nullions)
C¥B funding commurted
CPB funding of develooment -
of programs for Larer w1e
CPB fundirg uacomrutted

Toral

Y. Admunustrave suppon
Tota prezam

(S in mulisas)

$122

143
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF TELECCMMUNICATIONS POLICY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 29504

May 18, 1972

DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. FLANIGAN

I had anticipated that we would be able to get together before you leave
for Russia, but since we can't make that, I wanted to cover four points
with you as you leave:

1. The Electronic Industries Association and the Commerce
Department indicate that they may jointly 2sk that I head a U, S. trade
mission to the USSR, Poland, and Czechoslovakia in mid-September
discussing the sale of U, S, electronic and communications equipment.
I thought you should have that information in case it comes up on your
current trip,

2, Hughes is awaiting guidance regarding the sale of a
U.S. -launched domestic cemmunication satellite system for the PRC,
I assume Jon Rose, Al Haig, and I can handle that in your absence.

~». 3. Painful as it is, I have been trying to find a negotiating
Plan for Aerosat that will be acceptable to DOT. We have delayed
much too long in getting back to the Europeans, but until now I have
felt that the chances and the benefits of getting DOT agreement were
worth the delay. I hope we can reach agreement with DOT next week.
However, if that is not possible, we will have to proceed much on the
course I laid out in my last memorandum to you and Henry Kissinger,
and I will deal with Jon and Al Haig at that time. '

4. As you know, all work of the Cabinet committee on cable

television has been suspended for three months to avoid even a minute

risk of unsettling the compromise agreement., Now that the rules are
firmly in effect and the copyright issue has been settled, we simply

have to proceed with the work of the committee. This will be rather
time-consuming and deliberate work, and will give us ample opportunity

to review the timing of the report vis-a-vis the election. I would like
to discuss the politics and timing of this with you when you return,




By DAN THONASSON
serigos-Keward Stell Wriler

WASHINGTON. =— e
federally financed Public
Broaccasting Service will ¢i-
fer coasi-to-coast viewers of
non commercial television
their {irst look at total aucity
on the TV scresa June 2.

Nude male and {emale
dancers, directad by Alwin
Nikolais, will cavort acress
the PSS network \ate enouza
in the evening, it is hcoed,
that mest young viewers will
be asleep dreaming of what
they have lcamed ca Ses-

ame Street and The Zieces

tric Company.

PBS bas made the coateme
porary ballet siow, ticled
“Datelize 13: The Relay,”
availabie to noacemmercial
stations across e couniny
at two dil{lereat hours — 3:30
p-m. and 10:30 p.m. (CDD).

But in doing so, PBS
warned the stalions ialtke
program “contaizs material
some’ siaticas may cansicer

From Memphis Press Scimitar

aduit ia nasure.”

Taat material  includes
comzlate and  someimes

fronial nudity in a ‘ew se-
Wnges. Larssyisus ost of
the dance bailesings wear

See-tirSuzh aak 1075

The progtam was co-pro-.

iuced S5v WNZT in New

STk and the 3ridsk Sroad-
casiing Ceompany. It was
aiced i Naw Yerk for three
Sigaisin Fesruary.

Tre {icst Raif of the Rou
srogram s devoied 0 re-
hearsai, Wity a tackgroun
commeniary oy Nikoiais de-
scridieg  his idaas adout
dance as th2y 2re amiculated
In the periormance. The las:
hall is cavited exticely to
the dance axd includes the
aude sequencas sasial some
distazce frsm ize pesiorm-
ers.

PSS’s decision to saad tke
PrOgTam 10 its memser s:a.
ucas aiter {irst ruliag
agaizst & is bound to raise

May 6, 1972

"PBS to Televise Nue_:;’e Ballet

some hackles in Coagress
where the Corsoraticn for
Public Broadecasting bucge:
scon will come up for ap-
proval. P3S zats mestof its
furdiaz {rem C23.

There is no way of know-
inz how many siatioas wiil
CarTy the program. Ia at
least one state, Tenzessee,
acdily on tie TV screen is
Zot permitted. WaNO
(Clanzel 10) in Memohis
and wie Ronoxviile noncom-
mercial station, thus, area’t
expecied o sun it.

23S ollicials dafezd the
show as artistic and :tally
inolfeasive.

2ut a Capitol Hill erisic of
e direciica pusiic roac-
€asing fas been taking tze
last few years crackad:
“They called it ar: when
Hedy Lamarr swam nude in
‘Ecstasy’ too. And now lcok
where we are oa the
screea.” :




May 25, 1972

Office of the White House Press Secretary

NOTICE TO THE PRESS

The President has announced his intention to nominate five persons to be
members of the Board of Directors of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting. The Board of Directors consists of 15 persons appointed
by the President for six-year terms. The Corporation for Public
Broadcasting was established in 1967 to facilitate the development of
noncommercial educational radio and television broadcasting.

The following five persons are those nominated for terms expiring
March 26, 1978:

Michael A. Gammino Jr. of Providenc;. R.I., Chairman of
~ the Board and President of Columbus National Bank of Rhode
Island. (reappointment) '

Joseph D. Hughes of Pittsburgh, Pa., Trustee, Richard King
Mellon Foundation, and Vice President, Richard K. Mellon
and Sons, Philadelphia. (reappointment)

£eal Blackwell Freeman of New York, N. Y., Vice President,
King Features Syndicate, Inc. He replaces Zelma George whose

term expired.

“Theodore W. Braun of West Los Angeles, Calif., Chairman and
Founder of Braun and Company, Los Angeles. He replaces
Joseph A, Beirne whose term expired. ‘

%ia L. Anderson of Atlanta, Ga., Associate Professor and
Chairman, Chemistry Department, Morris Brown College. She

replaces Ovetta C. Hobby whose term expired.

Further biographical information is attached.

t ! f




GLORTIA L. ANDERSON

Born: 11-5-1938 Altheimer, Ark.

Marital status: Married

Education: 1958 B.S,, Summa Cum Laude
Arkansas A, M & N College

1961 M.S. (chemistry)
Atlanta University

1968 Ph.D., University
of Chicago (chemistry)

1961-62 Instructor, South
Carolina State College

1962-64 Instructor,
Morehouse College

1964-68 Teaching and/or researsh
assistant, University
of Chicago

1968-Present “Associate Professor arz
- Chairman of the Chemistry
Department, Morris Brown
College

Summer Programs: 1967 Laboratory Instructor,
NSF Summer Program for
High School Chemistry
Teachers

NSF Post-Doctoral Research
Program for College Teache
Georgia Inst, of Technolog

Faculty, NSF Summer Insti-
tute, Morris Brown College

Faculty, South Carolina
State College
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teal Blackuell Freeman joined King Features Syndicate, the world's

. rgest neuspansr syndicate, in August of 1667. !le was ramad Cxccutive
cditor in October, 1968 and became a Vice President of King Features
Syndicat;, Inc. in 1970,

Freeman previously was scnior editor of Arlington Fouse, publishers,
Earlier, he was assistan£ to the President of the Washington Star Syndicate
and Associate Producer of thé Emay~winning television show, "Firing Line."

He storted his carcer with Doubleday & Co., book publishers,

Born in New York, M. Y., Freceman was educzted at Hanhasset, N, Y.
schools and at Phillips Exeter Academy, fream which he was graduatcﬁ in 1958,
He reccived his B. A. degres from Yale magna cum laude in 1962, He studied
at the NYU Graduate School of Busxncss in 1962-3,

thile at Yale, Frceman was a Founding cditor of Moderator magazine &nd a

smber of Berzelius, Yale Key'and.Zeta Pzi. In his secnior ycar, he placed
high in the naticnal collegiate sabre-fencing championships. .

During 1970-71, Freeman was a mezber of the kcw York pancl of the Presi-
dent's Ccrmission cn \iite House Fellows. He also served as a ccnsultant to
the Public Croadcasting Serv+cc-sﬁc4, "The fdvocates:'' He is an agent of tHe

Yale Alumni Fund and is a director of thc Historical Rc.earch Foundation and

National Review, Inc. He has contributed to many periodicals and during 1967-
1970 vze & cemacntator on public affairs for llew York radio statica WIAL Re

{s a wiuber of aicﬁa Dc!t. Chi, the Colecay Feundetion, the National Press

Club zad tha Yale Clud of New York City.

Fremaan §s carricd to the formzr Jena louise ilatze, They heve tuo song,

I9lcoin T, Frezan I and Joixss Be Freousn,
]

.. omo.ae




'iDate of Birth: Deccr:iior 18, 1922

~ DGy

MICHAEL A, GAMMINO JR.

" Cransion, Rhode Island

Education: Moscs Brown School, Providence, Rhode Island

Brown University
St. Louis University Graduate School of Philosphy

. Military Service: World War II, USAR; Korean Conflict, USATFR.

Trustce of Brown University |
Trustce of Salve Regina College, Newport, Rhode Island
Member of tie President's Council Providence College

Honorary.Degree, Doctor of Humane Letters, Rhode Island Cellege
Rhode Island Commodore appointed by Governor Chafee
~ Knight of St. Gregory by Pope Paul VI

Knight Commander Order of Merit of the Italian Republic by the Presxdcn of the

Italian chuolic

“

Profession

Chairman of the Board and Presidcnt of the Columbus National Baniz of Rl
Island and the Bank's holding company National Columbus Bancorp, Inc.
. Mcember Rhode Island Bankers' Association Legislative and Dducation Co
Member of the Education Committee American Institute of Banking.
‘Menmber of the State of Rhode Island Investment Commission appointed b
Governor Licht.

" Member of the New England Council Baang and Finance Committee

Past Professional Service

Board of Directors and Exccutive Committee Rhode Island Bankers' Assoc
Mecmber of a number of American Bankers' Association Comniittees.
Mcmber of the Regional Advisory Committce for the First National Bank F
Member of the Stockholders Advisory Committee of the First Federal Res:
Bank of Boston.

Dircctor of the New England Bankcard Association (NEBA).

Public Scrvice T ) "ia

Member of the Board of Directors of the Corporation for Public Broadcast
appointed by President Johnson.

Mecmber of the State Advisory Council on Librairies appointed by Govern
Director of United Fund Rhode I.,land and Soutlncastcrn Ncw Pngland

- Ay .




Public Scivice Con't.
Member of the Newport Ilistorical Society.’

Mecmber of Urban Coalxtxon of Rhode Island
Trustce and Treasurer of the Togarty F'oundation {or Mental Petardation.
Dircctor of Fedcral Hill House.

Director of the Rhode Island Philharinonic Orchestra.

Past Public Service
Delegate to the Rhode Island Censtitutional Convention (1964-196¢€) fror
Representative District of Providaonce. ,
Mecmber of Rhode Island Public 3uilding Authority appointad by Governor

.J. Roberts.

Member of Rhode Island Tich and Game Commission appointed by Gove
J. Roberts. _

Chairman of Rhode Island State Goals Ccmmitice appointed by Governcr
Notte, Jr. ’

Chairman of the Rhiode Island Smz1! Business Adminisiration Advisory Ce
.Mémber of the New hngland (Soston) Smeall Businass Administration Advi
Council. _
Chairman Providence Eldﬂrly Cnlzens Advisory Council appointed by I.la
Walter Reynolds. . ;
Member Rhode Island Conprc‘ ensive Health Planning Advi sory Ccur‘cvl ¢
by Governor Chafce. ’
Director and Trcasurer Rhode Islc_nd Health Facilities Planning Council.
Chairman Rhede Island Foundation for Iniantile Paralysis.
Organizing Dirccter and Treasurcr of Marathon House (a center for treatr
rehabilitation for drug addiction). L - .
Chairman Rhode Island Commitice for United Negro Colleges Fund.

."Chairman Rhode Island Committee for Fair Housing Legislation.
Rhode Island Trustee Eastern States Exposition, Springfield, Mass.
Director (Rhode Island President for one term) Rhode Island and Ncw Eng
Holstein-Freisian Associations .
Chairman Farmers Milk \Aarkcting Commxttec (Rhode Island).

. Rhode Island Chairman for the National Cornmemoratxon of the Reuni ficat
of Italy

- Chairman of the Rhode Island Ttalian Herltage Festival (1967).
Crganizing Trustee and Trzasurer Foundation for Rapertory Theater in Rhe
Organizing Trustce and Treasurer of the Mewport Metropolitan Opera Fou
Dircctor of the Rhode Island Civic Choral. '
Director of the Rhode Island Opera Guild

Rellgiow Roman Catholic ;
Lay participant at thec International Liturgxcal Congress (1956) (Rome anc

National Vice President and Director National Catholic Laymen's Retreat
Member of Exccutive Committee for,Catholic Charities (Diocese of Prov.
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2d) 3raun is chairman and founder of 3raun & Company,
ions and manzgemont consultants, with neaccuarters
and branch oifices in San Francisco, Neow York

(5

Mz, Braun is a Governor of the Uniteld Stztes Posta Service.

FEe has served the U. S. Govermmant in various capacitics since
1941, incluling consultcnz to the Cermanding Generzl, Tourth
Ammy and Western Deaiense Cemmand; Director, Technicz) Information
Division, Armmy Service Forces; consultant o the Secretzry of
sgricultuze; consultant to the Sceretarv of the Treasury; mcmber
of a special committae on reorgonizaztion of Nationz) Sec curitcy
Council; staii awmber, “Report to the President en U. S. Toreign

sid
Ecornomic Policv". Also sexved on Advisory Cecxmittce to the
Secretary of Cefense on Germeral Military T:aznzng. .

Mr. Braun is a member of the Eoard of Goverszors ard Sormer
president of Town Hzll; past cazirman ¢£ the boazd of the Follywood
Bowl Association; pzst Presicdent of tha California Clud; past
president of the Men's Garcdea Club of California; and a trustee

of Harvey Mudd College of Science and Engirneering. .

Chairman of the Board, Braun and Company
Public Relations Official ‘ .
Stock Broker

_Pewaxk, New Jersey - born 1901

Presently partner in Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith
Gordon Gray Report to President, U. S. Foreign and Economic

Member Special Committee on Reorganization, NSC 1953

« Asst. to Sec. of Trecasury 1953-54




NAME JOSEPH D. HUGHES

TDUCATION Auburn University, B.S. 1931
The George Washington University, J.D. (w.h.h.) 1934
Georgetown University, LL.M. 1936
Graduate School of Public Affairs, American University 193’

HONORARY DLEGREES Waynesburg College, LL.D. 1956

Auburn University, LL.D. 1962

The George Washington University Law Sc
- Alumni Achievement Award 1965

Thiel College, L.H.D. 1971

PRESENT BUSINESS CONNECTIONS

Trustee, Richard King Mellon Foundation _
Vice President, Richard K. Mellon and Sons, Pittsburzh,
Pennsylvania '

PREVIQUS BUSINESS CONNECTIONS

United States Department of State, Washington, D.C.
United States Treasury Department, Washington, D.C.
Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

ILITARY

Assistant Adjutant General, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
1963 - Brigadier General, PARNG; Awarded Distinguished
.- Service Medal, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

United States Army 1942-46 - .Chairman, Japanese-Amefican
Joint Board; Awarded Legion of Merit

Civilian Aide to the Secretary of the Army, 1955-63 -
Received Outstanding Civilian Service Medal

OTHER ACTIVITIES

Trustee, Auburn University Foundation, Auburn Alabama
The George Washington University, Washington, D.C.
Alabama Wildlife Research Foundation
Director, Corporation for Public Broadcasting, Washington,
: Council on Foundations, Inc., New York, New York
Max McGraw Wildlife Foundation, Chicago, Illinois
National Wildlife Federation, Washington, D.C.
Pittsburgh Zoological Society, Pittsburgh, Pennsy
. Western Pennsylvania lospital, Pittsburgh, Pennsy
(President of Boatd 1955-56)
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Member, National Institute of Social Scicnces
Senior Exccutives Council of Conference Doard

ClIURCH AFFILIATION

Episcopalian

Trustce, Episccpal Diocese of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania
Protestant Episcopal Theological Seminary in
Virginia, Alexandria, Virginia

CLUBS
The Army and Ravy Club (Washington)
Chevy Chase (Chevy Chase)
Duquesne (Pittsburgh)
Laurel Valley Golf Club (Ligonier)
Metropolitan (Washington)
The Links (New York)
Rolling Rock (Ligonier)

i
) .

ADDRESS

Office: 525 William Penn Place
_ : Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219
~_ . Telephone: Area Code 412  471-1050







CPB Support of NET

One of the principal reasons for passage of the Public
Broadcasting Act of 19f7 and creation of the Corporation for
Public Broadcastirg (CPB) was to break the hold that M.E.T. in
New York City had over national programming on educational
television. Supported bty heavy funding by the Ford Fourdation,
N.E.T. had assumed a dominant position as the primary supplier
of programs to local educatioral TV stations and was well on
its way to becoming a fourth national network.* CPB was supposed
to dilute N.E.T.'s control and make the prograrming for oublic
broadcasting more diverse and pluralistic. The intent was to
create a public broadcasting system in whkich the programs would
not bear the stamp of the particular cultural ané political
outlook of prograrmers in New York City.

However, over the past four years !N.E.T.,aand later the
merged operation of the N.E.T. prcgram production center and the
New York City public TV station--now WNET/13, have received
the lion's share of program production funds supplied by CPB.

In 1971 and 1972, CPB has given N.E.T. an average of 31% of

the total funds it granted for program production. The plan

for FY 1973 is to give N.E.T. between 31% and 32% of these funds.
This has enabled N.E.T. to dominate the prime time evening

#¥The role of the Ford Foundation and the blueprint for N.E.T.'s
®"fourth network" are documented extensively on a study, entitled
*The Fourth Network", prerared by The Network Project, a group
of Columbia University students wko have suecd CPB for viclating
The Public Broadcasting Act of11367,
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schedule of the public'TV national network, PBS, with N.E.T.
consistently supplying between one-quarter and one-thiréd of tkre
national, prime time schedule over the past four yecars.
Moreover, the Ford Foundation has continued its massive
support of the New York City Program production center. In
FY 1971, Ford gave $6.5 million to N.E.T., in addition to
CPB's grant of almost $3.5 million. In FY 1972 Ford's grant
was $C million and CPE's was $4.2 million. Of the 7 station
program producticn centers supported by Ford and CPB, W.E.T.
had over half the funds in FY 1971, half the funds in ryY 1972,
and will have slightly under half the funds in rv 1973.
Funding at this level has permitted N.E.T. to continue to
influence substantially public TV programming, although the
type of programming produced by N.E.T. has shifted over the

past few years from the public affairs program category to the

"cultural® program category. FPor example, the prograrming plan
for FY 1973 shows that N.E.T. will produce 86 hours--or over
70%--of the total program hours funded by CPB in the "cultural”
category.

While N.E.T. will be responsible for producing only 23.5
hours of the total 221.5 hours of public affairs programs in
FY 1973; the National Public Affairs Center for Television (NPACT)
which is associated with WETA-TV, the Washington, D.C. public
TV station, is responsible for 93 hours. NPACT is headed by

the former chief of NCT's Washington news burcau and is staffed
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public affairs unit. WN.E.T. and NPACT combined will produce

almost half of public TV's news/public affairs programs in

FY 1973.

One would not be concerned with so great a proportion of

"cultural” and public affairs programs being produced by

N.E.T. and N.E.T.-derivative organizations, if the production
entity had a reputation for balanced and objective prograrmning,
But this is not the case. Key officers and enpleovees of N.E.T.
have had a record of biased, leftist and left-leaning procramming
and have openly acknowledged their bhiases. Thus, the 2nmerican
public will continue to he subject to views of "culture" andé
current events filtered through the particular points of view
represented by the New York City proaram producers. CPB has

not diminished M.E.T.'s dominance, but actually has aided and
abetted N.E.T.'s control over what viewers will sece and heaxr on

public television.




Mr. Speaker, as we have anproached our deliberation on
H.R. 13918 we have becen subjected to an intensive lobbying
camnaign generated by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting,
the National Association of Educational Broadcasters,
individual public brcadcast licensees, and org;nizations such
as the Iriends of Public Broadcastine., Most, if not all, of
these organizations are eithar tax-exempt entitias themselves,
as is the case with many public breadcast licensees, or hecavilvy
supported by tax-=2xempt foundations. As you know, the law
prohibits tax-exempt organizations from encaaing in activities
to influence the rassage of legislation. I think that it is a
distinction without a difference when an orcanization substantially
surported by foundatio?s does the lobhving rather than the
foundation itself. 1In short, I question the lecaqality of the
lobby activities that have been aoing on with respect to
public broadcast funding legislation. Yo matter what the
outcome of this legislation may be, I urge most strongly thaat
there be a thorough investigation of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting and the other entities that have engaged in these
activities in order to dectermine the extent to which federally
appropriated funds and tax-cxempt foundation funds have been

used to underwrite this lobbying effort.




Mr. Speaker, after much proddina from Members of Congress
and the press, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting finally
released sorie specific information regarding the salaries rpaid
to its officials and the talent used in public broadcast proqrams.
I for one, !Mr. Speaker, am outraged by seeina the exorbitant
salaries paid by a putlicly funded entity such as tha Cercoration.
The information shows that John Macy, the President of tie

Corporation, received some $65,090 and even tne Vice-Prasident

for Finance makes 52,3527 more per year than a Congressman. Tha

picture is even worse for salaries paid to program talant. The

most outrageous exarmple, of course, is the 333,000 par year naid

to Sander Vanocur and the $65,000 paid to Robert Maclleil, both

reporters for the Corporation's news and pubtlic affairs arm.
Similarly, Bill Moyers, the former press secretary to President
Johnson, receives $75,000 for hosting a series of 35 programs.

1 am sure that the Members will want to go over this financial
data very carefully before deciding on future funding arrangements

for the Corporation.
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Compenntioas Brakdown, CPB Emplavees

(Use of Federa Government wulary scales for come
parison reasons only.)

Total Emplovees

Below $12.600 (CS 11)

GS LN theu 18, .. cccnnvoviocncsnmennnss 28
Executive Level

Total Admimistrative Expense of CPB in FY 1972

$2.176,000 or 5.8 percent of total $37.603.000
budget. .

Ninety-four percent of total budeet gues inta pro-

grams, graats and services. In additicn. some CPB

employees are enpapged excluuvely in service actvity

for public statieas, (eg. the ofiice of Station Desele

opment Support.)

John W. Macy. Jr.. Prendent

Ralph W. Nichulsan, Vice President,

Finance and Treasurer

John P. Witherspoun, Director of

Television Actintes

R. Willism Faville. Durector of

Deselopment and Enternai Attairs

John Colden. Drector of Planmung.

Research and Evaluauon

Number of Exployees

(36.000)
(325436 - 36 .000)
(38,129 - 55.63))
(23251 - 31.52))
(20518 - 27.061)
(17.761 - 23.089)
CS 12 (150:0-195+9)
GS 11 (12515 - 16404)
below GS 11

GS 17
GCs 16
GCS 1§
Gs 13
G
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Talent Fees and Contract Payments
Regularly Scheduled Public TV Programs

® Juhs Chuid (WG BH-Buston) $S00 per program.
® Arthur Fiedler (WGBH-Buston) Approuimately

$1300 per progam - Fee u related 10 Bouos
Symphony Orchestra contract.

®.The

® Sender Vanocur,
® Roben

@ Elizsbeth Drew. “Thirty Minutes With ..

® Manshall Efron (NETGreat Amencan Dieam
Machine) S23.300 tur 1he senes (2Q proeraing ).

® Bl D. Movers (NET-Thus Week) 3750w far the

senies (15 prograns),

Advocates (WGBH-Bosion. KCET. Los
Angetes) SIOUC ez:h show. Regulars=William
Rusher. Howard Miler.

-David  Littlerotn (KQED-San
Catizai-Larze) $259 per show.
World Press pane! menibers {KQED-San Franasco)
S140 per show fur each.

Robert Cromie (Book Beat, WTTW, Chnagu) $500
ser thow,
Alistatrr - Cooxe (WCBH -Boston. Masterpiece
Theatre) $333 per show (includes wnting fees 23
well 33 hoating anpearance).
Jean Shepherd (WGBIH-Boston,  Shepherd's
Amernca) $750 ser show (including talent, wniing
and some production).
Weiiem F Bucaley. Jr. (Southern Eductional
Communications Association. Columbia. South
Carolina=Finng Line) Fee 10 Niuons Review
Corpurauon. SI11.5C0 per show (iactudiay ail
production coms 4ad wlanes of producers, Jduee-
tors. 31310, guest fees and Mr. Bucaley's fees.)
Lewn Fresdman (KCET-Los Angeles) Producer of
Hollywond Televison Theatre senes. $45.000 per
yeae. (Hollywoxd Telesinon Theatre Pays muas-
mum ymion 3¢ to ail stars, directors. etc.)®
Fred Rogers (WQEDPutsburgh. Muteroger's
Newghborhood) $40.000 fuor 63 shows. Mr. Ruyens
is the talent, producer, puppeteer and headdanter.
NPACT Comeipondent -
mmo. .

MacNel, NPACT Comespondent. -
$6S.000°°
= 3950

pes program (E wct number of ncw programs not
determined at this nme.)
® Wihington Week m Revew pane (WETA,
Washington) $128 per thow.
*PTV munimum is less than minimum scale.
**Contract inclades repular senes of weehly shows,

ples public affain specral ssugnments.

Francuseco,

CORPORATION FOR-PUBLIC BROADCASTING FINANCIAL DATA

~

I. Pregrams for public television
11, Pragrams for public radio
1L Technical

V. Adminsirative suppurt

I. Total hours of new prodistion
2. Fundine:

CPB 1972 Operating PLa

Amount
(5000)

15238

2239

00
8.151
9,439

Flanming & Rewesrch
TV program dustnbunion

V. Development and support

ploe)
65
1230
8394
2,176
37.623

Improving quality
Suoportiag stations
Increasing swareness

Total program

%
405
62

0s
18
5.2

13
17.4
36
223
58
100.0

Natioral TV Program Support - 1972

0

(S in mulions)

By CPB

Federal 3nd unrestncted
non-Federal funds

Noa-Federal funds restncred
10 sTevtic programs 2.1

Totat CPB 143

By others (Compunies. loal puslic
fations, US. Oifice of Education.
Foundanoas, ete.) os:l

Toul 364

$122

3. Cost per hour national programs

CPB investment only  $17.993
Total cout per hous 45748

- Reconcilisnon with Qperaung Paa

($ im mullions)
CP8 funding commurted
CPB funding of deve:spment *
of programm fur Later e 3
CPB funding uncomr.utted 4

Toral

e e et

143




EMPLOYMENT IN PUBLIC TELEVISION

The other day a group of young people were protesting that

there isn't enough input from enough people in educational tele-
visicn. Many of these young pecple are fine and creative anl they
have come from the many telecommunicaticns schools establishad in
recent years in our state universities.

Nne of the reasons that they can't get work is that educational
television is spending too much money on big salaries for “star®
talent. Five figure salaries, coming within strikinc Jdistarce of
$100,000, aren't the kinds of things to tell our young peoole that
the public is using its mcrey well.

Some of the money that is gcing to pay these lavish salarics
might be going into some creative programminc in local staticns
around the country, into usina some of the talent that the tele-
communications schools have turned out.

For these young people $85,000 a year--the salary paid to

Sander Vanocur--would buy a lot of film. It would pay eight or ten
salaries. It would buy a few cameras. It could even finance a
modestly major film. It could pay the salaries, at present rates,
of two Congressmen.

It is all right for NBC and CBS and ABC to pay big salaries.
As the President has pointed out, commercial broadcasting is an
industry and is entitled to a fair return on its money and to some
freedom in its use. But PUPLIC television is a different thing.

Public television must conform to public standards in the use

of its money. It must pay reasonable, not exorbitant, salaries. Then

it will seem a worthwhile place for young people to work. And it




PUBLIC FUNDS AND PUBLIC SALARIES

A lot of people are telling us that what we used to call
"educational television" now ought to be called "public television. "

I had thought all television was "public television," since it's the
public that's watching it. But if the public is paving for educatiornal
television, or "public" television, it deserves some accounting of
where it's money is going.

The man in the street can see the end of the horn of plernty.
Neither he, nor anyone else, has an endless supoly of monev to svend
== no matter how good the cause. I am a friend of "public" television.
For that very reason, I believe it should be accountable to the tax-
payers, who are bearing the cost.

When I see how big a salary some of the people working for
"public television" are geﬁting, it makes me wonder what I should tell
my constituents. My distinguished colleagues and I -- whom many.of
the members of the public might say are overpaid -- get exactly half
as big a salary as Mr. Sander Vanocur. JNow Mr. Vanocur may be a fine
fellow, but I wonder if any public servant should be getting $85,000
a year.

Public television can pay respectable salaries without being
grandiose. And $85,000 would keep a lot of my constituents in food
and clothing for a long time.

I am raising this question because I believe that the taxpayer
has a right to question how his money is spent. I think that public
television will be doing itself irreparable injury if it does not

look at itself more critically. Those of us -- and I account myself

.
’




Mr. Speaker, it has come to my attention that on June 2n¢
the public television network intends to present a ballet,
a joint effort of NET in New York and the CEC in London, vhich
will feature extensive nudity, both male and female. This will
not be the first time that public troadcasting has brought
nudity to the home television screen. The Congress, as the
principal scurce of funds to the public telavisieon netvork, ias
the mcral responsibility to see that this tyne of material is rot
dllowed to be disseminatad. It is bad enouga to have stanuards of
decency and taste lowered on television gererally without *he

Congress aiding and abetting this process by funding a putlic

television network that sees as its mission the carriage cof

allegedly cultural events in which nudity is the prime attracticn.




00 WE MEED ANOTHER MNETWORK?

The question of the funding of public televisicn in the United
States is one that the Congress must, of necessity, take most
seriously. It is clear that public televisien was never intended

to be a network untoc itself. And, while it has served a useful

function in the past, it now shows too many signs of becoming just
like the commercial networks whose work it was intended to supplement.

[ intend no criticism cf the comrercial television whan T say
that public televisicn, suprorted by public menay, h3s nc kisingss
cempeting with commercial telavision in what it is trying o 4o and
tiie salaries it is trying tc pay. Tihere was some talk of puclic
television covering the national political conventions. [ think all
of us--ever those of us,at the conventions who would like to get our
pictures on televisicn--think that there is cnougn coverage of the
conventions. The networks do it well enough without public televisicn
getting involved.

More important, though, public television, by its very name, has
a public duty to be responsible in its effort to achieve excellence.
Its excellence will be a result of the work it does, not the salaries
it pays. I submit that to pay a news correspondent 1ike Sander Vanocur
$85,000 of public money is a breach of the public trust.

As a member of this House and a custodian of public television,
I say that we must urge restraint. No matter how important the

anchor man of a public television show may be, he is not worth

$22,500 a year more than the-Speaker of the House of Representatives.

v
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then the Corporation for Public Broadcasting cores Lo this

House and seeks long-term funding, it must show this House that it

is a responsible organization, able to use its public money wisely.

This it has not done.

This question of salaries is a serious one. If rublic
television feels it must "compete" with thie netuorks. then I
think it may not be doina the job it was established to do. Our
job is to see that it does its job responsibly, not to support it
in paying some of the highest salaries ever Faid by any agurcy of

the U.S. Government to anycre otner tnan the President.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to read for the benefit of the
Members a portion of the transcript of a news interview done by
WNEW-TV, Channel 5,in New York City, on !lay 11, 1972, with
Patrick Watson, the man who moderated a five-hour discussion
crogram on Vietnam presented by WNET, Channel 13, the oublic
television station in New York City. The transcrint reads

as follcws in its relevant portions:

BILL JORGENSEN: ...Last nicht Channel 13 Television here in
New York City, the Public Broadcasting Svstem, aircd a five-
hour program on the Vietnam situation.

There were 30 to 40 guests invited to make statements and
express their feelings in various wayvs, and almost all were
anti-war. And today Steve Bauman asked Channel 13's anchorman,
Patrick Watson, if it wasn't true that there was virtually

no reoresentation of the Nixon administration's point of view.

PATRICK WATSON: Oh, yeah, absolutely true. The one man

who could be considered a representative of the administration's
point of view was Senator Dole, who was interviewed in Washincton
I think I could argue, without being frivolous about it, that

the program would have been better if there had been no
representatives of the Washington point of view on, because

it was perfectly clear that what this program was about was
reflecting and articulating that body of opinion in the

country that's concerned and frightened over what's going

on in Vietnam.

I think the country knows, and it's had ample exposure to
what the administration's position is.

STEVE BAUMAN: Well, haven't there been ample expressions

of the anti-administration point of view, and in terms of a
balanced program, don't you feel you are obligated to attempt
to get administration' spokesmen or supporters?

WATSON: Not within the body of one program. I think that's
an old-fashioned concept that went out of broadcasting--where
I live, anyway--a long time ago. You do the best program
you can to deal with what you're dealing with at that moment.
You don't balance out the astronauts with the Flat Earth
Society. You don't look for opposite points of view...
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BAUMAN: But isn't it true that the overall Programming
philosophy of Channel 13 winds U being anti-administration
whenever there is a discussion of Vietnam?

WATSON: Yeah, I think it is true. I think that our peocle
are much less concerned to hide and mas': their bias about
that issue than many newsmen are. Qur neorle, like all the
serious and independent-minded newsmen that I Xknow, hate
the war and don't admire the administration's rolizr about
it. I THINX what we feel philosorhically is that -rhile

we have an obligation to seek out the administration's
position and to challenge it--and it's very difficult,
because administration quvs don't like to €O on camera...

BAUMAN: You say vou've had trouble having suovorters of
the administration voint of view speak in favor of it,.
you saving vou tried last nicht and were unable to cet
anvone?

WATSON: No, we were. We got cne cuy. We triad for threo
or four.

BAUMAN: OQut of 30 or 40.

WATSON: Yeah. 1I'll repeat it if you like. I think the
program would have been a damn good pProgram with none. ...

As I am sure the Members know, Section 396 (g) (1) (A) of the
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 requires that there be strict
adherence to objectivity and balance in the programs presented by
public broadcasting. Moreover, Section 399 of the Act prohibits
public broadcasting stations such as WNET in New York from
engaging in editorializing. I submit to you that Mr. Watson's
remarks in this interview demonstrate that his station is not
complying with the law. And, for the information of the Mémbers,

this is the very same station that is a major programmer for the

Corporation for Public Broadcasting, in that the station produced

ER over a quarter of the prime time Programming made available

bv the nublic televieinn natwarl +A thad 1Aral ebabiane




Public Broadcasting Questions

There are a number of relevant questions that must be
answered by those Members who support H.R. 13918 before we can
be expected to pass legislation that would authorize over a
200% increase in funding for the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting (CPB) during the next two years.

For example, CPB's 1972 budget provides an estimated
$1.7 million to advertise and otherwise promote the national
network programs of the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS). The
Ford Foundation gives an additional $1 million to PBS for
advertising purposes. Wny should tax funds and tax-exempt
funds of this magnitude be used to influence the viewers to
watch programs which their tax-dollars support? - %

Over the past four years, CPB has received a total of
$91.7 million--$78 million of which have been Federal
appropriationg-but has distributed only 13% of this money
to the local broadcast stations. Yet, in The 1967 Public
Broadcasting Act we said that distribution of grants to the

local stations is supposed to be one of CPB's principal

responsibilities. Who gave CPB the authority to change our

priorities so drastically?




With respect to local educational radio stations, CPB
has determined that only 112 out of a total of 500 such stations
are eligible to receive these grants. I want to know where
CPB gets the power to deprive an educational radio station the
right to receive a grant of public funds--funds that are taken
from the taxes paid in part by the listeners of those stations?
CPB.was supposed to use its funds and its statutory
authority to develop diverse and pluralistic program production

systems and minimize the domination of programming by NET in

New York City. But, out of a total of 215 ETV stations, only

six major city stations produced 91% of all prime-time programs
for PBS, and NET along produced 25% of the total prime-time
hours! Next season the New York City station will prodﬁce

70% of all PBS programs in the "cultural and performance”
category. The New York City and Washington stations together
will produce nearly 50% of all the news and public affairs
programs on PBS. What kind of program diversity is this?

In terms of program production dollars, in 1972 CPB spent over
$13 million for TV program production. NET received nearly

30% of this total. The balance was spread among 8 other major
stations ae) program production centers, and over 200 other ETV
stations received a grand total of only $350,000 for all their
local program production. Can the supporters of H.R.13918 tell
me what assurance we have that CPB will continue to follow its
own priorities for the use of Federal funds and not follow the

priorities we set for a "ocalized® public broadcast system in
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Can anyone explain how the slick lobbying campaign we
all have been subjected to was financed? I always thought
that tax-exempt organizations such as CPB, the private
foundations that support public brdadcasting and many of
public broadcasting stations throughout the countrv were
precluded from such activities. If tax money and tax-exempt
money is being used to underwrite an effort to get more public
funds out of the Congress, then we should think twice about
continuing to entrust CPB with vast amounts of tax-cdollars.

We've all been told thaﬁ CPB needs a two-year authorization
because they must plan their program 18 months to 2 years in
advance. What we haven't been told is that CPB right now has

alternate program plars--one based upon a $45 million

authorization and one upon a $65 million authorization. CPB

knows that there's been a steady increase in fundings by the
Congress. Théy have been able to plan ahead based on the
expectation that these increases will continue. There's no
reason why they can't plan ahead even though the next
authorization is for one year rather than two. The Administration
has committed itself to come up with a8 long-range financing

plan for public broadcasting during FY 1973. If CPB or its
supporters do not believe the Administration when it makes such
a commitment, let them say so now so that we can comprehend why
they are opposed to a one-year authorization. Even if they do
nét believe the Administration,H.R. 13918's supporters should

want a one-year bill to hold the Administration's feet to the

v’
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fire and either require the White House to make good its
pledge or suffer considerable embarrassment. I want to know
what's wrong with this approach?

The tales of wasteand inefficiency in public oroadcasting
are legion. Sander Vanocur gets $85,000 a year; Bill Moyers--
$75,000; Robert MacNeil--$65,000; John Macy--$60,000; there's
even a vice-president at CPB who makes $2,500 more a vear than
a Congressman. The combined operations of NET and WNET in New
York City employ some 550 people. Of their budcet of $7 million
for the up-coming fiscal year, between $2 and $3 million is over-
head! Can anyone tell me what CPB's 75 employees do over in
their plush offices at the Motion Picture Association building?
Don't we have-a duty to find out? If there's nothing to hide,
why hasn't CPB itself--or its supporters in the Congress-;called
for the type of GAO audit provided for in The Public Broadcasting

Act?

Nothing could be more clear in the legislative history of

the 1967 Act that the Congress did not want CPB to create a
fixed-schedule, nation-wide TV network. Yet this is precisely
what CPB has done and now has a "live"” interconnection network
for its station during 18.5 hours of prime-time each week. I
think we deserve an explanation of why our intent ha# been so

blithely ignored.




Among the 10 largest contributors to CPB are the CBS and
NBC networks, Mobil 0il, Sears Roebuck, and Humble 0il. Mobil,
Humble, General Electric and Xerox have wholly funded some of
public broadcasting's most popular programs, such as "Civiligation"
"The Six Wives of Henry VIII", and "Elizabeth R". How different is

this from sponsorship of zrograms on the commercial networks? I

thought public broadcasting was supposed to be noncommercial

educational broadcasting--what happened?

The Publia Broadcasting Act specifically requires that
there be strict adherence to objectivity and balance in any
single program or program series dealing with controversial
public issue;. This was one of the geasons CPB was allowed to
use public funds for érograms. No one wanted tax money to be
used for slanted or unbalanced public affairs programs or news
coverage. But, as we all know, there have been many controversial
issue programs in which there has not been strict adherence to
objectivity and balance. Sander Vanocur can blatantly admit that
his panel discussion of one of the President's Vietnam speeches
is unbalanced because all of the participants state views hostile
to the President's policy and CPB doesn't seem to care. Vanocur
can take sqme approach to the President's busing speech and
the program is networked all over the country. WNET can proudly
point to the fact that their newsmen and documentary program
staff don't believe in achieving program balance and CPB

continues to give nearly one-third of its total TV program budget

to the NYC station. The supporters of H.R. 13918 owe the Congress




When Mr. Staggers reported out the bill that ultimately
became the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, his committec stated
that localism was the fundamental concept of the public broadcasting
system which was created by that legislation. The committee repars
specifically pointed out that "localism" means that, "local stations
shall retain both the opportunity and responsibility for broad-
casting prégrams they feel best serve their communities."” The
Senate committee’s report similarly pointed out that, "we wish
to state in the strongest terms possible that it is our intention

that local stations be absolutely free to determine for themselves

what they should or should not broadcast."

Against this backgr;und of clear congressional intent, the
Members should be aware of the fact that the membership agreement
between the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) --which is the public
television network--and the local educational television stations
prohibits the stations from deleting material in programs provided
by PBS without prior permission of the network. The Members
should also be aware of the fact that PBS itself has the right
to delete material in programs subﬁitted to it by the program
production centers. Thus, the Public Broadcasting Service
exercises a right which it would deny to the local stations--a
right the Congress clearly wanted the local stations to have.

In my view, the local stations have clear obligations under

the Communications Act of 1934 and the Public Broadcasting Act

of 1967, which require them to exercise complete responsibility

L




o

for the program material they disseminate. Why has this

responsibility been delegated to their national network?




Mr. Speaker, whenever there is any discussion of the value
of programming that the Corporation for Public Broadcasting provides
the American people, the Corporation is quick to claim credit for
such successful efforts as "Sesame Street," "The Electric Company,"

"the Masterpiece Theater" series of 2BC dramatic presentations,

and otner BBC programs. This claim is, nowever, somewnat misieading.
For example, "the Masterpiece Theater'series is whoi]y funded by a
grant from Mobil 0i1, and the Corporaticn for Public Ereazcasting
simply serves as a conduit for these funds. Similarly, toe “}ET
3iography" series and tne "Vibrations" series of 2BC prcarams are

purchased with money provided by the Humbie 211 and Refining
Yy P Y S

Company and not with CPB funds. Moreover, CPR underwrites only

a small portion of the budget of the Children's Telavision ‘lorkshop,
which is the production agency for "Sesame Street" and "The Electric
Company." CPB is responsible for the news and public affairs programs
of the public television network and some of the other programs that
have not captured public attention as have the BBC and children's

programs.




Mr. Speaker, as we approach the time when we will have to
consider H.R. 13918, regarding public broadcast funding, it would
be well to keep in mind that the Corporation for Public Broadcasting
has used public funds to underwrite a national news and public
affairs entity contrary to the Congress' intent when we created
the Corporaticn in 1967. Given the current derials that t.is
nas occurred, it is instructive to ao back and see what was said
about tiis new ilational Punlic Affairs Center for Talevision (LWPACT)

-

vhen it was started up last sunmer. An article ia £ue ‘law Yo TF

for August 25, 1971, entitled "Public TV Unit Aims :o Ceniriléize

ews Activities," quoted industry leaders as suppcriing cenzraiization
of news and public afﬁ?irs prcgrams to cut back on the autonomy of
regional television stations, where a diversity of viewpoints is
likely to be found. I strongly recommend that all Members read

this article, since it puts tne subsequent niring at exerbitant

salaries of such bfased reporters as Sander Vanocur and Rotert tactiedil

in proper perspective.

The article follows:
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the formais of each w

The conter ol
PITIICHIS IO U
casiinz
uliny usd &
abeul "220
5ialens thecushouns ¢
try. The first yoz= ¢ cP2rma-
tion is beina fundad with
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Mr. Speaker, as I am sure you are aware, public broadcasters
have a special statutbry obligation to adhere strictly to
objectivity and balance in the programs and the program series
tnat they present. One reason that the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting was entrusted with the use of public monies for
programming was that the Congress believed that this statutcry .
provisicn would be scrupulously followed. I am sorry to say tnat
this is not the case. There have teen innumerable public affairs
programs--principally the ones put out by Bill Moyers and
Sander Varnocur--that are not balanced and objective. In scme cases,
these programs are admittedly untalanced and biased toward an
anti-Administration vjewpoint. However, the reason aiven for this
Tack of balance is that Administration officials were not available
to participate on these panel dfscussions and interviews. I find
it hard to believe, Mr. Speaker, that nowhere in our country are
there people willing to appear on these programs who hold opinions
that could be used to balance the views of strident anti-Administration
protagonists. Yet, the newsmen and program officials of public
broadcasting seem perfectly willing to proceed in the face of a
Congressional mandate for fairness and objectivity without making
a good faith effort to present the American public with a balanced

and objective treatment of the issues.




Mr. Speaker, listening to the heated debate that has taken
place about future financing of public broadcasting, one would
think that all of the criticism of the Corporation for Putlic
Broadcasting is part of a massive political plot to stifle tie
noncommercial television system. The proponents of this view
find it convenient to ignore the fact that there has been
sutstantial and responsible criticism of the Corperaticn's
efforts to become a fourth national network Tona before this
matter became the pelitical issue that it now seems to te. A
year ago Mr. Arthur L. Singer, Jr., whe is row an official cf
the Albert P. Sloane Foundation and was instrumental in the work
of the Carnegie Ccrmission an Educational Television, made a
speech on this very point. He concluded that the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, and the Ford Foundation had perverted the
original intention of the Carnegie Commission. ifr. Singer raised
the possibility, which is becoming more and more apparent, that
an elite is taking over public broadcasting and turning it to
goals and using it for purposes which the Congress never intended
when it passed the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967. I urge each
Member to read Mr. Singer's speech, which is reprinted in the
following article, and then take whatever steps are necessary to

restructure public broadcasting so that its operations will be

consistent with the original intent that we all had for it.




Mr. Speaker, once again the American public is being subjected
to a slick, expensive advertising campaign mounted by the Public
Broadcasting Service to huckster its network progranming. FPrime
time on the commercial networks is being used to sell the public
on the programs PBS is presenting during the month of tay. The
public televisicn network had a similar media advertising blitz
last fall for the new proaram season. Vhere does the money come
trom tc support such an expensive advertisina campainn? Tre putlic
is the one footing the till either throual: their tax .ollars or
the tax exempt dollars used by the Ford Foundation to underwrite
this propagandizing by the public televisicn retwork. ‘e kncw
.that the Corporation for Public Broadcasting devotes nearly
$2 million of its current funding from public monies for
advertising purposes. Moreover, the Fcrd Foundation has gi@en
the public television retwork an additional $1 millien for
advertising purposes. Sometimes the Ford Foundation makes
available special funds for advertising specific programs on PBS.
For example, last month a newspaper ad appeared in the major
dailies of Washington, D.C., New York City, Philadelphia, and
Boston advertising PBS coverage of the Massachusetts and
Pennsylvania primaries by Sander Vanocur and Robert MacNeil.
Ironically, at least in the Washington Post, this ad appeared

side by side with an NBC news ad for a special primary coverage

program. So public television, which was supposed to give us

something different from the commercial networks, gave us only
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an imitation, the only difference being that public television's

coverage was provided by two ex-employees of NBC News.




Mr. Speaker, despite what the Congress might think about the
effectiveness of the provision in the Public Broadcasting Act of

1967 which requires strict adnerence to balance and cbjectivity in

public television programs, it does not prevent Sander Vanocur

from stacking a panel with anti-Administration newsrien. QOne

prime example of this occurred n late April follcwing the President's
first address to the American pecpla after the massive invasion c¢¢
South Vietnam by Communist forces. After carrying the President's
speeca, Vanccur and a panel ¢f sc-called eéxperts precvided sore

Instant anaiysis. Cne piece of dubious analytical insighs cr tnis

program was provided by ieil Skeehan of the lew Yerk Tires, who

equated the Comnwunist leaders with the Feunders of the Arerican
Republic. He stated that, "Ycu see, the great power, the aeneral
from the great power, the President, the statesman, whatever you
will, cannot think like the man from the small power who's fighting
for his liberty and his independence. After Lord Howe chased
Washington across the Delaware he retired to the comforts of
Philadelphia and New York certain he'd reduced this rabble to a
manageable group that would stay across the Delaware. Back they

come in the middle of the night and catch the Hessians at Trenton.

If you're a Lord Howe or a General Hestmofeland you can't think Tike

General Giap or General Washington." |
The significant thing s not that the publicly supported

public television network pfovides a forum for someone who can
compare General Giap to General Washington, but that there is no
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spokesman to dispute this perversion of history because Vanocur

admittedly had a biased panel analyzing the President's remarks.
Before a single cent of additional bublic monies are poured into
this kind of television programming, the Congress must take steps
to compel public broadcasting to comply with the statutory require-
ment for objectivity and balance in gzch program and grograr series

that it presents.




Mr. Speaker, one of.the problems that I noticed in coming
to grips with legislative problems affecting public broadcasting
is that most of the information we receive from the putlic broadcasters
themselves is funneled through the Corporation for Putlic Croadcasting.
Since the principal issue before us is over-centralizaticn by the
Corporation and loss of independence and autcnomy 5y the locazl
stations, it is especially disturbing to have the Ccrporation
speaking on beihalf of these stations. I have always wondered wuy
the trade association for the staticns--the Haticnal Associaticn of
Educational Broadcasters (NAEE)--has always seemed to follow a

"party line" laid down by the Corpcration. It was with in%zrest

then that I note that the Corporation has recently made a grant of

almost $200,000 to assist WHAEB in carrying out its functions. In
considering future funding arrangements for public broadcasting,
the Members should keep in mind that the Corporation may be using
its Federal funds to subvert the independent judgment of the NAEB.
The Members can judge for themselves after reading the following

article about this grant to the National Association of Educational

Broadcasters.




eeees from CPB NEVWISLETTZR, Decenber 1971 - January 1972

CPB GIVES NAEB S192,1G0 FOR 1972

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting has made a
grant of S192,160 to the National Association of Equc-
tional Broadcasters to assist that 0rganizaiion in a numbes
of activitics. The largast portion of the grant, $33.0G0.
will be used by NAERB's Oiiice or Minornty Arfairs.

 CPB President John. Macy said of the minority atfais
scgment of the grant: “Wes are on record as supromin:
the goals of minorty participation fully in all job javeis
and program areas of the industry and we enthusiass
cally endorse the ongoing activities of the Otfiics ol
Minority Affairs. We are committed to its growth anl
success.”

Earlier, at the NAEB annual convention, Macy had
stated: “I find no comfort in the progress made 2y o
industry in the entire area of munority progress in t=s
past year. The record of the entire enterprise is ac:
sufficient.”

The CPB grant to NAEB's Offics of Minority Afta:
will permit that office to operate at a full budget {or -
first time and will enable Lionel Monagas, ¢jrector of =
office, 10 expind his activities in areas which incluss
scholarship aid, extension work and 2a general stranmnas.
ing of public broadcasiing’s efforts at the national z=d
local level to ensurc equality in programmiing and emzisy-
ment.

The remaining $137.160 will be divided between
NAEB's personne! information services (330.092). = ce
tion services (S$37,82G): and instreciion, man:samaze,
legal, an¢ production training programs ($49.243).

In the latter category, the funds will permit &2
holding of 22 training sessions for 12 persons each — 4
total of 76 course days — in a number of lovatioz=s
throughout the country.




Mr. Speaker, much has been said about the influence of
the Ford Foundation in public television. While it is logical
to expect that whoever provides the funding will have a lot to
say about how those funds are used, there has been little ccncrete
evidence reaarding the Ford Foundaticn's pcwer-brokering in public
television. It was with interest, therefore, that I read an

article in the Television Digest detailing how Fcord nas used itis

merey to force a merger between the National Public Affairs

Center for Public Televisicn and the local Yashington, 5.C. nublic
televisicn station. [ am sure that there are many em:ers wic are
as concerned as [ about the Ford Foundation's exercise of undue
influence in public broadcasting, and I urge them to read this
article carefully.

The article follows:




esss from TELEVISICN DIGEST, lL4 February 1972

FORD MONZEY, WETA & NPACT: "It's all a ques-
tion of how much o a whore vou wunt to be,” one
board member of Washingcton's only educadonal sta-
tion, WETA-TV, told us=describing how Ford Four-
dation threateaed to withhold aver 23 million in crants
to station and nerlv formed Naaonal Public Affaurs
Center for TV (NPACT? unless both acreed to merce.
Faced with acute shorwtaze of funds, directars of beth
organizalions have aursed to merse by June 1373.

"IU's a question of how much indrpendence we are
going to have,” WETA source said of mercer. “Ford
wanted this...The cuy who has the morey alwavs hzs
the influence. Hell. there's nothing venal about it.
It's just a fact of life.” There are, however, those
on hoth sides who opiwise merzer, even thouch it has
been approved. On WETA dissiddent told us stazon
couldn’l support NPACT, feared monev for natio:al
programniin: wouid drzin staticn. Those at NPACT
who oppose merger fear orgamizatica will "lose it
identity."

Last year, af'ar firing of WETA-TV News Editcr
William Woestendiek, House Cormmunications Sub-
committee Chmn. JMacdonald (D-)iass,) held public
hearing to invesdgate whether Ford Feundation had
exercised any “undue influence™ over stajion (Vol.
10:18 p3). WETA & Ford spokesnica denied such
influence. XNow, howcver. charze has Seen raised
again by dissidents at :’PACT. WETA and even in
Congress, where at least one Republican has ordered
staff to investizate. “"The Ford Foundadon assured
us a long time aco thzt ticy were ¢oing to get cut of
the public broadcasting business,” GOP scurce told
us, expressing “outrace.”

We asked NPACT Pres. James Karayn if Ford
had excrciscd “undue iniluence'” or threatened to
withhold about 51.5 riillion unless merger with WETA
took place. T havea't been told that officially,” he
said.- “T have no comment.” WETA Pres. Donald
Taverner said only that merger is sct.
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Recently there has been a lot of discussion and debate
about the future of public broadcasting in this country. The
Federal Government first became substantially involved in
funding public broadcasting when the Congress passed the Public
Television Act of 1967. That act was written primarily from
suggestions made by the Carnegie Ccmmission on Educational

Television in its 1967 report. Five years later in 1972

this Congress will soon be isked to fund the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting for the amount of $65 million in Fiscal
Year 1972 and $90 million in Fiscal Year 1974. I think it is
important for us to go back and take a look at that Carnegie
Report to see if public broadcasters today are meeting its
requirements. In that.vein it might be helpful to see

what the original architects of the Carnegie Commission think

about the direction in which public television is headed today.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to place in the Record a
1971 speech given by Arthur L. Singer, Jr., who was instrumental

in the establishment of the Carnegie Commission.




Mr. Speaker, one of the more complicated issues veing
debated in Congress and the media today is the Federal invelve-
ment in public broadcasting. It is extrerely difficult to
understand how the different bureaucracies created 35 a result
of the Public Brcadcasting Act of 1967 function and inteprace.
Fer example, how do you tell tie diffarance Letwaen the
Corporation for Public Sroadcasting (CPI}, Fublic Zruaicis-ir
Service (PBS), the National Phb1ic Affairs Center for Televisian
(NPACT), Children's Television “orkshnn (ST}, and tha Cageasea
Educational iletwork (EEi). I trust hat a GCad numder of ryy
colleagues are as confused as I am regarding this issue. Thnerefore,
Mr. Speaker, I ask unapimous consant that in article in the

December 11, 1971, Congressioral Quarterly te placed in the

Record for all to read.

An authorization bill which calls for the funding level
for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting to be increased by
almost 100% in Fiscal Year 1973 will soon be before the House.
I am hopeful that we can have a thcrough debate gbout this
issue and establish whether or not an increase of this

magnitude is desirable.




Mr. Speaker, in the next week or so the Public Broad-

casting Act of 1972 vii1 be before the House for consideration,

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting authcrization bill,
H.R. 13918, calls for spending levels of $65 million in Fiscal
Year 1973 and $9C million in Fiscal Year 1974. In his budget
requesc for Fiscal Year 1373 Fresident .ixon includzi 323 ~i1lion
for public troadcasting--a $10 million increase ovar Fiscal
faar 13972.

ouring this past year lnere has been substantial debizto
within Congress, the putlic broadcasting cormunity, thnz Admin-
istraticn, and the Press regarding tne structure ans futur: Fideral

funding for public broadcasting. I am sure the discussion will

continue when H.R. 13912 comes before the House. ' Mr. Speakar,

I ask unanimous consent that this April 29, 1972, article by

Bruce E. Thorp frcm the lational Journal, be printed in the

record so that my colleagues can get an up to date reading on

where the public broadcasting issue stands.




A lot of people are telling us that what we used to call
"educational television"now ought to be called "oublic television".
I had thought all television was "public television", since it's
the public that's watching it. But if the public is paring for
educational television, or "public" television, it deserves some
accounting of where it's money is going.

The man in the street can see the end of the horn of plenty.

Neither he, nor anyone else, has an endless supply of mone:r to stend--
no matter how good the cause. I am a friend of "public" television.
For that very reason, I believe it should be accountable o tha
taxpayers, who are bearing the cost.

When I see how big a salary some of the peorle working for
"public television” are getting, it makes me wonder what T should
tell my constituents. My distinguished colleagues and I--whom many
of the members of the public might say are overpaid--get exactly
half as big a salary as Mr. Sander Vanocur. Now Mr. Vanocur may be
a fine fellow, but I wonder if any public servant should be getting
$85,000 a year. The exorbitant salaries being paid in public televisio:
do not stop at Mr. Vanocur's salary. Last year Bill Moyers--President
Johnson's ex-press secretary--received $75,000 for a short-lived
series of interview and discussion programs; Robert McNeil--the ex-
NBC and BBC newsman who is now Sander Vanocur's co-anchor man on
public television--receives $65,000 a year; Bill Buckley receives
$11,500 per program in his "Firing Line" interview series which is
more than he was paid when this series ran cn commercial television;
the head of PBS--the public television network--receives $50,000 per

vaares and +ha hasd Af VDD _btha caithlla wadla mabiawh  _acaxalcoan




$45,000 per year.

I am questioning salaries of this macnitude because I believe
that the taxpayer has a right to hold ocublic broadcasting
accountable for how his money is spent. Those o< uUs--and I count
myself one--who value its educational function and the services
public television provides wonder 1£ it hasn't been 3 little
over-ambitious, ncot sav imprudent, on this occasioen.
many in the Congress who are wonderinc the sare tainc.

As you know, the House Was so concerned abou: excessive
salaries being paid in oublic broadcastlnc that it
$42 500 ceiling on the salaries that could be raid
Corporation for Public Broadcasting (C23) to its own officers and
employees. The Youse narrowly defeated ancther amendment that
would have imposed the same salary limitation on public television

performers such as Vanocur, Moyers, McNeil, and Buckley and would

also have applied to executives of entities, such as PBS and NPR,
that are funded by CPB. Apparently the reason this amendment was
defeated was that it was drafted rather broadly and seemed to
prohibit the CPB from dealing with such fine Programming entities
as the BBC and the Children'a Television Workshop--producers of
“Sesame Street® and "The Electric Company"--because these entities
Pay salaries in excess of $42,500. It was felt that, if such a
salary limitation was imposed this broadly, it would do tremendous
damage to public broadcasting since it would be precluded from

pPresenting many fine pPrograms to the American public.

The amendment that I am offering recognizes this problem and yet
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attempts to deal with the serious problem thatvhas develoved
whereby public broadcasting uses its limited federal arprooriaticon
to compete in the high-priced talent market with commercial broad-
casting. My amendment would apply the salaryv restriction to onl-
two types of program production entities, which are Clearl within
the public broadcasting System; these are, (1) public broadcasting
stations, and (2) groduction entities that receive rore <lan 50 cer-
cent of their revenues from CPB. This is a reasonable restriction
since these noncommercial and non=profit public broadcast entitias
should not be receiving CPB's fedaral monies if thev arc payinc
their talent and performers and'production People exorbitant
salaries. It would stil] leave CPB free to Purchase or contract
for programs with the Children's Television Workshoo, BBC or anyv
other outside, independent production source.

While I am aware that the CPB Board of Directors has now
required that it approve any payment of salaries out of funds
provided by CPB when the salary is in excess of $36,000, I do not
believe that this is a sufficiently adequate control. It is the
Congress that is responsible for the use of pPublic monies not a
presidentially appointed board; and it is the Congress that must

impose reasonable limitations on salaries paid to program people

in public bfoadcasting. just as the Congress is imposing a reasonable

salary limitation on CPB executives and employees. I should also
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levels in the Executive Schedule of Salaries of the U.S. Code.

Thus, as the compensation for Level II of the Executive Schedul-=

increases, the salary ceiling in public broadcasting will also
increase.

In short, I believe that mv amendment is a reasonable means
of dealing with a serious problem that has develored in =»ublic

broadcasting's use of federal funds and the Congress

responsibly and protect the public interest in this matter.
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Page é , lnsert after line j the following:

No noncommercial educational broadcast station, or a
department, division or subsidiary thereof, and no Terson,
organization or other entitvy receiving more than 50 zer centur
of its annual reverue frcm the Corooration, shall be eligibia
for program production grants, contracts or pavments from the

S - T e v ey
e s WXLLinCc;

Corporation, if it comcensates any rerson ermzlo:
producing, directinc or aprearing in any rprogram cr series of
programs funded in whole or in Tart by the Corroraticon an

amount which, when applied to the total hours such ferson has

expended on such activities, would exceed the ecuivalent of

&~

an annual rate of compensation in excess of the maximum rate
of compensation prescribed by section 396 (e) (3) for officers

and employees of the Corporation.




Onc of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting's (CPB) principal
responsibilitics under the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 is to
makg payments to aid in the financing of the cducational television
and radio stations' local program@ing and other costs of local
operations of such stations (47 U.S.C. Section 396(g) (2) (C)).

During the entire period érom Fiscal 1969 through Ficcal 1972,
CPB devoted only some 13 percent of its total funds of $91.7 million

to this purpose. CPB itself has acknowledced that it mus:t earmark

fore, the Corporation supported the provision in 3.R. 13918, which
requires CPB to distribute a minimum of 30 percent of its total
federal appropriation in any given fiscal year to the local stations
t6 use in their discretioh for any aétivitywrslated to their local
broadcast operations (Section 2(b) of H.R. 13918).

While this type of statutory provision is clearly nesdad, rost
local station officials and the Administration believe that the
- 30 percent minimum specified in the bill is inadequate. CPB should
be required by statute to increase the total share of appropriations
going to the local stations, as more federal funds are channeled
into public broadcasting.

Unfortunately, during the Commerce Committee's June 13, 1972,
hearings on the nominations to the CPB board of directors, Senator
Pastore received testimony from the present Chairman of the Board
and the President of CPB regarding H.R. 13918, but did not provide
an opportunity for local public'broadcasters or the Administration

to state their views on this financing legislation. However, during

7.
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the hearings held last February before the Subcommittee on
Communications and Power of the House Committee on Interstate and
Forcign Commerce, the National Association of Educational Broacdcaster:
(NAEB) and many individual local public broadcast station manacers
had a full opportunity to express their views on this matter. The
N
CPB's federal funds be disbursed to local stations, but urced
' the percentage should be increased year by vear as CPB's federal
appropriations increased (fearings, p. 122, 124-126). The staticn

managcrs agreed that g percentage of funds directed to the loecezl

stations should increase as CPB's fundinc¢ increased and one stated

that the pPercentage should be in the 70 ,e*cent range, if CrB's

level of funding went beyond the $150 million mark (Hearings, p. 135).
The President of NAEB added that there should be a rise in stati
funds so that "the pPercentage of money going to the stations will
come closer and closer to that going to the corporation, eventually
equal it and perhaps pass it". (Hearings, P. 157.) As stated by
the head of the Iowa Public Broadcasting System, the reason for this
position is that the local stations' "needs for cash with which to
deal with local issuecs is escalating faster than their needs for
national programming services” (Hearings, P. 176.)

The hearings also show that additional Comments in support of
the increasing percentage of funds distributed by CPB to the local
stations were received from educational broadcast stations in the
South, which comprise the Southern Educational Communications

Association, as well as educational broddcast stations in:




Tucson, Arizona
Phoemix, Arizona

Boise, Idaho i
Moscow, Idaho
Pocatello, Idaho
Denver, Colorado
Pueblo, Colorado
Provo, Utah

Salt Lake City, Utah
Lewiston, Maine
Syracuse, New York
Hartford, Connecticut
Durham, New Hampshire
Washington, D.C.
Winooski, Vermont
Boston, Massachusetts
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Hershey, Pennsylvania
Allentown/Bethlehen, Pennsylvania
Orono, Maine

Schnectady, New York

Owings Mills, Maryland
Huntington, West Virginia
Buffalo, New York

New York, New York

Trenton, New Jersey
Watertown, New York
Brooklyn, New York
University Park, Pennsylvania
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
Erie, Pennsylvania
Providence, Rhode Island
Beckley, West Virginia
Scranton, Pennsylvania
Morgantown, West Virginia
Rochester, New York

Pullman, Washington
Sacramento, California
Yakima, Washington

Spokane, Washington

Eureka, California

Redding, California

(Hearings, pp. 220-222.)
In view of this widespread support for the statutory requirement
of an increasing percentage of funds for the local stations, I offer
the following amendmcnt which would require the Corporation to

distribute 30 percent of its federal apﬁtooriation ta the l1Arad
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stations, when the appropriation level is $45 million or below;

45 percent when CPB's appropriation is between $45 million and $65

million; 55 percent when CPB's appropriation is between $65 million

and $90 million; and 75 percent when CPB's appropriation exceeds
$90 million a year. But in no'year would CPB be required to take
a cut in federal funds in order to distribute the requisite percentage

to the stations.




Amcndment to H.R, 13918, Scction 2 (b)

Page 2, lines » Strike out

"In each fiscal year the Corporation shall distribute

to noncommercial educational radio and television

stations, for use at each such station's discretion

in activities related to its local broadcast operation,

not less than 30 Per centum of the total amcunt of

funds received by the Corporation from the Public

Broadcasting Fund for Ssuch fiscal year."
and insert in lieu thereof "In any fiscal year ip which the actual
amount of funds received by the Corporation from the Public Broad-
casting Fund for such fiscal year is $45,000,000 or less, the
Corporation shall distribute teo noncommercial educational radio
and television stations, for use at each station's discretion in
activities related solely to its local broadcast OPeration, not
less than 30 Per centum of the total amount: of such funds; when
such payment to the Corporat;pn is between $45,000,000 ang
$65,000,000, the Corporation shall distribute not less than 45. per
centum of such funds to the stations; when Such payment is between
$65,000,000 and $90,000,000, the Corporation shall distribute not
less than 55 pPer centum of such funds to the Stations; and when such
payment is $90,000,000 or more, the Corporgtion shall distribute
not less than 75 Per centum of such funds to the stations. Provided,

however, that in no fiscal year shall the Corporation retain for its

fiscal year.®




Mr. Speaker, as you know, the Public Broadcast Act of 1967
requires that public broadcasters strictly adhere to objectivity
and balance in all Frograms or program series of a controversial
nature, and that no public broadcaster may editorialize or support
Or oppose a candidate for public office. Anyone whe has watched
the public affairs programs on public television knows that these
provisicns of the law are not being fuily complied with. This
raises a substantial Guestion as to the effectiveress c¢ thecn
provisicns and whether putlic troadcasting can be truste! -
operate in the public interest if these requirements for

objectivity and balance cannot be effectively enforced. In

this regard, I cormend to the !‘embers’ attenticn a bill pending .

in the Senate which would require all public broadcasting stations
to keep tape recordings of all potentially controversial programming.
It seems to me that this would provide a convenient means of
monitoring controversial public affairs programs to determine

if there has been compliance with the Congressional mandate.




Mr. Speaker, recently a group of Columbia University students
calling themselves "The !ietwork Project" published a study wnich,
for the first time, documents the influence of the Ford Foundation
in public broadcasting. The study shows how the Foundaticn has
used its massive contribution of funds--totalling approxirataly
$200,020,030 over tne past twenty years--to shiace the educaticnal
broadcasting system in this ccuntry intc a fourth naticnal retwork.
The report put out by The ilietwork Project is entitled "The Fourtn
Metwork" but it may have been more aporopriately entitle:z "~ For.
Foundation Unmasked." The partion of tihe report that deals ..it:
the Ford Foundation's effcrts tc create a naticnal networl &5 rgis
public opinion on national and international issues is a chilling
reminder of the unfettered power of foundations such as the Ferd
Foundation. The Foundation's plans for public broadcasting
developed during the early 1560's provided the blueprint for the
subsequent development'of a fourth network by the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, its network arm, the Public Broadcasting
Service, and its program production entities.' [ urge the Members
to read this report very carefully before taking any action to
increase funding for the Corporation for‘Pub11c Broadcaﬁting.

The relevant portion of The Network Project report follows:




The Fourth Network




Copytight © 1971 by the Network Project, N.Y.C.
All nights reserved.

THE NETWORK PROJECT
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beadquarters in New York, under

) as an instrument for the development of community [e
and

a form of psychotherapy.”(15)

aders;

In short¥he experiment demonstrated that educational television, in
addition to being useful for instruction. was a social, psychological, ang
political forcc‘.'.:l'he Fund. apparently having done its Jjob. wus absorbeg
into the Foundation by the end of 1957, When its operations were
discontinued ten Years later, the Fund had spent a otal of about §3
million on television, experi
to an understanding, of
Television and Public Broadcasting.

e fourth important éxperiment in ed

the practical application of the i
projects.

Two features of this experiment me
ducted on a nationaj scale by

¢ it was bc:-ing asked
.+.."(17) The study was, in

name; and the Organizational service moved 10 pew
the: name Nationaj Educational




Television and Radio Center (NETRCQ). To ease the transition and to
strengthen the centralized network, Ford gave a major grant to NETRC
in 1939 to enable it 1o furnish each of is affiliates with”a videotape
recorder (at $60,000 apiece). In two vears, the network had fiftv af-
filiated stations: by 1963, it would have seventy-five, )
The year 1903 was a crucial one: an understanding of the NETRC's
prior and subsequent actions is useful not only because it indicates the
function of centralized power in the communications industry, but also
because it highlights the consistently vontradiciory position of the Ford
Foundation. which made coustant public utterances in favor of in-
dependence but always acted 10 concentrate power. The easiest way for
Ford to accomplish this was through its method of awarding grants—
surely as important as the amount or Durpose of the grant itseii. A case
like the one just described. in which Ford made grants availaple for
many local stations, but mads them available through the network
instead of directly to the stations. Was—unitil loyalties became certain—
the rule rather than the exception. Moreover, Ford's activity in
strengthening the aetwork rather than the local stations was hargy
confined to the physical development of television facilities: and
although all programs at this time were produced on the local level, the
amming through its control over funds
eviewing the conflict between local stations
and the production units. which were increasingly centralized during
this period of ETV history. Gerard ApPpPY (NET Vice-President for
Newtork Affairs) wrote in 1967 that

Before 1958 it was thought that the (NET) Center should obtain
much of its programming by purchasing the better efforts of af-
filiates and contracting with affiliates for the production of
mutually planned series...

They (i.e., the affiliates) often questioned the Center decisions on
subject selection and worried about producer freedom versus
Center influence and control. The Center, on the other hand, feit
its money was being siphoned off to general station support at the
expense of product quality, considered its control over production
far too limited, and often deplored the technical level of the

programs delivered.

The bulk of (current) programming comes from a few affiliates
with proven capability. . . With rare exception, NET controls and

supervises (rom concept to delivery.(18)

However, with the stations’ antagonism somewhat lessened by the
~ above-mentioned videotape-recorder grant in 1959, Ford went ahead in
1963 with the first of its $6 million annual grants to NETRC 1o initiate
program production and network programming service. A description
of the changes occasioned by this beneficence was provided by John
White, who had assumed the Presidency of the thea ETRC in 1958:

11




NET immediately made Plans to turn over o other agencies jts
Previous activities in radio, instructional television, and ETV
station activation ang welfare, Simul(ancously. it reorgunized and
greatly strengtheneq its program staff. All resources were now
a television program service of
provided to the American prople
tionwide network of noncommercial ETV stations

affiliated with NET."(19)

Another significan: change was made, White had
urth network” j
nference on April 2,
ional television, In 1963, the goal realized and (i,
network functioning and expanding (in (wo years, it would hyv
100 affiliates), NET—in a move whj i i
virtually eliminated from aj prom
phrase “fourth newwork"”,
Ford could now
and continues 1o
With the matter

d was dry
“merely academic.”

With the arriv i Ford Foundation in 1967,
things began 1o change. Friendly President of the CBS News
Division until a management change there no longer gave him direct
access to Chairman William S. Paley and President Frank Stanton;
Friendly left 1o become Professor of Broadcast Journalism ag Columbia
ity's School of Journalism and Advisor on Television Alfairs to
McGeorge Bundy, the Presiden: of the Ford Foundation and former
i Security Advisor to Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. Friendly
assumed the Operational position gver the Ford network,

i i eption of how ineffective NET's programs we

a short time
Theatre, with neither
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efforts, NET's operation began to lcok quite professional: by the third or
fourth PBL offcring it looked even better—at least an old stand-by like
“Let’s Lip-Read™ did not actively repel viewers. )

An added source of difficulty for the PBL was perhaps the fact that its
management was preoccupied with internal politics. Av Westin had
tak.en a leave of absence from CBS (where he had been Fred Friendly’s
assistant) to preside over PBL. He found himself eradually being
displaced(20) by Fred Bohen, whom Bundy had me: while both were at
Harvard. :

Mr. Bohen's political involvements, particularly in light of the up-
coming national election. did not allow, seemingly, for his undivided
attention to PBL's diificult straits. Bohen, who came from the White
House (where he was a Presidential Aide), in the summer of 196y, took
time off from his new position with the floundering PBL to help the
floundering Democratic Party. On che night that H~umphrev emerged
from the chaos in Chicago as the presidential candidate. he received the
following telegram from Bohen:

Warmest congratulations. Like every insider who has seen vou in
action close-up. [ rejoice in your personal (riumph...‘Particiﬁution'
and a public throwing open of windows and doors to new people
and new ideas..in party and government. must be vour Kevnote.
Programmatic appeal is secondary. You stand astride a country
and party polarizing toward revolution...If I can help in any ap-
propriate way [ hope you will ask.(21)

Bohen'’s help to the Party was active and substantial. and on November
1, 1968, a letter on oificial Vice-Presidential stationery. signed “Hubert
H,” was sent from Washington with the opening words

Dear Fred:
I want you to know of my deep and sincere appreciation for
your help and your cooperation in formulating policies and

position papers. .. ."(22)

Bohen's above statement. that “Programmatic appeal is secondary,”
deserves some additional comment. for it indicates not only the
character of politics national and local. but also something of the
character of PBL and. indeed. of educational television in general. In
spite of the multi-million dollar failure of PBL. such a philosophy earned
the man who managed that failure the position of Assistant to the
President of the Ford Foundation: he moved up to that slot upon the
collapse of PBL, and remains there today.

By 1969, non-profit broadcasting had already assumed a political
character which would increase in subsequent months. A variety of
interoffice memoranda reveal the political strategies being considered
by high PBL staff personnel with regard to the [uture of educational
television. On March 3, 1969, Stuart Sucherman, head of PBL’s legal and
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business affairs division (now Program Officer in the Ford Foundation's
Office of Public Broadcasting) sent a confidential memorandum to
Bohen outlining various strategies which would be usetul in a) bringing
about the dissolution of NET (for which Sucherman had earlier served
as legal counscl), with which PBL was sull fiercely, if ineptly, com-

broadcasting. From a locally based svstem, ETV would become both
more centralized and more national, with its power more concentrated
in a single locus. The fourth network was being redesigned to it the
pattern of telecommunications which the other nerworks had cut
decades earlier. Sucherman refers to the “Big Eight” television stations:
these local affiliates would supply the new agency with its power base:

The [ormula for the new organization would revoive around a
Separate corporation established physically in Washington. D.C....
At the top of this organization would be a Board of Directors made
of a multifaceted group basically representing the Big
Eight...The members of the Board of Directors from the stations
after approval by the coordinating sody.
ation. The Board of Directors would then

select a strong operating Ptesident.(23)

Later in the same month, Bohen outliged for the Foundation his views
oa the [uture of the fourth network:

years...

The leadership of public television
inattentive (o any single center of intellectual or philosophic
leadership, including the Ford Foundation and its Spokesmen.

1 think the time is right for the Foundation, in concert with the
Corporation(24) (if at all possible) to set in motion a dramatically
attired /ong-rerm design, capable of modification at the margin
and hopefully capable of continuous intellectual regeneration.

locuson a design for
mational importance, a

given its unique freedoms, and its
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limited resources, as well as the strong, generally parochial. local
bias in the (field operation) of public television. should place all of
its funds. [ would urge the Foundation to move as quickly as
practical realities permit to inspire a national television design...

The development of these network bureaus should be undertaken
in ways that. . .aiford the management of the most successful local
stations a substantial. but nor final voice in decisions about the
utilization of resources and the disposition of personnel.

The design recommended above has the following organizational
implications:

—The termination of the Public Broadcasting Laboratory...

—Either the transformation of NET to fit the gencral features
outlined above or the phasing out and ultimate dissolution of the
producing organization of NET...

—Termination of foundation investment in or concern for the vast
number of small, parochial. timid, or unpromising local ETV
stations, including perhaps. such moribund stations as
Philadelphia and Chicago. The best will save themselves. CPB's
political needs could sustain many more.(25)

PBL discontinued operations in May of 1969, having wasted $13
million in two years and having failed dismally in its attempt to con-
solidate the affiliates. Moreover, NET, the control and production
center of the national system. was faltering; and the network itself was
on the verge of disintegration, with local station managers openly
voicing their discontent. The majority view among the affiliates was
expressed by such statements as. “We are really concerned with the
erosion in local production and control™ and “We must watch that

‘centralization of control in Washington doesa’t happen.”(26) Ford's

network—the television system it had created from scratch. financed
almost exclusively, built almost single-handedly, and even staffed to a
large extent—was beginning to {ail apart. It was not an entirely unwilling
act, then, for Ford to relinquish control of the network to a more
prolessional and directly political body—the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting. Indeed, such a step was eatirely in keeping with the
Foundation's self-interest:investments by Ford in U.S. Governmeat and
Government agencies exceeded $212 million in 1969.




Mr. Speaker, listening to the heated debate that has taken place
about future financing of bublic broadcasting, one would think that all
of the criticism of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting is part of
a massive political plot to stifle the noncommercial television system.
The proponents of this view find it convenient to ignore the fact that
there has been substantial and responsible criticism of the Corporation's
efforts to become a fourth national network long before this matter
became the political issue that it now seems to be. A year ago
Mr. Arthur L. Singer, Jr., who is now an official of the Albert P.
Sloane Foundation and was instrumental in the work of the Carmegie
Commission on Educational Television, made a speech on this veryv point.
He concluded that the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, and the
Ford Foundation had pervérted the original intention of the Carnegie

Commission. M&. Singer raised the possibility, which is becoming more

and more apparent, that an elite is taking over public broadcasting

and turning it to goals and using it for purposes which the Congress
never intended when it passed the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967.

The Carnegie report, according to Mr. Singer, was "a plea for
pluralism, a plea for localism, a plea for breadth of attack, a plea
for an excape from the ponderousness and pedagogy that had afflicted
most of ETV." He indicated strongly that these goals had not been
attained.

"The present system is not pluralistic,"” he maintained. "It is
dominated by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, the Public

Broadcasting Service and the Ford Foundation. What goes on the air




.
on the system, as distinct from purely productions, is what these
institutions approve."

Another departure from the Carnegie recommendation was sounded
by Mr. Singer when he asserted that noncommercial television has cast
itself in the role of commercial network television."

"The networked programming is every bit as centralized and in its
own way as dehumanized as the network programming of NBC or CBS," he
contended. '"The nonnetworked programming is local and parochial. And
this is exactly what the Carnegic Commission did not have in mind."

Mr. Singer emphasized that his remarks were not directed to
people in public television, but to the structure of ETV after the
igsuance of the Carmegic’Report. He noted that Carnegic considered
the advisability of a fourth network and rejected it.

"The public television system has assumed the posture of a fourth

network, with what are really insignificant variations, and is now

operating exactly the way it was assumed, a few years back, a fourth

network would operate,"” Mr. Singer insisted.




MEMO ON PUBLIC BROADCASTING

I. BACKGROUND

"Public Broadcasting" is the name coined by the Carnegie
Commission of Educational Television in 1967 to describe the
general interest (i.e., nen-classroon instzructional) Trocramming
of non-commercial, educational radio and television broadcast
stations. This term was acopted by the Congress in the Public
Broadcasting Act of 1967.

Acting upon the Carnegie Commission's recommendation, tha
Congress creatsd the Corroration for Public 3roadcastings (C223)
charged it with a responsibility for ‘funneling Federal monies
into the public broadcasting svstem. CPB was to insulate crocraz
production and distribution from undue political influences, and
to foster the indevendence and autonomy of local gublic Sroadcastinag
stations, among other activities and responsibilities.

CPB's first full year of Federal funding was fiscal year 1969.
From that time to the present CPB has received a total of $78 million
in Pederal appropriations. Contributions from foundations,

businesses and other sources over the past five years gave CPB a

total income of $91.7 million. With these funds, CPB has created

a new television network--the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS)--
to replace the old National Educational Television network (NET).
There are approximately 220 public television stations throughout
the country all of which are PBS affiliates.




-2 -

PBS operates the television network by selecting, scheduling
and advertising prngrams from national program production centers
and distributing them nationally. At present, PBS provides socme
18.5 hours per week of prime time evening programming to all of
its affiliates. PBS also provides, on interconnected basis,
morning and afternocon network service comprised of childrecn's
programming. PBS distributes no money and produces no »rocrammincg
itself. 1In Fiscal 1972, PBS received some $9 million from CPB %o
underwrite its network and promotional activities. Rouchlv $1.7

million of this was used by CTB/PBS for prorotional oDur-osas. 1In

addition, PBS received a $1 million grant from the Tord Toundation
for advertising purvoses,. PBS is controlled by a Board of Directors
drawn from public television managers, but receives virtually all .
of its funds and much of its direction from CPB.

CPB has also created a national radio network--National Public
Radio (NPR)--which is similar to PBS, except that NPR produces its
own programming, while PBS does not. NPR receives app;oximately
$3.5 million annually from CPB.

CPB acquires television programming for national distribution
in two principal ways. It relies on seven national program
production centers associated with public television stations in
major cities (e.g., Boston, New York City, Washington, D.C., San
Francisco, and Los Angeles). These seven stations received over
$13 million from CPB in Fiscal 1972 for program production purposes

and produced nearly 90% of the prime time evening hours on the PBS net

work. The second source of CPB programming is the national centers not
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affiliated with public television stations. The orincipal such
production entity is Children's Tele&ision Workshor wvhich oroduces
"Sesame Street" and "The Electric Company" for distribution by
PBS in morning and afternoon hours. Children's Television Workshoz,
however, receives most of its funding from HEW's Office of
Education, the Ford_?oundation, and the Carnegie Corcoration.

For example, CPB's contribution to tha budcet of the Children's
Television Workshop in Fiscal 1972 was only some $2 million out

of a total budget of over $13 million.

II. GENERAL PUBLIC BROADCASTING ISSUZES

-A. Whether CPB's activities have fostered local station financial

and ogerational autonomv.

PRO

CPB has always taken seriously its responsibility under
the Public Broadcasting Act to foster station autonomy

and independence by creating a network organization made
up of and responsive to local station management. The
local stations help decide the nature and extent of
network programming and have the ultimate programming veto
power in determining whether or not to broadcast the

pProgram made available by CPB.

While CPB has not devoted a large amount of its financial

resources to support station operations, this was due to

a lack of funds. In its earlv. vears. CPR had ta daveate
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a substantial amount of funds to creating the national
public radio and television network and to building u>
the national program oroduction centers in order to maks
a maximum impact and develop station and citizen awareness

of what public broadcasting could do at the national levsl.

con
Since its creaticn, CPB has devoted too =uch aktantion t2
building its own structure (Presently has over 75 sta<=<
members) and the NPACT network, with over 100 staff members.
It has also poured substantial sums into Tajor ciey
television stations, to the detriment of the svstem as a
whole. Althougﬁ‘the Congress stated that one of the CT3's
principal responsibilities would be station financial
support, during the entire period from fiscal vear 1969
to fiscal year 1972, CPB devoted $11.7 million of its
$91.7 million total funds to station operating support
grants--less than 13 percent. Furthermore, the record of
support for local program production shows that, in fiscal
year 1972, for example, the most generous year for this
category of expenditure, only $350,000 went for local
program production--or about one-ninth what CPB spent on

advertising and promotion for its nationally produced

programming.
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Whether CPB's national network overations are consistent

with the intent of Congress.

PRO
Despite the fact that PBS may ac-pear to be a naticnal ora
network (i.e., the "fourth network") with fixed, nrime =i=-=

schedulesof program distribution, CPB is living up to the

1

Congressional intent that public broadeasting no= bHa a

networks. Networks produce Programs and P35 does not.
over, same-time, fixed-scheduled networkinc of na%ional

Trograms recresents the rost economical and efficient rma2-

of getting the programs to the local stations. It also

makes it easier to advertise the Programs in newspajers and
on cormercial television so that as n n7 ceorle as cossible

will be aware of public broadcasting programs. Furthermorse,

the Congress intended that a live, interconnected network
should be used to take advantage of special or unusual

opportunities.

CoN
One of the most explicit recommendations of the Carnegie
Commission, and one of the clearest requirements of the
Public Broadcasting Act, is that CPB should not establish a
system of fixed-schedule, national networkiné for public
television. While the Corporation is supposed to provide

the facilities to interconnect public television stations,
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these facilities were to be used for distribution
of programs by CPB and recording and subscqucent
replay by the local stations. TIn *this way, unlike
fixed-schedule networking, the local stations would
be better able to serve their comrmunities, zince

they would have complete and unZettered control of

n
|9
0
)
jo1]
(o}
(BB
w
cr
r
)
G
=
cr
[
0
-

their broadcast schedules. While
system is more difficult and more expensive to operate
than a conventional television networlk, the Congreoss
chose to take this aprroach because it was committecd

to the concept of localism in public broadcasting.

In contravention of the Congressional intent, CPB has
established a system of fixed-schedule network broad-
casting during prime time evening hours. Network hours
scheduled in prime time now amount to nearly 19 hours
per week, not to take advantage of special or unusual
opportunities, but for Friday night movies, musical

performances, French cooking lessons, etc.

Whether CPB has encouraged diversity of program production

sources as required by statute.

PRO
CPB has encouraged a diversity of program production

sources by cutting the amount of programming done by

NET, formerly the dominant production entity, and by

114 TAd e 1971 @babian meadiiadi{an ~anbacve {n eha madaw
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cities of the U.S. Furthermore, other stations
contribute to PBS's program schedule. During the Dast
year, over 30 stations nationwide had their progra=s

accepted by PBS.

coN

During prime time over 90 Dercent of the national
programming for public broadcasting came from seven
"national production centers”, and one center--wWNET

in New York City--produced over a quarter of this.

Over the past four years NET has received the lion's
share of program production funds supplied by CPB.

In 1971 and 1972, NET recéived an average of 31 percen+

of CPB's total brogram production funds. The plan for

Fiscal 1973 is to give NET between 31 percent and 32
pPercent of these funds. This has enabled NET to
dominate PBS's prime time evening schedule, consistently

supplying between one-quarter and one-third of the

schedule over the past four years.

Punding at this level has pefmitted NET to continue to
have substantial influence. For example, the programming
‘Plan for Fiscal 1973 shows that NET will produce 86
hours--or over 70 percent--of the total hours funded by

CPB in the cultural program category.

A current example of WNET's contribution to "culture"

is a ballet--"The Relav'--which featuraas avtanaive
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nudity among the male and female dancers. PBS
provided this program on its national distribution

network and, under the terms of the local station's

membership agreemant wish PBS, the staticns did not
have the right to delete the most ohz2ctionable nude
scenes but had to run the Trogram uncust i thev ran

the program at all.

III. PUBLIC BROADCASTING LESISLATIVI ISSUES

A. Should CPB funds be authorized

PRO
While the Administration aas cromised toc sresent the
Congress with a long-rance financing rlan for public
broadcasting prior to the end of Fiscal 1973, such
promises have been made in the past by both the N;xon
and Johnson Administrations, and there has been no
progress. Even if this Administration could develop
a long-range fuhding plan and submit it to the next
Congress when it convenes, there is little chance of

the Congress completing its hearings and deliberations

by the end of June 1973.

Furthermore, quality programming often takes 18 to 24
months to prepare. A two-year authorization would give

CPB the requisite planning time for such programming.




CON
This Administration has made a commitment on the public
record to submit a workable long-rance funding bill
during the coming fiscal vyear, in time for the Concrass

to take final action on it. The Administration is

confident that its financing 2lan will have the

of the public broadcasting community, therebr enablinz
the Congress to take guick action rrior to the

exPiration of a one-year authorizaticn for Tiscal 1973,

Even if the Congress cannot for some reason com-le:a
its work on the long-rangg fundinc measure a0

June 30, 1973, it would be a simole matter to obtain,
without hearings or extensive deliberations, a
continuing authorization to tide CPB over until the
long-range legislation is enacted. The point is that
pressure must be kept on the Administration and CPB
to agree on a long-range funding plan as soon as
possible. A one-year authorization would accomplish

this.

Moreover, the supposed need for program planning time
is illusoiy. While a few public broadcasting programs
require two-year advance Planning, the majority of the
programs do not. Those that have requiied extensive
lead-time--such as "Sesame Street" and "The Electric

Company®--have been funded by HEW and other government
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entities, foundations, and private enterprise, and
are virtually unrelated to CPB's budget. All that
is required for advance Program planning is the
assurance that Federal funding will continue to
increase substantially, as it has over the past five
vears. Public broadcasting has =his assuranco
though the precise amount of future increase=x

be known at this time. CI’B rresenti: &
alternative program flans readyv to imolement
1973--0one »lan baszed on a $45 millien sunding

and orne based on a $65 millien leval. sore
increased fugds would be used to aczuire additional
Productions or erisodes in existing procran series,
which no Planning "lead-time" is required, and the

balance of the increase would be used for new Procrarming,

for which CPB has stated that planning is well advanced.

Whether the level of CPB funding should be $65 million

in the first year and $90 million in the second year.

PRO

e

The over-riding problem facing public broadcasting is
a lack of adequate funds. The Carnegie Commission
estimated that the Corporation would need $40 million
in Federal funds during its first year and $60 million

each year for the following four yYears, building up to

L4
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Thus, at this stage of its development, CPB was to
have a total of $280 million in Federal <unds under
the Carnegie recommendations. In fact, CPB has recaived
$78 million and has had the added resconsibilitics of
surporting a system of nublic radio and of mating
onoerating fund crants to all Public broadcast staticns--
resrTonsibilities that the Carnegie Commission did nast

take into account.

This argues for 2 very rarid increase of rederal funcs
for CPB--rising over the present $35 millicn a-owreoriz-
tion by nearly 100 percent in Fiscal 1973 and by nearl:
200 percent ;n Fiscal 1974. Thereafter, Tederal
financing should increase to over $100 million each vear.

Funding at such levels would solve all of the vroblems

that CPB's critics have dwelled upon over the past year.

CON

Pederal appropriations for CPB have risen dramatically
from CPB's first appropriation of $5 million in Fiscal
1969 to its $35 million appropriation in Fiscal 1972.

. The Administration's bill would continue this history
of realistic increases in CPB funding by adding $10
million to the current authorization and provide for
$45 million in Piscal 1973. It would be wasteful and
inefficient to go beyond this and grant CPB a nearly
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100 percent increase in funds in one vear and nearlv
200 percent in two years.. CPB has simrlyv not justifieqd
these staggering increases by giving the Congress
detailed factual information as to the Uses to which
these funds would be Put and the caraciz ¢ the s-
£to 2absorb this macnitude fundinc in a resvonsible

manner.

At a time when the Federal budcet i 5T 3tratcshad
bevond its limits =224 Zary acenci

eéssential activities, the Conzress has a- chlication

to hold the line on oublic broadcasting and reject

100 cercent to 200 fercent increases in CI3's funding.

A Fiscal 1973 appropriation of $45 millien :o CPB,

Plus a $13 million appropriation to HEW to suzrort the
station facilities construction drogram, as well as
other direct and hidden subsidies to public broadcasting

are more than adequate for the system.

Moreover, CpPB's operating experience under the 1967 Act
has disclosed many areas in which there is a need for
structural reform of the Public broadcasting system.
‘These problems relate ultimately to the center of gravity
of the system and the direction in which control is to
flow. The center of gravity should, as intended by the

Congress, rest in the stations. In such a system, CPB

would facilitate the growth of the commuhity-based
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stations, enabling them to produce and aoxchange local
programs, as well as programs of mcre t"'an local intarast.
CPB would also fund the production of :arme
programs of a diverse nature for non-::xod schedule
distribution over the interconnection "acilities.
short, the control would fiow UTwArd IS tho shrgns

local station to the national entities.

There is no bill under consideratign +:
the requisite reforms in public broadc.:.

massive infusion of federal Zunds shou'J be «withheld

until a comprehensive aporoach, incluci~z provisieons

to insulate those funds from political Sontrol, is
taken. All of public broadcasting's :oblems are no:
caused by a lack of money. The most scrious ones are
caused by deficiencies in the statutory scheme and in
CPB operations. Two-year funding at a total of $155

million would amount to a resounding vote of confidence

in CPB and all that it has done. Such a vote of

confidence would, at this point, be totally undeserved.

Whether CPB and public broadcasting organizations should

have complete leeway in salary and other pavments to

staff and on-air performers.

PRO

If CPB and public broadcasting as a whcle are to have a

/s
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national impact, they have to compete Zor orofessional
talent to perform before the cameras and in executive
positions. For the most part, this regquircs »ublic
broadcasting to compete for talent with commarcial
broadcasting. Thus, the $85,000 a Jear salar for
Sander Vanocur, the $75,000 a vear salary for Bill
Yioyers, the $65,000 a vear salary Zor fchert i

and John Macv's $65,000 a vear salaryv are commetitive
with the hich salaries paid to perforrmers and
eéxecutives in commercial broadcasting. 1If CP3 is
unable to draw upon the same talent 200l used by
cormercial broadcasting if Will never ke zble *=c
Provide the type of service that American viewers

have come to exgect of television.
CON

Some of the executives' and performers' salaries paid
in public broadcasting are completely out of line with
what should be expected from a non-commercial activity.
It does not make any sense for public broadcasting to

Pay a performer twice the salarv of a U.Ss. Conaressman.

The Congress never intended that public broadcasting

would imitate commercial broadcast programming. One of

CPB's statutory responsibilities is to develop and

train talent to perform in public broadcasting. This
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responsibility.is ignored when public broadcasting
entities seek out commercial television performers
and pay them high salaries, such as Sander Vanocur's

$85,000 per year.

Whether CPB must cresent a substantial arcunt of

programming on controversial, partisan issues.

PRO

No national broadcast organization can trul:- zerfeorn
its functions without devoting a substantial amcun: oF
time to discussions and documentaries on controversial,
partisan issues. Public broadcasting, at the naticaal
level, must do this job since the commercial television
networks are either unwilling or unable to devote orime
time evening hours to news and public affairs orogram-
ming. Since public broadcasting is to supplement the
efforts of the commercial networks, it must present

a significant proportion of news and public affairs

_programming during prime time hours.

CON

While no one disputes the need for public broadcasting
stations to deal effectively with controversial public
issues, there is some question as to whether it's

appropriate for the national network organization and

program suppliers to use "uninsulated®” federal
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appropriations for nationwide presentation o= pPrograms
on controversial, partisan issues. Tt's a fact of
life that CPB will be a focal coint of political
controversy if it uses faderal anoropriations for

this purpose.

Moreover, although the Public Broadcastinc :

that such procramming adhere strictl:-

and balance, CP3 and its frogrammers have Zound it

very difficult to complv with this erovisicn of 1law

when concentrating on ccntroversial partisan issuaz.

With rare exceptions, such programming in nublic hroad-
-

casting has been characterized by a left-of-center,

anti-Administration bias.

In any event, the public broadcasting network devo:ecs

too much time to news and public affairs in its prime
time schedule in relation to all of the other programming
responsibilities that must be met. For example, in

both Fiscal 1971 and Fiscal ;972, more than one-third

of PBS's nationally networked hours were devoted to a
single subject: news and Public affairs. Approximately
another third of all nationally networked time was
devoted to "Sesame Street" and "The Electric Company”.
There remains less than a third of the‘national schedule

to do adult education, drama, science, art, literature,

music, and everything else public broadcasting is
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supposed to do besides public affairs and children's

programming.

There is no need tec require Ey statute tnat Cps
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distritute a portion of its fadaral monies to
stations.

PRO

CPB is well aware of its résoonsibility to malke zrants
to local gublic radio and t2levision broadecas:
stations, and there is no need to make this ra~uirement
explicit in legislation. IZ, however, it :s Sels
'desirable to do so, all tha+ is necessarv is to

require CPB €o distribute no less than 30% of it's
federal éppropriations in the form of operating support
grants to local public broadcasting stations. CoB

will develop criteria for distributing these funds in
consultation with station representatives. This will
enable CPB to use the power of the Purse to upgrade the
facilities and operations of the local stations

consistent with a national plan for public broadcasting

Created by CPB.

CON

Pinancial support of local public broadcasting stations
has always been a low priority item in CPB's plans,

despite the fact that the -Congress in 1967 described

thig actrividvr 2a Aama 28 Arnf - 1 _»
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Therefore, it is important to correct this deficienc:
in new legislation. The financial needs of the local
stations are constantly expanding while CPB's financial
needs should level off in the near future. Therefore,
the percentace of funds devoted to local station
support should nct be set at only 30 rercent, Hut
should increase as the amount of CTB's fadeval
approrriation increases. tioreover, tasre should beo
distribution formula set out in the statute so that
local stations can be assured of SuPTort grants fre=
of CPB's discretion. 1In short, it shculd be the
Congress and.not the Corpération that establishes the
priorities for implementing a national plan for the

public broadcasting system. There is a danger that,

if local stations have to deoend on CPB discretiop

for all national Programming and for all operating

support funds, CPB would become too dominant an

organization and the independence and autonomy of the

local stations would suffer.

IV. SUMMARY OF HOUSE ACTION ON
THE PUBLIC BROADCASTING
PINANCING BILL (H.R. 13918).
On June 1, the House took final action on a bill (H.R.
13918) to finance the Corporation for Public Broadcasting in
Piscal Years 1973 and 1974. The bill provided for an

authorization of $65 million in Eiscal 1973 and $90 million
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in Fiscal 1974. It required that a minimum of 30 gercent
of this appropriation be distributed to local broadcast
stations by CPB in consultation with station remroscent
The bill also restructured CTB'sg Beard of Directors
requiring that five directors be manameors

broadcasting stations. The bill

chances, including establishment

fund in the Treasurv.

While the financing bill ultirately passed the House
by a vote of 254 to 69, there was a heated 6-hour debate on
many public broadcasting issues. The committee bill was
amended in severalysignificant respects on the floor of the
House as a result of the intensive debate. Yany Congressnen
felt very strongly that public broadcasting was spendinc :oo
much for executive and talent salaries, that CPB had strayed
from the original Congressional intent for a public broad-
casting system based upon localism, and that CPB-supported
programming was one-sided and biased.

By a vote of 73 to 46, the House adopted an amendment
limiting CPB staff members and executives to a maximum salary
of $42,500. Since many members wanted the same salary limit
to be applied to organizations receiving CPB grants or

contracts for programming, an amendment was offered to apply

the salary limitation to such organizations. This amendment

was defeated by a vote of 182 to 163, apparently because fhe

Tanamaaae Af +he amandmanét wae wwitean +Aan heaadly and wanlAd




- 20 ~
have precluded CP3 from obtaining orogrars from any entity
that raid performers or staff more than $42,500,

A major amendment, in line with the Administration
legislative ovlans for dublic broadcasting, would have cut
CPB's authorization from two vYears to one vear and woull
have limited Fiscal 1973 funding to $45 million. This
amendmant was defez+<ed by a narrow margin o< 183 to 166.
Because of the concern about CPB suprort of drocrams on
controversial partisan issues, an amendrent was
rreclude the Corzecration from conducting or financinc voter
polls or public opinion surveys in Sonnection with federal,
state or local carmpaign elections and *+o Preclude C73 fronm
funding any other entity which conducts or finances such
polls. The floor débate focussed on the inaprropriateness
of CPB involvement in this aspect of political activity, and
the amendment was adopted by a vote of 203 to 135. The last
amendment to the committee bill considered by the House was
one that would have required a General Accounting Office audit
of CPB's operations and expenditures for Fiscal 1972. The
amendment also provided that, until this audit was completed
and the GAO report evaluated by the Congress, CPB would not be
eligible to receive appropriated funds in Fiscal 1974. This
amendment passed on the initial teller vote 169 to 165, but

was defeated on a roll call vote by 170 to 166.




